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" ABSTRACT

The. main purppse of the’ -study was te examine the' perceptions of contrdk. over" .
“educational decisions in four large urban school districts”’i“n Alberta. Data were collected by
means of two forms of a questronnarre durmg the sprmg of 1985 'Rhe sample included
~ trustees, senior administrators and princrpals .

_ The study was largely based on an open systems theary of control as the output or
'end result of” decrsron moking Control over educauonal decrstons was defined as tj,c power,

authorrty and mﬂuence requn:éd to make an actual decrsxon

’I‘en categones of dectsrons were examined by the questionnaires: (1) finance and

- budgetmg. (2) capital expendrmﬁs (3) eqmpment supplies and services: (4) curriculum and

instruction; (5) perasonnel management. (6) student management; (7) orgamzatronal structure;

- (8) community relations;-(9) implementation of new programs; and (10) policy making and .
-decision making. In »:a“ddition the' study examined the influence of centralizing and

.' decentralrzmg factors and the relatronshrp of various background characterrstrcs to perceptions

of control. - o o ' R ’L/
| Data were statrstrcaily analyzed by means of Chi-Square, t tests, analysis of varranLZe

and the Scheffe’ procedure. v | - (

The findings indicated that the princrpals offrce the supermtendent s of f ice and tl\r\

school board were percerved to have maJor control over moss decision categorles The highe

overallpercerved degree of power, autherrty and influence over operational decisions ,was hef
by tﬂ!’principal's office. Teachers and the provincial education department were perceived t
have the least overall control. |
12: general the status qtro appeared to be acceptable to the respondents regarding t}iree | >\
decrsron categories: cumculum and instruction, organizational structure and new programs ‘
The greatest drscrepancres befween the percerved actual and preferred degree of control,
howe_ver. were-evrde‘nt in four decision areas: finance and budgeting, capital expenditures.

personnel management and community relations. Of particular interest, economrc matters

(finance and budgetmg. and caprtal expendrtures) were domrnant areas of concem

iv
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*Overall, the results of this study indicated that there was a very hxgh congruence

_ between ‘the actual and pteferred locus of control over educauonal decnsnons Apparemly. an

optimal level of comrol existed at various organjzational levels with rcspect to most decision

categories. In three decision areas (capital expenditures; equipment, supplies and s_ervnccs; anq
personnel management), trustees and administrators f avored greater decentralization of
control than was perceived to exist at the time of the study.

~ Two factors chribuled a moderate centralizing ‘infl-uence over educational decisions:
‘education de‘bar‘tment‘ policy and provincial legislatioh. In addition, five factors contributed a
mild centralizing influence: pressure from th;t teachers’' association, p‘ressu‘ré for ﬁpublic
acceuhtability, the current political climate, pressure from the trustees' association and the

current economic climate. Only one factor, personal philosophy, contributed a mild

decémrah'ying influence over educational decisions
Two conclusions were drawn f rom the study: .
(1) that percepuons of the locus of control over educational decnsnons were congruent
‘with the al)ocatxon' of formal authonty as specified by leg&lauon. policies and
regulations; and, : ) /

(2) that the. distribution of control across organizational levels was characteristic of

N s

decision making in the school:districts studied.

The findings of this studvy tend to support the view that cbqtrol over educational
decisions is not static but fluid and dynamic, varying across organizational levels and changing
.f rom iime to time. qul i;nportant. this study revealed th5£ a status-quo orientation lowards
cﬁntrol over educationél' decisions prevaileq in four large, urban school districts in Alberta.

Overall, respondents were satisfied with control over educational decisions and ‘pre%;&d few

changes.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

Writers in educational adminigtration have long recognized the importance of control

over educationaix decisions (Bidwell, 1965; Bridges. 1982, W‘illdwer, 1980). Bidwell,

orgamzauons in whrch very lxttip has been done Almost two decades . later Bridges
(1982 19), m takmg a different perspective, presented a sxmxlar view:

Power is the only;_other role-related variable that is studied with any f req’uency by:
researchers interested in school administrators. Even so.“the frequency is miniscule.

\

Lamment for the lack of | research and the call for f urther stndy aré likely motivated by the
search for substamwe theones and concepts to descrnbe and to explam adequalelv the nature
of school organrzatrons mcludmg therr structures and processes..

In this regard, questions s‘uch as the wfollowmg need to ‘be raised: What are r_j‘t;r(e
c.harncteris‘tics of educational Organizations? How does educational decision making take

N
.

place? Who controls educational decisions?

According to Willower (1980:5), school organizaiions face copSiderable instépi_!ily a'nd

uncertainty, both of which are counterbalanced by opposing orces:

A variety of internal'and external forces promote mstabllny and uncertamly in school
~organizations. However, these forces are countered by "a wide array of

social-organizational’ structures that reduce uncertainty and respond to norms of /
rauonam} /

/
/
/
/

Willower (1980) added that decision making in certain segments of school organizations may

. be more adequately explained by the garbage can theory during ‘limes of instability and by

system-type concepts in time\s of stability. The garbagecan theory suggests that decision.

times of instability. System-type concepts, which are systematic and rational, may be useful

to explain decision méking during times.of stability.

¥

kS
7

(l 5 1003) suggeswd that authomy and control are a promrsmg area for research on school »

making may not be systematic or rational. Yet it may-help to explain deeision making du'ring ‘

i



Taking a somewhat different approach; -Firestone and Herriott: (1982) pointed 'out

' \
madcquacnes in the concept of ratlonal bureaucracy for descrnbmg school organizations. They

described educanonal orgamzauons in ‘terms of an anarchv :mage or loosely coupled system.

~ In contrast 10 the concept of bureaucracy, thd anarchy image descnbcs organizanonal settmgs.

where goals “are ambxguous hierarchies of authomy are not effective mechamsms of

mtcgrauon technolog:es are unclcar and parucnpahon is fluid” (Fxrestone & Hemott

-1982:42). To some extent. the anarchy 1magc or loosely coupled system is a u_sef u] one, as a

* frame of reference for viewing educational organizations and explaining how they operate.

Although Allison - (1983:2_3) argued for more direct stndy of schools proper, he

acknowledgcd: _‘ U o ,,'°

'r"

énc of the most striking charactenstxcs of public schools . is-that they are essenua%lyx
subassemblies of regional schooling systems that are themselvcs subsystems within’ '\
state or national schooling structures. Thus, although individual schools may ‘ekhibit - "
a relatively high degree of autonomy in certain mtemal matters, they do not exist or . #
function as fully autonomous organizations in that a number of key elemerits’ ahd o

processes are controlled and regulatcd by external aut%;ucs
—

\\\

Allison suggested various organizational levels, including the subSystcnis\of the' school unit,
the school district level and the provxncxal levcl have a significant dcgree\of\control ‘over
educational decisions. In tcrms of level-of -analysxs. he suggested - "school systcms/
(district-level) or school'ing structures (stnte- or national-leyel) may constitute more logical ;
analytical’ units” 10 "clarify the position of schools within them* (1983:22). - This viewis
supportcd by Bacharach (1981) and Meyer and Rowun (1983) o ‘ G
In large- part, the prcsent study was guxdcd by a w1de perspecuve and muluple

level-of - ana]ysxs approach as descnbed by Alhson and others. - As suggested in the. hterature

the assumption was made that control over educanonal dCClSIOIlS in the operanonal sphere is

~ exercised at a number of diffcfcm\organimtional levels (Allison, 1983; /Bacharach, 1981;

Meyer & Rowan, 1983; Scott, 1981). In Alberta, the following are relevant levels: provincial

. (departmental), schoal boardrgf‘;, superintendent, principal .and teacher. Furthermore, the

operation .of each level of control is largely cletennined by the formal or legal a‘uthority of

provincial legislation or regulgtion.



" ‘u STATEMENTOF THE PROBLEM

The main purpose of this st{dy was: to determme to what extent comrol over

educational decrsrons was exercised atweach of the frve orgamzatronal levels. The basre .

research problem was stated as follows:‘ What are lthe perceptions 'of comrol over educational

decrsrons across various levels" ‘The study was designed to examine f Our ma JOl‘ aspecls of the
basrc problem: ‘ |

1. What is the perce1Ved degree of actual control _over educational decrsrons exercised hy
E persons workmé at various levels of the educauonal system (pro cial school board

| supermtendem prmcrpal and teacher)? |

2. What is the degree of preferred control over educational decisions at each level?

3. What is the perceived locus of actual and preferred control over ¢ educauonal decrsrons"

4, What factors comrrbute to changes m centralization or decentralization of control (locus

of control)? |

Sub-problems were identified under each aép‘ecl of the basic problem.

Perceived Depree of Actual Control over Educational -Decisiong‘

" 1. WHat is theperceived degree of actual control over educational decisions, exercised at
each of the five organizational 1evela;. according to the perceptions of trustees,
supermtendents and prmcrpals" |

2. What is the overall percelved degree of actual control over educauonal decrsrons exercised

by each one,of the f ive orgamzauonal levels?

Degree of Preferred Control over Educatronal Dgigion'g

3. What is the degree of preferred control over educauonal decxsrons accordmg to the
percepuons of trustees, superintendents and principals?
4. ~What is the overall degree of preferred control over educational decrsrons at each one of

the five organizational levels? o . . .



5. How is the overall perceived 'degree of actual control over educational decisions related to

S u'
.

the overall Qrcferred control at each of the five orgamzatnonal levels?
6. How are the, perccpuans ‘of the actual and preferred degr‘ee ‘,’f, control related across the
five organizational levels on various decisicn it f
reei ‘ f 1 and Preferr ntrol
7.  What is the perceived locus of actual control over educational decisions? | | . ,
8.‘ Wﬁat is the lbcu_s of p;eferred control over educational, decisions? f

9.. How is the perceived locus of actual control related to the locus of preferred control?

Factors Contributing to Changes in the Locus of Control
10. What factors contribute to changes in the perceived locus of control in the educational

systemn?

Relationshi ofBi(r nd racteristi

11. To what extent ‘do diffegences exist regal’dgsg the perceived actual and preferred control
over educauonal decisions on the basfs of the following background charactensucs of
.respondents: (1) gender; (2) age; (3) formal education; (4) position;- (5) number of
years in a p_osmon: (6) years of administrative experience; (7) school dnsmct; (8) type of

school; and (9) size of school?

~

. : s . R
12. To what extent -do differences exist regarding the perceived influence of various factors

on the basis of the foflowit_xg background characterietics of respondents: (1) gender; (2)
age; (3) formal education; (4) position; «5) number‘of years in a position; (6) years of

* administrative experience; (7) school district; (8) type of school; and (9) size of school? '



- B. BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM

istorical

t Hrstorically, under the terms of the BNA Act of 1867 (Sectton 93), constitutional
responsrbthty for education was allocated to the provinces. The Canada Constitution Actof
1982, furthermore guaranteed the legal right of provmcral control over education. Hence, in
‘Canada the clear separatlon of powers between the federal and prdvmcral governments on
educational matters has meant that the provinces have exercised almost exclusrve control over
educational decrsrons. Federal involvement has largely been limited to financial support of
specific programs in basic education (language instruction and vocational. training). manpower

’

training, and the support of postsecondary institutions. In addition, consultation at the
federal level has been fostered through the Council of Ministers. )

The extent of control over educatiolin Alberta at the local or school board lével has
largely been subject to provincial statute or the wiil of the Minister of Educatidn' and the
provincial government. In this epntext, 'the province not only controls the funding, but
_largely determines through legislation or regulations to what erctent local jurisdietions may
share in the governing process over education. Yet.local school board jurisdictions do exercise
some measure of ftnancial ~control in establishing a local levy A(-local supplementnry
_requisition) and carrying out other. important responsibilities such is’*the selection of a
superintendent reeponsil?le to the board of trustees. At the same time, however, a significant
degree of autonomy or discretionary anthority is exercised at each level ot‘ educational decision
making. o _

Changes in control over educational decisions refléct shifts inv the balanee of power,
authority and .inf'luence, which occur from time to tirne at different positions. or levels (Scott,
1981). For insta_nce, the balance of authority, power and influence has been af fected by the
growth of tedcher professionalism dm'ing the last several decades, in part the result of higher

tea.cher qualifications. Increasmg\y, teachers have demanded and gained a larger say in

educational matters parucularly on issues dxrectly related to instruction in the classroom
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(Bush & Enemark, 1975; Corwin, 1975). Scott (1981:'223) acknowledged, for example, that
the professional has "considerable discretion over task deci;ions, in particular, decisions
concerning means or techniques.” In Alberta, the teachers' professional association, the
Alberta Teachers' 'Anssociau'on. has become a powerful organization in recent years. It has had
considerable influence over education in negotiating direétly with. the Minister of Education on
matters such as the Council on Alberta Teéching Standards (1985) and indirectly in
advécating educatiorial change ‘and supporting collgetive_bargaining at the local levél (Odynak,
1963). |

» o)
rrent Theory an earch

)

Educational theory and research form a growing bc;dy of - knowledge about

C ok e .

organizations and organizational behavior. They coﬁtriﬁut‘é‘;g,tq;d our understanding of

!" .
organizational structures, processes and administrative issues. Owens (1981) suggested that
» B B
3 -, 4he development of theory and research should be ongoing and systematic.
The locus of control over educational decisions is an issue grounded in the literature
.,

on educational administration. Tannenb{um (1968:12) acknowledged the imponar;'cé of

control within organizations: ' ~ N

The assumption of a variable amount of control in organizations represents, we
believe, an assumption of basic theoretical and practical importance. Theoretically,

' this assumption opens up a number of possibilities that would not otherwise be
apparent. Consequently it allows us to resolve what might otherwise appear to be
opposing and irieconcilable arguments concerning the implications of control in
organizations. ‘ L .

Similarly, 4 variable amount of control may bea‘ssninéd to exist at different levels within an
educational system. For instance, a high degree of centralization of cuntrol over educational
decisions theoretically allows less opportunity for participation in decision making than does
decentralization, but it may be more efficient. On the contrary, a high degree of
decentralization of control may allow for a higher degree of participation in educational

decision making, but may result in less efficient administrative control (Scott, 1981).



With regard to research, Cheng and McKinley (1983:85)  identified three

research should be "relevant to the concerns of practitioners," "

Willower (1980:2) concurred in suggesting as follows:

Substantial psychological. operational, and social-organizatiqnai constrainfs make the
application of theories by practicing administrators a difficult and problematic
undertaking.

Nonetheless: ,conéide:abl_e research has been carried out on educational decision
making. March (1981) studied comrbl over educational decisions at various“organiz_ational
levels, while Renihan .(1977) and Matthews (1967) investigated control dimemsions and
decision-making processes, reépectively, at thé school board level. Chamberlain ‘(1975),
Chung ( 1981'?). Louden (1980) and Simpkins (1968) examined administrative decision making
.at the school level, ihcluding teacher‘_preferences; At the college lével, Barrington (1981)
studied the ‘impact of ;nvifoqmemal forces, while Day (1971) gxamineq conflict over polic'y
control. , _ ‘” | )

. The present sAtudy_served in part as a follow-up to the March (1981) .smdy. whic'h
examined- control over educationgl decisions for the period 1975-85. A comparison of .thc
B findings from both studies was possible on selected issues;. »\(here similar decision items were
used. Also, it was possible to consider the predictions f 6r 1985 made by the respondents in
the March study, in light of the findings of the present siudy. since actﬁal data were gathered

during 1985.



 C. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Centralization and decentralization of control has beeft.identified as an important issue

in the literature (Boyd, 1983; Child, 1973'3 Dill‘ 1984; Hage & Aiken, 1969; Mansfield, 19“73‘ :

March & Mrklos. 1983; Mitchell, 1984; Pugh et al, 1969a & b Reimann,- 1973; Ross, 1977;
Sousa &. Hoy, 1981). Questions such as the following have been raised:- Is the system of
education hrghly centrahzed or decentralrzed" ‘What is the balance of power authorrty and
rnﬂuence which exists among different orgamzational levels in “educational orgamzatrons"
What should be the balance of power, authority and influence among different organizational
levels? These questions are important-for general theoretical and practical reasons.

In terms .ofv_ practice. the present study was justified because many factors, including
geveral govemment reviews carried out 'recently or presently underwayeray have had a
significant impact on control over edricational,decisions in Alberta. Among these were the

o

following: . . - e

1. Review and reorganization of Alberta Education;

2. Secondary Education Review; o

== 3. Review and revision of the School Act
Furthermore, the rmplementatron of the Management and Finance Plan durmg 1984 may have
contributed very srgml' icantly to changes in the locus and »degree of control over educational
‘decisions It represented a major change from past use of numerous equrty grants to a new
system of block funding. Moreover other factors such as thc current economic recession and
contraction, mcludmg declining enrolment, may also have had a considerable rmpact. Lastly,
tlre adoption of specific administrative practices at- the local school district level, such as
school-based budgeting and staffing, may have resulted in significant changes.in control.
On the practical side, an administrator vrho is aware of 'tlie degree of centralization oi

‘control over educational decisions may be better able to antrcrpat7to some extent the likely
consequences of decisions and f urthermore gain more adequate support from important

stakeholder groups. This view is supported by Thompsor) (1967:162) who stated that an

y'admimstrator s judgments are "bound to be significantly mfluenced by the perceptions or
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beliefs of those partieiptting in the administrative process
Today, there is an increasing emphasis on the involvement of public and professional
'interest groups in the process of educetional decision making at various orgqni_mional levels.
In part, the emphasis has been a result of the pervasive inf}uenée of dembcfefic values in
society at large (Leévin, 1982; Schonberger, 1984). To a large extent also, a greater eublic
awareness and increasing professionalization in society have led to higher expectations for
earticipation in educational decision making (Cox & Wood 1980; Hoy & Miskel,l978)
‘ In view- of the f&egoing. it may be concluded that some potenual for conflict may
~ exist at the school level given the -possible discrepancies. between teac er and principal
expectetnons for participation in decision making. ‘
From a practical perspectfve. changes in contral over educational decisions may have a‘

-

‘ sigm'ficant. et'fect on participation in educational decision mek_ing. For pragmatic reasons,
therefore, it is important for the practicing educational administrator 18 know about the
~degree of control over educational decisions being exercised at different organizational levels.l
“Role conflict may“an'se-i'f there is a wide discrepancy between arf‘fndfvidual's perceived and‘
preferred degree of control (Katz & Kahﬁ 1966' Schein, 1985).
In summary, the study of centrallzauon and decentrahzauon has been a recurring
theme in the study of .organizational _theory and educanonal admmxstrauon ﬁecemly. many
factors may have had a significant impact on centralization 'a_md decentralization of control

~ over educational decisions in Alberta.

- D. DEFINITION OF TERMS

Perception refers to the state of mind, attitude or belief ‘which affects behavior and ié '

based on the mterpretauon of immediate and past experience.

Control over educational decisions refers to the power authority and influence required to

make an actual decision. -

A decision refers to the choice of a particular course of action selected from a number of

‘,dif ferent options.
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Egmm_.mm refers to the leul mponsibility for making decisions, granted through -
legislatioff or regulation ) '

Power refers to the capacity or potential for exercising control over decisions.

mam refers to the capacity of one individual to affect the behavior of another.

ers to a member of a school board elected according to the terms of the Alberta
School Act (1970). '

VSumrintcnden.t referslto the chief executive officer of a school district an'd‘ any other central
office educatiomal administrator at the first and second level, next to the superintendent

(assistant superintendent, superintendent of program services, director.of curricufum).

. E. DELIMITATIONS

. ] .
This swdy was delimited to trustees, central office ddministrators and a random

7

sample of principals from fourarge, urban school districts in fhe province of Alberta. Other

stakeholder grciups such as mjembers of tht‘: provincial legislative: assembly, provincial

. education dcpariment administrators and classraom teachers were not included in the study.

Interest groups sﬁch as parents, students, school '})arem 'qdvisory committees, the Alberta

Teachers' Associaftion and th_e Alberta School Trustees' A7§qciation also were not included,
although they have varying degrees of inﬂuencxca over educational decisions.

Trustees, central_office administrator? and principals  were selectéd vfor the étudy
because they are in key positions to identify the locus of mnﬁbl over educatio;nal. decisions,
aré knowledgeablc and have considerable power and ﬁ:f‘luenoe to bring about change.
Secondly, all three groups hold fofmal authority and fulfill lega_l\rgsponsibi\lities in }d::nal
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decision making. . . T
. § « . j

Furthermore, this study was delimited to four large. Alberta school districts largely

because of their overall significance to education in Alberta and partly because of the writer's

int_erest. Also, it was considered important to delimit the study to a reasonable number of

participants to permit ease of access and data collection. In addition, it was considered _ |

important to gather data from more than one group in order to include role partners for the

purpose of making comparisons among various groups of educational personnel.
I3 R

Ty

Y T ' .
F. LIMITATIONS

(%

This study was limited to the perceptions of three. groups having formal author’ity for

control over educatronal decnsrons trustees central oft' ice admtmstrators and prmCtpals of

four school dtsmcts in Alberta. Such a study has hmttauons becatise ea\h individual has a

unique interpretation of reahty Moreover, an mdmdpﬁs perception of anything is subject~

#
to change or distortion on the basis of experience_or the addition of new information.

ThlS study was limited to the perceptions of mdwrduals at the time of the Study of . -

1mportance data gathered by means of questxonnarres are lfﬁed to information which a

respondent may recall or have available. Furthermore, quesuonnalr_e items' or instructions

- may be misfinderstood of misinterpreted by individuals. At best, therefore, such a study
. : o 4 - .

‘over educational decisions. )

-

) © - - &
Tepresents an approximation of the actual situation which may exist with respect to_control

]
”

h Nevertheless. it was considered important to study the"-perceptions ot: ‘comrol over
educauonal dec1s1ons in the operattpnal sphere, as opposed to strategtc ‘policy decisions (e g..
School Act Revision), for the purpose of increasing understandlng about a significant research
issue, which has both theoretical and practical implications. In this regard, the present study
soug_ht -only. t6 ascertain respbndents" perceptions on items dealing  with eontro'l. over
educational docisions as it existed at the time of thestudy and in terms of r'wyhat was preferred.

Lastly, since this study was deltmtted to the urban context in Alberta the results

mrght well be’ drfferent in another setting. In this regard, cautton should be exercised in

-

e
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G. ASSUMPTIONS
. » K N . . " .
'A basic assumption was that control over educational decisions in the operational

@

sphere is exerciscd!at a hur’nber of different ofganizhtional levels It was also assumed that

data gathered by means of questnonnaxres were' valld and reliable. ‘However', individual. -

pcrcepuons and the repomng of such percepuons may be subject to error.. Nevertheless, it
~was assumed that information provxdeq, by the respondems was accurate Furthermore it was

assumed that respondems had perceptions about comrol over educational decxsnons or were
L 4

prepared to formulate percepuons whxle completmg a quesuonna.lre. Also. the assumpuon
was mz\de that data gatheredﬂ)y means of reSponsc scaiss approxnmated interval measurement

and that no bxas was introduced by selecung twvo stranf ied samples of equal size.
» Q\ -
H. ORGANIZATI'ON'OF THE THESIS
o . , ’ . . : .

Y -Cha;‘ilef' 1 imroduc’%% the problem and presented a statement of the purpose of the

study. In addition, the basic prqblem was. defined and sub‘-problemmswwe"re' identified. The

chaptef also dealt with the'slg’nifleance. definitions and 'scope of the study.‘ Chapter 2.

provides the theoretical and- research background to .the study while Chapter-3 outlines the

research melhod’ology.' The results of the study are presented ‘iu'f‘)@hapters 4\fhrough 6. The

final chapter presentsa summary of the study, ‘conelusions ahdf‘*vimplications.' .
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0 Chapter i

REVIEW OF RELATED LITEMTURE

"'\lﬁ‘

Thts chapter provrdes an overv:ew of the theoretical and research background to the

1l '
’ ,‘

&
problem _/What are the perceptrons of control over educatioral decrsrons”

9

The main theoretrcal focus of ,the study was control over educauonal decrsrons in

terms of its locatron (locus) degree and conmbutmg factors. gf‘hus the magn body of
| ltterature on centralization and decpttralrzatron of coRtrol wasrevrewed \
B As the central concept, control-over educatiogal decisions was defined as the power,
authority and influence required to make an actual ‘decision. Although the process of decision
making was not the main focusaof the study, it was considered Jmportant 10 revie: e
concept.*.‘-in‘cluding decision-rnaking theories. in order to provide an understanding «f
rmportant contextual and srtuatronal f actors related to centralrzauon and decentrahmuon
Frrst to provrde an approprrate background or context, an orgamzauon is defined,
‘ largely from the point of view of systems theory. Second, the process of dccnslo?n makmg is
revrewed, followed - by an overview of decision-making theorle.s. Next, major f actors
.contributing to centralization and decentralization of contro! are examined. 'Subsequenlly, thc
consequences or effects of centralization and rdecentralization aTe addressed. Finally.gl rcvrcw
of related research is presented, f ollowed by the conceptual framework of the study.

.

A. ORGANIZATIONS AS SYSTEMS .

|
The Concept of Organization

Most educational decision making is set in an organizational context. In order to

understand the process of educational decision making, therefore, it is important to consider

the concept of organization, how it may be defined or explained, and its implications for
decision making. Etzioni (1964:3): defined organizations succinctly as "social units (or

human groupings) deliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek: specific goals.” The

13



organization's major characteristics include (Etzioni, 1964 :3): ‘ .

1. divisions of labor, power and communication responsrbrlmes

2. the presence of one or more power centres which control the concerted efforts of the
- - organization and direct them toward its goals ‘

3. substitution of personnel...

- Goal specrfrclty.\power and comrol are thus key elements ‘within orgamzatrons "Moreover,
‘ orgamzauonsdrffer from other socral units such as the famrly, largely in the extent to vwhich
they ate "conscio'usly'planned, deliberately structured and restructured with a membership
which is Toutinely changed" (Etzioni 1964:3). |

Scott (1981) classrfred defmmons of orgamzanons from the perspecnvcs of rauonal
natural and open systems. ' He consrdered Etzrom s definition as an example of a- ratronal
systemrs  perspective, along witlr similar defr'nitions by Barnard (1938), March and Simon "
(1967) and Blau and Scotr (1962). According to a ‘rational ‘systerns perspectivé, Scott
(198152-,1) defined an organizatiou as a "collectivity oriented 1o the pursuit" of reladtively
specific goals and exhibiting a'relaiiVely high formali,zed social ,s'u-'uct‘ure." This definition
focuses on both distinctive charavcteristics and mormative 'strlrcture particularly on . goal
specrf icity and a high degree of formalization, as expressed in explicit rules and procedures

From a natural systems perspective, Scott (1981:22) srated s

..an organiza'tion is a collectivity whose participants are little af fected by the formal
structure or official goals but who share a common interest in the survival of the
system and who engage in collecuve activities, mformally structured to secure this
end. : T .

The 'latter definition focuses: on organizations as organic systems- driven by needs fer

maintenance and survrval in which informal structures play a large part. ‘ N

L.
.

From an open systems perspecuve Scott (1981:22,23) def med an orgamzauon as:

..a coalition of shifling interest groups that develop goals by negotiation; the
structure of the coalition, its acuvmes and its outcomes are strongly mfluenced by

environmental factors.
£

This definition thus places emphasis on the formation of coalitions, bargaining and

relationships with the environment. In other words, an organization is "an opportunistic '

i g



'expanded to include out51de constituencies who hold goals for the orgamzauon (Thompson,

the following: . - | e

15
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collection Aof divergent interest groups temporarily banded together" (wScou. 1981:22).

Similarly; from a political systems perspective, an organization may be viewed as

follows (Scott 1981 :321):

...as.composed uons of subgroups of participants who possess various social
characteristics, different social locations, and exhibit divergent views and
interests regarding what the organization is and what it should be doing.

«
- .

[ . . . R ' e

Scott (1981:321) added, "this cOnceptioq( of the organiz.ation as a political-syslgm can

1967:127), and who attempt to impose these goals on the orgamzauon T //

In a criticism of systems perspecuves, however, Meyer and Rowan (1983:96) stated

Both closed-systems and open-systems views of organizations tend to see them as
encountering the environment at their boundaries. We see the structure of an
_organization as derived from and legitimated Hy- the environment. In this view,
.organizations begin to lose their status as internalli”interdependent systems and come
lo be seen as dramatic reflections of - dependent subunits within - the wider
institutional environment. ‘ : .
4
. \‘ ) . . “\‘ . .
The latter view suggests that societal or institutional forces may have considerable impact and

~

may e)-(en much inf'luencer'r control over an organization In fact, according to Bacharach
(1981:9) the autonomy of the sghool district 1s commua\ly being challcnged by various
'groups in its environment."” |
. Weick - (B_qcharach, 1981:21) de;ine‘d an  organization as the *“existence " of an
intersubjective reality.that resuits in boordinateq action” so %\_lhc "coupling that enables.
coordinated action is a functioh of the ral‘ionality"used o conceptualize the 6rganimliqh."
Thus, the “"concept 4of a loosely coupled system is epistemolpgica}ly grounded ih'aﬂ
iﬂdividualistic 'perspective"‘ (Bacha.rach,‘ 1981:215,’ commonly referred to as \a
phenomeﬁological pers'pective.. "Fr_or‘n an .'open systems view, Weick's‘ dcfinitiqn places
emphasis on Lhé'relalionships and experiences. of individuais. a's'opposcd' to organizational .

structures and processes.
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Scott (1981:321) concluded that no matter how organizations are viewed,

our

~ conceptions of ‘their ‘goals, participants, and constituencies have become progressively more

‘,"COmplex even conmdermg mple output. goals as complex and mcorporatmg muluple

facets,” m addition to support or mamtenanoe goals

_ In summary, all of the foregomg perspectives or defmmons have some merlt m
highhghtmg various aspects of the concept of orgamzauon Although they do not convey all
of the complexmes ol‘ an orgamzation,‘they provide useful _*fran_ies of reference from Whlch to

‘. " T,

consider implications for decisi6f making. '

£

Implications for decision makimz' Before 'considering implications however, it is

useful 10 examine the quesuon of uncertamty and how organizations may respond to it, In /
o,

this regard, Thompson (1967 159) proposed that uncertamty appears as the fundamental
problem for complex organizations, and coping with uncerta_inty, as the essence of the
administrative process.” He identif’ ied three sources of ‘uncertainty, two extérnal and one

internal (Thompson, 1967:159): | ' ’ . . %

1. generalized uncerlamty. or lack of cause/effect understandmg in the culture at
‘large ; '
.2, contingency, m which the outcomes of organizational acuon are in part determined
by the actions of elements of the envir6nment; .
3. interdependence of components.

Thompsor: (1967) _argiied that under any“o'f “the foregoing cohditions. organizations

" respond in predictable ways. For example, he noted that the "monolithic authority network

with centraliied decision making is not typical of complex oréémizations in modern societies,
- for u is approprlate only when closed system conditions are apprommated (1967 160). He

elaborated urther on the 1mplications for decxsxon making (1967:160): .

e

Where boundary contingencies or internal mterdependencnes are numerous,

organizations need bounded rationality .for local handlmg of those uncertainties.

Where . both intetnal processes and boundary transactions are highly variable, the
bounding of rationality rtequires structural decentralization, the creation of -
semiautonomous subsystems. :

In this context, Thompson viewed organizational action or decision making largely as a



respdnse or adaptation to ieé/lxnologiéél and. task -environmental uncértainties.‘ .Under.spc;cif ic .
conditions of uncertainty, theref”ore. there is a tendency‘ fof o:ganiia@ions o emphasize
structural decen‘trélizationvor decentralization of decision making. | . R

In_a similar vein, Pfeffer and Salancik (1974:135) argued that "different models of
organizations represent different variables relevaht to the decision process.” They pointed
out, for example that the bureaucrauc model suggests a "well-defined authority struclure and

- well- defmed objectlves for the orgamzauon which tend to result in the use -of a
computatxona.l, optnmmng. Oor more rauonal type of decision strqtegy (1974:135).

In summaty, organiza}ional decision makihg may be des“crib_ed in various ways,
depending on whether or not an organization is viewed from systems perspecliv‘es or othef
pomts of vnew At the same time, some perspecuves are more approprnale than others for
cxplammg structures and processes in certain kinds of orgamzatnons For mslance. as noted |
earljer, educatidnal organizations generally do not fit the rational, systems oOr bureaucfat-i‘c .
model. “For this reason other perspectives are more useful for vxewmg‘ educauonal

orgamzatxons which have special or umque character:sucs

- Characteristics of Educational Organizations
3

Although educational organizations may be viewed f roﬁ various systems perspectives,
they have special characteristics which need to be taken into agco'u’fn in considering
centralization and dec'er{tralizatiofl of control.

’Hasenfeld (1983:9-11) generally described the unique chérac‘terislics of human‘ service

organizations, such as educational organizations, as follows:

-

the fact that the Taw materxal" consists of people vested with moral values aff ects
most of their activities.. .
...the goals.of human servxce organizations are vague, ambiguous, and problemauc
..the-moral ambiguity surrounding human serv:ces also mxp‘hes that they operate in a
turbulent environment.. . N ! A
4. ...human service orgamzauons must operatc with-indeterminate technologneé that do
not provide complete knowledge about how to attain desired outcomes..... '
5. ...the core activities in human service organizations consist of relations between staff
and clients..
6. Fmally, human serv:ce orgamzauons lack reliable and valid measures of, eff ecuveness

w N
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and therefore may be more resrstant to change and mnovatnon

Overall, the latter descrlpnon suggests that human servrce orgamzatrons are characte:ized by
considerable uncertainty and enormous difficulties, primarily because they deal with the
exigencies of human nature, human and: socral problems

Similarly. “Cohen et al (1972)' 'argued that three characteristics of educational

§*%re ‘problematic from the point of view of classical organization theory: the lack

of clear’ and ; 'frc goals, an unclear technology and the fluid participation of its members
Viewed as an orgamzed anarchy, an educational orgamzauon "can be described better as a
loose collecuon of ideas ,than as a coherent structure; it discovers pref erences through action

more than it acts on the basis of pref erences” (Cohen et al., 1972:1). ' » |
Suggesting a dif’ ferent perspective, Meyer.and Rowan (1983,:78,7‘9) aréued as ollows:

‘éducauonal orgamzations are forméd to ihstruct and socialize. Their specrl‘ ic activity

in these two areas, however, seems to be diffusely controlled, in good part outside

formal organizational controls. On the other hand, the ritual classifications of

-schools are precisely specified, closely inspected and tightly controlled.
Similarly, writers such as. Bidwell (1965), March and Olsen\( 1975), Michaelsen (1981), Owens
(1981) and Weick (1976) pointed out the structural looseness of educati'onal' organizations.
For instance, Owens (1981:33) stated that "because so much of 'educational organization
defies e_xplanation by exlsting rational' concepts, the suggestion is \that we give serious thought
to rrewer. more unconventiona! ideas that may lead us to more accurate understanding, such
as the notion of loose coupling.” - |
| ‘According to'_Weick (1976:3), loose coupling Eonveys the "image that coupled events |
: are resporrsive; but that each event also preserves its own identity and some eviderlce of its
physical or. logical separateness:" In addition, "loose coupling also carries connotations of
imp_ermanerrce, vdissolva‘bility, and tacitness all of which are ‘po-tentially crucial properties of
the*gll that holds orgamzauons together” (Welck 1976:3). To illustrate the concept, Weick
mdmted that loose coupling may exist between a counselor s office and that of the principal.

Recognizing various forms of coupling, Owens (1981:29) defined pooled coupling as |

- . . » ) l c. N - . -
the "‘srtuatrouﬁm,wliivch organization members share resources in common but otherwise work



. instructional program or classroom management.

' 19

ind%pehdently. " He elaborated further (1981:29-30):
The fact that schools are characterized by pooled coupling... means, for example,
that there is characteristically low interdependence among the members of educative -
organizations. . Therefore, as long as the facilities and resources remain relatively
stable, anyone can be taken out, replaced, or perform poorly with little impact on
the functioning of the organization.

The latter view suggests that educational personnel, inoluding teachers, may work fairly

independently of ~one another in the schipol setting.n at least in matters relating to the

: T ) w ' ' .{ w‘;'.A

™,
N

From a political systerr?s .perspective, Bacharach (1981:?9) suggesled school
drganizations be viewed in thej context of three dimensions of decision-making structure:: the
influence network, goal cbnﬁbatability. and consensus in deci;iqn'making. The influence
network refers to "coalitions of organizational actors and to the intefactions between thcsc
coali\tions in the decision-making process” »’(Bac'harach.' 1-981:29). -ln_ general, goal
cohipatability refers to the degrce of congruence among ~thc‘e goais (personal, task and
6rg¥1izational) of varibus organizational actors, pérticularly those of key actors ( Bachérach,
1981:29)'. Lastly, identifying power relationships is criticai in determiﬁing thé degree of
consensus in décision malsing. \

In summary, edu tional organizations differ from other types ‘of o‘rganizalions‘on a
number of important di ‘iiﬁo\ns. Among these are the lack of ,we'll-defined goals ‘and
objectives, an unclear technology, weak hierarehy of authority and the fluid participation of
'théir members. Qverall, the special characteristics of educational organizations are largely
problematic and may not be easily explained in. terms of both classical or current
organizational iheory. -

In view of their special characteristics, therefore, what are the implications for

decision making in educational organizations? -

»

\relaleé to the

3

B

Implications for decision making. One of the important impiications

distinction between administrative and professional authority. As Etzioni (1964:76) noted in

discussing the work of a professional, the "application of knowledge is basically an individual
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act, at least in the sense that the individual professional has the ultimate responsibility for his

professional decision.” He elaborated further (1964:76,77):

It is this highly individualized principle which is diametrically opposed to the very
essence of the organizational principle of control and coordination by superiors - i.e.,
the principle of administrative authority.... the ultimate justification for a
professional act is that it is, to the best of the professional’s knowledge, the nght to
act.... The ultimate Jusuf ication of an administrative act, however is that it is in
line with the organization's rules and regulations, and that it has been approved -

directly or by implication - by a superior rank. :

1]
i

! Althougho a school system may be considered a semi-professional organization (Etzioni, 1964;
Hanson, 1981), the potential for conflict or tension between proféssional and administrative
authomy is everpresent. Teachers(f\ior example, "view themselves as full-fledged .

.

_ profess:onals and feel that they should be given more discretion and be less controlled”
,.!,qu

* (Etzioni, 1964:89). As a consequence, "teachers resent the interference of principals and

~ many principals try to minimize it" (Etzioni, 1964:89).

Bidwell (1965:976-77) described the administrative- professional dilemma as follows:

...the looseness of system structures and the nature of the teaching task seem to
press for a professional mode of school system organization, while demands for
uniformity of product and the long time span over which cohorts of students are
trained press for rationalization of activities and thus for a bureaucratic base of
organization. : .
Accordmg to the foregoing v1ew therefore, tension exnsts in school organizations between two
opposmg rsﬁes professionalism, on one hand and bureaucracy on the other.
In sharp contrast, Meyer and Rowan (1983:81) argued that teachers_ themselves turn .
out not to believe this myth of professionalism.” They said that teachers ohly ~appear to be
professionals because they have much discretion within a loosely coupled system” (1983:81).
In actual fact, much planning and coordination takes place jointly among teachers and
administrators and sometimes parents (Meyer & Rowan 1983:81).
Moreover, Meyer and Rowan (1983) suggested a different view of authority
/ ' :
relationships in school systefns as put forward in the concept of logic of confidence. They:

 contended (1983:90):
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Interaction in school systems, therefore, is characterized both by the assumption of
good faith and the actualities of decoupling. This is the logic of confidence: Parties
' brmg to each other the taken-for-granted, good-faith assumption that the qther is,
~in fact, carrying out his or her defined activity.
A logic of confidence, h.owever. may imply there is indeed a strong desire on the part of
teachers and administrators for cons'iderablc hrofessional autonomy. For example, Regd and

Conners (1982:54) noted;

¥

...it seems reasonable -to characterize schools- as composed of decentralized,
seml autonomous units, where both teachers and students have zones of autonomy
that tend to resist bureaucratic-type influences. s

e
D“SCI‘lpllOHS of the professxonal and semi-professional bureaucracy by -Etzioni (1964)
. Mmtzberg (1979) and Perrow (1967) also tend to support this view.

Further support is offered by Batharach (1981:28) who suggested as follows: |

In consid®ing school district personnel the primary concern should be with the degree
of professionalization and level of specialization of organizational members. It is
generally accepted that the more professional the personnel of an organization, the
greater the expected autonomy of those personnel and the less susceptible those
personnel are to any routinized, bureaucratic expectation.
Many writers, therefore, have contended that professionalism\/or professional autonomy does
exist in school organizations and largely explains organizational behavior in such
organizations.

A desire for participation in some areas of decision making, on the part of teachers,
also may reflect to some extent.their drive for professional autonomy. In this context,
Angona and Williams (1981) suggested one implication for decision making: the administrator
needs to adopt a dual-orientation and focus on informal techniques in order to gain the
loyalty of staff and overcome prof essional-bureaucratic conflict.

In summary, authority and control may be viewed quite differently in educational
organizations, as opposed to non-professional bureaucracies. For this reason, considerable

caution should be exercised in applying to educational organizations the concepts and findings

of studies regarding organizations other than similar human service organizations.

o
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The comext of educational organizations is thus an important variable to comsider in

- explaining control over decision making. Another 1mportant factor is the nature of decision

making: Whal is it? How lmportpm is it to an orgamzauon"

&

B. PROCESS OF DECISION MAKING

-

As a process, decision making is a key administrative function within the context of
‘ - % _ ’
an organization. Barnard (1938:199) “nade arf important distinction between personal and
organizational decision making:
Ty

..there is a technique of decision, an orgamz&uenal process of thmkmg whxch may
not be analagous to that of the individual.

*

Similarly, Simon (1876:37) distinguished between an individual's decision to join and
become a member of an organization, as opposed to the decisions an individual makes as a
participant within the organization. Both she.complexity and importance of organizational

"decision making were récognized by Simon (1976:291,292):

-

Whatever the reasons.. orgamzauonal decision-making in the organizations of the
post-industrial world shows every sign of becoming a great deal more complex than
the decision-making of the past. As a consequence of this fact, the decision- -making
process, rather than the processes contributing immediately and directly to the
production of the organization's final output, will bulk larger and larger as the
central activity in which the organization is engaged. -

P

_ Furthermore, in Simon's view (1976_:292).‘ the central problem fqr the organization is
"how to orgénize to maké decisions - that is, to p;ocess information.” The latter is no longer
exclusively a human activit.y since the advent of the computer. In support of Simon,
Griffiths (1959:75) also acknowledged that "decision-making is becoming generally recognized
as the heart of the organization and the process of administration.” m
The;-tiecision-makingprbcess 'hés been described as a series of phases by a number of
writers'(Cyert & March, 1963; Dill, 19~64:,qu¢€[' 1966; Mann, 1976; March & Simon, 1967;
Simon, 1976, and Vroom & Yetton, 1973). In general terms, the six phases of fational

decision making are the following: identification of the problem, search for possible solutions.
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evaluation of alternaﬁl}es.'cholce of a solution, implementation and feedback.

- During [b, ﬂrst phase, a problem is identified and described Within the context and
conditions of its boundaries. ln the second or search phase, all posslble solutions to the -
problem are generated, sometimes in cqnjuncuon with the evaluation phase The latter may
mclude a ranking of the consequences of alternative solutions accordmg to the classical model
: (March & Simon, 1967:138). The fourth phase, choice of a solution, is largely dependent
upon the success achieved during the search and evaluation phases. Since some solfitions may
involve undesirable consequences, compromises adaptations or concessions may have to be
. made in making a final chorce according-to Drucker (1966 ;4 -136). The 1mplementauon
. phase of-a decision is the action phase a selected course of acuon is planned and requxred
preparation is carned out. The final or feedback phase m_yolves testing the performance of

~

the solution against pre-determined expectations.

In summary, the process of decision making is central to\the organization, highly
complex and critically important. Not only are decisions important in themselves, s0 is the
very context of determining how to organize in order to make decisions. ' \. ‘ .

The next section examines various theories which have been proposed to explain

organizational decision making.

‘¢ C. DECISION-MAKING THEORIES
B

Major theories of decision making include the following: rational-comprehensive
theorcy. theory of bounded or intended rationality, disjointed-incrémental theory and mixed
scanning (Dunn; 41981; Yeakey, 1983.').‘ These serve as u'seful models for examining
' organizational decision making. In this section, significant cllaracteristics of the loregoing
| theories are highlighted and critically assessed. |

- According to Dunn (1981), the rational-comprehensive theory of decision making
deals with decnsrons which are both rational and comhprehensive and meet a num /ol'
conditions. The condmons which an individual or. collective decision maker must meet are as

»

follows (Dunn 1981:226):

-
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stakeholders. :

define and consistently rank au goals and objectivcs whose attainment would
represent a resolution of the problem.

identify all policy alternatives that may contribute to the attainment of each goal and
objective. .

forecast all consequences that will result from the selection of each altemauve
compare each alternative in terms of its consequences for the attainment of each goal
and objective. - ,
choose that alternnivc which maximizes the attainment of objectives

-

L

A major criticism of the foregoing theory has been that "actual policy chmces seldom )
conform to the reqmrements of the rational- .comprehensnve theory™ (Dunn, 1981:226,227).
Specifically, the context or c“onditions'in an organizational sguing are such that rarely are
decisions simultaneously rational and comprehensive. Thus, the major flaw in the
rational-comprehensive theory lies in its u'nderlying _assumption ﬁthat choices in an
organizational context are both rational and comprehensive, ¢

In sharp contrast, the theory of intended or boundc& rationality (Simon, 1976) does

not plac;a as much emphasis on rational and comprehensive choice. Simon (1976:79) argued

as follows:

It is impossible for the behavior of a single, isolated individual to reach any high
degree of rationality. The number of alternatives he must explore is so great, the
information he would need to evaluate them so vast that even an approximation to
objective rationality is hard to conceive.

L
According to ’Lhe theory of bounded rationalit');. the decision_ make; does not attempt'lo
m;ximize behavior by choosing the optimal solution Instead, the decision maker chooses a
course of action which is "good enough”, one which will be sathfactory and will "suffice”,

SO as to provx?ic a '"satisficing" choice (Simon, 1976:xxviii- XXXI) Thus bounded rationality
does nqt require that all possible solutions to a problem be cons:dered: rathe;. reasonable .
solutions which provide some benefit need only be considered.

Simon's (1976:xxviii) underlying assumption about human behavior is evident in the

following statement:
t

The eetitral concern of :adm.inistrative theory is with the boundary between the
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‘rational and nonrational aspects of human social behavior Admlnl:muve thaory is f
peculiarly the theory of intended and bounded rationality - of the behnvior of humm
beings who sausﬁce because they have not the wits to maximize

Although" the strength of the fheory of bounded ratio‘nality isf ound‘in lits acknowledgeme;nt of
‘the limits of rational behavior, the theory is "not an argu'me"nt for notirational or irrational
behavior" (Dunn 1981:230). ‘ . |

A major weakness, however, of bounded rationality is its lack of emphnsis on %
search, evaluation and choice phases of decisnon makmg The theory does not place enough
attention en ﬁndxng the best possibl% solution to a problem As a resull a dCCISIQI\ maker
who satisfices, may well be unwittingly inclined to settle for secom best by meeungvmnmmum
req/uiremems instead of striuing for the highest*standards |

The nouon of rau’onal choice, similar to bounded rauonahty. is known as conslramed

maximization’ (Dunn 1981 231):

‘ .
..Tationality is viewed as the exercise of choice under condmons where the costs and
beneflts of searching for new alternatives and forecastmg thexr consequences have
been taken into account. . :

G

,Constramed max:mnzauon thus  possesses some of the advantages of  the
: rauonal comprehensnve theory yet avoids its ngxdny

Unlike rauonal-conxprehensnve theory, the disjointed-incremental theory suggests that
“decision makexs- consider only small. or incremental changes in the status quo (Lindblom _&‘

y, ) ,
Braybrooke, 1963). Furthermore, only a limited number of alternatives need to be generated

and problems may be reformulaied as new iﬁformalion is gathered. Accordmg o,
disjointed - -incremental theory chonces may be amended almost at any time and- respons:bxlmes
for the evaluation of alternatives may be shared withy other groups even Lhose outside the
orgamzauon. The thieory's major shortcoming is its assumplion that the process of decision
mking is fragmented or disjointed. Paradoxically, its major strengths lie in explaining how
decision making-may ‘often take place and how the decision maker may give the appearance'of

flexibility. It presents, however, a highly conservative view, a "status quo orientation”, and

"suggests that most pplicy choices will be made by the most powerful interests in society”
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} Etzrom (1964) proposed an alternatrve decrsron makmg theory known as mixed

E scannmg ‘Accordmg to. mrxed scanhing, a distinction lrs made between strateglc choiges (basrc
~ policy directions) and operatronal choices. Mixed scanmng makes use of-a combination of
; rational-comiprehensive 'and disjointed?incremel tal theory. If‘a problem is strategic_, emphasis
on a rational-comprehensive approa;h‘ is(required.. On the. other hand, if a problem is
; ‘tional a disjointed'incremental approa h, is necessary. Although it possesses the
}::5(6( both theones the basrc weakness of mixed scanmpg 1s a problem of practtcal

applrcatxon gpmbmmg. bath approaches effectively. . ‘:‘?
ey

~'In summary, each of the current decision-making theones falls short of explammg

“/

orgamzattonal decxsron makmg adequately The following theoretlcal shortcommgs {e,
evrdenl flaws in- ba‘assumptrons limited explanatory power or weak practical application.

. In sumj/l\wever ‘current dec'::smn makmg theorres are useful in provrdmg a theorettca,l
‘ f 1aj ework for assessing and explaining orgamzauonal decrslon making. “ o

D. FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO CENTRALIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION oF
’ CONTROL‘ SRR SR

: e
Inthig se.ction. factors ‘égn.tributing to centralization and dPCentralization%f control ‘
are discussed. Frrst however the concept of control needs some clarrf 1catron Next follows
‘a drscussron of a key concept, centrahzatron and decentrahzauon of authomy
Tradrtlonally, control has ‘been defmed in terms of power, authorlty and mfluence
Unfortunately, such terms have often  been used ambxguously For the purpose of
clarrfrcauon power is defmed as the abrhty Or capacity to exercrse control" or potenual
control ™ whrle authomy refers to the more specific, legal on "formal nght to exercrse
control" (Tannenbaum 1968 5). Ina somewhat broader definition, Scott (1981:277) defined”
‘- power as a potenual for ‘influence."” Kelly (1980: 416) noted the distinction between
authorlty and po¢wer as T ollows: |

, e ' " ' .
. ' . me»‘#“

Y
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‘ L
Authomy is leglttmate power° power is more than legitimate authortty - it has a

corony’ wl‘lmh conceals. a;core of action.... The balance of power breaks down when
overt power is used tm‘llreely : : |

‘M

‘The latier view is supported by Scott (1981 281) who concluded that "authonly is legitimate
power and that legitimate power is normatively regulated power." o |
AN erewrse Bacharach (1981 33) defined authorrty as the "official decision-making

power that resides in various posmons in the orgamzatronal system.” Moreover, legitimacy is

a crucial aspect of authority, (Ba?charach, 1981:33):
.. a careful *reexamination of the conc':ept of authority‘ reveals an explicil cognitive
aspect of Weber's original formulation, for it was Weber (1947:328) who delineated
authority assresting on "the belief" .in the legitimacy of the action.... Thus

theoretically speakrng, the structural phenomenon of authority is a consequence of
cognitive consensus. o

K

In all; French and Raven (1968) identified five bases of power: legitimale (authority),

-~

coercive, expert, reward and referent (charisma).
Influence on the other hand, may be defined generally as the capacuy of one
mdmdual to affect the-behavior of another. More specifically, Bacharach (198_1:34) £

- distinguished between autherity and influence as follows:

Influence is conducted informally, whereas authority ‘is conducted formally.

Authority is the power to make the final decision, influence is the power to guide

decision makers. Thus the scope of authonty is well-defined, the scope of influence
s more amorphous

1Y

In summary, influence is the most general coneept and encompasses the progressively
’narrower concepts of power and authority. The\present sudy was' gurded by the foregomg

' conceptton of power authorrt} and mﬂuence as 1mportant drmensrons of control. ’ —

!

Centralization and Decentralimtion of Authoritv - : ;A ’ : ~ V ﬁ
Centralization and decentralrz.atron of authorlty may be vrewed as a structural means- |
- of control. For example, classrcal orgamzatron theory balanced division of labor agamst umty
of control (Etztom 1964 23). Accordmg to this view, tasks are dmded or determined by a

- central authority accordmg to-a central plan of actron. gurded' by admtmstrators in a

a
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pyramid of control (chain-bf }-eomma'nd) leading to the top executive, who is at the centre of
authority (Etzioni.' 1964). Moreover, ‘the ‘optimal division ‘of labor and authority may be
achieved by following four spe_cializatibn‘p'rirrciples: task purpose.‘work' process, typ'e'of '
cliemele and gedgraohical area. However, thef‘oreg'oing principles. .of claseieel-theory have

been criticized because they often overlap gxd are prescriptive rather than descr{ptive (Etzioni

1964:23,24) . |
According -to Pugh et al (1972) six primary dimensions of orgamzauonal structure are
ndenuf ied in the literature: specnahzauon standardlzauon formahzanon centrahzauon
conﬁgurauon and flexibility. - As one dlmens1on of structure, centralxzauon refers to the
"locus of" authomy to make decxslons affectmg the’ orgamzauo& (Pugh et al, 1972: 34)
olher words it is a measure of the degree of authomy over decisions at a parucular level of

the hxerarchy Etzrom (1964:28) explained n as follows

The more -decision-making authority hel.d by those lower in the -authority structure
" ~,.(ﬂ¢gd_larger in number), the less centralized the organization is.

a
e

To operauonahze the concept of centralization, Pugh et al (1972) determined thal
authomyr resides with thﬁast person who gnves approval to a decision before legitimate action

is taken, even though others may subsequemly‘ have’ 1o ratify the decision. Furthermore, a.

~ o,

measure of the degree of autonomy or decentralization of a particular o'rgarﬁzational unit may
be determined by counting the number and types of decisions which have to be referred to a i

higher authority. Thus, a low measure of centralization indicares a high degree of " ‘
decentralization or autonomy.*” : | | - ' o
- Qn the other hand, Bacharach (1981:34) argur*r a distinction between the sources

.2 . . P . .‘
of _au,thomy&and influence; b

v

. much of the debate over, whether orgamzauons are centralized or deeentrahzed has
-been theorencally circumscribed because it is never clear whether organizational
theorists are directing their attention to authority or influence. ‘Some organizations’
may have a highly centralized authority structure but a dispersed influence process.
Other organizations may have both a centralized authority structure and a centralized
influence process , _

' L e
In order to determine control over decisions, therefore, it is important to consider not only
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the dislriburion of formal decision-making authority ‘but, jn addition, the distribution of
power and influence. | ‘ ‘,c, | | ‘ |

| Research by Tannenbaum et al indicated that the "amount of control or mﬂuence is
positively assocrared with position in the formal hrerarchy (Scott 1981: 279) Fyrthermore,
"if mdwrduals are asked to describe how much influence is assocrated wrlh' each type of
posrtron in the organrzauon then it is possrble to construct a comrol graph that depicts how
o cemrahzed or decentrahzed is the drstnbuuon of power in the orgamzanon (Scott,
' 1981:279). T
. Hoy and Sousa (1984:321) defined hierarchy of authority as the "exrenr to which the: -

focus of decision making is prestructured b_y the formal authority system.” Others described

-authority systems in terms of iightness or closeness of supervision (Blau & Scott, 1962) and'

-
iy

tight and loose coupling (Weick, 1976), as noted earlier.
The notion of hierarchy, however, should not be consrdered an exclusively verrrcal .

drmensron of structure as Thompson ( 1967 59) pomted out:

It is unfortunate that this terin has come to stand almost exclusively for ' of
highness or lowness, for this tends to hide the basic,si. nificance of hiera for
complex organizations. Each level is not simply hrgher'@fh n the one below, but is a
more inclusive clustering, or combination of mrerdepender#groups to handle those
aspects\( coordination which are beyond the scope of any its components. .

o : v :
Thompson s view of hrerarchy, according to ScotL (1981: 150) 18 based on lhe prmcrple of

: clustermg in which "similar or hrghly mrerdependem elemems are placed 1ogcthcr in such a

"manner that therr interdependence,is protected.”
. In terms of decision making, Blau and Scott (cited in Scott, 1981:150) concluded
that:

.. formal hierarchies aid the performance of tasks requiring the efficient
coordination of information and routine decision making whereas they mlerf ere with
tasks presentrng very complex or ambiguous problems. :

Thus, in educational organizations, where tasks are both complex and often ambiguous, it
may be argued that less emphasis i&placed on the formal hierarchy as a means of

"+ Organizational control.



For instance, dgle'gaiion of authority is an important means of d_ecemfalization in
educational organ'fiations.’ Ina discussion vof -profeséionalization and managerial. authority,
Blau. (1974:228) confirmed the relationshib between centralization and delegation of

authority:

9u!

ow: centralized actual decision making is in the organization depends not oniy on
e degree of centralization in the formal hierarchy but also on other conditions, such
a¥:the delegation of responsibilities by superiofs to subordinates.

Y

a

Thus, the extent of delegaiion‘of authority needs to be taken ‘into ‘account to ‘determine the
locus and degree of control over educational decisions at various organizatibnal levels.

-'%& " Ina case study of organizational control in educational systems, Hanson (1981) noted

both formal and informal means of control. He identified five categories of decisions:

a

allocation, seéurity,' boundary, evaluation and instructional. Hanson reported that
administrators and teachers operated within spheres of influence which included subcoalitions
of individuals from .both groups. He described the“proce'ss, of decision making as follows

(1981:271):
~ o

- Specific decisions, either by tradition, delegation, or assumption are zones to the
administrators' sphere . of to the  teachers’' sphere where action is taken with

" considerable autonomy. - Where the two spheres overlap (the contested zane)
informal negotiations take place to work out an acceptable, although temporary,
accord. ST ' . '

» ‘ 1\ .
Most important, so;ne of the subcoalitions are formally orgdnized while others are informally
brganized and temporary, only‘evideht wheh particular issues .come to the surface.
In summary, the formai hierarchy ‘is only oﬁé structural measure ori indicator of
centralization and decentralization of control. ~Other -imporia_nt variables or dim}ensiohs '
include c_lusterihg, delegation of authority and informal structufes or coalitions. '

Other explanations of centfalizalion and 'decemraliz.étion of control have been put

‘forward by systems theorists, as discussed in the next section.



heory Definitions of Contr
In explaining cemralization and decentraliz’ation of 'comro'l. systems theorists focused
on fprocess,.inoults and outouis. in addition to structure. For example, Voni Bertalanffy
(1950), an early systems theorist, suggested that control structure needs o be taken into
account in . examining cent_rélization. In this s.ense. organizatio‘r;r\el, control is relative to

s . 3 ) . L") 13 . . .
structure. - It varies on a -contmuum from one extreme of high cemralrzauon in which the

v

concentratron of control is limited to one individual or a few members as’'in the case of
classrcal orgamzatron theory. At the ether extreme of hrgh decentrahzauon all membcrs of a
_ peer group ideally have equal control. | ’

In the context of systems theory, Whisler et al (1968) rdenuf |ed three measures of
organizational control: individual compensation, perceptions of interpersonat inf luence and
span of control. The f oregoing measures are related to tbe followrrlg concepts of control,
tespectivelyy system control, perceived interpersonal control and f ormally‘ defined ‘,
interpersonal control-. According to March and Simon (1967) compensalion’ is the
"inducement” While contr‘ol’is the "contribution The latter may be viewed as the output or
_outcome of decrsron making, which was the main f ocus of the present study:*In the view of.
March and Simon (1967), an oréz&jmzauon strives to mamtam a balance between inducements

and contributions.

1

resources and procedures constituting the orgamzanon (Whrsler et al, 1968: 284) Moreover ~

System control or control over system ‘output” is broadly defmed as the totalrty of

it is affected to some degree by each individual within an organization (Whisler et al, 1968).
The concepr of perceived intérpersorral control i$ viewed more narrowly as follows ( Whisler et

al, 1968:286):.- o -

; .

..control is defined as a process of interpersonal influence. Control is exerted L)x
members on members in accomplishment of the organization task.

<Y

Span of control, on the other hand, is analogous to the latter, although it refers.to the

formal control found in the relationship between a superior and a subordinate. Classical
4 ' ‘ : : , S
organization theory holds that a high subordinate-to-superior ratio is usually an indication of

"

*\'
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a high degree of decentralization because close supervision is limited in such circumstances
(Euzioni, 1964). -
- Yet the opposite situation, a high ratio of manngers; does not necessarily indicate high
centrai/iization. as might be expectedv. For example, Scott 0(1981:224) pointec} out that in
A 3

professional organizations.' as concluded by Blau and others, "higher’ ratios of managers are

needed to handle the larger amount of information that must be communicated upWai’d." As

1] ot

a result, the higher ratios reduce the centralization of decision making” (Scott 1981:224).

Fufthermore. Scott (1981 1224) snggested :

...the terms anage r.and span of control are m:slcadmg in this context because the
managers/ are themselves professionals and the proportional increase in their numbers
s1gmf1es not .increased closeness of supervision but an attempt to unprove the -
transmission of information and the decision-making capacity of the organization.

’ Another view of control -also focuses on process. Tannenbaum (1968:5) provided a
general behavioral definition of control as any process in which a person or group of persons
or orgamzauon of persons determines, that is, intentionally affects, the behavior of another

‘ perso‘n. group, or organization.” Furthermore, Tannenbaum (1968:3) presented a broad but

useful perspective. which takes into account dimensions external to the organization:

Control is an mevuable correlate of orgamzauon But it is more than thxs “Itis
related, not only to what goes on within the organization, but also to what the
organization does in its external relations. It touches on the questions of democracy
and autocracy, centralization and decentralization, "flat"™ and "tall” organizational
structures, workers' councils and joint management. : '

The notion of control thus raises a serious dilemma for the individual who faces.oppoftunities
and choice, on one hand, and conformity and limitations to organizational or socia! control on

the other (Tannenbaum, 1968)

According to S‘. ' ms theonsts an index of centralization and decentrahzanon may be |
viewed as a structural measure of inequality in the distribution of mdxvxdual compensauon
(Whisler et al, 1968:287v,288). Slmxlarly. struct_ural measures of perceived amounts of
influence or control nre ‘indicated by the measures of inequality in the distribution of

) :
- individual influence. In the case of span of control, centralization is viewed on a continuum
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rangiﬁg from a highly centralized, one-superior-to-one-subordinate relationship, to a_highly
" decéntralized system of o;xe superio‘x" fof the yholc organization (Whislgr étal, 1968).' System
control is thus viewed as the overriding concept encombassing both inl¢rpersonal and direct
task control

Stlll another view of control foélises neither on structure nor process. lhsle;\d Muth

(1984 28) provnded a useful definition of control as the output or end -result of powcr

The term control is parsmomous and incorporates n undcrstandmg of a
completed act of power.... Control, then, designates the res‘ﬁh f.anact of power -
it is the mamfest acquiescence of one actor to the power of another

> '

/.

Muth's view of control :’thus places emphasis on ends or oqtcoines of administrative decision
making, whereas classical orga'nizalion theofy and systems lhc‘bfy largely f Qct_zs'cd on structure
.and process as means of mamtammg control - _ |

As noted previously, however, organizations: are hxghly mfluenced by “external or
environmental factors. Hall (1977 ) categonzed the latter as general‘or specxf xc.;,According to
Hall, general envxronmental factors include the f ollowmg polmcal economic, legal,
technological, demographlc ecological and cultural On the olher, hand, specific
. environmental factors’ mglude other organizations and mdxvndua}s Accordmg 10 Emom
(1964:28), some specific factors which may mf’luence cemrahzauon and deccnlrahzauon of

-

control are the followmg cultural norms, educauonal quahﬁcauons personalny, "amount

S
such as a computer section. ) 1
. i i 4. : : y
Morgan (1986:159) identified the mo,s‘l important sources of power or means of
. 3 i

- and type of coordination between units,” and the ‘,avallavahty Q_f vspeclallzed service units,”

control as follows: _

Formal authority;

Control of scarce resources; ; :

Use of organizational structure, rules and ;,‘egulauons.

Control of decision processes; , R
Control of knowledge and mforma:non ‘f‘ ' oo

Control of boundaries; /‘

Ability to cope with uncertainty; ;g/

Control of technology; 1

Interpersonal alliances, networks, angf control of mf ormal orgamzauon
Control of counterorganizations; :

00NV LR LN

i
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v

11. Symbolism and the management of meaning;

12, Gender and the management of gender relations;

13. Structural factors that define the stage of action;

14. The power one already has.

These sources of power provide organizational members with a variety of means f or enhancing
their interests and resolving or perpetuating organizational conflict. ‘

In summary, control in organizations has been defined in a number of different ways.
Classical organizatio'n theory depicted control prescriptively, largely in structurai terms, as the
distribution of authority in a hierarchical (vertical) chain-of -command and horizontal span of
control (Etzioni, 1964). Systems theonsts such as Von Bertalanffy (1950) and Katz and
Kahn (1966) focused on process. In a similar vein, other writers defmed the control
dimension descfiptively in behavioral terms (Tannenbaum, 1968:. Whisler et al, 1968). Muth
(1984‘),‘on the other hend, considered control as the output or endiresult of power.
Moreover, major external or environmental factors which affect centralization and
decentralization of control are largely beyond the direct control of an’ individual or a single .
organization, . . . | '

Factors or variables contributing to centralization and decentralization of control over

decisions are internal and external forces

acting upon_ control mechanisms within an -

organization. High centralization and high decentralizatior_l of control thus may be viewed as
the oppesite ends of a continuum. It may be concluded .thal varigus orgariii_ational levels
reflect varying aegrees of control over \}arious_ kinds- of decisions. In ﬁth‘er woftds,
organizational control is determined by numerous and complex internal and external factors,
including situational variables, such as the type and degree "of decision responsibiiity and the

Q-
characteristics of ‘individuals, such as personality.

E. CENTRALIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION OF CONT ROL

The consequences or effects of centralization and decentralization -of control may be
.cons:dered in terms of the efﬁcnency ‘and effectiveness of an orgamzatnon (Emom 1964)
‘ Overall decentrahzauon reduces the orgamzauon s dependence on mdxvndual subunits,

Thomﬁson (1967 129) stated the relationship as a proposmon




b

Decentralization dilutes the power structure by creating more power positions but
limiting the organization's dependence on each one. , /

1
i

As' a result, one consequence of decentralized decision making or multiple"uo—u./er positions
may be the possibility of greater competition among various subunits. For examlple. in school
districts where school-based or decentrallzed staffing takes place, schools mzly compete
vigorously to attract "good " teachers in .order to improve their effectiveness. Similarly, under
school-based or decentralized budgeting, schools may compete actively fbr students, primarily
because their overall revenue is based largely on therr enrolment

\ Decentraltzatron however may be achteved at the expense of equity as drl’ ferences m
levels of service may arise among cemmunmes. This point was made implicitly by Mitchell

(1984:149) 'who succinctly stated the possible consequences of centralized and decentralized

control:

Analyses of the centralization/decentralization problem have identified a fundamental
dilemma in governance. Decentralized control leads to the neglect of minority
interests, but:centralization produces serious alienation and resistance among school
personnel and Jlocal leaders leading, to reduced eff ectrveness of both policy mandates
and general school operations. S

On the basrs of a study reported by Barton Etzioni (1964'29) suggested that
"centralized orgamzatrons allow for less local expenmentatron and grant less -unit -flexibility,
although they are more lrkely 10’ be able to provide facrlrtres that independent units could not
afford, ’to enforce labor relatrons standards, such as tenure, more eff iciently. " Srmllarly
in the case of school staffigg, it may be tltat centralized, central:of fice staffing may be more
equitable and efficient than decentralized. school -based staffing. " At _the same time,
school-based staffing may be preferred by .y'princvipals because it incr&gses their contro‘l over

staffing. Lastly, a very important outcome of centralization and decentralization of contro} is

its effect on participation in educational decisi;d_n making, the next topic to be addressed.
,’ . N A}

.
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Participation in Educational Decisiop Making

Many writers consider the degree of participation in decision making to be an,
fmportahl indicator of effectiveness in educar;fonal organizations (Conway, 1984; Owgns. 1981;
Steers, 1977). In the context of control, what is the 'rationale; for participation in educational
decision. making? What is participation? 'l-_low does it relate to' ‘centralization and
decentralization of coﬁtrol?

Scott (1981:89) noted that the basic rationale for pariicipation in decision making
- relates to its positive effect on motivation and cbmmitmem. Coch and French (1972:117)

suggested that "one clear consequence of shared decision making is increased administrative

control.” Shared, or joint decision making. "".‘wever. must be perceived to be a meaningful' '
process by participants, if it is to,bé successful. For instance, teachers are sometimes
frustrated if a principal seeks participation from staff members but does not allow them to
actually gnfluence the final decision. ‘
‘ Owens (1981:321) defined participation ds the "r‘nemél»and emotiona)l involvement of
a person in a group s;ituation that ehcdura‘ées the individu'al to contribute to group goals and
to share responsibility for' them.” Conway (1984:12) stated Lowin's definition of
participative decision making as'.a "mode of organizational operations wherein deéisions. as to
activili.cs' 10 be implemented, were arrived at by those who were to execute the decisions.”
Lowin's definition suggests a high degree of independence .or autonbmy. on the part of
participants. It is notably different from thg human relations view which consi&igrs
participation simply as lower ranks sharing in the "decisions made by higher ranks in
particular in maiters that affect them directly” (Etzioni, 1964:38). Each of the foregoing
prescriptive definitions thus emphasizes different aspects.of participation. °0wens' definition
focuses on invol':/;n?/ while Lowin's definition specifies who makes implementation
decisiqns and the an relations approach stresses cooperation. | '
According to Owens (1981:312), two.major benefits of participzitive decision making

include better decisvions and the -"growth and development of. the organization's participants

(for example, greater shﬁﬁng of goals, improved communication, better-developed group



process slgills)." ‘Participauor;. however, rhiy not always be desirable yachers.'l‘ or example,
may‘r-esent being asked to participi(e in decisions which are- prin;arily in the realm of
administration and possibly of low interest or value to them.
Before .part.icipative decision méking is adopted, Owens (1981:312.313) suggested
thrée factors should be considered: °
1. the need for an explicit decision- maklhg process;

- 2. the nature of the problem to be solved or the issue to be decided;
3. criteria for mclﬁdmg people in the process.

Steers (1977) viewed participation in decision making as a means of decentralizing )
authority and influence. Similar to Owens, Stccg'(1977:159) suggested the f olk}wing Sencf its
of participative decision making: better decisions and increased commitment and satisfaction
of members. Accoraing to Steers and others, tH foregoing benefits are ;sswialcq with an

effective organization.

i
[N

~ What degree of participation, howe§er, is desirable? Although that depenﬁs on many
cbntextual and situational factors, séme guidelines have been proposed. For example, Alutto
and Belasco (1972 118) viewed participation along a continuum as [ ollows
1. decisional deprivation -- actual paruc:panon in fewer decisions than desnrcd
2. decisional equilibrium -- actual participation in as many decisions as desired,

3. decisional saturation -- actual participation in a greater number of dec:snons' Lhan
desired. ;

The foregoing criteria are useful f of asse;sing an actual decision process.

Technié;ues for participation in decision making may be viewed in terms of
centralization and decentralization of control. Bridges (1967:55) suggested three major
t'ect_miques for participation in ~decisi‘on making: - ‘

1. partic;pam-determining --a cénsensus is required;
2. ;i)arli_amentarian -- a majority reaches a decision binding on the group;
3. democralic-cent;arlist -- a group is bound by a ciecision of the person who has final
authority.
On a cdﬁtrol continuum, participam-delert‘niningi niay fall under low . centralization,
parliameptarian under moderate centralization and democratic-centralist under ; high

centralization.
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Hoy and Sousa (1984:321) made a useful distinction between parti’cipation in decision

making and delegation of decision making:
In joint &ecision' making the participants are involved in the process of making
decisions; they share &/ common effort. Delegation of decision making is the
entrusting of authority to others; an administrator assxgns specific decisions to
others, usually subordinates.

On a control continuum, joint decision making may be considered low centralization.
Delegation of decn;:on making, on the othcr hand may be considered moderate oenualu.huon. .

if one ‘individual of lower rank is desngnated to make a decision. On the other >hand.

delegation might be considered low centralization, if authonty to make a decision wete

delegated to an entire staff, as in the case of Eridges' (1967) participant-determining

technique.

In summary, centralization and decentralization of control hgs important consequénces
on the extent of participation possible in decision making. Decentralization of control for
example, generally may allow for greater parucxpamn while oehtrahzauon of control may-
limit opportumues for participation. In choosing a‘ pamcu'la;‘ decision process, an
administrator needs 10 consider the advantages and disadvantages of édopting a particuar
decision-making technique; which may ihclude varying degrees of formal or .informal
participation by vanous individuals or groups. Overall pammpatwe decxsnon making is an

important variable to consider in de termining the locus and degree of control over cducauonal

decisions. N

F.-RELATED RESEARCH IN El)uc,mont

L3

Research in eduétional administration has attempted to answer fundamental
questions relating to organizational control. What is the degree of control over educational
decisions ‘at diff&em organizational levels? Tol 1at extent have changes occyrred in the.
degree of centralization or decentralization of coxg:;?, To what extent do teachers participate

in the decision-rhaking process? What are the preferences of teachers for taking part in
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educational decisxon maklng" What are the factors, both internal™ and extemal to the
organization, which influente the decision-making process? ‘

Tentative answers to some of the foregoing questions were suggéqted b§ the findings
of recent studies in educational decision. making. The Margh (1981) study is exaniined in
some detail, since it was similar to the present study. The findings of othér studies on control

in educational organizations are also highlighted.

The March Study

The main purpose of the March (1981) study was to examine the patterns of control

over edutational decisions at five organizational leve rceived by school superintendents -

in the four western Canadian provinces. The f‘ivc nal levels included the following:
department of education, school board, superimenk ice, school pﬁncipal and tcacher.
The study also examined changcé in the ‘pattems of cpmrol 'fr'c;m 1975 to 1980, respondent
predictions for 1985, and factors which inﬂuence or affect the deg}ee of control.

The March (1981) 'study, however, did not use data. sources’ other th;n
superintendents, éuch as trustees, priﬁcipals or teachers, to determine the extent of agreemcnl
among significant groups involved in educauonal decision making. In contrast, the present
study obtamed data from trustees, central office admlmstrators and principals on various
aspects of control over gducauonal decisions, wnh.a v1ew to determine the extent of
agreement among various groups. As Tioted earlier, ‘a comparison of the findings was possible
bétween the present stixdy»and March's'study. on similar decision items. -

March (19'8’1) found that control over a majority of decision iter;xs was exercised at
the following organizational levels: the school board, principal and SUperinteﬁdent's office.
Generally, the school board had the highest degree of control over eleven decision items such
as finapce. school consuuédon, special programs, school closure,  transportation, special
education and community use of scho/olé. The school board's control, however, over the
‘f‘ollowing matters was very low: cur/iiculum outlines, selection of textbooks and student

4

marks. The principal had the highest degree of control over eleven decisioﬁ items such as the
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f'ollowmg schog'l expendxtures.,fmd rarsmg. studem. conduct and assessment schedulmg.

parent advrsory commmees and duties of non- teachrng staff. The prmcrpal ‘had low control

[3

4over only three decrslon -rtems: selecnon Mmcrpal student transportation and school

' selecuon of- teachers and prmcrpals procedures for evaluatmg instruction, staffmg and class

closure. The supermrendent had the hrghest control over seven nems such as the followmg

.,

¢

sxzes Generally, the superintendent's’ control over other decision 1tems.~ mostly

admmrstratwe ‘was also high.

ol

March (1981) found that the educatlon deparlmenx had the hrghest degree -of control

over currrculum outlines, seleeuon of - textbooks, school building construction and school

. programs. l\‘eacher control was highest on one &nager oaly, namely,'» determining final marks

» %

in High sch’ool'subjects.‘ Teacher control was also high‘ over student reporting and assessment
and student conduct. R T : .

N
Generally. srmrlar patterns of contro] existed across the four prpvinces. The“majb‘r

f md{mg wrth respect lo changes in comrol related to an amrcrpated increase in the control of

. principals and teachers Some decreases in control were also predrcted to occuf” at the

department and school board levels on some decrsron items.

w

In examining factors af fecting centralization or ‘decentralization, March "(1981) found -

a

| - that the political and economic climates contribmed toward centralization. He concluded ‘that

asa school district mcreased in"size the balance of control seemed to shrf t from t‘re board tol

.Lhe 'a_drmmstratron ln larger drsmcrs the prmcxpal 5 conrrol also mcreased Rural boards

generall’y had grcater control over educalronal decisions than urban boards In addition, urban

teachers, kaccording‘ to March's findings, had greater control than rural teachers.
_Qther §Itudie§ S B .

The rnain purpose of Sim’pkln's study (1968) was to examine the distribution of

N

decrsron makmg authorrty among 1he mdrvrdual teacher, “the teachers as a group,ﬁ:{,school

\

. admmrstratars R B

R
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L . Simpk?ns considered«authority‘structure as an aspect of 'the general distribUtion of
,‘ power in orgamzatrons Simpkins /01968) found that' patterns of role specrl‘tcauon and
decision- makmg authortty in the school were similar to that” of a,,,semn professronal
- organtzatron. I—lbwever a drrect relationship bethen the distribution of decnsrorl -making
©authority in schools and the commumty socio¥economic status was not evrdent. Also, few
differences were noted. in the distribution of authority among elemeyntary, junior and senior
. high schools. M S : “ . : SR s .\
Teachers however generally preferred a greater degree of decision making by the |
teaching staff as a group on a number of school decnsnon items (Srmpkms 1968). The.
E teacher preferences apparently were srmrlar to those characteristic of professional
orgamzatlons Thus, Srmpkms concluded that teachers desired a shrl’t in the balance -of powcr
within the ,school On matters related 10 school goals however, teachers did not egtpcct
‘greater autl'l‘ority. *Overall, Srrnpk_ms reported/ th;t teachers desired greater mv’olvement in -

Y
! school decrsron makmg

Co, ﬁtrol drmensrons and declsron makmg processes at_the school board leve] were

JJ{‘

nt"and pe sprfnel On the other hand matters pertammg to currrculum and

mstructron recewed much less’ attenttplg Accordmg to Remhan board decrsrons were mamly

A

dlrected toward routme momtqrmg activities. However he f ound that hoards wrth ‘greater

1 'tended to beHioTe smvolved in school commumty decisions. In addrtton

: :cyrrtculum and mstructron decrsrons

Matthews (1967) found that patterns of mteractron in reaching decnsrons were evident -

m the two school boards studred Moreover differences were noted m the interaction patterns

for dealmg with routme decrsrons versus novel or complex dectsrons Matthews also lound
s varratrons in the degree to wluch board members participated in the decrston -making prTcess—’j\
| largely determmed ,lgy ‘their. role : perceptlons and ét/he expehctatlonsv of others. | School :

g

N
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superintendents played a key role in the policy-making process; furthermore, both the

d’ecision‘-making ‘process and the actual decisions were affected by the relationships existing

o

‘among the supermtendent and board members, |
A study by Chamberlarrr“(1975) on teacher participation in decrsron making was -

similar to Simpkins' study. kae ‘Stmpkms Chamberlam 'found that teachers desired greater |

,pa.rtxcipa‘tnon in decision making, a finding which was confirmed by principals. However,

: S ~ L & re
there was a wide discrepancy between the perceptions of principals and teachers regarding the

degree' to which teachers already participated in decision making and the dégree to which they

, : , v S

desired participation. In addition, teachers and principals did not agree on how teachers
o _

ought to be mvolved in different decrsron areas. -

In a study of admmrstratrve decrsron makmg, Louden (1980) found that decrsron

‘making was successf u“t*. and participative in both elementary and secondary schools. Sintilar to-

the Simpkins (1968) and Chamberlain (1975) findings, teachers desired greater participation
in decision makmg Louden (1980) also found wide discrepancies between prmcrpal and
i

teacher perceptions about the process of detision making. ' . o

Chung _(1985) studied the decision-making authority of. teachers i“n _fifftee‘n Alberta

schools. He found evidence of teachér autonomy:in tasks. related to classroom management

|

but hierarchica] or administrative control over other school matters ‘Collegral control- was
weak on most task areas. Chung also reported ‘that teacherg tended to prefer greater

mdrvrdual and collegral control over schoot matters outside ' the classroom partrcularlyr

administrative decrsrons affecting therr work~ ¢
- Although decrsronal depnvatron was not evrdent in the area of classroom management°

B
it was evrdent in mattérs sl the ﬁassrwm ln addmon Chung found a negative

relatronshrﬁg%g@en teacher ﬁ;tsfactron wrth decrsron mvolvement and-decisional depnvatron

7 Overall Crgng s fmdmgs tend to support the existence of both tight and loose

couplmg at the school level loose couplmg if matters related to classroom manageﬁ‘r}nt and :

trght coupling with respect to other school ‘matters. Moreower the results @raﬂy supported

other studj whrch found that teachers overall desrred a shift in the balanee of power at the

. ) e

£ .
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school level. .

.~ . . G:CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Camobell a‘nd Maz.zoni (1976:5) referred to a coﬁceptual "'framework as a "vantage

pomt from whxch to view the subJect criteria f or Judgmg what information is relevam 10 ns

. ;°' o

This study was largely based on an” { ysﬁh’ls theory of orgamzauons Muth

(1984) viewed control as the output or end result of power, authority and mfluencc'
Slmllarly in this study control over educatxonal decxslons was def‘ ined as the power authority

~ and mfluence required to make an actual decxswn

gan zauonal levels: (1) the provincial educauon department; (2) the school board; (»3) Lhe

*

; {;perlnfenden;'s. office; (4) .the prindipal'é» office; and (5)”teachers. Centralization was
* defined as the tendency for coptro1 o moye to the higher organiiatvional levels. I\ls opposilc,

- decentralization, was defined as the tendeocy’f or con‘trol to move to the lower organiiational
- levels. For example, educaticnal decisions .'made ‘Jargely by the provmual education

department rcpresent high centrahzanon whlle decisions made largely by. teachers represcnt

-

high decentralization. 3 o (

g

-Thus a system becomes more decemrahzed if control over decisions moves in the
~_fol]owmg dlrecnon provmce —_> dxstnct --9 school —> classroom (pohcy maker —
_admlmstrator —> practitioner), as noted by March (1981)-. However,. a systembecomes

more centralized if control over decision makin'g moves in- the opposite direction. This study
?
determmed perceptions of where certam decnsnons wére made in terms of orgamzauonal levels,
as one indicator of cem,rahzauon and decemrahzauon of control.
. -%
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However, environmental f actors also exert control Bver educational decisions ‘Thesc
include the needs and demands of stakeholder groups. laws, regulatnons policies, cultural and
socxal norms. Stlll ‘the focal point of this study was the locus of control. The basic research

‘. problem was stated s follows: What are the perceptions of control ovet‘ educational
decisions? To answer this question, respondents ‘were asked to lndlc:'ate their perceptions of '

control.

Perception

'Perception is a-key concept for understanding how members within an organization
view the focus of comrol. For the purpose of this study, pcrception was def ined as a state-of.
mind, attitude or belief which affects behavior and is based on the interpretation of

'?métedxate and ‘past experience. Although this study did not examme the nature ol‘ perception

| o e

f ormatton it seemed approprtate to present a conceptual perspective on percepuon formation.
Figure 2.02 1llustrates the hechanisms of perceptlon f otmatlon (French, Kast and Rosenwetg,
11985:14). | |

According to French et al (1985), inf ortnatiou and past experience are key variables pf
major inputs in pe‘rccption formatio'n. It is a complex process which involvcs three.
interrelated mech"anisms: selectlvity. interpretation and closure. In addition. factors’ such as
stress, role and reward system aflect the formation of perceptions which in turn affect .
behavior. According to Kelly (1980), the values. attitudes, needs and expectations rof the -
individual are important factors in determining perceptions.

\

H. SUMMARY

i With respect to perceptions of control among various organizational levels, relatively
few. .studie'sﬁ.ltave been carried out in educational administration. - However, the research
findings of many studtes on educational decision makmg are generally consistent with respect

to the desire of teachers for greater control and greater parttctpatnon There is lack .of
agreement, however, between principals and teachers regarding both the kinds of decisions and

.

v/,ﬂ
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the ways in which teachers might participate in the decision-making process.
Overall, teachers did not have a great dea{ of control over educational decisions, apart

from classroom r‘ﬁanagemem. as evident inthe findings of March (1981), Simpkins (1968),

,‘Chzin-lbgerlain (1975), Louden (1980) and. Chung ‘(1‘9:85_). Within schools, a great deal of .

decentralization of control apparentl‘y was not 'evidem. Taking a broad persﬁective.‘ a great
deal of decentralization of control over decisiohs ‘was delegated to the school level, according
to some resea_rch studies; however, major control over decisioné was exeréised ‘by principals of
schools. not by teachers. ) ; L - | Y '

The ma{iri conceptualization for this s'tvuc;l‘y was the locus 6!‘ control over educational
decisioﬁs. In a broad sense, however, the pré§§i§t study deter;xl\:f;ed empirically the extent of

control (power, authority and influence) over various decisions which was exercised at

multiple organizational levels or positions in the educational system.  In part, this study was,

" designed to determine how the total amount ‘of control varied from one school district to

another. On this point, Scott (1981:279) noted that "in some organizations none of the |
positions ' is’ perceived as: exercising very"much__',mf‘luglce‘ov'er others, whereas in other
organizations all of the positions are seen 1o ¢xerisE considerable power." -

[

v
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Chapter III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY -

ﬂ:'.‘-thg pilot study,.carried out prior to data collection, is described.
P § .

dfﬁ,scriptiof; of the sample is presented, followed by an outline of the methbd

e

A. INSTRUMENTATION

) p evelopment 'of. Questionnaire

§ - The questionnaire was selectéd as a technique fo; gathering data because it offers a
" J{a'numvt;‘er of adyantages, over other researéh tecﬁhidues (Burbach & Becker, 1977; Karges &
Bowles, 1979; McCallon & McCray, 1975):»objectivity, reasonable cost, comprehensivéness,
wide | 'qoverage,\ anonymity, del.ayed and uniform respox;ses. convenience, and ease of
tabulati_o_n and émal,v;is. Moieovef.. the disadvantages of using a ques_tionnaire. such. as lack
of flexibility ahd the ,possibilxity of a low response rate, were not considered serious in view of
the knowledge, éximrjenc_e and educational background 'of the subjects. Overall, thé
ﬁuestionngire was deemed adequate _a's a means for gathering data required to answer the basic
problem of determining beréeptic;ns of control over educational decisions. -

\ A‘,.review of similér studies was conducted to determine the kinds and amouﬁt of data
—-‘-which migfn be gathered using a questionnaire. (Chamberlain, 1975; Hoy & Sousa, 1984
.Ma;ch, 1981; Simpkins, 1968). Next. a bank of possible questionnaire items, selected mainly

from the aforementioned studies., was developed. Subsequently, decision iiems were carefully
selected for the questionﬁairé on the basis of suggestions from the supefvisory committee and

the researcher's experienvce. Altogether, approximately two hundred decision items were

reviewed. ‘
_ o
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Criteria for item selection, deletion or modification included relevance, clarity and
conciseness. In additiort. an attempt was made to allow for an overall comparison of the
decision categortes with the March (1981) study, although specific decision items within each
category could vary. Final selecuon and modification of items was carried out following a
detailed pttot study.ﬂ ‘} )

Ten categories of dccisit)ns were included in Part A of the questionnaire, as follows:

(1) finance and budgeting; (2)?l";c.apital expenditures; (3) equipment, supplies and services; (4)
curriculum and instruction; 25) personnel management; (6) student management; (7)
organizational structure; (8) »commumty relations; (9) implementation of new programs and |
&O) poltcy making and decrsron maktng Four decision ttems were selected for- each category

of decision, so that in all forty dectsron items were listed in the questionnaire. Respondents

- were‘asked to mdtcate ona fi tve-pomt Likert-type scale whtch decision -making group(s) from

»-

the five organizational' levels (teachers, principal's office, superintendent's office, .school
board and provincial education department) exercisedA major control’over each vdecision .item.
In respondirtg to each item, respondcnts @ttld select one or more groups from the five levels..

Although categories of dectsion had been developed prior to data collection, it was
considered"advisable to present indiytdual decision items in random order in the questionnaire,
without the use of sub-headings or categories. Random order was used main!y to minimize
the chorce of a standard response on the part of respondents to 1tems in a particular decision
category

In addition, Part B of the questionnaire examined centralizing and decentralizing
factors, as perceived by the total sample of respondents.’tr. A\caref ul selection process was used
to identify appropriate centralrztng and decentrahzmg factors. The process included a review
of the literature and analysis using the following criteria: relevance clarity and conciseness.
Moreover, the suggestions of the supervisory committee and the researcher's experience were
also an important part of the process. "

Part B of the questionnaire examined the deg"ree of .centralization 'and decentralization

influence of sixteen major factors frequently ident‘ified' in the literature: (1) education

A



50

department policy; (2) current practices in administration; (3) pressure from the teachers'’
association (4) provincial legislation; (S5) pressure for public accountability; (6) currentq
political» climate; (7) prcssuie from ti;e trustees" association; (8). current econom/ié climate;
(9) multiculturalism policy; (10) pre'ssnrc for minority rights; (11) pressurb from science and
technology; (12) school board policy; (13) social and cultural mores; (14) personal
philosophy; (15) pressure for human rights; and (16) moral and ethical standards. |
The degree -of influence of each factqr was measuren on a seven-point Likert-type
scale, ranging from strong decentralization to strong centralization. Part B also included two
open-ended lquestions which asked subjects te list other important d?ceniralizing or
centralizing factors. | : . o A. |
Part C of the questionnaire asked questions about the demographic characteristics of
respondenis. including gender, age, formal education, position, years in present pcisiu’on,

years of administrative experience and, regarding principals, the type and size of school.

Validity

The validity of a questionnaire refers to the issue of Whether it actually measures what
it purports to measure. Mouly (1978:194) suggested it is "necessary for the questionnaise to
'havc- content validity; i.e., each question must be related to the prbblem under investiga;ion,
there must be an adequate coverage of the overall topic, the questions' must be clear. and
unambiguous; etc." The criteria, as suggested by~ Mouly, were seriously considered in the
development of questiennaire items. - |

Furthermore, 'to increase internal validity, two forms of, a questionnaire were
developed: one to deal with the current or actual degree of control over educational decisions
"(Questionnaire A - Appendix A) and another to examine ihe preferred degree of control
(Quesuonnnire B - Appendix B).- Each group of paiti,cipants (trustees, central office
administrators and pnncipals)_ was divided so that .one-half of -each subset completed
qucstionnaire A and the other half compieted questionnaire B. Both questipnnaires included a -

single-column Likert-type scale fnr response items. The two grouns of subjects (A and B)

Al .
) ™
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were thus selected to compﬁse two cross-validating sarhples. It ‘was assumed th&t b -

Wi
ATE e -

significant differences in characteristics, which might bias the study, would be found in two
stratified samples of equal size. | h

ch-)hnson and Dixon (1984:564) contended, however, that the use of a discrepancy
_format such as two Likert-type scales, one measuring the "perception of the degree to which
the situation actually’ exiétts' and the other measuring the "perception of the efuent to which
‘th.e situation is desired to exist."' is su}ierior t0 a sinéle-column Likert-type >sca.l'e. To some
extent, their findings sup‘poﬁ this view. On the contrary, Cronbach (1958) cautioned against
the possible interaction of two separate, dyadic dimensions, such as Likert-type two-column
response i{ems \deahng with both "what is" and "what ought to be" questions.

In the ‘pfes;ent -study, the single-column Likert-type scale was used primarily for two
reasons: firs.t. the sample was considered large enough to forgn two groups of resmﬁdcms.
~each dealing with c;ne of the two questions (is.‘gk_l_ol_mg be). Thus, it w'a"s pogsible to avéid the
““interaction” issue. Second, Ee single-column’ Likert-type scale facilitated ease | of ~

* completion, on the part of respondents.

-«

_ Reliability -
The reliability or consistency’ of a q‘uestionnaire # "difficult o establish"” (Mouly,

1978:195). Regarding questionnaire data, Mouly (1978:195,196) argued as follows:

Split-half reliability, for example, is out of the question because of the relative
independence and. nonadditivity of the component items.... Actualfy, establishing
reliability may not be that crucial, if we assume that we are indeed dealing with
random error.... The reliability of group averages with which we are concerned is
invariably greater than that of the individual response and, if n is large,
questionnaire reliability should be adequat® for the purpose of most studies.

- /
Thus,‘ Mouly (1978:196) concluded that "ensuring validity might be a better investment of

one's time ‘and energy.” In liéht of the foregoing, no s%tatistical procedures were used to
determine the reliability of the questionnaires cieveloped for the present study. H_owéver. a
detailed pilot study was designed and conducted to ensure the face validity of the instruments,

Y

insofar as possible. : _ .oy
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A pilot study involving trustees, central offiEe administratm l& princ"np:als. hother
than subjects involved in the actual stu&y, w;s conducted. Tt was carried out to determine the —_
'suitabxlity of sclected quesuonnaire items and to determinc according to acceptable measures,
the validity and re]xabxhty of the mstrumcnts In the pnl(ﬁ" study, parndpants were asked to
comple'te a quesuonnaxre (one half completed A and the other half B) and an expert opinion
rating formr The latter, developed frdm a model used by Hurlbert (1973), was used to obtain
a raling on an eight-point. scale of_the clarity and appropriateness of each decision item,
including suggestions for ehanges (Appendix .C).‘ FolloWiqg tile pilot study, appropriate
_changes were made to the questionnaires. o o ‘ ’
The pilot study provided important feedback‘ about the formaf 4and content of th'e,
quesuonnalres More specifically, it provided useful information about quesuonnalre uems
including mstrucuons which were somewhat unclear or open to d:fferent mterpretauons

Moreover, suggestions for revision were considered, largely on the basis of the expert- opx;;uon

ratings and selected interviews with pxlot participants. The ume required for the completf%ﬁ' :

1strators and trustees 1o complete a questionnaire and:

*

%owmg admini

usefulness as a research tool.

&
B.SAMPLE -

i
.

Respondents : -
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high).v Four principals from each type of school in each school district were selected as
participants. The respondents were randomly assigneq to two subsets: members of one subset

were asked to indicate their perceptions of the current or actual degree of cdmrol. while

the other sﬁbset were askgd to indicate the preferred degree of control over
ucational decisi(';ns. -

The stratified random -sample tochmque was used to allow for the comparison of
findings on the basis of different types of schools (McCallon & McClamn 1974). It was not
considered feasible to include in the study all mmcipal: f rom the four school districts.

Questionnaires were delivered to all trustees &nd ccnlral office administrators at the
senior level and selected principals in the four school dxs‘lrxcts in Calgary and Edzmonlon A
covering letter personally addressed to tach subject, was enclosed with eaéh questionnaire

(Appendix D). Subsequently, a follow-up was conductéd by means of a reminder letter

(Appendix E) and telephone calls to subjects, Who had not returned a questionnaire.,
* .

Distribution of ngtwnnmrg; : T s

}a 3
.«‘* - Table 3.01 presents the dnsmbuuon of 173 subjects. sqleﬁed for the study from four

ur . sghool districts. The sample included 32 trustees, 77 central office administralors and

*

1 tfn’}é”r‘bals ‘ . o

sy Data were collected during. April and May. 1985, Table 3.02 presents the-distribution

B of“ reﬁpondents in all, 152 questionnaires were retumed, representing 88 percent of the
sample. The table shows the distriution of the actual returns by:umbc»r. percentage and

"5 school district for each of the three categories of participants. Only usable q‘u'estionnaircs

¢

About a dozen respondents telephoned the writer to make general enquiries about the

were included.
- study or to ask for specific clarification of some matter such as an extension of the return
“date. In addition, the writer spoke to about 40 subjects in carrying out a lelcj:)hone
follow-up. In a few cases, three or four telephone calls were made to the same individual.

Overall, general verbal and written comments made by subjects about the study were very

N I
! ? ’ ! “ : . R
. * - E | .
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- ' Tabie 3% .
' iifstki(iu(ion of Quéstionnaﬁés Sent to Participants
. by Position .
‘ ) e * &
- s ' : « ‘ .
, % iR ' r o
o, e . “Cerfral Office R e
Schoo! District Trustees . Administrators Brincipals = Total
' =
Calgary Public -9 2% - 16 a9
- o ) . ﬂ '
_Calgag;&paral‘e ; 7 1 =16 34
Edmonton Public - 9 27+ 16 52
-Edmonton Separate . 'i ‘; 7 : 15 *. 16 38
,51 Y ) : o )
Y -Q‘ N ;? v " R
Total >, 32 7 6 113
I }V . - -
. -
. E )



Table 3.02
Distribution of Questionnaires Returned . . .
by Position
,. ) : Central Office . .
School District “Trustces Administrators Principals Total
N % N % N % N %
’Calgar);/’Public"" 7 78 18 75 13 8l 38 78
! - : / : ,
.Calgary Separate 6 . 86 8 3 16 100 30 88
Edmonton Public 8 89 25 |93 15 94 4 - 91
Edmonton Separate S 7 15 /10 16 100 36 95 «,\
g
. v// '
S Towal . . 2% 8l ;"67/' 86 60 9 152 . 88
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. offtce.'adrmmstrators and principals) ‘were held by females, whtle almost 54 percent of the ’

_becomes avarlable

-,

. . B } . L (/ .
, sitive; indeed, several respondents requested a copy of the summar‘gf th& results, when it

D 'r'hi. haracteristics-of } spondents e e

Table 303 presents the drstrrbuuon of de'nographrc characterrstrcs of respondents ~

Three personal varrables were exammed mcludmg gender, age and formal educa‘tron

o. ¥

Orgamzatronal varrables rncluded postnon years in present posmon years of admrmstratrve

) experrence. school dlstrrct. type of.‘ school and size of school.

o

and B respondents on any of the nine variables examrned—(Table 3.03y.  Thus, rantlom

selection -of the two groups proved to be useful. These fmdmgs suggest that the two' groups '

~of respondents were largely srmrlar and that there was ltttle hkelrhood that confoundrng o

varrables (background charactensncs) mrght have biased the study

gach of-the background varlables was eompared with each of the other varrables to

: determme how the background charaltterrstrcs mrght be mterrelated 'I‘able 3 04 presents the.

- )

statrstrcally ‘Srgmfftfant relattonshrps between varrous demographic charactenstrcs of the tothl :

' sample as shown by the Chl square analyses (Comparrsons between statrsttcally srgmfrcant

pairs of demographrc characterrstrcs ol‘ respondents are presented in @mndrx F )

ey AR

In most cases, backgrourréetharacterrstrcs were unrelated to.each other. . As mdrcated

m Table,3 04~po‘smon was related to three other varrables gender years in present posmon

and formal education.’ Less than 8 percent of the admmrstratrve posrtrons exammedn.(central :

trustee posruons were bccupred by females Less than 17 percent of the admmrstrators had
' been in therr posruon for one of two years, whrle 44 percent ol‘ the trustees had held thenr'

"'posrtron for the same | ;length of time. Regardmg f ormal educatron less than 23 percent of the

2

: admrmstrators had a ¥ chelor's degree or less; hqwever, almost 81 percent of the trustees had

" a bachelor's degree o7 less..

There wete no significant differences on demographic characteristics between Group A
i - ! :



Table 3.03

Distribution of l)emographic_ Characteristics of Respondents

by Group

Group A Group o Total
Characteristic . N % K% N %
1, Genller S
_‘& Female 13 86 10 6.6 .23 15.1
L ““' Male ~ 64 42.1 65 428 129 " 849
31-40 10 66 S 3.3 15 9.9
. 41-50 : : 35 23.2 43 % 285 . 18 51.7
51+ ‘ - 31,205 27 179 58+ 38.4
. . o + .
- 3. Pérmal Education : . : .
- Bach: or less 28 18.5 21 139 49 - 325
‘Mast. or more S 49 3s 53, 351 102 67.5
4. Position - - ; AR
.. . Trustee _ 13 18.6 « 13- 8.6 26 17.1
- .- C.O0. Admin. 35 23.0 3] 204 66 434
Principal ' 29 . 191 - 31 20.4 60 39.5
5. Years in Position / : : |
' lor2 -~ 1 15 1007 17 113 2 13
Jord . _ 23 153 16 10.7 39 26.0.
Sor6 : 19~ 1277 . 19 (12,777 38 25.3
7+ 19 12.7 22 0147 41 21.3
6. Years of ‘Administration "~ | ‘ o
Sz 1-13 0 22 175 15 11.9 - . 37 29.4
noe 14 o 18. 143 15 119 533 2.2
“18-20 - i 11 8.7 . 19 .15.F .+ -30 23.8
S 21+ - 13 193 13,-:103 - 2 20.6
B
. % '
_ )@. o
v *;? .
» @
-
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Table 3.03 (Continued)

N

, Distribution of Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
&“ ’ B by Group
U : ‘
‘ "‘l.x\\ . " Group A ‘ AGr‘oup B " Total
Charactle'ri‘slic : s N %R N % N
K} School- District . o -\_ Y . -
" “Calgary Pub, 19 1s T 19 125 38
~ Calgary Sep. . : 15 . 9.9 15 9.9 30
. Edmonton Pub. - 25, 16.4 23 151 48
Edmonton Sep. 18 118 . 18 118 36
8. Type of School. }%’ S | |
© Elemensgry * 6 10.0 7 11.7 13
~ Elem.Jr. Hifh 8 13.3 8 13.3 16
* . Junior High ’ 7 1.7 8 13.3 15
Senior High 8 133 8§ 133 16
9. Size of Schogl R o |
‘u ~ up to 200 3 50 1 1.7 4 6.7
201-300, 4. 6.7 5 8.3 9 15.0
3014007 8 13.3 5 8.3 13 21.7
401:500;, - 2 33 7 117 9 15.0
501-1000: -8 133 6 10.0, 14 23.3
1001-1500 3 5.0 1 1.7 - 4 6.7
15012000 . 1 17 s 83 6 100
000+ . - : ol 1.7 1 17
L1 N ’t’ \' b ' '
S ‘



.- Table3.04

Comparison Between Pairs of Demographic

Characteristics of Respondents

Charaéteristics Chi-Square: . Degrees of P
T - S Freedom:
1. Position and Gender T 36.63 2 - <0.000
2. Pesition and Years in S 19.27 6 < 0.004
Present Position '
AR - N S
) . . @
3. Position and Formal 33.50 2 ' < 0.000
Education , o
4. Genderand Formal < 1159 . . 1 < 0.001
= Education . - :
. 5. Ageand Administrative- ~ 60.77 | 6 © . <0.000
: Experience - '
6.  Type of School and Size of 48.03 21 - <0.001
School o -
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Gender was related to formal education. Males were more highly educated than

fcmaies: While 35 perrzgsi the females had a master's degree or more, 73 percent »of the

males had a master's degf® or more. Age was positively related to years of administrative

oo )experiencé./As expect::g‘ the type of school was related to the size of school. Senior high
schools tended to be considerably larger than the three other types of schools.
"o .
" Data indicating tpe perceived degree of actual and preferred control over ed‘ucg;ional

L " decisions were analyzed. The distribution of control over various decision items was analyzed

by means of an autonomy scale. An dhtonbmy scalé‘was used by Konrad (1976) to measure -
the distribution of control .or authority oVet’decision.s in educational organiz;tions; In this
study, the auton§my scale was used as a measure of the loéus .or control ‘in decision making.
Meah locus of control scores were analyzed on each bjf the forty decision items regarding the
_ actual and i)referred degree of control. ‘ v , o

|  The effects of batkground ch'aracteristics were examined, inc;luding gender, age,
formal education, position, number’ of years in present po:sition.. years of administrative-
experience (adminiStfators), school disﬁict. type of school (ﬁrincipals) and size of sc\hool.

Tests of significan'ccr such as Chi-square, the Scheffe" pxgcedu:é “for - pairwise’

comparison using one-way analysis of variance and standardized t tests (St&tistical Procedures

for Social Sgiences) were carried: out.

e
“tgr



'Chapter v ; * .
DEGREE OF CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONVAI;LV lthlSlONS |
This chqpter presents the data related to questionnaire tesponses mdrcaung perceptions
of 'the degree of conu;@l\over educauonal decrsrons which is exercrsed at l‘ ive organizational
levels, The percemages ol{;esponses to forty decrsrqn items are presemed and discussed.

.t : Respondents indicated whether control over‘; parueular decrsron rrem was held or
should be held, at one or more of the orgamzauonal levels Each respondenl was asked to
rndlcate whrch group or groups‘ listed from (l) teachers to . (5). i, provmcral education
department. exercised or should exercise ma_}or control. Control over educalronal decisions
was defmed as the power, authorrty and mﬂuence requrred to make an actual decision..

A descnpuon of the procedures used io select the actual decrsron uems was presented -

in Chapter 3. The forty decision items are\presented in succeedmg' .ta'bles. according to

v

categories of decisions,

& -,
e

~ A. ACTUAL AND PREFERRED DEGREE OF CONTROL

" The succeeding analyses address the following sub-problems:

" Sub-Problem 1., What is the perceived degree of -actual control o‘ver_‘:_e\ducarional

decisipns, exercised at each of the five organizational levels, according to the pe)rc,eplions of

trustees, superintendents and principals? . : ' ey

; 0' ’ ~ Sub- Problem 3. What is lhe degree of preferred control over educauonal decrsnons

" according to the perceptions of trustees supcrmtendents and principals?.

61




Decision items from the questionnaires were arranged to form ten categories: (1)

finance and budgeting; (2) cepital expenditures; (3) equipmenl,. ‘su.pplies'and services; (4)
curriculum and instruetiqn_:-’ (5) personnel mana.gement;' (’6} ‘student management; (7)
organirational structure; (8) com‘muni‘ty relations; (9) implementation of new programs; and
(10) policy making and decision making. | o

The responses tolue.j':“_eh'decision item were aggregated within each level to _obtaln a‘
percentage of the total ‘re’seﬁndems- who identified ‘a specific level. Sinee respondents_»could
identify t;re locus ol decrsron rnaking at one or more levels, the percentage of responses across .
the five levels usually. exceeded lOO"percent.

Chi-Squaré'{"aunal'yses r.vere carried out within each organizational level on each decision

item to determme whiﬂrer or not differences in the percentages of responses (is, should be)

by group were-:srgml‘rcam Significant drfferences are noted in the succeedmg data tables,

&
each of whreh is followed by a drscussron of the results Next, significant differences are
presemed wuh respect to Chi- square analyses of the responses across all five organizational

levels as a ‘group on each decision item.

Fingncg'Q a p'g gg' “ dgeting

Table 4 01 presents the perceived drstrrbutron of the actual and preferred degree of
¢
- control over f inance and budgeung, as. exercrsed at the five organizational levels Four

decision 1tems were examined in this gecrsron category.

»

ltem 1. Decrdmg the allocation of funds to a school from a school drstnc, .

hrghest percentage of reSpondents (59.71%) on thrs decrsron item 1nd'cated : " the
‘A, !

supermtendent s off ice and the school board were perceived to have equal and magor control
Very - little conuol, \\(as perceived 1o be exercrsed by the provalal educatron d@partment and

the prmcrpal‘s off we while teachers were perceived to have no coutrol

PR ]



Table 4.01

3

I’crccnt".q‘fl‘gc Distribution of Responses to the

Finance and Budgeting Category

63

Significant Difference, p<.05

(N=152) 4
Decision Items L‘;\;, Group T P S B D
1. Finance to a school (1S) e 97 91 14"
* (SH) 13 120 613, 613
4 ‘ Bt .
2, {inance in a school o i(lS) 35.1 94.“8 6.5 2.6 6.5
* (SHY 427 947 67 40 173
3. Finance of new programs (1S) 1.3 11.7 545  63.6
L (Svau 2.7 53 573 66.7
4. Additional finance : (1S) 455 88.3 9.1 3.9
| | (SHY 547 720 - 107 93 1.3
T = -Teachers '
P = Principal's Office
S = Superintendent's OfTice
B = School Board i
D = Provincial Education Department
(IS) = "IS" Questionnaire
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire
<« —
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The same percentage of respondents (61.3%) indicated that control should be held

equélly" by the superintendent's office and the school board. Respondents also indicated that
some control should be exercised by the principal, but almost none by teachers. A Chi-square
analysis by group (is, shoixld be) indicated a significant difference between perceptions of the \

actual'(7.8%) and preferred degree of control(0%) by the provincial education department.

~ In this regard, respondents preferred that the provincial education department should not have

: : ! ;o
any control over the allocation of funds to a school from a school district. - /

Item 2. Deciding the distribution of expenditures within a school. A large percentage

A | 2of respondents (94.8%) indicated that control over this decision’was_ perceived to be held

mainly by the principal and moderately by teachers (35.1%), while other groups were
perceived to have very little control. A
Similarly, respondents indicated that major control. shohld be held by-the principal. .

Teachers should have moderate control while other grQups should have very little control.

ltem 3. Deciding to allocate funds to a new instructional program. According to

respAon’dcnlsw, majo'r" control over this item was peréeivéd to be held by the school board
(63.6“}{) a'nd the superintendent's 3f fice (54.5%), while the principal was pefceived to exercise
sbme: control‘z(ll.?%). Teéchérs and ;hé.provincial education department were perceived to
have little and no control, respe;tively. |

_ Similarly. respondents indicated that major control should be held by the school board

E ((66.7%) and the superiritendem's office (57.3%). while other groups should have very little or

no control. ‘ .

Item 4. Deciding on methods to raise additional funds for a Jgarticulaf school. On .
this decision item, most respondents indicated that a high degree of control over methods to

raise advdi'u'onal.funds was perceived to be held by the principal's office (88.3%) and

- moderately by teachers (45.5%), while other groups were perceived to have little or no

control. +

&
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A Chi-équare analysis by group (is, should be) indicated a significzrm differenéé :
between perceptions of the actual and preferred degree of cormol by the principal';s office.
Respondents indicated that a lesser degree of control by the prindipal's office (72.0%) was
preferred, while teachers should have a moderate degree of control (54.17%). Other groups

—

should have very little control over this decision, according to respondents. v

Drscussron The results indicated that the school board and the supenmcndem s

office wcn percerved 'to have major and equal control over finance to the school and the

finance of new programs. Other groups were perceived to have very little control. Overall,

0

the status quo was generally-acceptable to trustees and admlmstrators on these decisions.

The principal’s office was perceived to have major. ‘control over finance wnhm the .

school arrd the decrsmn to raise addruonal funds. On these decisions, teachers were perceived
to have a moderate level df control, while ottrer groups were perceived to have very litle
control.' Overall, these results suggest that the principal had dominam.power, éuthorily and
influence over finance within the :school, while teachers had a moderate level of control.

The p'ret"e'rre\d loci qf control were perceiv.ed 10 be largely similar to the actual loci 0_(
comrolf, except for two decision items. A significant difference was evident on finance to the
school. Although the results indicated that the provirrci_al education department was‘perceived ”
to exercise some control over this decision; respondents preferred that the department should
have no control over this matter. These findings suggest that the allocation of funds to a .
séhodl was perceived to be a ‘matter of local concern, possibly in some danger of provincial

3

intervention, since respondents preferred no involvement by the provincial education

~

department. - °

- A significant difference was also evrdem on addmonal fmance Respondents indicated

»
'

that the principal's office was perceived to have more' control over this decision than was -

preferred. Trustees and administrators preferred that -other groups pafi%cularly tcachers

should have greater comrol over this decision.

/



Table 4,02 presents the percerved distribution of the actual and preferred degree of .

l’\

_control over capital expendnpres. as exercised at the five organizational levels. Four decision

‘items were examined in this decision category.

Item 5. Deciding to make additions to school buildings. Responses on this deciéigrr

item indicated that the school board (81.8%) was perceived to exercise the highest degree of
control, followed by the superintendent's offioe (41.6%), which was perceived to have a

moderatg level of control. The provincial education- department’s level of conujol (16.9%)

was perceived to be low. The principal’s office was perceived to have less control, while

*

teachers were" percerved to have -none.

The respondents’ preferences for the locus of control were largely srmrlar to" the

perceptions of actual control, mdlcatmg that a high degree of control should be held by the

school board (84.0%) and a moderate level by the superimendent's office (41.3%).
Chi-square analysis by group (is, should be) indicated a significant difference between

perceplions of the actual control by the provincial education department (16.9%) and the

. preferred level of control (4.0%). Sumlarly, a srgmfrcant differencé was evident between

P

—

percepuons of the actual level of control by the prmcrpal s office (5.2%) and the preferred

level of control (17.3%). Lastly, respondents did not perceive any mvolvemem of teachers in

e T et

control over building additions.

Irem 6. Deciding to elose a school. Responses on this decision item indicated that the

school board (94.8%) was perceived to have the highest degree of control, while the provinciai
education depattment (16. 9%) and the supermtendent s office (13 0%) were perceived to have
some control Although the principal ‘s office was perceived to have very little control over
school closure,- teachers ‘were perceived to\have none. -

Regardmg the preferred locus of control, respondents mdlcated that a high degree of

“the supermtendem s office (22. 7%) A Chi-square analysxs by group (is, should be) indicated

E WA
R
s

oL

control should be held by the school board (94 7%) ,and mutch less comrol should be held by )
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; Table 4.02
3 a "I
Pergentage Distrihution of Rosponscs'to'thc
€Capital Expenditures Category’
(N '15"
: T 4
£ 3 ‘1 Decision hems Group T P S B D
e ' | ‘
S.  Building changes (1S) 52% 416 818 169"
| . K (SH) 173 413 840 40
6. School closyre - ., [ 1S) 26 . 13.0 948 169
. N SRR .
e asH) 13 53 727 947 |53
o ‘;\"‘ i I o '?3-; PR . ]
7. Specxgl Eealu&ms () 65 286 468 416 65
o TR (SH)‘_‘ 120 40w 373 5200 40
‘,‘ft ‘_m"}"‘ b Ve ' %; Y ”
8, Special schobls -~ * 3 Yus) 13 S 844 273
R AR N (SH) + | 272530 867 267
g e ws o
.ij L ’»\‘u" . ") : A t »
T z Tcachcé.n. PR
P =- Principat’s Office* .
S = ;Supermtendtm 8 Of fi 1ce
B _ J= SChOO‘ Bﬁardb : ’d j ‘ , ~
D "= Provificidl"Education Departmgm
(1S) = "IS" Questionnaire .
(SH) = "'SHOULD BE" Questionnaire Y
. - ,

ngmf icant le f erence pK 05

&
.,‘



Gont L A . R e : S B . . .
VR R SR P RO Y o L AR Dot ; "’ CEETEPN * PRI
LA . ’ B ’
e , . . g N

A srgmflcant drf ference between perceptnons of "the actual control by the provincial educatron { ‘

"department (16 9% and ‘the preferred level of control (5. 3%) Respondents also mdrcatedv

,/
A

that ppncrpals and teachers should have almost no control over thrs decision.

l,,; 7 ltem 7. Deciding' to"inclﬂde:speeial features (music.rhomw lunch room) in school :
L .‘ B “ i 1, —
7 butidings. The hrghest peroentage of responses on - thrs decrsron rtem indicated that the “

supermtendent S of‘flce (46. 8%) and the school board (41 6%) were percerved 10 h\u;\the
\. highest degree,,of control The prmcxpal s offlce was percerved o have a rn.gderate level-of-v_

" control (28. 6%).,whrle the provmcral educatron ﬂepartment and teachers were percerved o, ’
have very little control b S ) "--. o ‘ B -
Respondents mdlcated that the school board (52 0%) should have maJor qont:ol _

along wrth the prancrpal s of‘ftc!: (44. 0%) followed by the supermtendent S offrce (37 3%)

“;They felt that the provmcral educatroh department (4 0%) and teachers (12. O%) should have

- overy ltttle testrol over specral features in school burldmgs : " ‘ ’ / N
..l : . ," : . ) v, @ . .
’ o Ttem §. Deci 2 to establish specra‘l schools for handrcapped chrldren Responses on

. "5, » thrs dectsron item 1n"__ .,ed that the school bo\rrd (84 4%) was percelved o have the hrghest ]
?egree of control wlule the supermtendent s\ office (32.5%) and,,,tnhe provmcral educatron. :

) department (27, 3%) were percerved 1o have a moderate degree of control Prmcrpals and o
' , teach;rs however were percerved to have very ltttle and no control respectrvely

Sy T The, respondents preferences for the locus of control lwere largelyo srmtlar 10 the" o
perceptrons of actual control mdrcatrng that a htgh degree of control should be- held by the..
| school board (86 7%) whrle the prbvmctal educatron department (26 AR and theft'

>~ v LR

. superrntendent s’ offrce (25 3%) should have some control Accordmg to respondents

prmctpals and teachers should have vqry lr\t&' and no control respectlvely :
. i - R - AR ‘l"ﬁ

- a . % * v . N
Dtscussron In/ﬁe are,a of ‘capttal expendttures the school board was pereerved ‘to
have maJOr control over <th g de@ron item: \ burldmg changes school gosure and spectalg

Y

schools ,for handrg:agped chrldren ‘Other groupsr} were\pemerved to, have much less .control

o ,
o O\ZCI_ . decrsrons In addrtrqp the iupenntendent S - offrce and the school board were C
E b ' ,'t‘ - ‘ ; f . N \\\_, .l»n‘«‘, ) > :‘.“ , .::

—



percerved to have almost. eqtral control over specral features in "a. school. Annowgh
respondents felt that the prrncrpal s office 'aJlso had some control over thts decrsron ttem other
groups were percerved to have very little control. ] ‘Overall, these tesults suggest that control
over specral "features is largely a. responsibility shared’by three groups \of decrsron makers
‘ Although three groups also shared control over spectal schools for handrcapped children, the
- power, authority and influence of the school board or polmcal level was very hrgh o )

The preferred locr of control were percerved to. be largely srmrlar to the actual loc‘r,of

‘ control except for perceptrons regardmg two decrson 1tems A srgml'rcant drfference ﬁy “"

--evident between percepnons of. the actual and . preferred locus of control over burldmg‘ &7

[

_changes Although the _gesults: rndrcated that the provmcral educatron department -was

D

i percerved to exercrse somel control over . this dec:sron respondents pref erred that the

, department should‘ have almost- no control over additions_ to school burldmgs Morcover the

r a

‘. results mdrcated that. the pnnctpal s offtce should have greater controL over burldmg changes

5

than was percerved th be. held Control by the prmcrpal s of fice was percerved to be desrrable
‘ probably because the prrn;rpal has overall responsrbrhty for the Operattbn of - a school.
] " ,' .

: Greater loca} autonomy S»as oppo T vmcral €0 as f avored regardm ithis decrsro
}W(}O ll»

j'However teachers may not have any meamngful mgut to make on thts detrsron. since thetr "

roy . g

mvolvement was not necessary, accordrng to trustees. and admrnrstrators S T

Y

A S1gmfrcant drfference was evrdent between percepuons of the actual and pref erred

l-' A
degree of cont(ol over the decrsron 10 close a school. 'Respondents -percewed ‘that' the
o - L3

provrncral educatron‘de-partment had more control over this decrsron than was ’Frel”erred
-~ Ov ?rall respondents Rercerved that professronals who worked in schools had very little control

over the deé¥ion to’ close a ‘school Perhaps trustees and admtmstrators felt that a. confhct of
R E r°
) mterest mrght anse 1f school professronals had some. control over l.hlS decrsron Thus actual

‘¢ . |4

power authonty and mNuence over school closurexbas largely concentrated at the level of thl

'school board and the provrncral educatton department However respondents pref or(ﬁtat
' ' :v’:‘-.,:-. N

‘.

,: ‘the provmc;al educatron department should be less mvolved in thrs decrsron

" Iy ) [

" Y' . : N B o A . "WM o

Yooy ."'_";5’#‘

o

& ~
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- These flndmgs 1mply that possrble dlS!éléleaCtlon existed among trustees and
admtmstrators over the extent of provmctal control bemg exerted over bunldmg changes and .

: scho%losure In addltron there appeared to be a concern about the lack of control by the
‘ .
prmcrpal over bunldmg changes :

e S . :
- ) o a
oo " -
o F : X .

i m nt l' and

W

At Table 4 03 presents the percetved distribution of the actual and preferred de ree of

e control over equtpment suppltes and services. Four decrswn 1tems were examm

e

decrsron category.

- Item 9. Deciding dn_the textbooks _19-be_used in a_subject area. According to

K2

N respondents the provmcral educatton department was perceived to have the htghest degree of

* control (51.9%) over .this decrsron ttem 'l:hree other groups. mcluﬂng teachers (29 9%), the -

supenntendent S force (27. 3%) and the pr.mctpal s offrce (23 4%) also were percerved 0

e

share some control chool board (11 %), however was percéived to, have the least’
s’
control’over thrs decrsron accordmg to respondents '

*

E 5 éhe preferred lmus of control was srmtlar to the percewed locus of actual control

'AcCor g 10 respondents the provmcral educatron department (56 0%) should have maJor

control followed by teachers "(42. 7%) the prmcrpal s offrce (28 0%) the supennténdent s

1

offlce (20 0%) and the school board (8 0%) : L

|

ltem 10, 'Qeciding on regular tfanspoﬂation’ services for Student§ Respondents

rndtcated that cont.r‘l over this decrsron was percetved to ‘be largely held by the sch001 board
7T 4%) and toa lessef extent by the supermtendent s office (50. 6%) Other groups were
: perc’{g'tved to have very httle or no control over thrs decision. - o
: \ RETEG Stmtlarly, respondents mdmted that maJor control should bc held by the schbo‘l board
* (73 3%) and the %penntendent s of fice (46 7%) whrle other groups should have v??y lrttle or'

no control.. . SR o . S A
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. Table 4.03 - N
- L "
Percentage Distribution of Responses to the .
® . - Eyuipment, Supplies and'Scrvkcs Cnlcgor_\" '
o . (N=152) * .
I)étision ’llems,,? : Group : T P 'S . 'B D
9. ~Textbooks - I5) ;77299 - 23 23 1T S19
PSR . (SH) @ 427 380 0 80 5600
W ' : - o e B
o 1 - * ‘ . "\ f
10. Transpg (IS) {Ragpy 13 506 ¥ 714 39
(SH) " 2.7 467 . 133 677
11.  Major equipment . (ISy, 182 636 286 195 6.5*

. ﬁ N . Do
N\t (SH)Y 293 47 307 147

12. " Classropm furnishings * . IS) 273+ 688 312 104 39 .
. s ’ R : : - ¥ ’

(SH) - 373 613 360 6.7

L o i : ' “ ' ‘ e
= Teachers - e s s
= Principal's Office . - '
= Superintendent's @ffice - -
© . ="School Board | | )
~ .- = Provincial Education Department . B
(IS} = "IS" Questihnaire =~ & : \ o |
(SHL = "SHOULD BE™ Questionnaire , .
= Significant Difference, p<.05 = ol ' o 4
ot 'e

: ‘ \
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© . lem’ 12. Decrdmg on classrobm fa 'tmshm s.

) D e, L . B « iy .
i " : e T IS T ; * ' ' :
DR ; : W ' . - o . . . L 72 o
. . . ) . . ! ) '

lem 11. Decidin on\ ma or ' uipment_items for a particular school. The highest

percentage ol‘ respondents (63.6%) mdlcated that the prmcnpal s of fice was perceived to have
major control while some control was also perceived to be held by the supermtendent $ of fnce
(28 6%) the school board (19 5%) and teachers (18.2%). The least amount ol‘ control
( 6 5%) was percelved to be held by the provmcral educatron department o

Respondents mdtcated that control should be held by the principal’ 5. of fice (714.7%),

followed by the . supenntendent s office (30. 'ﬁ%) teachers (29 3%) and' the school board _'j
( 14 7%) A Chr Square aﬁlﬁ}'srs 'oy group (is, should be) mdtcate.ﬁgmflcant dtfference

between percep;tons of the. actual and preferred control*" by the provmcral -education

ce s : .

3

mdlcated that contrbl was percewed to be held%’ll nl'* by the prmctpal s offj ige (68 8%) whrle ,

the supermtendent s off ice (31 .2%) and tebaﬁhers (27. 3%) wer.q perce‘gd to share much less

Moy .
control. Both the school board (10 4%) and ‘the provmcxal educﬁon depar.;ment (3 %%were :
percerved to exercrse very llttle control over classroom f urmshmgs o "

, Similarly, respondents mdtcated that maJor control should” be held by the prmcrpal, s |

of ftce (61 .3%) and to a moderate extent by teachers (37. 3%) and the supermtendent s office

Responses_on- this decision item

W

(36.0%). 'ﬁle school board, however should\ have very Tittle control and . the provmcral c

" educatior deparﬁtent no control over thrs dec;sron accordmg to respondents

. " . . N £ ?
: H? Dtscusswn The F u}ts 1nd1cated "that’ qte provmcral education. department was

A}

v

e

percer\ved. to have rnaJor control over the textbooks used m a sub;ect area. Other groups were .

perceiv d to have a moderate level of control (teachers supenntendent $ and prmctpal s

-

. office),’ whrle the school board was percerved o have very lrttle control. Overall power? ‘
.authority and mfluence over [hlS decrston was wrdely drstnbuted althou‘g‘h Llcc’/provrnmal

educatron department was percerved to @e major control e

However the school board was percewed to have major control over transportauon

- services, and the supermtendent s office to have moderate *.control. Other grou,ps had very

-

1,
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e * . | b
little or nd control over- this decrsron In. general control over transportation servrces was .
‘ mamly a shared responsrbrlrty although maJor control was percerved to be held by thc school - 3
R . ‘

board or political. level

The principal's office was perceived to ha\Z greatest control over major equipment‘
and, classroom furnishings. Three other groups (th supermtendem s offi ice, teachers and the

school board) were also perceived” to share sonfe control over equrpment and urmshmgs

whﬂe the provmcral educatron department wa,

power authorrty ‘and influence ‘over. classrooms furmshmgs was per

o

v s R
drstrrbuted . { . g coL

o a . , e e . _
'IThe preferred logj of&ntrol%ere- generally SN0 be similar’to the'a it
-of contrl, except for one decrsron item.’ tA sr'u R ferente was evident between .

PR ¢ T
perceptrons of the actual and preferred control ‘ofre gquipment. Although: the results

. i

. o
rrtdrqated, hat the provmcral education department wiS” gived to exercise som’e control over

‘this desi esp&tdents preferred that the provmcral educatron department should have no
. s ' * -
control. These fmdmgs 1mply that trustees and administrators probably were not satisfied

with the X xtent of provmcral control over major equrpment and thaw:ry have per:erved B
, el ,
. ) 3 . : . N ,
'+ some danger in provrnq‘al mterventron : SR ‘, 5 CwL .
ln general the current state of at;farrs m\th-rs decls‘LoH area was largely acceptable to- .

PR 3

“trustees arld admrmstrators

. - '~ .v Q ce f{; - ' v N »
Qurrrculgm and Instructro ' o - S L .

Tal%e 4 04 presents the perceived drstrrbutron of the actual ‘and preferred degree of T
-control ow(ler currrculum and mstructron as exercrsed at the frve orgamzatronal levels » Four

PO S - E s

i R
decrsron items weré‘ examined in thrs decrsron category . S oL
a7 < K . . : \ T
+. v ¢

L 3
Item 13 Decrdr ing on mst} 1onal methods in the classroom On this decrsron rtem -

;most respgudents percerved that a hrgh degree of control was held by teachers (89.6%) and s

'some control by the prmcrpal s of’ f rce (26 0%) while other groups had lrttle or no control

K

e e
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| ' Table 4.04 ‘ J
it l’crccntag,c Dlstrlbutlon of Responqcs to the
Curnculum and Instrucnon C.ne[,ory : Y y
, , (N2152) Tgeo
. '4- . ) l i ‘? i ;::
. .. - ! v v | — ' —— ;
v ~ D‘e’cﬁisﬂion«fmms | sﬁroup T4 P S B D
o . . ) P . . . N ~°‘ . 'ax
“¢ 13, Instructiorlal methods . (19) 89.6 "26.0 65 13 .4y
L (SH) 880 387 ' 13
M. aMium comeri (1s) | 182 - &5 80.5
c (SH) 267 187 973
= G .
’ . ’ ' . ) . » ‘ 9
15.  Final marks- ) 88.3 338 1.3 1.3
o . * (SH) - 86.7 344 k3 Q' ha i
" , . 0 . . . ) i
16: Program evaluation poéyicy ) : (IS) / 6.5 273% 53.2 9.1
e C(SH). 160 293 640 507
[ ’ S
T . = Teachers - - s, ; ‘
: P = Principal's Office ¥ .
Ao S\ = Superintendent’ s Office * af
L ,B e ~-*"Scho<ﬂ30ard PR Wyt R
-~ D ‘= Provincial Education Departmem , i
% (IS) = "IS" Questionnaire
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire "
R Slgmfxcant leference p< 05 ‘ @
‘ ’ ’ . »
i;" . \v § ,'L_ e , b%{)&\‘



", this decrsron rtem indi

o EX‘erélsef the hr ‘4 st degree ol‘ cqntrol fol‘lowed by teachers (18.2%), who Were perceived’ o .

’ ] .l ." 4 : . "‘.
*“xhaVPCﬁs‘(EWW ,9{9
. The- ?espondents preferences for ‘the locus of control were largely srmller io the'

i ,

’

ot

R

L
R"espondents; a‘dmdleated that a simrlar degree of control’ by teachers, (88 0%) was

preferred while the prmcrpal should have a moderate degree of control\Bt 7% N Other.

groups should have very little cogtrol over tlus declsion according to respondents.

;r, 5 o w

ltem 14 Decidin on the content of % e'eurrrculum for 4 subject’ rea‘ ‘Responses on
pS €40
AT );@y #

“cated that the provmcral educatrﬁt departm

b
&

f‘@wtller groups also were percerved to have very lrttle control

£y {

iy

perceptrons of actual control Respondents mdrcated that a hrgh degree of contrqi should .&e
s Ll % ERG
held by the provrncral education department (7'@,3%) followed by teachers (26 7%)
prmc:pal s office (18 %), the superintiencent's office (lb‘“) and, the school board (13.3%).
R 2 5 ) »2

Item 15. Decrdmg on the fmali’des or marks in a subject area. Responses on this

. s

decrsron 1tem mdrcated that

control followed by the prmcrpa s of fice (33. 8%) while other groups were percerved to have

. little or no control

]

The respondents preferences for the locus of control were largely similar to the

f”érceppons of actual cdntrol indicating that a high degree of control should be ‘held by

LRI

o .
nt?(SO 5%) was perceived to -

_s (88. 3%) wefe percetved to have the highest degree of

teachers (r/b 7? ) and a moderate level by the prmcrpal s office (34, 7%) Other groups should ,

~ have very lrttle o1, rio control over f inal marks o i

Item 16AL_Dede on polrcres for evaluatrng mstructronal grogram Responges on

o
~thts decrsron rtem _indicated" that the school board (53.2%) and the supermtendent s dl’f ice

: (53 2%) were percerved to exercrse the hrghest degree of control Whtle the prmcrpal ) of l‘ ice

" shared by the - supermtendent s. offi

¢

&
(27 3%) Q\s’ percerved -to have some control The” provmcral educatron depanmem (9. 1%)

and teachers (6. 5%) were percetved ery httle control ‘ x - :

Regardmg the preferred locus Qf;control reSponses mdrcated that control  should be
(64 O%) and the school board (50.7%), while the

pnncrpal s offrce (29 3%) should \p ’,havc some control Teachers (16 0%) should have less

\ L -

a



s

L4
[}

control, while the provincial education department (14.7%) should have the least,
B . . » : . -

~

- Discussion. The results indicated that teachers had the highest degree of control over

, ¥ ' : ' :
(instructiona‘_l methods and final marks. While the principal's office was perceived to have

. some control, other groups were perceived to have very, little. Oyerall these findi‘gs suggest :

»

‘ decrsron item. Moreoverggg '

®

that teachers had IQ vprofessronal dutonomy in the classroom with rrespect 10

grades or marks in a

dearsrogs, %Regardmg ‘f
"' hald 4
16 have the highest /:gﬁ_ o{ control, Yet some control was perceived to be shared by all

other groups, suggestmg» i _distribution of power, authortty and mfluence over this

7
o The school bouykﬂd- the supenntendent s office were percerved to share control over

program evaluation po;rcres' although the pnncrpal s office also was percerved to have some

control. The \pﬁnnowl aiucatton department and teachers however were pereerved to have

A

K ’ J ’( .
httle comqu ovMs, dec;sron item. Trustees and admmrstrators at the ‘local level were

percesved largel*l( com&,r@gram evaluatron polrcres althotrgh the recent rmpetus for

polrcy development in, Alg‘tta séhool drstnéts may be traced to the Management and Frnance '

Plan (1984) unplemented hy the pr,ovmmal educatron department In general the status quo

R

was accepta»ble with respect t.o the evaluatro f mstructronal programs

- The preferred loci of control were general.ly pcrcerved to be sumlar to. the loci of of
N L

actual control. There were'no srgmf rcant differences between perceptrons of the actual degree

of control and the preferred degree of control over currrculum and instruction 'decrsrons :

These Tesults rmply that there probably was consrderable satrsfactron among trustees and
i .
admtnrstrators ﬂegardmg eontrol over this decrsron category

-

“control over personnel management, as exercised af the five organizational levels, Four

AY

ulum ecuq;ent. ,the provmcral education ‘department was perceived =

tus quo appeased to be largely acceptable to the respondents '

Table 4.05 presents the perceived distribution of the acjual and preferred degree of .
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Table 4.05
Pergentage Distrikution of Responses to the
‘ . l’crsdnnnﬂ'&i“zin:igcmcnt Category “\
0% o ‘ ’}r ' g
(N=152) - v
5y ) r
'S  Decision lioms Goip T P S B D
' N B - , :
& - 17 Sclection of a principal  (IS) 1.3 0.1 59.7
L(SH) 1.3 147 480
. » . * —:
18.  Seclection of a teacher (IS) -~ 2.6 84.4 44.2 0.5
(SHY - 90 280 13 .
19, Teaching aSéignmcms (1S) i3.0 97.4 5.2 .
- LU(SH) 27 957 23 gt
20. Teacher evaluation o (S M04% 2477 688 506 104
| | (SH) 1267 440 680 387 147
4 " . . \ v ! ) .
' ., e .‘ s N .
T "o\ Teachtrs S , v C e
P = Principal’s Office s ‘| : .
S .. = Superintendent's Office Sy
. B = School Board _ ' ‘ , - .
‘ >~ = Provincial Education Department % - o
(IS) = "IS" Questionnaire ( ' ' ; i
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire ‘ ) S
ot " = Significant Difference, p<.05
» . , A
. , P
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decjsion items were examined in this decision category.

ltem 17. Deciding orf gldotigg a_principal for a school. The respondents on this

decision item indicated that the superintendent's office (70. 1‘56) and the school board (59.7%)
were, percerved to have the hlghest degree of control Teachers (1.3%), however, were
perceived to have very lrttle control, whrle the provincial education department and the

prmc:pal s office were percerved to have no control over this decision.

Rcspondents mdrcated that the superrntendent s office (74 %) i_g;l_ﬁ have major -
control alonguwth a moderate degree @control (48. 0%) by the school board They also |

s ]

o mdrcated that teachers (lz) should have very httle control, . whilg the provrncral education

de‘partment and principalsShould have no control

¥

Item 18. Degrdmg on selectmg a_teacher for a school Response 3cision
St degree

/\7 v r
o of )ontrol while th supermtendent S offrce (44 2%) was percerved to exercrse a moderae .

item indicated that tge prrncrpal"s of fice (84 4%) ¥ was perce ved to exercise t

" degree of control. The school board (6.5%) and teachers (2.6%) were -percerved to have very

*

little control;” while the provipcial éducation department was perceived to have none.

ﬂ Respondents' pr erences for the locus of control were‘similar to the ‘perceptions of
Qcttral control. Howefer, a large percentage of respondents indicated that the pnncrpal s
office (96.0%) should have major control over this decrsron A Chi-square analysis by grpup
(is, should be) showed a srgmfrcant difference between }erceptrons of the actual and

preferred degree of control. by the principal’ sp office. Tie 'superrntendent s office (28.0%) *

shorifd have considerably l*ontrol than the pnncrpé[ s office. Moreover the school board

should have ver); little Y n while the provrncral educatron department and teachers should

t

have no control over teadfier selettion. R '

& . . [
»

on tea_cﬁg_a_ggggm at a _school (gr‘de subrect areas)

Item 19 ge_gdr

According to respondents

- control (97.4%) _over this decision item. ' Two other groups, teachers (13.0%) and 4the '

' superintendent's office (5.2%), were peroeived to have very little control, while. the school

- - : .

e principal’ s office was-percerved to exercrse the hlghest degree of .

LR
1

.F?Q



board and the provincial education department were perceived 10 have none.
The ‘preferred locus of control was srmrlar to the perceived locus of actual control.
Accordmg to respondents the prmcrpal s office (98 7%) should have major control, while

{
teachers (22.7%) s_hould have some comrol. The superintendent's office (2.7%) should have

79

very little control, while the school board and the 'provincial education department shquld ‘

have none. . ' ' -

e

u

Item 20. Deciding on teacher evaluationy

~

over this decision wa¢' perceived to be largely shared by the superintendent's offi ice (68.8%)
and the school board (50.6%). All other groups also were percerved to have some comrol
Similarly, ‘ respondents indicated that "major control shoul g be held by the

supermtendent s office (68.0%). A Chi-square analyﬂg by group (rs should be) showed a

ures. Responses indicated that control

signifrcant difference between perceptions of the actua.ﬁ“arrd preferred degree of control by lhe

principal's office. Respondents preferred that the prinCipél's offige should have more control .~
TR S
over teacher evaluation procedures than was perceived to bedreld. The-4chool board (38.7%) -

should have less control than was percerved A Chi- squar’e analysis by group (is, should be)
“:showed a srgmfrcam drfference between percepuons of the actual and preferred degree of
j’control by teachers. Respondents preferred that teachers should have more con&ol over
’t.ea er e)valuauon procedures than was percewed to be held by rhem Lastly, the p‘rovmcral

educanon depfrtmem (14 7%) should haye lmle control o

N A -
\1 Drscussron The results rndrqted that th supermtendenr s omce and the school

» 3

board were percerved to share major ‘control over\\ the s ection of a prmcrpal and reacher

er evaluation procedures.

evaluauon procedures. Other groups were pergerved to exer ise almost no control over the -

1y

selection of a grincipal, whilg the prmcrpal s offi 1cé whs J

-

i ed to have sonie. comroi over

o

o

teacher evaluation procedureg,
. . _ S
The prmCrpal 5 offrce however,* Was percefved to-:e)rercrse major control over the

i

selection of a teacher and teaching assrgnments Regardmg ‘_ghe selection of a teacher the

supermrendem S offrce was perceived to have a moderate)level of control, while other groups ?

3 . .
,‘.’_ B L S i .

. '
-'tw\av
b

*

‘-
. N ’1 . i 7, . X . -
- , ' , + ;



were' percetved to have little or no control. The principal was 'percelved to have dominant .+

power authority and inﬂuence over school teaching assignments, On this decrslon teachers

were pereelved to have-stgne control and other groups little or no control. Still; the statug’ .
quo ‘was largely acceptable to the respondents.

The preferred loci of control were pereerved to be srmrlar 1o the loci of actual control, ' i

except for two decision items Significant differences were noted in- selectron of a teacher . !

-
and teacher evaludtion prpcedures Although the results lndrcated that the ‘principal’s office

had major control'over the selectron of a teacher respondents preferred that the prmcrpal s ‘

‘ of ftce should have even greater control. ‘ | ) ' PR
o .? \:' -ln ‘general, ' these [indings imply that tm;tees and -,administrat@’, were somewhat
. dtssatrsf ied with ‘the drrtﬂuuon ol' control over teacher selectron They preferred that the
,,,pnncrpal should have ;t.;ﬂs‘t exclusive control over the selection of a teacher WWer or not

such a high concentrauon of power authorrty and influence at a imgle organizational level
4 , .

. over such a ma{“dectsron is deslrable may be debatable k : | }

«i¥
Ovérdll" control over teté’her evaluattorr*procedures was wrdely dtstrtbuted although

" the status quo was not enurely sat1sfactory Respondents felt that both teachers and

principals should have greater control than at present over teacher evaluatton procedures

-

These ‘findings suggest’ ‘that trustees and adrmntstrators generally favored . greater

L

. R . ' T -+ . . - 2 . R ) '
decentrahzatton of contfol over teacher evaluation procedures‘ so that botl -principals and

teachers could have a larger role in the decrsron makirg process. . Overall, poWer authonty,

\ -
, and mfluence over the perSOnnel management category was fall‘ly concentrated at the level ol‘
S the._s'upertntendent s ofﬁce the school bdard and the prmcrpal stoff ice. SN

7 Tahle 4 06 presents the ,percerved dtstrrbutron of the actual and preferred degree of"

ekhtrol over student’ management as exercised at the five orgamzatronal levels Four decr‘sron

i

items were examined in this decision category. -

"' Y
e
. o ‘ K S e L O »
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, s, " Table 4.06 A
e .o -8 e o :
¥ oL | o
e " P.erccmﬂgc Distribution of Responses to the p
[T o | .
: Student Managepent C.nc;,or)
| S m—ls’) e "f
- ‘Degision Tems Growp T p S B . D
21, Student conduct as)  4L6™ 792 130 182 1.3
: ; . \ . .
- (SH) 61.3 813 160 187 .13
22." Student assessment (IS) 468 532 /3’7.17 C104 78
GH) 520 573 @ 160 80
: ’ ' - \
23, Student reporting (1) 403> 727 51 143
(SH)' 453 720 347 g0 2.7/
. 24, School.discipline " (IS) . 403 935 91 8 //
' - (SH) * 520 893 147 147 77
- ‘.‘v B ‘ /,‘: |
( - . " R ‘ 7 |
T + = Teaclers L I /o k -
N = Principal's Office R o , L T
S = Superintendent’s Office B T N ‘ /", ‘
~ -,.B . = School Board - S A )
. D = Provincial Education 'Department B4
(IS)* = "IS" Questionnaize = - o A
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire Do . ,
* . 0= Significant Difference, p< 05 R
PR 3 ’. ,:v’&’\\?" Jg“’ - %i o ’ ' v ; : : ' .'r' ‘ K
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I'tem 21, Decrdmg on standards for student conduct The htghest percentage of

| respondents on thts decrsron item mdtcated that the prmcrpal s off ice’ (79 2%3 was percetved

o have. maJor control over student conduct A moderate level of control; lmwever was
. percerved to be held by teachers (41 6%). whtle some COntrol was pereewed to be held by the _

e school board and the supermtendent 5 offrce The provrncral educatton department was

|

: percerved to have al'nost no control 0ver student conﬂuct

‘e

Most respondents tndrcated that control should be held by the prtncrpal 1) ofj‘rce

a ,(81 3%) A. Chi- square analysis by grr.*up (is, shduld be) showed a srgml"tcant dtfl‘erence ‘

‘between percepttons of the actual and preferred degree of control by teachers Respondcnts |

. lpreferred that teachers should have consrderably more control over student conduct than was
/\

‘ percerved to be held by them. In addrtron respondents preferred that some control should be

held by the school board and the supermtendents ol"frce whtle the provmctal educatton

dcpartment should have almost no control.

Item »22' Decrdmg on. procedures for assessmg student Jrogress Respondents

tndtcated that control over thts decision was percerved to be shared by the prmcrpal s offi ice |
(53. 2%) teachers (46. 8%) and the supermtendent $ ol’frce (37 7%) oThe’ respondents also :

indicated that the school Poard and the provmcral educatron department were percerved 0

“exercrse some: control over student assessment S '. ’ 'v y
Stmtlarly, respondents indicated that moderate control should be shared by the
prmcrpal s office, ‘teachers and the supermtendent s—efﬁce whtle the school board and the

L

provmcral educatton department should have some control.

Item 23.. Deciding on procedures_for reporting _student progress.  According 1o

respondents control over this decision item was percetved to be’ held by the prmcrpal s ofice

(72 7%) while teachers (40. 3%) and the ‘superintendent's offi ice (3s. 1%) were percetved to

have a moderate degree of control Although the school board (14. 3%) was percerved to have

: 4
- some control the provmcral educatron department was percenved‘ fo have none. r—'

Ay "

Rt

N 4



StmtlarlyS responses mdtcated that comrol should be held by. the pnnerpal S offtce

v

. V.Teac\hers and the supermtendent s off ice should have a moderate degree of control, while the

X R

~school board and the provmcral education ﬁlepartment should have Jittle control

ltem 24. Decrdrng on schoo /drscrplme grocedures On -this decm item, most

respondénts perceived a hrgh degree of control by the prmcrpal (93. 5%) and moderate control

by teachers (40 3%) Gther levels vyere percetved to have ltttle or no control

Similarly, responden;s indtcated that a hrgh degree of c%ntrol by the prmcrpal was.
preferred, whtle teachers should have a moderate degree of control.: Other levels should have -

little control over this dectSt.o;z/. accordrng to respondents.

[

Sy ——
;

\ Discussio’n The r'/esults" indicated that the prin‘cipal‘s office was perceived to have

maJor contro! over th/e four specrftc decrsron ttems exammed in the student management

prtncrpal s offrce /was percerved 1o share moderate control thh teachers and the

supertntendent s df fice. A wide dtstrtbutton of power authortty and‘ mfluence was evident on

" both decrsrons; On the other two decrsron rtems (student ‘conduct and school drscrphne '

~ 3

/

o procedures) the principal's office was perceived to have dommant control while teachers were

4

- perceived | to have moderate control. . Other groups were percetved to have ltttle control over

/

: these deetstons

/ The preferred locr of control were percerved to be largely similar to the actual locr of

/

control except for one decrsron ttem A srgnrftcant dtfference was evrdent on student

‘ cdnduct Although the results indicated that teachers exercrsed moderate control over thts

/

e decrsron respondents preferred that teachers' should have greater control. The status quo was

. A
L

not entrrel,y sa_ttsfactor_y.
Although respondents‘ preferred that teachers should have greater control. over
standards for student conduct they felt it was not necessary for teachers 16 have greater

control over school dtscrplme procedures
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< In general however the current state “of af farrs was largely acceptable concernmg

student management

Organizational §trucm‘ re

Table;4'.07__ presents the perceived djstribution of the actual and preferred degree' of -

o

control over organizational structure, as exercised at the five organizational levels. Four

' ‘ ) N . ) . . R ’ ARES
: decision items were exammed in this-detision category. A P
. o : . o . ‘ : - e

e o

Ttem 25. Decrdmg on the exact_number of teachers tequired by a _school. Resporrses

e on this decrsron item indfcated that the supermtendent s ot“f ice (66.2%) was percerved t‘

~

_ exercise the hrghest degree of control. while the principal's office was percewed.to exercise a

~ moderate degree of eontrol (t35.1%).. T he scho,ol’board was perceived 10 have some control
(22.1%), '“'rhile the provincial educatiorr departmeht was perceived to have almost none and
‘teachers none | .

; Lo
Srmrlarly respondents mdrcated that a hrgh degree of control should be held by the
/
superintendent's offiée (61.3%), while a moderate level sh(')uld be held by the prmcrpal s
office. The school board should also have some control over the number of teachers, while

teachers éhould.have,very little control.and the provincial edtrcatiorr department none.

o -

Item 26. Deciding on the timetable or »_les-son schedule for a Schoot. Responses- on

\\thr; deeision item indicatedéhat the principal (89.6%).was perceived to exercise the highest '

de e of conirol,- while teachers were percerved 10 exercrse a moderate level of control

(36 4%) Other groups were perceived to have httle or no control over the school ‘

Regardmg the preferred locus of control respondents mdrcated that a high degree of
control should be held by the principal (93. 3%) while teachers should have a moderate level
of control (38. 7%) Other groups, however, should have little or no control, accordmg 1o

! respondents.

Item 27. Deciding the minimum and maximum instructional times for subject areas.

The highest percentage of respondents on this decision: item indicated that the provincial
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" Table 4.07 ;
' Pefccntage Distribution of Responscs to the
_ .Or,ga'r’lizational‘ Structure Category - -
, T AN=152)
Déc"isioﬁllc'm‘_‘s‘ - Group . T 3 1 s B i)
25 Number of teachers -+ (IS) . 351 662 21 13
| o, ASH)Y 40 507, 613 160
2. School tmetable . (IS) 364 896 ‘13
| (SH) 387 933 27 13-
27: Ihstructional ime  -(IS) 52 2713 195 130 662
(SHY 93 240 253 227 680
28, Class size - sy 65 455 403, 429 13
(SH) 9.3 547 347, 46.7
B =
T = Teachers :
p = PrmcxpalsOffxce o ) C
S = upermlendenl 's Office . v .
"B &_ hool Board . :
D i'é:ﬂ E’m\ﬁmcxal Education Departmem ;
(1S) i ”Quesuonnalre ?
(SH) OULD BE" Questionnaire .
M Slgmhcant Difference, p< 05 .



education departrmnt '(66.2%) was pe‘rceived to have majon control. All other gropps wets
‘percetved to have some control over mstructtonal time. B -

. Similarly, a large ‘percentage of respondents mdtcated that the provmcral educattonk
department should have major control over instructional time. All other groups should have

some control, accordmg to resporidents. SRR

Item 28 Deetdmg e mtmmum and maxrmum class srzes in a_school. Responses on

this decrsron item mdrcated that the prmcrpal s offroe (45.5%), the. school board (42.9%) and

tPC' 'superintendent's offtce (40. 3%) were percetved to share control over class-size. Teachers
and the provmcral educatton department ‘however, were percetved to have very httle control

over this decision. e 3 R R
The respondenxé preferences for the locus of .control- were largcly srmtlar to the
’percepttons of actual control mdrcatmg that a moderate level of control over MShould

-

be "shared by the prmcrpal s offtce the school ' board and the supermtendent s ofﬁce

Teachers, however, should have httle control over class size, and thé provincial educatton '

' department none.

e “ [}

‘Discussion. The results indicated that the superintendent's office‘ was percetved to
exercrse maJor control over one decision 1tem the number of teachers required by a school,
QOverall, control over this decrsron was percerved to be largely held by the admmrstratron v
although the school board had some control The prtncrpal s off ice was perceived to have
maJor control over the school ttmetable Teachers were perceived to exerctse moderate control
over thrs decrsron ln thrs regard the professronal autonomy of the teacher was very lrmtted
with respect to the trmetableor lesson schedule. Thlsﬂmlghl be expected largely because of the.
princrfpal',s ov_era‘u responsibility‘ for the operation of a school. ‘
| Although power authority and influence over instruction‘al time was somewhat
drstnbuted at the local level provmcral control was perceived tq be largely dommant Overall,
control over class size was farrly evenly dtstnbuted among three: stakeholder groups at the

local level. Teachers and the provincial education department were percerved to have ltttle

x



control over this decision

The preferred loci of control were perceived to be largely stnular to the actual loci of

‘ »
control. There were no stgmfrcant differences between the gctual and preferred degree of

control on any of the decision ttems at various orgamz.ational levels, In large measure.»the

status quo on thrs decrsnon category was largely acceptable to the respondents

-

;ﬂ?le 4,08 presents the perceived dxstnbutron ot‘ the actual and preferred degree of

control over community relations, as exercised at the five organizational levels. Four decision

items wet‘e}lexamined’ in this decision catégory. “
t‘ ‘i, ’ ‘ - ) . - ' . : -

N\ Item 29. Deciding on how to_involve parents in school activities. According to

espondents, the principal's offtce- was. perceived to exercise the highest deg‘ree of control

1(90.9%) over this decision item. Teachers were perceived to exercise 2 moderate: degree of

control (37.7%), while all other groups were percetved to have very little or no control over’
{ .
parental mvolvement

The preferred locus of control was srmtlar to the actual locus of control Accordmg.
to respondents the principal's office (89.3%) should have maJor control; whrle teachers

(46 7%) should also- have moderate control Other groups. however, should have very little

control over parental involvement, accordmg to respondents

T e a—

Item 30. Deciding on the use of a school building by _community _groups.

" Respondents indicated that ‘control over this decision was perceived to be held largely by the

,principal"s office (5.74'.1%), while a moderate level of control was perceived to be held by the :

school board (37. 7%) and the superintendent's office (31 2%). The ’provincial education |
department and teachers were percetved to have very little control over this decision.

Sumlarly. respondents indicated that nrajor control should be held by the pﬂncrpal s
office (61.3%), wlnle,.a moderate level should be held' by the school board (37.3%) and the

”/superintendem's office (32.0%); Other groups _should“have very little control over the

K /
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Table 4.08 '

Percentage Distribution of ‘Responses to the" "

Community Relations Category

(N=152)
" Decision Items Group T * P . S B D
29.  Parental involvement (I1S) 377 909 65 6.5

(SH) 467 893 80 93 27

-—
0

30. Community use of a school  (IS)’ 13 5701 312 317 13
' (SH) 40 613 RO 373 13
31. Parent advisory committee s TO1L7Y 93 52 26% 13

(SHY 293 933 80 107

32.  School achievement (IS) /- 52 182 442 ST1 - -39
| | (SH) . I3 147 S713 520 - 40
T = Teachers

P 7 = Principal's Office

S .= Superintendent's Office

B = School Board _ S

D - —= Provincial Education Department

(IS) = "IS" Questionnaire

(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire

» —

Significant Difference, p<.05



community use of a school.

., Deciding 10 ¢s lislr rent advisory committee at a school. The highest
percem.age of respondents on this deoision item indicated that the pnn}rpal ] office (93. 5%) a
perccwed to exercise major control Some comrol was percexved to be exerc:sed by

,ﬁ

over establishing’ a échool parent advisory commii

ers (11 ’I%) although other groups generally were percerved to have very little, control~

' A high percentage of respondents also i r( o jor control g

the prmcxpal (93.3%). A Chréequare analysns by group (1s should be) indi
'drfference between percepnons -of the actual control by the school board (2 6%) and the‘
preferred , control (10.7%). Slmrlaﬂy, a Chi-square analysis mdrcated a significant difference
- between perceptions of the teachers' actual level of control (11.7%) and the preferred degree
of control (29.3%). Lastly, respondents did not perceive ‘2 need for much control by the

superintendent's office over this decision arrd none ‘by the provincial education department.

Item 32. Deciding to release to the public details of school achievement test resdlts

A moderate percentage of respondents indicated tha‘control over this decnsron was percewed

" to be shared by the school board (57.1%) and the superimenden-ts office (44 2%). Some

&ntrol was also perceived to be held by the principal's office (18.2%), while the provmcial
educanon department and teachers were percerved 1o have very little control

Srmllarly respondents mdrcatedl that maJor conttol s__qg_d be shared by - the

. supe'nntendent s office (57.3%) and the school board ‘(52.0%). While t\he prmcxpal spffrce

(14.7%) should have eome contro! over. this decision, other grodps should have very little

control; according to the respondents.

Discussion. | The results indicated that the principal's office was perceived to have
major con;rol over parental involvement and the establishment of a- school garer;t advisory
committee, In generel. control over the cornmunity use or a school was widely distributed at
the local level. No single decision:ma’king group was dominant regarding the p_ublic

~ announcement of school achievement test results. Teachers were perceived to have a moderate

- | | /



- - degree of control over parental lhvelv}ement and some .control over the establishment of o
parent advisory committes. The provincial education department, however, was percejved to
have"almos"{ no control over'comrrmrrlty rclatiods. agobrding to requndents. This f‘lnd_lnsl
Imight be expected since this decision category l’arﬁely dealt with matters related to the local
community or local control. A | ' | . |

! The preferred.loci of control 'were perceived to be largely sjrniler 10 the acrual loci of
’corxtroi.- 'ekcept for dne decision item, the establishment 'of a sehoor parent advisory '

s

cornmmee Significant dnfferences were evident on this decision item. Although the résults -
mdicated that the school' board and tedchers were perceived to exercise some control over this
Hdecxsron ,respondents preferred that both groups should have greater control. These findings
su{g?:st that respondents preferred a shrft in the locus of control over establishing a parent

—

advisory committee. S : -

For the most part, however, the status quo was largely acceptable regarding

community relations.

Implementatron of New Progra_r_m

Table 4.09 presents the percewcd dnstrrbuuén of the actual and preferred degree of
control over the implementation of new programs, as exercised at the five organizational

levels. Four decision items were examiried in this decision category.

Item 33. Deciding if a pilot prdject of _an instructional program should be/
implemented. Responses on this decision item indicated that ‘the school board (50.6%) and
the superimendent‘s “office (49.4%) were perceived to sha@ conrrqﬁn this area. The
principal's officg (27.3%) was perceived to have some control over this -decision, while the
vprovineial education departmenr and teachers were perceived to have little control.

‘ Respo'ndents indicated that major contrbl should be held By the superintendent's
office (58.7%), while the school board. (33 3%) and the principal's office (32.0%) should héve
moderate comrol Teachers and the provmcral education departmem however, should have

little control over pdot projects, accordmg to respondems

.
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" Table 4.09

glﬁfcgntagc Distribution of Responses to the

New Programs Category

I
e

(N=152)

Q)

Significant Difference, p<.05

* Decision ltems Group T P S B D
\\\ “ . -
3. Implimentation of pilot (1) 91 213 494 506 138
\ i
C(SH) - 160 1320 S87 333 120
34.  Continuatidn of pilot . . (1S) 78 208 481 571 10.4
(SH) 147 253 560 440 133
35. Language program . (1S) 6.5 247 390 701 1.3
(SH) 27, 307 320 787 53
36.  Special education (15) 117 S84 636 5.2
o C(SH) 40 188507 733 53
\
T = Teachers - .
P = Principal's Office ;
S . = Superintendent's Office
B = School Board -
D = Provincial Education Department B
(IS) = "IS" Questionnaire
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire
. - -



m_ggm_s_h_qg_l_nmnm On this decision item, respondents indicated that (] modeme
degree of control was shared by the school board (57.1%) and the mperintendem s office |
(48.1%). The principal's office also was perceived to have some control (20. 8%)”;vhile lhe ,
| provincial edugadon deparlment and teachers were perceived to have little control, ,
Respondents ipdicated that shared control by the superintendent's office (56.0) and
the school board (44.0) was preferred, while prmcipals (25.3) gh_gg_g also have some comrol
‘Teachers and the provincial education department should have least control over mls decisnon.
according to respondents. L . &

4

» l_t_g_n 35. Deciding to implement a language ‘prdgra'm. (immersion, bilingual).
Responses on this decision item indicated that the school board (70.1%) was perceived to
e;(ercise the highest degree of control, followed by the superintendem's office (39.0%). The
pri;nci’pavl,'s office wﬁs perceived to havq some control (24.7%), while teachers and the
provincial education department were perceived to have little control over this decision.

" The respondemé'- preferences fc;r thc. locus of control were largely similar to the
perceptibns of the actual locus of control, indicating that a high degree of cdn;rol should be
held by the school board (78.7%), and a moderate level by the §upérimendent's (;2.0%) and
pnncxpal s offnce (30 1%). Respondenls however perceived liule need for the provincial
education department or teachers to have control over the lmplememauon of a language |

program.

Item 36. Deciding to impleinent _a special education program for handicapm‘

students. Responses on this decision iu':.m indicated that the school board (63.6%) and the -

* - superintendent's office (58.4%) were perceived to share” control ovér this item. The

,prihcipal's officé.. (11.7%) also was perceived to have some control, while the ;rovincial
education department and teachers were perceived to have little and no control, respectively.

~ Regarding the preferred locus df comro;, -respongems indicated that control 'M be
held 5y the school ‘board (73.3%) 4nd the ~supérimendem's office (50.7%). Principals should
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have some control, while the provincial eduauon depmmem and tuchm shoBid have very
. little control, woordm to mpondents B o v

hal

mm The results indimed that the school board was perceived 10\ have major
comrol over the four deqfion items, although it shared almost an equal amount of conttol
with the superintendent's office on three of them. These ) findings might be expefted
considering ‘the political implications and possible long-term consequehces of implementing
new programs. With reg:rd to the (implemex"mtion' of k language program, the
superintendent's office was perceived o exercise a moderate degree of control. The
principal's office was perceived to exercise some control «over 'all" decis,ions., although le_ast
cont;ol over special education. ‘

The preferred loci of control were perceived to be largely similar to the actual loci of
4 control on all four decision items. There were no significant dif fetences between perceptions -
of the .aciual and' preferred ‘degree' 6f control oh all decision items at each of thd
‘organizat_iona! levels. These resﬁlts suggest that there was probably a high level of satisfaction
among trustees and ad_nﬁnistrators regafding the actual and preferred distribution of control
‘over new programs. | |

Of particular intcrest the provincial e:iucation department and teachers were
perceived to -have least control over all four decision items relating to the new programs

Y
decision category. These findings suggest that initiatives for the implcmcmation of new

board.

¥

programs may arise primarily at the local level from the school admxmstrauon or the.school

Overall, the status quo regardin'g the implementation of new programs was acceptable

to the respondents.
/fvc& . . ' .
Policy Maki ”: Iai\u]/! ! ' .

Table 4.10 presents the perceived distribution of the actual and preferred degree of

‘éontrol over policy makmg and decision making, as exercised at the five orgamzauonal levels.

(-]
S

+ . ]

-

Fourdeuslon items were exammed in this decision category. -

v ' 93
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- . Table 4.10 ’
‘ )
Percentage Distribution of Responses to the . o ’
B . ‘, v
’ New Programs Category
R * (N=152)
4 . * .y
' - . t . ¢
Decision Items | Group T P s B D
37.  School district policies (18) 13 <26 B6 922 2.6
(SH) * 67 67y 240 90 . 2.7
’s \s._/ !
.38, School philosophy (1S) 33.1 883 6.5 104 1.3
. ’P O
- e  (SH)Y 627 87 <80 133 7 13
39. Teacher participation (1S) 13.0% 922 130 91 13
| (SH) %0 813\ 160 133 o
40. School policies - (1) ¢ 364 %61 657 26
\ | - (SH) 453 920 53 40
T‘ = Teachers -
P° = Principal's Office
S = Superintendent's Office
B = School Board
D = Provincial Education Department
(IS) = "IS" Questionnaire 7
(SH) = "SHOULD BE" Questionnaire

Significant Difference, p<.05
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liem 37 Decrdlng on school drstrrct policies. “The hrghest percentage of respondents ,

‘ on thrs decrsion item indicated that the school board~(92 2%) was percerved.,to exercrse maJor =

' control whrle the supermtpndent S off ice (28 6%) was percerved to exercise much less control

All other groups were percerved 1o exercrse  little control over school drstrrct polrcres

The respondents prefereaces for the\locus of control were largely srrmlar to the

percepuons of ‘the -actual locus ol‘ cont;ol t school board should have major control
‘(96 0%) over ‘this decrsron 1tem. accordmg lo respondents Wrth the exceptron of ‘the

supermtendent ] offrce other groups should

~ policies. L

v‘»;,
Tz

Item 38 Decrdmg on school phrlosop hy. Responses pn thrs decision item mdrcated |

0 that: the prmcrpal s offrce (88 3%) was percerved to exercise the hrghesg degree of control

l ~ while teachers (48 1%) were: percerved 10 - exercise moderate con<trol Other groups were

percerved to: have little control ove‘r school phrlosophy

The respondents preferences for the locus of control were largely srmrlar -to the. .

ﬂ‘percepuons of the acwal locus of control indicating that a hrgh degree of control (86.7%) -

* -should be held by- the prmcrpal although teachers (62 7%) should have ‘considerable control,

Other groups should have httle control accordmg to respondents

Item 39 Decrdrng on the extent of teacher pa Au‘crpauon in school decrsron makmg

ﬁ‘rl

Accordmg 10 respondents the prmcrpal s of f ice was percerved to exercrse the hrghest degree of - "

' 'control (92.2%) over thrs decrsron rtem All other groups were percerved to exércise much less

', control over téacher partrcrpatron in school decrsron makrng 3
‘l

The preferred locus of control ‘was srmrlar to the actual locus of contror ertcept for

one sagmf icant drf ference as evrdent on a Chr -square analysis. A srgmfrcantly ‘greater- degree

of control should be held by teachers (36 0%) than was actually percerved to be held by them

(13 0%) . “Still, prmcrpals should have maJor control (8L.3%), whrle all other groups should _

h»ave very lrttle or no control over teacher parttcrpatron in school decrsron making.

ave very ltttle control over school drstrlct

o



Item 40. Deciding on specific policies at the school level. Respondents indicated thal

control over this decision item was pefceived to be held largely by the principal's office

Although teachers were perceived to have moderate control (36.4%),-all other

(96.1%).
; groups were percerved to have’ very little or no control over school pohcres

Srmxlarly, responses mdlcated that major contro} should be held by thc prmcrpal $
All other groups.

office ( (92 0%). while teachefs should have ‘moderate control (45 3%)

~

should have ver)' little or no control, according. 1o respondents

yd

Discussion.. The results indicated that the principal's office was perceived to havy/

major control over three decision items: school philosophy, teacher participation in decisfon

These findings suggest. 'that .consideral')le decentralization of

making and school pohcxes
fcachers

control over specrfrc school matters actually exrsted accordmg 1o respondents

all three of the' foregomg decrsrons

control over school district policies, whrle the supermtendent S of fice yas perceived 10 havc .

some control. Lastly, other groups were perceived to have very httle onlrol

exclusrve-control over school drstrtct pohcres

l'or the consrderable power, authonty and mfluence of the supermtendent’s of l‘rce in thc
ln actual practrcc a dCClSIOﬂ of thc _

' pohcy makmg sphere of 2 large, urban school district.

school board .may . often consrst of the ratification ol" a policy . largely developed by” the _

.

admrmstrauon

regarding»this decision beg the questron
L v

however were percewed to have only moderate control over two of the decrsrons school
\

~philosophy and school pohcres while other groups were percewed 10 have h}t e control over
The school board however was percej ed o havc major

v

These results suggest that the school board- lS at the cemr of power and has almost
Still, this fmdm ‘may not adequatel) account

The preferred loci of control were percexved to be largely similar to the actual loc1 of

control, except for one deersron item, teacher parucrpauon in decision makmg The findings
"Is dommant control by. the principal over teacher

partrcrpatron in school decrsxon makmg desnrable"" ‘In this regard, trustees and admmrstrators

preferred that. teachers should have greater control over participation in school decrslon

making Overall the status quo was largely acccptable with respect to policy makmg and
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“decision making. -

‘vrlll”rlv‘d r"fyA' ] 't\rl

This section‘ addresses the f ollowing sub-problem : g

-

- Sub-Problem 2. What is\ the overall perceived degree of actual control over

educatronal decrsrons exercrsed by each one of the five orgamzauonal levels"
"Table 4. lf presents. in rank order the - percerved degree of ‘actual . control by

orgamzauonal level over each decision item. “The sequence of orgamzatronal levels listed from

”lcf 110 rrght mdrcates an mcreasmg degree of control over-thie decrsron itern. For example .

l"’ \'

‘regardmg the first item (finance to-a school), teachers (T) had'the lowest percewed control

while the supermtendent s office (S) and the school "Werei‘ tted for the higtrest

. perceived control The rankmg by level was, based o th Rercentage L‘dtstrrbutron of actual

control (IS questronnarre results) presented m the preceedrng .‘,v.ctrOn Whenever two levels_
had the same percentage of responses a slash (/) was.used{to mdrcate that the levels were
tied m rank order although the hrgher orgamzatronal level was placed m the htgher category.

A Table 4, 12 ‘shows how. many. trmes each level was lrsted in a parttcular posrtron in the-

rank order. The mean was: calculated by f mdmg the average score on 40 decisions for each ol* o

. the five orgamzauonal levels Each level was assrgned a‘value from one Eo grve correspondmg

A( its rank order SO that a value of one mdrcated lowest control and a'five highest control

. Each ‘mean was obtamed by multiplying the f requency of the orgamzatronal level by the value,

of. the posruon in the rank order adding the totals for all frve positions in the rank order and” ‘

dividing by 40 (the total number of ,decrsrons). The mean score thus indicates ;the overall

perceived-degree of actual control by the organizational level on a scale from one to five.

The Principal's Offi
The organizational level wrtlk the hrghébt mean score (3.73) was the prmcrpal S of fice

(Table 4 12). It ‘was percerved to have the hrghest degree of actual control over etghteen of

o the f orty decﬁon items, more than any other orgamzatronal level.

Py LI .



Table 4.1

Rank Ordgr of Pereeived Degree of Actual Control

by Organizational Level

9%

. Dccision ltems
y A

Iltem  Low High
b No. ' : ‘ :
o 2 3 4 o5
. [
Finance and Budgeting (F)
Finance to a school - ] T P D . S. B.
Finance in a school 2 B S 1)) T P
Finance of new programs 3 D T P S B .
Additional finance 4 D B S -“T P
Capial Expenditures (C) -
Building changes = = 5. T P D S. B
Schoot closure 6. T P D S B
Special features 7 T D p B S
"Special-schools 8 T P D S B
Equipment, Supplies and
‘Services (E) o
Textbooks | 9. B p S T , D
- Transportation 100 T P D S B
Major equipment 1] D T B S P
Classroom furnishings 12 D B T S p
_Curriculum and Instruction (I) ’ o
Instructional methods * 13 D B S P T
Curriculum content 14 - P B S T D
Final marks 15 S B D. P T
‘Program evaluation policies 16 T D, P S B
Personncl Management (P) ,
Seléctidr'\:df a principal 17 P D T B S
“*Selection of a teacher 18 D T B N p
- Teaching assignments 19 B D S T P
Teacher evaluation 20 T P ~B S
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Rank Order of Perceived Degree of Actual Control ,

Table 4;11 (Continued)

\

_ by Orgnnization:ﬂ Level'.v ‘

T

= Decision liems

School policics N

ltem  Low High
, , No. ‘
R 1 2 3 4 5e
Student Managem(:nl 5 ’ . ‘

 Student c.fonducl" 21 .D S B T -VP‘

Student assessment 22 D, -B S T P
Student reporting 23 D B S T P
School discipline 24D B & T P
Organizaiicnal Structure (O) \ P N“;
Number.of teachers 25 T D~ ‘B “Fp S
School timetable .26 B 7.D & ‘ T P
Instructional time - 27 T B- S>._ P, D
Class size - 288 D T 8 “\»\g ‘ P

" Community Relations T~

, A \'\
Parental involvement 29 D S B T P B
Community use of a school 30 T D S . B P
Parent advisory committee 31 D B S . T P
School achievement 32 D T P S - B
New Programs (N) o
Implementation of pilot 33D T P S B
Continuation of pilot 34 T D P S B
Language program 35 D T P S B
Special education 36 T D P S B
" Policy’Making and Decision -
Making (D) . .~ .

' School district policies } T P D S ‘B
School philosophy 33 D S - B T P
Teacher participation 39 D B T /S P

.40 D B .S T P.




_ Table 4.12 )

Distribution of the Perceived Degree of Actual Control

* aver Decisions by Organizational Level

O,rggnimtioﬁal Levél o _‘ : o Rank ~ Mean
BRI 1 T s 4 5 ‘

Principal'stfficeA(P;) , 2 7 9 4 __18 3N
: Su'pe'rimendcm's Offic“e (S) | 1 4 147 17 4 o 3’.48k

: . g

School Board (B): . | 4 .12 6 5 13 328

Teachers (T) . B VR I 3 4 2 C 258

Education Department (BD) ' - 10 8 | :KC}" o3 | 1'.'95’



As indicated ’in Table ;1.11. these items pertained 10 th f ollowing decision cgtegories:
(1) student managemenv (2) community‘relations' (3) bolicy king and decision making;
(4) finance and budgetmg, (5) eqmpment supphes and servrces.\(6) personnel management
Aand (7) organizatronal structure The prmcrpal s offrce was percerved to have the highest
degree of control over all fourTiegs in the student managément category and over three items
in each of the community relatr ns, policy makmg and decision making categones.' In the
vother forrr decision categories, the principal's office was p‘erceived to have the highest degree
of actual control over two decrsron 1tems in each category. %’\' | “v
MoreoVer the prmcrpal s office was perceived to have the secohd -highest degree of
actual control over four decisions, two in each of two decrsron categories: curriculum and
‘rnstrucuon and orgamzauonal structure The principal’s ofﬁce wad. perceived 10 have the
third- hrghest degree of actual control over nine decrsron items in six decision categories.
Also, the prrncrpal s office was perceived to have the least control over two decision
rtems deciding on currrculum content and the selection of a principal. It was perceived 10

3

have the secdnd lowest degree of control over.seven decrsrons the same number as teachers

Th rint 's Qf
The organrzauonal Yevel with the second -highest mean score (3.48) was the
superintendent's office (Table 4.12). It was percerved to have the hrghest degree of actual

“control over four of the forty decision items. o
o .As indicated in Table4.11. these iterns pertained to the following three decision
, categorieS' (1) personnel management' (2;. capital ert"rnenditurea; and (3) organizational
structure The supermtendent ] off ice was percerved to have the highest degree of control.
over two rtems in the personnel management category and one item in each of the caprtal
expenditures-category and the. orgamzatnonal structure category. ﬂ
In addmon the supermtendent s office was percerved to have the second -highest

degree of actual control over seventeen decision 1tems in the followmg categories: (1) new

programs. (2) equrpment supplres and services;' (3) finance and budgeting; (4) capital

A 10'1, ‘ MR 'r?:: ,.Z‘; T
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expenditures; (5) policy 'making and deciston making; (6) curriculum and instruction; (n- B

* personnel management; -and (8) community relations. The superintendent's office was

perceived to have the second-highest degree of actual control over all four items in the new

prograrns category; over three items in the equipment, supplies and services category; and over

two items in each of ‘the following categories: (1) finance and budgeting; (2) capital .

expenditures; and (3) policy making and decision making. One item was identified in each of

the other three categories .
.
Moreover the supermtendent s of fxcc was perceived to have the"tl'ﬁrd ~highest degree
of actual control over fourteen decision items in eight categories.
The ‘superimendem's office was' petceived to have the -least control over only one
decision item .- decndmg on final marks. Also, it was perceived to have the second,-lowest
degree of control over only four decrsxon items, less than any other orgamzauonal level in the

two-lowest positions of rank order.

”

The School Board

The organizational level with the third-highest mean score (3.28) was the school board

~ (Table 4.12). It was perceived to have the highest degree of actual control over thirteen of

the forty decnsxon itemns.

As indicated in Table 4 11, these items perlamed to the fo’llowmg seven decision
-~

categories: (1) new programs; (2) capital expe_ndnures, 3) fmance and - budgeting; (4)
equipment, supplies and services_: (5) curriculum and _ihstructi_on; (6) community reloi:ions;
and (7) 'polioy making and dec_isiorr rrlaking. The school board was perceived to har/e the
highest degree“o} actual control: over all foxir. items in the new programs calegory; over two.
items in finance and budgeting; and.over one item in each of the other colegories.

In addition, the school board was perceived ‘to have the second-highest degree of
0

. actual control over five decnsnon 1terns in the fol(owmg four categories: (1) personnel
' management; (2) capital expendxtures (3) orgamzauonal structure; and (4) commumty

- relations. Two items were identified {n personnel,management. while one item was identified
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in each of the other categories. 3

—

Moreover, the school board was‘perceived to have the third-highest degree of .dctual
control ‘over six decision items in six decision categories. Although it was perceived to have
the least control over only four decision items, it was perceived to have the second-lowest

degree of control over twelve decisions.

Teachers
i The orgamzauonal level with the second- lowest mean score (2 58) was the ;eacher
level (Table 4.12). Teachers were perceived to have the highest degree of actual dpntrol over )
only two of the forty decision items. S ' e |
As indicated in Table 4.11, these two “decision items pertained to the curriculum and

— A

instruction decision category. In addlﬂdn‘. leachers wefe perceived to have the second-highest
degree of actual control over fourteen deci!xon items: all r;our items in student management;
two items in _finance and budgeting;Acommunity relations; and, policy making and decision
making; and ooe item in each of four other _categories.- .

Teachers were perceived to have the thind-highest degr;é of actual control over three

; Y .

decision items, one in each of three dif ferent categories. Also, teachers were perceived to
have the least’ comrol over fourteen decisions and the second -lowest degree of control over

seven decisions.

o »

The Provincial Education Department . ‘ —

"Of the five ofganizationa’l levels, the pfovinc'ial education department was perceived to
have the lowest mean score (1 .95) on the degree of actual ‘control (Table 4.12). It was
perceived to have the highest degree of actual control over only three of the forty decision
items.. .

As indicated in Table 4.11, each of the three itéfnS’ ponained .to one of the following
‘three - decision categories‘: 1) - equipinent, supplies 'and services; (2) .cuﬁiculum and

instruction; and (3) organizational structuré.

=] —_—
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tegories.,

The provincxal education department was percewed to ha pthe least EOntrol over

the secqnd-lowest‘degree of control over*ten decxsnons.

0,
2

Discussion. These results are not surprising, Fhey Kgpea e f{ that control -

over many educational demslons resides in the *:

greater control by the prmc1pal s offi ice may be indicated by these data. For'mstance one e of

the sehobl districts studied adopted school-based budgeting mor_e .than five years ago. More

“recently, school-based staffing was adopted by two of the districts. Further e‘v>idence of the

trend toward greater power, authomy and mfluence for the principal is f ound in a statement

.

about the role of the principal in the Alberta Education document, Partners in Educauon

V)

(1985). o | -
Overall, the principal 's office was perceived t0 have a relau‘veiy high degree of actual
control over all but one decision calegory, namely, capital expendltures

.

The perceived degree of control by the prmcipal s office exceeded that of the

superintendent's office in six of the ten decxslon categories, . mcludmg (1) fmance and .

budgeting; (2) -curriculum and instruction; (3) student management; (4) organizational .

structure;- (5) community relations; and (6) policy making and decision making. The -

superintendent's office, however, was perceived to have greater control than the principal’s
office over the following decision categories: (1) capital expenditureé; (25 equipment, supplies

and services; (3) personnel management; and (4) new programs.

-The school board was perceived to have a 'high degrec' of control over many of the

same decision categories as the superintendent's office. Only two decision categories, student
management and curriculum and instruction, were not controlled to any great extent by the

school board.
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charding teachers. the results might be expected, since - brk at thev

organizational level most directly involved in delivering services to the st clientele. .In .
.this regard, teachers as a group were gerceived to have a high degree of vontrol over student

management, curriculum and instruction, and policy making and decisnon maki

4
The results*‘ilso mrght be expected regarding the provincial education departmem since .

this study largely dealt with operational ‘decision making; that is, matters pertaiumg to t.he‘

day -to-day-operations of schools.

/

Summary. Overall, the results mdxcated ‘that * major control over most decmon
categqnes was peroewed to be held by the principal's offrce the supermtcndent s ofﬂce and
~ the school ‘board, ‘while teachers and the provincial educauon departmem were percerved to
'have the least control over most decision categories. ‘5- ‘

<

v

verall Depr Prefe Ontr

This section addresses the f olluwing sub-problent:

Sub-Problem 4. What is the over§ll degree of preferred confrol over educational
decxsrons at each one of the five orgamzauonal levels?

Table 4.13 presents m rank order the percenved degree of preferred control by ’

" organizational level over each decision item. The sequence of organizational levels listed from

left to right indicates an irrcreaeing riegree of control over the decision item. For eme.
regarding the first item (finance tu a school), the education dehanmem (D) had the*ia‘west
preferred control, while the superintendem's office (S) and the school board(B) were tied‘for
the hfghest preferred control. The rank ‘order by level was based on the perccntage
disu'ibution of control (SHOULD BE questionnaire results) presented;earlier in this chapter.
Whenever two levels had the same pcrcentage of responses, a slash (/) was used to indicate
that the levels were tied in ra:k order, although the higher orgamzanonal level was placed in

the higher category.



Table 4.13

Rank Order of Perceived Degree of Preferred Control
S °
hy Orgaunizational Level

Decision Items - ’ , Item | Low ‘ Hfgh )
. No.
1 2. 3 4 s - ‘
L : ” I'd
. ' . < ¥

Finance and Budgeting (F) , ¢
Finance to a school 1 D & r S 7/ B
Finance in a school 2 B S D T P
Finance of new programs 3 D T P S B
Additional finance N 4 D B S T P
Capital Expenditures (C) h
Building changes 5 T D P S - B
School closure ' T P 7/ D S B
Special features ) 7 D T .S P B
Special schools 8§ T P S D. B
Equipment, Supplies and -
Services (E) :
Textbooks - 9 B S P T D
Transportation ‘ 10 T . P D S B
Major equipment ' 11 D B. T S P.
Classroom furnishings 12 D B T . /7 P )
Curriculum and Instruction (1)
Instructional methods . 13 B /D S P T
Curriculum content , 14 *B S P T D
Final marks 15 B S D P T~
Program evaluation policies 16 ) T P B S
Personnel Management (P)

~ Sclection of a principal - 17 P /D T B S
Sclection of a teacher 18 T / D B S P
Teaching assignments 19 B » D S T P

. Teacher evaluation/ 20 D T B P S




Table 4.13 (Continued)

_Rank Order of Preferred Control

by Organizutional Level
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High v

Decision ltems ltem Low | S
’ No. ' ' ,
1 2 3 4 s
— =T -
Student Management (S) . i
 Student conduct 21D S- .. B T P
Student assessment 22..°D B S T P
Student reporting 2 D ‘B S T P
School discipline 24 D S v &B T P
 Qrganizational Structure (O) ~
Number of teachers o 2% D T B P .S
School timetable 26 D B: S T +P
Instructional time ! 27 T B " P S .. D
Class size . 2 D T S B P
Corhmuni;y Relations
Parental involvement 29 D S B T - P
Community use of a school 30 D T S B P
Parent advisory committee 31 D S B T P
* School achievement 32 T D P B S
aps (N) »
Implemdntation of pilot 3 D T P B s
tion of pilot 34 D T P B S
Language program 35 T D P S B
ial"education 36 T~ 'D P S . B
Policy Making and Decision
Making (D) - :
School district policics 37 D T 7 /P S B
School philosophy 33 - D S B T P
Teacher participation 39 D - B S T P
School policics 4 D - B S T P’

'«'.
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| FT:ble 4.14 shows how many times each level was listed in a pg_ticulu position in the -

| rank order. The mean was ‘c'alculawd by finding the average score on 40 decisions for uch of
the five organizational levels. Each level was assigned a value from one to five, corre’spondin'{ B
to its rank order, so that a value of one indicated lowest control and a five hishe;t control.
Each mean was obtained ﬁy multihlying the frequency of the organizational level by the value
of the position in the rank order, adding the totals for all five positions in the rank order and
dividing by 40 (the total number of decisions). The rmean score thus indicated the overall .,
dégfee.of greferreq control by (he orggniutiqml level on a scale f ror one to.five. a

8
*

Thc organizational level with thé h.ighes; mean ScOIl'e‘ (3.88) was the principal's office
M(Tab!e /4.14).. }t-had received the highest dégree of preferrcé' cantrol over seveateen of the -
forty decision itemé. more than any 'other organAiutional ;evel. » o ‘

P

$

As indicated in Table 4.13.“% items pertained to the f ollowing decision categories:
(1) student management; (2) community relations; (3) policy making- and decision making;
| (4) finance and budgeting; (5) pcrsonnel managemcm (6) orgamzanonal structure; and (7)
equlpment supphes and services. Slmxlar 10 the perceived deg/ of actual control, it was
preferred that the principal's of fice have the highest "tiegree of control over all four items in
the student management category and over tl}ree bitems in éach of the community relations and
policy makmg ‘and decision making categories. In the next three deci;ion categories, the
principal's of fice was preferred to have the hnghest degrce of comrol over two decision items
im each category and over one ttem in the last category. ) . »
Moreover the pr1nc1pa1 s offxce was preferred to have the second -highest_degree of
bco_ntrol over six decxslons, two in curriculum and instruction and one item in each of four
other decision categories. The principal's office was preferred to have the third-Mghest
deéree of control over thirteen decision items in eight decision’calegoria.' '
| ~Also, the priﬁ"cipal's’ office was preferred to have the least control over one decision

item, the sélection of a princif:al’. "It was prefe‘rred‘ to have the second -lowest degree of
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~ Table 4.14 e
o . ’ . -
Distribution of the Preferred Control over Decisions
- .byi Organizational Level
. - . ‘ % .
Organizational Level - S i Ra‘n’k Mean
, I 12 3. 4 Ts
Principal's Office (P) 1~ 3 13 6 17 388
_, Supginiendent’s Office (S) o 9. 12 1 8 345
School Board (B)' 6 9 8T 10 31S°
. - : : o . .

- Teachers (T) L 9 1l 315 2p TS
 Education Depariment ((1%) 4 8 4 1 3 1.78
I R | ” 72
A X
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control over three decisions.

. . ")
1 ‘ Cr N

he Suggrintendent s Office

3

aP

& N hl
The orgamLatronal level wrth the second"hrghest preferred mean score (3.45). was the

Ve

' supermtendent s officde (Table 4 J14). It was preferred to have the highest degree of conrrol

‘ ‘ ol .
over eight of the forty decrsron nems v .

M indicated\.in ble 4L3 these items ‘perLamed to the following six dedision

[}

categones ¢)) personnel anagement (2) new programs (3) equrpment supphes and

services; (4) curriculum and mstrucuon (5) organizational structure; and (6) communnyp———\/
»

- relations. The supermtendent s office was pref erred to hav n’t‘{“; +hest degree of control

over two items in the personnel management and new progra - caiggeories and one item in

. \, ; . :
each. of the other four categories.- o ' e . .

¢

In addition, the superintendent’s office was preferred to have -the sccond-highest
: 4 v
degree of control over - ¢leven decision items in the following categories: (1) finance and

budgeting;' (2) capital expenditures; (3) equipmem. supplies and services; (4) new programs;
(5) personnel managemenl (6) orgamzauonal structure; and (7) policy makmg and decrsron
making. It was preferred to have the second hrghest deg e of comrol over two rtems in the " -

>

first four decrsron categorres and over one item in the orher three decrsron categorres
N

The supermtendent K office was pref erred to have the third -highest degree of control .
over twe]ve decrsron items in eight categorres
y ~Res»p9ndents did not prefer the supermtendent's office to _havee the least con_frol o,ver.
any .decision items. However, ir was preferred to have rhe second-lowest degree of »_comrol
' 'o've‘r'nine decision items in six decision categories. | |

The School Board

- The organizational level with the third-highest mean score (3.15) was the school board
(Table 4.14). 1t was preferred to have the highest degree of control over ten of the forty '
decision items. |

P
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As mdncated in Table 4, 13 these rtems perLamed to the followmg five decision
categornes (1) capital expendrtures, (2) fmance and budgetmg, (3) new programs; (4)
- equipment, supphes and services; and (<) pohcy makmg and decision makmg The school

: board was ‘preferred- to.have the highest degree of control over all four items in the capnal' '

expenditures category; over two items in finance and budgeting and new programs; and over

BN

" one-item in each of the other categories. - 3
The school’ board was preferred to have the second -highest degree of attual control

over seven detision items in the following five categories: ( 1) community  relations; (2) new .
programs; (3) curriculum and instruction; (4) personnel management; and (5) organrzational

structure. Two of the items were in personnel management, while one item was in each of

.0

the other categories.
Moreover the school board was preferred to have the thrrd hrghest degree of )comrol
over erghLdecrsron items in five decision cate_gones ‘Although it was preferred 10 have the

least control over six decisiori items, it was preferred to have, the second-lowest degree of

" ‘Control over nine decisions.

Teachers
Teachers were - perceived to have the second loweSl mean score (2.75) of any

organizational level (Table 4.14). T hey were percewed to have the highest degree of actual

control over only two of the forty decision items.

As indicated in Table 4.13, these two: decrsron items pertained to ‘the cumculum and
mstrucuon decrsron category. In addmon teachers were preferred to have the second- hrghest_
degree of comrol over frfteen deerslon items: all four rteme in s:udent management; three
items in pohcy makmg and decrsron making; two items in finance and budgetmg. and

' commumty relations; and one uen'r in each of four other categorres

Teachers were preferred to have the thrrd-hlghest degree of preferred control over

three decision items in two decision categories; Lastly, teachers were preferred to have the

least control over nine decisions, and- the second-lowest degree of control over eleven

| &
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" decisions.

'The pfovincial education department had the Jowest meansco're (1.78) op the degree
of preferred control (Table 4.14). It was pref erred to have the htghest degree of control over

only three of the forty decrsron ttems

As indicated in Table 4.13, each of the: three items pertamed 1o\ one of the following

‘_three decision categories: (1) equipment. _supplies and servic (2) curriculum and

mstructron and (3) orgamzatronal structure
The provmcral educatlor('ﬁepartment was preferred to have the second- htghesl degree
of control over one decision item in the capital expenditures category. In addruon it ‘was

preferred to have the thtrd hrghest degree of control over four decision rtems -- one itém in

-t

each of four different categories.

#

Lastly, the provincial education department was preferred to have the least control
over twenty-four decisions, more than any other organizational'level.‘ Also, it was preferred

to have the second-lowest degree of prff erred control over eight decisions. Ly

. ! +
§
i

Discussion. In general, the ovdlr’gll' perceived degree of actual and preferred control by

the principal's office were very similar for most- decision categories.

4

However the perceptions of actual and preferred control by the superintendent's
of fice were fatrly drfferent ‘For exam@ the supermtendent s office was pref erred 10 have

jthe highest degree of control over erght decision items, as compared to the hrghest degree of

2

actual control over four items. In parucular, less control was preferred by the
" superintendent's office over capital expenditures but greater control over new programs;

equipment, supplies and services; curriculum and instruction, and community relations.
v -

In addition, the superintendent's office was preferred to have the second-h‘ighest
degree of control over only eleven decision items, as compared o the second-highest degree of

actual control over seventeen decision items.
~ . L
@ )

)
S e
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In general the overall perceived degree of actual and preferred control by the school

v

board were: largely similar for most decision categorres .

The overall perceived degree of actual and preferred control by teachers were very
_srmrlar for most decrsron categorres of partrcular mterest however, respondents preferred
that teachers should have greater control over pblrcy makmg and decision making than was
perceived to exist at the time of the study ' | | '

However the -overall percetved degree of actual and preferred controi%y the

' ”:provmcral education department were largely similar for most decision categories.

Summary Overall the results indicated that major control over most deeisions- was
preferred to be held by the principal's office, the superintendent's offrce and the school
' ‘board, while teachers and the provincial education department were pref erred to have the least
control over most decision categories. )

In general the overall percerved degree of actual and preferred control by the
-prmcrnal s offrce the school board, teachers and the provmcral erhmﬁon department were
-very similar for most decision categories. However, the findings suggest th_at respondents
desired to "s‘ee some changes with respect to control over specif’ ic' edncational decisions by.the
‘ superintendent's office - - less control over some decisions but greater control over others.

arison of the Qverall Perc ived Degree of »tual nd Preferred ontrol

This section' addresses the following sub-problem:

' Snb-Problem 5. How is the overall perceived degree of actual control_over educational
» ’decisions‘related to the-overall preferred control at each of the five organirational levels?

A two-tailed t test f or independent samples was used to analyse the mean differences
between the overall percerved degree of actual control and the overall preferred control by
: Aorgamzatronal level Table 4 15 presents the results of the analyses ¢
As mdtcated in Table 4.15, there were no significant differences between the overall

percerved degree of actual and preferred control at the five organrzauonal levels These
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- Table 4.15

Comparison of the Overall Perceived Degree of Actual and

Preferred Control by Organizational grevel : . -
f . N=40 R -
. ‘ ,;u g '
O'rganizational Level . = Group - . X ‘S.D. - tvalue
Principal's Office - as) . 3.73 1.3 0,54
" (SH) 3.88 1.1
. Superintendent's Office ,’ S (1S) 3.48 0.9 0.11
' : ' ‘ (SH) 3.’45 1.1
School Board asy.- - 3.8 1.5 0.29
, " (SH) - 3.15 1.4
» o S
~ Téachers S , (IS) 2.58 14 - 057
- | ’ (SH) 275 1.3
Education Department ~(IS) 1.95. 1.2 0.66
- | 1.2 -

- (SH) L8
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‘the five organizational levels.
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et . .

results’ suggest that there was consrderable agreement among trustees and administrators

tegarding the distribution of actual and ‘preferred control over educational decrsrons at each of

" B. ANALYSES ACROSS ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS

“The final section addresses thewf"ollowing sub-problem:

-

Sub Problem 6. How are the perceptrons of the actual ‘and preferred degree of

control related across the five orgamzatronal levels on various decision xtems"

Table 4.16 presents the statistically srgmfrcant drffe;ences on Chi- squan analyses of
the responses to the actual and preferred degree of control across all five orgamzatronal levels
on each of the forty decision rtems These analyses provrded a global assessment of
pereeptions regardmg the actual and pref erred degree of control. |

A comparison of the responses (rs should be) mdrcated that there were significant
differences on four decision items (Table 4.16):

1. Finance to a school; |
- 2. Building ehanges;' '
3, Teacher evaluation procedures; and
4, Teaeher.participation in decision makthg.

These results suggest that respondents were not entirely satisfied with the actual
degree of control being exer’cised o;er the -aforementioned decisions across various
orgamzatronal levels Overall however there’ was a'high level of corrgruence between thev
actual and preferred degree of control exercised over the other thrrty six decrsron items. No.

srgmfrcant differences between perceptions of the actual and pref erred degree of control were '

evident on these items.

—

Discussion. In general, these findings suggest a high level of °agreement among
trustees and administrators regarding their perceptions of the actual and preferred degree of

control over educational decisions across various organizational levels. However, preferences
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Table 4.16

Comparison of Responses (Is, Should Be) on

Dccision Items Across Organizational Levels

116

Chi-Square

Characteristics * Degrees of*{ .- P
Freedom
Finance 1o a school a4 4 Vo<o.02
&
Building changes 11.01 3 <0.012
. rJ
. Teacher evaluation 9.87 47 <00
. ,/i
. Teacher participation 9.73 4 < 0.045
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A

regarding the locus of control differed significantly from the pereeived actual control ‘among
trustees and administrators regarding four decision items in the followinq decision categories:
’(1') ﬁnahcc and budgeting; (2) capital expenditures; (3) personnel management; and (4)
policy making end decision mgking. |

© C. SUMMARY

Ch

I
This chapter presented the data on perceptions of trustees and administrators
regarding the degree of control over educational decisions exercised at various organizational
levels. Analyses of the perceptions of cor—gpl indicated which of the f; ive organizational levels

T , . e :
exercised or should exercise control over forty decision items. ,

Actual degree of control. ‘in summary, the principal's office, the superintendent's
.of fice and the school board were perceived to have. majer control over most decision
~categones Teachers and the provincial educauon departmem were perceived to have the lcast
overall control. These findings mlght be expected since the decision categories largely dealt
with operitional 'matters, mamly pertammg to local issues and matters of program and policy

implementation. . .

Preferred degree of control. According to respendems, principels were preferred to
have less control over one decision, deciding en rrrethods to raise additibn’al funds for a
particular school. On the conﬁary. respondents preferred the principal's office to have more '
control over three deeisions: building changes, the selectjon of a teacher and teacher
evaluation procedures. Réspondents also felt that the school board shbuld have more control
over one decision, the establishment of a school parent advisory committee.

Respondents preferred teachers to have more control over four specxf ic decxsnon items:
teacher evaluation procedures, student conduct, the establishment of a parent advisory
committee, and the extent of teacher participation in decision making. Lastly, respondents -

preferred the provincial education department to have less control over four decisions: inance

to a school, building changes, school closure and major equipment.
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i.

In general, the status quo was acceptable to tire respondents regarding _three decision
- categories: curriculum and instruction, orgénimtional struclure and new programs. -The
greatest discrepancies between the actual and preferred degree of control, however, were
evident in the following decision categories: finance and budgeting, capital expenditures,
personnel rrranagemen_t and community relations. Of partieular interest, the first two
categories largely concerned economic matters. |

In summary, the 'principal's office, the superimendent’s office and the school board
were preferred to have major or shared control over most decision categories. Teachers fz‘md
the provincial education department were preferred to havc the least overall control. Fmaﬁy.
a high level of congruence in the perceptions of the actual and preferred degree of control

over educational decisions across various organizational levels existed among trustees and

_administrators. : '
-‘ ! +
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Chapter V

N ’ T a

LOCUS OF CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

“Fhis chapter presents the results of the analyses relating to the percéived locus of
control over educMtional decisions. It also examines the relationship of various background
characteristics to the perceptions of the actual and p;ef erred locus of control.

The first part of this-chapter addresses the f ollov;ing sub-problems:

~

[ 4
Sub-Problem 7: 'What is the perceived locus of actual control over educational

-

decisions?
o e

Sub-Problem 8. .Wha'i is the locus of vpreferred control over educational decisions?

¥

Sub-Problem 9. How is the perceived locus of actual control related to the locus of
preferred control?

ﬂ',',.J

- 'A. DEGREE OF CENTRALIZATION OR DECENTRALIZATION

< ‘

. The distribution of control over Qa.rious decision items was analyzed by mearis of an
autonomy scalé.A "The scale measured the locﬁs of control over each: decision (degree of
centralization or decentralization). For each decision item, the locus ‘of control was .
cs;ablished as a mean score of all respondents on a scale from one to 15. To determine locus
of control scores, each response to a decision item was assigned a numerical value. All
_possible responses to a particular decision item were assigned values, accordi;g to the
configurations of possible responses presented in Figure 5.01. |

For example, a score of one was assigned to a response in- which the provincial
edﬁcalion department was the dhly organizational le:vel identified by, a respohdent to have
major cdntrol over a particular decision item. Similarly; a score of two was "assi_gned to a
response in which the provincial education department and the school board jointly were
perc’:ci\ied to have major control over a particular decision. Thus, the locus of control score

of one represented high centralization, while a value of 15 represented high decentralization. '

119
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High Centralization (Low Decentralization)

1 =  Education Department i

2 = Education Department + School Board

3 = Education Department + School Board + Superintendent’s Office

4 = Education Deparlmcum +\0th1" ) |

5 = School Board J

6 = School Board + Superintendent's Office

7 = School Board + Superintendent's Office + 'ftrinc\ipat\‘sbor fice

8 = School Board + other

9 = Superintendent's Office S
10 = Superintendent's Office + Principal's Office |
11 = Superintendent's Office + Pfincipal's Off ice‘ + Teachers ‘
12 = Superintendevm's‘Of fice + other

13 o Principal’s Office

14 = Principal's Office + Teachers | \

15 = " Teachers ‘ ) \

Low Centralization (High Decentralization) \

—

Figure 5.01 -

Autonomy Scale
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A mean score of 7.5 indicated balanced forces, nelther high centralization nor hiqh
decenmiimion | | ; |
Mean scores were determined for each of the forty decision items regardjng the actual
and preferred locus of control. Each niean score, therefore, represented the perceived locus
_of control over the decision item. whieh existed ‘at .the time of the study, nccording to
respondents A two-tailed ¢ test for independent samples was used to analyze the differences

- between the mean scores on the perceived-actual and preferred locus of control.

Table 5.01 presents a coxnparison of the locus of control scores (is, should be) on
each of the'fdr't‘y decision items. As indicated in Table 5.01, conwxparinons of locus of control
scores (is, should be) on. the forty decision items indicated there were no significant
differences in seven - decision categories: (1) finance and. budgeting; (2) curricuhim and
instruction; (3) student manageniem; (4) organizational structure; (5) community relations;"
(6) implerncntation of new programs; and (7) policy making and decision making.

On the contrary, mgmhcant differences were evident in three decision categones (1)
capital expenditures; (2) equipment, supplies and services; and (3) personnel management
Regardmg capnal expenditures, a significant difference- was evident between the actual and
pref erred locus of conuoi scores (is, should be) on iwo decision items (building changes and
school closure). In both cases, respondents “;f)zeferred greater decentralization than was
perceived to exist at the time of lhe’study. A signifii:am difference was alsd found between
the perceived actual and preferred locus of control scores on major equipment.' Respondents
preferred greater decentralization over this decision. Finally, a significant difference was
evident between the peroeived actual and preferred locus of control scqre.; in the selection of a

teacher,
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v "* Table 501 &'

w

Comparison-of Locus of Control Scores. (Is, Should Be)

on Decision Items

Decision_ltem Group N Mean  SD.  tvale

Finance and Budgeting (F)

-1.30

1. Finance to"ischool (IS) 77 6.6 2.2
’ (SH) 75 70020
2. Finance in a school asy . m 131 14 0.35
’ H (SH) 75 13.1 1.4
/ ’ -
3. Finance of new programs (1S) 77 6.6 23 1.86
" (SH) 75 59 23
4. Addmﬁpé'l finance (s) . 77 130 18 0.83
. &(SH) 75 126 30 ™
Capital Expenditures (C)
5. Building changes asy - 7 5.4 1.9 2.07*
" (SH) 75- 6.0 2.0
6. School closure asy 1 4.1 1.4 2.19*
- - (SH) 73 5.2 11 ,,
“7. Special features- asy oM 8.1 3.5 -0.43
| | L (SH) 75 8.3 3.5
L 28 L
8. . Special schools ‘ asy + - 4.1 1.9 . 0.73
(SH)- 74 4.5 1.7
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. Table 5.01 (Continued) - .~ . :
/ . ) . , ’*
Comparison of Locus of Control Scorcs (Is, Should Be) “
on Decision Items
Dccisign.llc_ ' Group N Mean SD 1 value
'_,_Equi"pmcht, Supplies and L E
-Services (E) et o
; . . ' _ ‘ o &y
9. Textbooks ©(1S) ST, 64 . 53 0.3 -,
, ' ~ “(SH) 75" 6.8 . '\ 5.8 o
" \lO. Transportation (1S) 17 . 6.2 1.9 - 019
& AR (SHY 75 . Y 6.1 2] .
N - ,
’ i . we :
11. Major equipment (1S) 77 10,2 3.8 -2.28%,
RN o - (SH) 75 “11.4 2.8
" 12. Classroom furnishings (IS) 75 113 .32 1.52°
- o (SH) 754 ..120 = 26 '
Curriculum a'nd‘l_nszruclidn O R o o
13. Instructional methods (1S) 76 . 14,4 LS 1.51
- Lo (SH) 75139 2.0 |
14, Curriculum content - (IS) - T 34 43 101
| C(SH) s 42, 48
15. Finalmarks -~ (S) 76 143 18 034
, ' I (SH) 74 42 19
_ o
--16. Program evaluation policy  (IS) 76 76 33 0.92
' , . (SH) - 75 7.1 %8 .
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o Table 5.01 (Continued)

-

Comparison of Loc.us of Control Scores.(1s, Should Be)

on Decision ltems. N

Decision ltem tGroup N Mean  S.D. . tvalue

. ! o
o
i ° ’ . ;
" - - -

Pcrsonnél Mana‘gcm‘enl (P)

L

17." Sclection of a prinicipal asy - om 7.0 0 116
o (SH) 14 2.0
18. Selection of & teacher (1S) 7. U2’ 20 2.87""
. (SHY 75 12.1 1.5
19. Teaching assignments (1S) 7 130 0.9 -1.64
' | (SH) B 132 0 07
; B N
20. Teacher evaluation (IS) 77 7.3 2.7 -1.89
o - (SH) 75 . 82 3.1

‘Student Management (S)

21. . Student conduct  * (1S) - 77 | 11.8

[ S RO
aN

107

(SH) 5 123 ‘

22, ‘Swudent assessment . - (IS) 76 110 3.7 -0.02
| | (SH) 7. 110 3.5

23. Student repoiling 1s) 71 14 27 -1.06

o SN SH) T8 1.8 2.6 ‘

24. Student discipline. (15) 77 12.8 1.9 1.16 -
. ~ (SH) -~ 75 123 . 2.8

- "




Table 5.01 (Continued)

Comparison of Locus of Control Scores (Is, Should Be)

p _ on Decision. Items

«

125

-~ Decision ltem Group’ N Mcan  S.D. t value

’ .

Organizational Structure (O)

25. Number of tcachers 7+ (IS) 77 94 27 -1.27
| - (SHY 75 9.9 2.5
26. School timetable ¢+ (IS) - 77 . 131 2.2 -0.93
 (SH) 75 13.3 1.0
27. Instrictional time (1S) 76 45 46 0.60_
: . | (SH) 75 4.1 4.0 -
28. Class size (IS)» 76 8.9 33 -0.19
o, (SH) 74 9.0 3.4 :
Communitv Relations (R)
29, Parcnta].;involvcment ' (1s). 'ﬁ 77 129 2.0 0.59
(SH), 75 12725
30. Community uscofa  °  (IS) - 77 95 . 34 0.01
school - - (SH) 74 95 3.3 -
31. Parent advisory Soasy 76 12.7 1.8 0.43
. committee : (SH) =75 125 2.1
. ‘ . eﬁ .‘\ . v-‘ . .
32. School achigyvement . ~ (IS) 77 7.3 3.0 -0.03
o 4 ’@(SH) 74 7.3 2.7
: ’ - % ) . .

[
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Table 5.01 (Continued)

Comparison of Locus of Control Scores (s, Should Be)

“on Decision Items

I)L'cision I.lcm o .Group N . Mcan S.D. 1 value

Implementation of New
Programs (N)

33. Implemenaationofa . (IS) - 7T 121

1.6 33
pilot o (SH) 75 83 3.7
34. Continuationofapilot (IS ~ 77 70 31 .05
o © (SH) 75 1.6 34 0 M
35. Language program (1S5) ‘ 77 6.9 . 2.9 0.61
| (SH) 75 - 6.6 2.8
36. Special education program - (1S) - 17 ] 24 1.0
| (SH) 75 4 2.2
. . : BN 2{,’., \" . \-,\. 2. .
Policy Making and Decision E :
Making (D) R .
37. School dRtrict policies asy . 711 . 54 12 - 036
(SH) =~ 75~ 54 1.1 |
38. School philosophy - (ISy 71 12.6 27 009
~ z (SH) 75 12,7 2.6
39. Teacher participation ~ (IS) 77 123 . 23 -0.16
| (SH) 75 124 2.5
40. School policics (1S) 77 13.0 1.5 -0.53
, (SH) 74 13.1. 1.6

Significant at .01 level:
Significant at .05 level



were also preferred to have the highest centralization. In all,

o

'These findings suggest that there was considerable agreement among trustees and

“administiators regardmg the percerved actual and preferred locus of control over educational

]
decrsrons However, trustees and admmrstrators favored greater decentralization with respectﬁ-

to burldmg changes, school closure major equipment and the selection of a teacher.

In summary, no si_gnificant.'dif ferences were evident between the .perceived actual and
prel‘errcd locus of control scores_on tlrirty-six“of ‘.‘thel forty decision items. _Significant
differences were evident, hosvew}er, 'in three decision categories: capital ‘expendituresﬁ
equipment, supplies. and services‘;‘ and, personuel management. In these decision areas,

trustees and administrators favored greater decentralization.

Rank Order of the Actual and Preferred Locus of Contro S .

Table 5 02 presents the percerved actual _and preferred locus of .cohtrol over the forty
decision items by rank order of means. The table compares respondents’ percepuons of the
perceived -actual and preferred locus of control. L '

Fhe Spearman rank order correlation between the perceived actual and preferred locus
of comrol scores was 0.99, stansucally srgmf icant at the .001 level These results indicated a
hrgh correlauon between. the two sets of locus of control scores. Overall, these findings

suggesr that therc was a high congruence between the perceived actual and pref erred locus of

comrol over educational decrsrons according to respondents.
P ’
Tne l'ughest centralization on’ the basrs of percervcd actual ‘mean scores was on a
decision item from the curriculum and. instruction category (cumculum content). The next

item on which_respondents perceived the highest centralization was from the category of

_organizational structure (instructional time). Althoyugh in different order, the same two items

ix decision categories were

represented by the first ten decision. items with the highest 1zation on the basis of the

rank order of perceived actual mean scores.
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Table 5.02

Lbcqs of Control over Decisions by Rank Order of Mcans

Cat-

e

‘ ~Actual Preferred v .
€gory Decision ftem. * Mcan  Rank Mean-  Rank
I Curriculum content B 34 1.0 4.2 - 2.0
0 Instructional time 4.5 20 4.1 1.0
C Schoot closure 4.7 3.5 - 5.2 - 4.0
C Special schools 4.7 3.5 4.5 3.0
C Building changes 5.4 5.5 6.0 1.0
D - School district policies 5.4 5.5 5.4 5.0
E. - Transportation 6.2 7.0 6.1 8.0
E Textbooks 6.4 8.0 6.8 11.0
F Finance to a school - 6.6 95 _ 7.0 12.0
- F Finance of new programs 6.6 9.5 3.9 6.0
N Special education- 6.8 11.0 6.4 9.0
N Language program 6.9 12.0 6.6 10.0
P Selection of a principal 7.0 13.5 .14 15.0
N Codtinuation of a pilot - 7.0 13, 76 - 16.0
P Teacher evaluation 7.3 15.5 8.2 17.0
R School achievement 7.3 15.5 7.3 14.0
[ Program evaluation policies 7.6 17.5 7.1 13.0
-N Implementation of a pilot - 7.6 17.5 8.3 18.5
- C Special features 8- - 19.0: 8.3 18.5
o Class size 8.9 20.0 9.0 20,0
O Number of teachers 94 210 - 99 22.0
R Community use of a school 9.5 2.0 9.5 21.0
E ‘Major equipment : 10.2 23.0 11.4 24.0
S Student assessment 11.0 24.0 11.0 23.0
P Selection of a teacher 11.2 25.0 12.1 27.0
E Classroom furnishings 113 260 12.0 26.0 .
Se Student reporting - 114 21.0 11.8 25.0 '
S Student conduct 11.8 - 280 - 123 28.8
D Teacher participation L 123 290 124 30.0
D School philosophy 12.6 30.00 12.7 . 335
R~ Parent advisory committee 12.7 31.0 12.5 31.0
S School discipline 12.8 320 12.3 28.5
R Parental involvement 12.9 33.0 12.7 335
F Additional finamce " 13.0 35.0 12.6 32.0
P Teaching assignments 13.0 35.0 13.2 37.0
. D ‘School policies 130 . 350 13.1 35.5
F Finance in a schoo 13.1 37,5 13.1 355 4
o) School timetable 13.1 3150 133 38.0
I Final marks - 14.3 39.0 14.2 40.0
I Instructional methods - 144 -40.0 13.9 39.0

. Spearman Rho = 0.99, p<.001
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| Of the ten lowest-ranked decistons three were from the capital expendttures category
| (school closure special schools and building changes) Four items (two from each category)
were from equipment, - supplies and services (transportation, textbooks) and finance and .
budgetmg (finance to a school, fmance of new programs) Lastly. three decision items (one
from each category). were from cumculum and instruction (cumculum content)
orgamzauonal structure (instructional. ttme) and policy making and decision making (school

district policies). - . s

The locus of pfeferred control was very similar to that of the perceived actual control.

The same six decision categories were represented by the first ten decision i_tems with the
_highest cemrahzauon regardmg the locus of preferred control. One additional category was

also represented, namely. the new programs category (spec1a1 educauon language progtam)

"Overall, economic matters appeared domxnant in the group of ten decisions with the

highest centralization‘on the perceitzed locus of 'actual control, including three items from the
capital expenditures category and two each from the‘equipment. stipplies and sei'vices. and
f inance and budgeting categories. Economic matters were also dominant in the group of ten
decisions with the highest centralization on the locus of preferred control. Three items were
from the capital expenditures category, tehile'two items were from the new programs category
andb one each from the equipment. supplies and services, 'and finance a_nd budgeting
' categories. COnveisely; the two items with the highest decentralization on the basis * of
perceived actual tnean scores were both in the curriculum and instruction category

(instructionel ntethOds. final marks); ‘

In all, seven decision categories were represented' by the ten decision items with the

_1 decentrahzauon on the basis of the rank order of perceived actual mean scores. In

addmon to the two items in currtculum and mstructton two 1tems pertamed to finance and
budgeting (finance in a school, additional finance), another two 1tems to community relations
~ (parental involvement, establishment of a parent advisory committee) and one each from four
decision categoriesg student management (school discipli‘ne),:personnel management (teaching .

assignments), pOIicy mgking and decision making “(school policies) and - organizational



structure (school nmetable) ‘ ,

Smnlarly. six of the same decision ca&egorres were represented by the ten decrsron
items with the highest decentralization on the locus of preferred control. However. the
student management category was not among these, although one additional decision item

from the policy m‘&king and decision making category (school philosophy) was included.

;

Summary. The results of this study ’indicated that there was a high con'gruence

“between the perceived actual and prefewed -locus of control over educational decisions.

Apparently, an optimal level of control existed at various organiiationa‘l- levels with respec‘l to

mosl decision categories. The two most hrghly -centralized decision categorres were capital

' expendrtures and equipment, supphes and servrces Both of these categorres largely dealt with
: maners of an economic nature. Oonversely. the two most highly- decentrahzed decrsron

. categories were curriculum and mstuctron and fmance and budgeung The former category

pertained largely to the prof essional autonomy of teachers whrle the lalter largely dealt with

- finance at the school level. However, on specific deorsron rtems, significant dif ferences were

Yy

evident between the perceived actual and preferred loEu's' of control, as noted earlier.

B. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
“ - ;- : ; )
This part of the chapter 'addresses the fol-l_owing'sub-pmblem:

Sub- Problcm 11. To ”what extent do drfferences exist regardrng the perceived acrual

and preferred control over, educatronal decrsrons on the: basis of . the following background
characterrsucs of respondentse (1) gender (2) age (3) formal education; (4) position; (S)

number of years in a posxpon, (6) years of adrmmsrratwe experience; (7) school district; (8) .

type of school; and (9) srze of school" g "
gy :
Thus, nine backzground charactqgrsncs or varrables were examined to determme their

relationship, if any, r,&(/) the locus of control scores on each of the forty decision items. In
Chapter 3, it was. éyeported that there Were no- srgmf icant differences on demographic

characteristics between .Group A and B respondents. Theose findings confirmed the srmllarrty

»
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of the two groups of respondents; there was little likeihood that confounding variables
(background characteristics) might have biased the study. |

In most cases, background characteristiés were unrelated to each other. However,
‘position was related to three other variables, including gender, years dn present position and
formal education. Gender was also related to formal education. Age was(positively related to.‘
administrative experience. The type and size' of school were also related. Thus, the
shcceeding analyses might have been affected to some extent by the interaction of the

it

aforementioned background characteristics.

Héw,is gender related to perceptions of the actual and preferred locus of control over
educational decisions?

. A two-tailed t test for mdependent samples was used to analyze the mean dxf ferences
between the scores of male and female respondents on each of the forty decision 1lems Table
5.03.presents Lhe_ st_étisti’cally éignificant differences in the locus of control scores by gender.
As indicated in Table 5.03, significant differencé\‘s were evident on four decisioh items on the
actual locuS of control. | |

On three decisions, the mean scores of tﬁale résponde‘nts we(xe\ sigﬁif ica‘ntly_hi'gher than
those of female i'esp'oﬁdems. On these decisionS‘(financev ‘of new progra_ms. F-3; student
conduct, S-21: and the announcement of school achievement results, R-32), males perceived
that greater deqemralization existed than did females. On one decision (parent advisory
lcomminee. R-31), however, the mean scores of female respondents wgre significantly higher{
than those of male respondents. -On - this decision, females perceived - that greater
decentralization existed than did males.

On thmy six of the forty decrsmte;ns regarding the actual locus of control,
however, there were no significant differences between the mean scores of male and female
respondents. Notwithstanding, these findings suggest that gender is weal;ly related to

perceptions of the actual locus of control over educational decisions. .



Comparison of Mcan Locus of Control Scores by Gender

Table 5.03

Group
Category 1 (femalce) .
llcm‘No. Type N 2 (male) X S.D. t value Groyps
P
E-3 1S 13 1 52 2.6 2437 2>
64 2 6.9 2.2
s-21 . IS 13 1 0.1 4.2 2.19% >1
‘ 64 2 2.2
R-31 IS 13 1 3.2 0.4 2.09% 1>2
63 2 126 2.0
| o
R-32 1S 13 1 52 2.1 -2.867% 2>1
| . 64 2 7.7 3.0
F-4 SH 10 1 137 0.5 290" 1>2
: 65 2 125 32
E-10 SH 10 71 74 2.1 2117 1>2
65 2 60 2.0
. P-17 SH - 10 1 57 1.3 307 >1
| 62 2 7.6 19
N-34 SH 10 1 56 23 200" 2>1
65 2 79 35
N-35 SH . 10 1 500 12 340" 2>l
65 . 2 6.8 3.0 '
[ ]

**  Significant at .01 level
*  Significant at .05 level

\‘
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‘As indicated in Table 5.03, significant differences were evident on five decision items”
on the preferred Ioéus of control.’On three deéisions. ‘the meaﬁ scores of male respondents
were significantly higher than those of female respondents, On these decisjons (selection of a
principal, P-17; continuation of a pilot; N-34; and language program, N-35), males preferred
greater decentralization than did females. On two d'ecisiohs. however, the scores of female
respondents were siénificantly higher than those of male respondents. QOn ‘these decisions
(additional finance, F-4 and transportation, E-10), females preferred greater decehtralization
.than did males. | ' |

On thirty-five of the forty decision items regarding the preferred locus of control,

és )between perceptions of male and female

however, there were no significant differen
respondents. Nevertheless, these findjngs suggest that gender is weakly related to the
preferred locus of control over educational decisions. Since gender was related 1o <both‘
position and formal education, the s;rehgth of this relationship might have been even weaker

than indieated by these results.

@

- Age

~ How isi age related to perccpti'ons of the actual and preferred locus of control over
educational decisions?

A one-way analysis of variance was used to examine the statistical significance of th?
differences in mean scores, while the, Scheffe' procedure was used to determine the
significance of differences among various groﬁp’s. Table 5.04'-presems the statisticall);
significant differences in the locus of control scores by age. - As indicated in Table 5.04,
significant differences were evident on fi_\_/ev decision items regarding the actual locus of
control. _
| On three decisions, the mean scores of the age group-of 41 ‘to 50 were significantly
higher than for the age-group of 51-70. On these decisions (studeht conduct, S-21; student
assessment, S-22; and parental iﬁvolvement, R-29), the former group perceived that greater

]

decentralization existed than did the latter. On one decision (school policies, D-40),



Table 5.04
)

PR

Comparison of Mean Locus of Control Scores by Age

Catcgory 1 L2 K}

liem No. Type N 31-40 41-50 s1-70 F Groups
c-7 1S %6 109 7.0 82 53*% 1523
S-21 IS 4o 76 134 123 10.6 40" 1.2>3
$-22 IS 75 146 115 92 . 10.0™ 1>2.3:2>3
R-29 IS 76 132 135 121 54* 2>3
D-40 IS 7 121 134 128 34% 0 2>1
'R-29 SH 75 100 127 11, 35" 23>1
D-37 SH - 75 42 56 53 355 2>

** Significant at .01 level
*  Significant at }.05 level
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&y respondents aged 41 to SO perceived greater decentralization than did those aged 31 to 40. On
three decisions (special features, C-7; student coqd‘uct. S-21; and student assessment, S-22).
‘the mean scores of the age group 31 1o 40 were significantly higher than for the age group of ’
51-70.CDn these decisions, the former perccived that greater decentralization existed than did
the latter. On two items (épecial features, C-7; and student assessment, S-22), the mean
scores of the age group 31 to 40 were significantly higher than for the age group'41 to 50. On
these decisions, the former pcrceived greater decentralization than did the latter.’ |

| On thirty-five of the forty decision items regarding 'y,he actual locus of control,
however, there were no significant differences on the basis or age. Nevertheless, these
findings suggest that age is weakly related to perceptions of the “actual lochs of control over
educational decisions. |
As indicated in Table 5.04, significant differences were evident on two decision items
regarding the preferred locus of control. On both decisions, the me;xn scores of the group
© aged 41 10 50 were significantly higher than for th.eﬁ group aged 3i to 40. On these decisions,
the [ormcr grdup preferred greater decemral;i_zfatjggf than did the latter. Also, on one decision
(pafcmal involvérhcnl, R-29), thc'mean scores of thg group aged 51 to 70 were significantly
higher than for the group aged 31 ‘to 40: On this decision, the former preferred greater
deocntralizétion than did the latter. ' | ]
On thirty-eight of the forty decision items regarding the preferred locus of control,
however, vthere v;ére nob sign}ﬁcam differences on the basis of age. These fix;dings suggest

that age islvery weakly related to perceptions of the locus of preferred control over

educational decisions, if at all.

How is formal e‘ducatior; -related to -perceptions of the actual and preferred locus of
control over educational decisions?
N

A two-tailed t test for independent sampl bwab used to analyze the mean differences

between the scores of respondents with a bachelor's degree or less and those with a graduate



degree on each of the forty decision items. Table 5.05 presents the statistically significant.

differences in the lotus of control scores bi' -fénh?al educatioh. ‘

As indicated in Table 5.05, a significant fiifferenpe was evident between the two
groups of ‘respondems on one decision item regarding the actual locus of con;rql. On this
Ddecision.AnAlean‘scorcs of respondents with a'gradua_tc degree were significa‘mly higher than

were those of respondents with a bachelor's degree or less. Respondents with a graduate

degree perceived that greater decentralization existed "over student conduct than did . .

[

respondents with a bachelor's degree or less.
On thirty-nine of the forty decision items regarding the actual locus of control,

however, there were no si nt differences on the basis of formal education. These

findings suggest that form
of control over eduéationﬁ if at all.
As indicated in Table 5.05, significant differences were evident bgtWecn the two
groups of respondents on six decision iterps regarding the preferred locus of control. On these
decisions, the mean scores of responde‘n;s with a graduate degree were significantly higher

.than those of respondents with a bachelor's degree or less. The more-educated respondents

. preferred greater decentralization over these decisions than did the less-educated respondents.

- control over educational decisions.

On thiny-fohr of the forty decision items regarding the preferred locus of control,

however, there were no significant differences on the basis of formal education. Still, these

findings suggeg\t that formal education is mildly related to the perceived locus of preferred

Position

-~

How is position related to perceptidns of the actual and preferred locus of control

over educational decisions?

A one-way analysis of variance was used'to exaghine the statistical significance of the’

differences in mean scores, while tpe Scheffe' /procedure was used to determine the

©

significance’ of differences among various group%. Table 5.06 presents the' statistically,

L3

n is very weakly related to perceptions of the actual locusy

LR
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¥ g Y . : ;
AR Table 5.05
Compnriéon of Meah Locus of Control Scores O
e T , . + by Formal Education ‘
. - Group
‘ . 1 (bachelor =+ N
. Catcgory = ‘ . < orless) - __ -
Item' No. ~Type N~ ° 2(graduate) ‘X' S.D. t value  Groups
: ‘\ e : . ’ ‘.:‘
- +S-21 S O S | 10 42 -3t
* 49 2 7 128 %0
F-3 COUSHO 146 1T . 37t 2>
. 3 ) ‘
B, 2, >6.‘4 2.{ -
. C-s SH .1 1 531l 2.1 1>1
: .83 2 63 2.2 e
E-9 sH- a1 42 sl 2.35% 2>1
. » 53 2 76 5.8
s2 SH 2 1 9.0 3.6 3.32°% 2>1
- | .83 2 118 31 |
N-33 7 - . sH 7) | 6.5 3.5 2.84%% 2>1.
R . S3 2 9.1 . 3.5 s
N USHL w1 63 3] 2.0 2>1 7
R S s3 o 2 80 33 U
7,
“%* Significant at .01 level
* *  Significanat .05 level



/ Table 5.06
CompariSén of Mean Locus of Control Scores
. . ™ B Lo
s by Position
Calcgory ? Trust.  C.O. Prin. .
liem No. Type N 1 . M- F Groups
Fil SIS T s 6 10 38T 2351
F-3 IS 77 . 55 5.9 80 967" 3>200
c-§ 1S 77 34 5.1 438 4.0%  23>1
E-10 s 77 51 61 68 41" 3>
AT IS %6 66 S8, 103 238732
e -2l IS 77 92 115 - 33 9577 12>32>)
1 S-22 ! IS g6 85 113 18 417 23>
’«J . : . ! o
o R-30. ~ IS {77 69 103 9.7 -~ 5.0"% 23>1
R:32 IS 77 6.5 6.6 8.5  3.9% 3>2
IS 77 5370 95 1073321
1S« <77 5.7 6.2 8.6 6.67% 3>21
ST 501 6.1 86 1157 3>2)
IS 7 5263 82 112" 3>21
7549 57 68 S.6*% 3>21
2750105 120 125 330 3>1
A . ,
75 - 16 6.1 79 38° 3>2
S 8T 76 1.9 6.97" . 2.3>1
75 107 123 . 124 7.77%% 23> 1~
75 80 102 104 5.0™F 2331
75102 132 132 9.0***23>1
75055 65 9.5 1LIM*3>2)
CN-3s CSH 75 50 - 63 76 | 455 - 3>1
~ *** Significant at .00l level B A L
4. ** Significant at .01 level ‘ o :

*" - Significant at .05 level - , : - \/
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, srgmf 1cant dif f erences in the- locus of control scores by position. As indicated in Table 5 06
signifi icant differences were pvrdent among various groups on thirteen decision items regarding

the perceived locus of actual eontrol, and on nine items regarding the locus of preferred

- ‘control. . o o ‘ ,

For example; on item one. (finance to a school, F-1), the mean scores of principals
and central office administrators were significantly higher than those- of trustees. Both -

principals and central office administrators perceived that greater decentralization existed on

KE . o o

thrs decision than was perceive® to exist by trustees.
L On all thrrteeh decision 1tems pertammgoto the perceived locus of actual control the
.mean scores of prmcrpals were. significantly hrgher than those of central offige admrmstrators
and trustees Prmcrpals percerved that greater decentralization exrsted on these decisions than
' did central office admmrstrators and trustees. On frve decrsrons however central office '

admrmstrators percerved greater decentralrzatron than drd trustees (finance to a school, specral

schagls, student conduct student reporting, and commumty use of a school). That trustees

percelved srgnrfrcantly hrgher centrahzatron than either central office - admmrstrators or -

‘prmcrpals may suggest that trustees percerved they had greater control- over educmonal

* decisions than was actually the case. | 3
#

@

Of pamcular interest, m one decrsron category (new programs), the mean locus of
control scores on aﬂ‘ four of the decision 1tems (N-33-36) were related to the position of the

responden; ’I‘hese f mdm‘gs suggest that decrsrons concemmg new programs may e difficult

N

.10 make because varrous groups (wﬁstees central office admmrstrators and prrncrpals) appear

‘10 havg srgnrf 1cantly drfGerepmperceptrons about the percerved locus of actual control over

o £ ‘vh&
’ "‘d‘écrsmns On these decisions, drsagreement among stakeholder groups appeared to exist

3

LA
, aborft" "Who should make the decision?”
On twenty-seven of the forty decrsron items regardmg the actual’ locus of control,
however there were no significant dtfferences on the bas;s of position. Nevertheless thease
- findings suggest that posmon is strongly related @ercepuons regarding the actual lacus of

control over educational decrsrons

. .

[}
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" evaluation policies,

"differenc'es among. various groups"regardlng the locus of preferred control. Neverlhe .

: Number of Years in Present Posrtlon :

On all nine decision items regarding the preferred locus of control, the mean scores of

principals were higher than those of central office, admtmstrators and trustees. Prmcrpals

- preferred greater decentrahzauon on these decmons than did central of fice admlmstrators or

't;ustees Only on four decxsxon items,” however drd central office administrators prefer

s

greater decentrahzatron than trustees (selectron of a prmc1pal selection of a teacher, number

of teachers »and’,]ﬂa,ren_x vement) On all but one decision - identified (program
T . %

iy & e F 3 pref erred srgmf 1cantly greater centrahzatlon than did either

central office admmlstrators or ‘principals. Cenversely. prmcrpals preferred greater
decentralization than did the other two groups. On three decrsrons. prmcrpals pref’ erred
greater decentrallzation 'than did central office adrninistrators \(building changes. program
evaluation policies and continuation of a pilot). ' |

On thirty-one” of the forty decision items, -however, thefe were no- significant

these f indings suggest that posmon rs moderately related 10 the locus of pref erred control over
educatronal decisions. However these fmdmgs mrght well have been affected by the
interrelationships among pos'ition and three qther vanables: gender. years in present position
and formal education. | | Lo
-

-How 1s the number of years in.a posmon related 10 perceptions of the actual , and_

preferred locus of control over educational decrsmns?

A'one-way analysis of variance was used to examine the statistical significance of the

-differences in mean scores, while- the Scheffe’ procedure was used to determine the
 significance of differences among various grou'ps. Table' 5.07 presents the statistically

srgmf icant drfferences in the locus of control scores by number of years in a position. As

indicated in Table 5 07 significant drfferences were ‘evident on two decrsron items regardmg. '

the actual_locus of control.




*  Significant at .05 level
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“Table 5.07 o
¢ _ : b
Comparison of Mcan Locus of Control Scores '
by Number of Years in a Position
Category 1 23 4 o
Cliem No. . Type N (1-2) .(3-4) (5-6) (7+) F  Groups .
. 1 i‘
7 s 15 97 92 71 62 - 49™ Fla>4
9 s 75 52 92 40 .6l 42" 2>3
! SH.' 74 71 1% 79 60 1St 3>4
3 SH 74 5.1 66 69 52 3.4 3>1
11 SH.™-. 74 99 125 122 112 = 30°  2>1
17 ¢ SH g .71 68 81 81 67 30" 23>4
i e :
‘#‘. 2;"‘. ‘v
**  Significant at .01 level ‘ \
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Regarding special features (C-7), the mean scores of- respondents in their first or

second year (group 1) were significantly higher on decentrahzanon than those of respondents

seven or more years in a posmon The mean scores of respondems m their third or fourth

year (group 2) were srgmfreantly higher on decenrrahzauon than those of respondents seven
or more years in a position on the firsl decision (special features, C-7), and those of
respondents five or six years ina posmon on the second decision (textbooks, E -9), .'

Ooncemmg special features (C-7), respondents in therr third or fourth year in a

position percerved greater decentralrzauon than drd those seven OT more years in a position.

\

~ Also,on this decision respondents in their first or second year in a posmon perceived greater

)

.deeentralization rhan did those seven or more years in a -position. Regarding textbooks (E-9),
respondents in their third or fourth year in a position perceived greater decentralization than
did thos¢ in their fifth o sixth year.

On thirty- erght of the forty decision items regardmg the actual locus of control,
however there were no sngmfrcant differences on the basis of the number of years in a
position. These findings suggest that't"ne number of ‘years in a-position is very weakly related
'to the perceived locus of ‘aetual control over educational decisions, if at all.

As indicated in Table 5.07, significant differences were evident on four decision items

regarding the preferred locus of control. The mean scores of respondems in their fifth or

sixth year (group 3) were significantly higher on decentralization than those of respondents
seven or more years ina position regarding finance to a school, (F-1). On this decision, the
former preferred greater decentralization than did the latter.

With respect to the finance of new programs (F-3) and the selection of a principal

+(P-17), there were significant differences in the locus of control scores. On major equipment -

(E-11), the mean scores of respondents in their third or fourth year in a position were

significantly higher on decentralization than those of respondents in their first or second year.

" On this decision, respondents in their third or fourth year in a positiorr preferred greater

decentralization than did those in their first or second year.

<

A
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On thirty-six of the forty decision jtems regarding'thg preferred locus of control.

however, there were no significant differences on the basis of the number of years in a |

_position, Notwithstanding, these findings suggest that the number of years in a position is

- weakly related to the locus of preferred control over educational decisions.

How is administrative experience related to perceptions. of the actual and preferred
locus of control over educational decisions? ‘ | | “

_ A one- way analysxs of variance was used to examme the statistical srgmftcancé of the
drl‘ferences m ‘mean_scores, while the Scheffe procedure was used to deterrgine the
signifi jcance of differences art;ong various- groups. Table *8 presents the Mtrs&cally
significant differences in the locus of control scores by years of administrative’ experience of

central office administrators and principals. As indicated in Table 5.08, signif: jcant differences

_were evident among various groups on two decision items regarding’ the actual locus of

control. S

Regarding finance in a school (F-2), the mean scores were significantly different
between two groups on the basis of years of administrative experience. On the selection of a
principal .(P 17), the mean scores of administrators thh 21-35 years of administrative
experience were srgmfxcantly hrgher on decentralization than those of administrators with
17-20 years of administrative experience. The former group percetved that greater
decentralization existed on this decisin than was perceived to exist by the 1att_er._

On thirty-eight of the forty deeision items regarding the actualy locus of control,

however, there were no significant differences among various groups. These findings suggest

~ that years of administrative experience is very weakly related to perceptions regatjding the

actual locus of control over educationa! decisions, if at all.
As indicated in Table 5 08 a gg%gmf icant difference was evxdent among various groups
of respondents on one decision item regarding the preferred locus of control. On this

decision, the mean scores of respondents with 17-20 year's' of administrative experience were

k4
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o Table 5.08
Comparison of Mcan Locus of Control Scores by
. Years of Aministrative Experience

‘Category L 1 2 3 4
Item No. Type N (1-12)  (13-16) (17-20) (21-35) ~ F Groups

: ‘ - . -
F-2 IS .64 12.7 13.7 13.3 125 29* 2>4
P-17 s 64 6.8 7.3 6.1 8.4 3.2 4>3
0-26 SH 6. 128 139 135 132 S50° 3.2>1 |

——

* Significant at .05 level 4,
| T

i



145

v:

signif‘icantly‘ hfgher on decentralimfion thah those of respondents with 1-12 years .of
- administrative experience. In addition, the perceptions of respondents with 13-16 yeers of
‘administrative experience were significantly higher on decentralizationb than those of
respondents with 1-12 years of administrative experience. Administrators v{ho had 13-20
" years of administrative. experience preferred greater decentralization than thoee with less than
W 13~years of expenence regardmg the school timetable.

On lhmy nine of the forty decision items regardmg the preferred locus of control
1_however there were no significant dlff erences among various groups. These f mdmgs suggest
'wf"»ihal years of administrative experience is very weakly related to the locus of preferred control

. over educational decisions, if at all.

‘ Respondents were drawn from four large, urban school districts in Alberta. To what '
extent are perceived differences in the actual and preferred locus of control over educational
.' decisiens related to the school district of the respendem?

A one-way analysis of _variance was used‘to examine the slatietical significance of the
differences in meaﬁ scores, while the. Scheffe' procedure was used to determine the
significance of differences among ‘various groups. Table 5.09 presents ‘the statistically
significant differences in the locu‘; of control scores by school district. :

As indicated in Table 5.09. significant differences were evident among various groups
on nine decision items regarding the perceived locus of actual control. The nine decisions
represented the foilowir;g five decision categories: (1) equipment, supplies and services; (2)
personnel management; (3) organiutional structure; (4) finance and budgeting; and (5)
curriculum aﬁd instruction. The locus of control scores on three decisions in the equipment,
supplies and services category were related to the school district.” Mean scores in District A
were éiénificantly higher on decentralization than 'tho_se in District B on textbooks (E-9) and

» major equipment (E-11) and also higher on decentralization than those in Dis,trict C

regarding classroom f umishings" (E-12).
0



Comparison of Mean Locus of Control Scores

Table 5.09

by School District
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Category : A B C
Item No. ‘.__ Type N 1 2 3 4 F Groups
F-.2 1S 77 13.6 132 131 21 38 A>D'
E-9 1S 77 8.8 4.7 5.1 63  28. A>B
E-11 ‘IS 77 11,8 8.1 109 © 9.0 4.7 A>B
E-12 . IS 75 T127 0 104 96 T 118 42" A>C
113 IS 76 146 134 145 149 41 AD>B
P-17 s 7 6.0 6.7 74 85 117 C.D>A;
' ‘ .., D>B
P-18 IS 77 12.4 10.8 10.1 11.4 60" A>B.C
0:25 5 77 12.0 7.6 8.3 8.4 25.9%**A3B.C.D
0-28 IS 76 10.9 7.2 9.8 6.7 9.8*** A>B,D;
. A ~ C>BD -
“E-9 - 'SH 75 7.8 3.6 6.9 88 28 D>B
P-18 SH 75 12.6 121 112 123 34 A>C
S-23 " SH 75 12.5 103 127 1.5 36¥  AC>B
0-25 SH 75 11.9 9.7 84 88 1L9TM*ASBCD
0-28 - SH 74 11.5 8.2 79 75  82"""A>B.C.D
R-30 SH 74, 11.0 8.8 8.4 9.1 29 A>C
N-34 SH 75 53 73 84 | 95 47" CD>A

*** Significant at .001 level
** Significant at .0l level
*  Significant at .05 level
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.+ In the personnel management category, mean scores on the locus of actual control in
Districts C and D on the selection of a_ principal (P-17) were sighificantly higher on
decentralization ‘than those in District A. In addmon District D scores were also sign ;1cantly
higher on decentralization than those in District B. Conversely, with respect to the selecuon ‘
of a teacher (P-18), scores in District A were. significantly higher on decentralization than

those in either District B or C. | ‘
Although Distiict A was perceived to be more decentralized with respect to eduipment, .
supplies and services, it was perceived to be more centralized with respect to one item in Qe
personnel management category (the selection of a principal).» In the organizatibnal structure
category, mean scores on the perceived actual locus of control in District A were significantly
hi'gher on decentralization than those in at least two other districts.

Overall, regarding the actual locus of control, District A was perceived to be more
decentralized on four of the five decision categories identified than were one or more of the
other dnstncts These Af indings were not surprising since District A adopted school-based
budgetmg some years ago, and more recently, adopted school-based staffmg In shafp
contrast, District B, one of the smallest districts, was more centralized on decisions in four of

b»'\

-the categories: (1) equipment, supplies and services; (2) curriculum and instruction; (3)
personnel management; and (4) organizational structure. —"

On thirty-one of ‘th'e' forty decision items regarding the perceived lgcus ‘of actual
control.' however, there were no signif icant _dif,f erénces among school districts. Nevénheless,
these findings suggest that the school district is mbderately related to perceptions of the actual ’
locus of control over educational decisions. ) |

As indicéted in Table 5.09, significant diff erences were .evidem among various groups
on se_:vei: decision items on Ll:xe locus of preferred control. These decision items represented
the following six decision categories: .(1) organizational structure; (2) equipment, supplies
and services; (3) personnel'managemeni; (4) student management; (5) community relations;
and (6) .new programs. The loéus of control scores on two decision items in the

organiuitional structure category were influenced by the.school district.
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The mean scores in stmct A, on both decision items. were slgmf 1cantly higher on
decentrahzauon than in all other districts. These fi mdmgs suggest that reipondems in Dlsmct 'r

A perceived greater decéntralization over organizational structure than did rcspondems in

other districts. On three other decxsnons the mean scores in District A were g‘yiﬁc@

higher on decentralization than tl}ose of other dlstrlcts (selection of a teacher, P-18; stu e
reporting, S-23; and the ;ommumty use of a school, R-30). Conversely. District A scores
were significantly lower on decentralization than those in two other districts on one decision,

the cc;ntinuation of a pilot .(N-34). These results suggest that respondents in District A

preferred greater decentralization than respondenis in other districts on matters concerning
four decxsmn cachones Less decentralization, however, was preferred with respect to one
decision in the n\)ew ‘programs category. |

Respondents in District B preferred less decentralization than did other respondents

over at Jeast one decision in each of three categories: (1) equipment, supplies and servi

(2) student management; and (3) organizational structure. “In addition, respondep
District C also ‘preferred less decentralization err at least one decision in each of three
categories*:‘_(l) personnél management; (2) organizational structure; and (3) community
relations: o . | ‘

" On thirty-three of the forty decision items regarding lhe"locx;s of pfefgrred control,
hoWever, there were no significant differences among school districts. Nevertheless, these

findings suggest that the’school district is mildly related to the locus of preferred control over ’

educational decisions.

Type of School

How is the type of school related to perceptions of the actiial and preferred locus of

control over educational decisions? ‘

A one-way analysis of varignce was used to examine the statistical significance of the

differences in mean scores, while the Scheffe’' procedure was used to determine the
significance of differences among various groups. Table 5.10 prcséms the statistitally

¢ N )
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significant dif fc'rences in ihe locus of coriirol scorek by type of school.

There were no significant differences among vanou%xoups on gy of the f %rty
decision items regarding the perceived locus of actual control.’ These findings suggest that the
type of school is not related ‘10 perceptions of the locus of actual control over educauonal
decisions. | ‘ ' § o F - ? .

As indicated in Table 5.10, however, a significant difference was evident between two
of the groups on one decision item regarding the locus of preferred control. Regardmg class
size, the mean scores of principals of elementary-junior high schools were sngmf 1cantly hngher
than thos; of principals of semor high schools. Elementary-junior high pnncxpals preferred -
ércate; decentralization on this awiiion than did principals of senior hjgh schools.

However, on 'thirty-hix‘ie of the forty decision itéms regardiné the locus of preferred

controfl, there were no significant differences among various groups. These findings suggest

" that the type of school is vefy weakly related to the 'lo‘cus of preferred control over

educational decisions, if at all.

.
iz | -
- " . L

control over educational decisions? g
. Gl s *& =2

A one-way analysis of variante was “used to e”,} mme the statxsixcaf%gmf lcaiec';

As indicated m Table 5.11, a sngmf icant difference -

\

on one decision itém regarding the percewed locus gp? §ac§ul cé’ntrol A,COncermng N
transportation, ihe ‘mean -scores of pnncxpals of schoois"‘ 31 ag, enrolment of 301 to 40(1

s P S

r



Comparison of Mecan Locus of Control Scores *

Tabie 5.10

by "rype of School

15 -

Category ' Sl 2 3 4 .
Item No. Type N Elem. J.H. S.H. Elem.-JJH. F  Groups
» ) .

‘ 4
0-28 SH 31 99 9.6 6.5 110~ 3.2*  4>3

¥
. . “ \
# ¥4 w
* Significant at .05 level “&‘f :
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{,be that schools with 301 s 400

A possible explanation for these finding

students were large elementary schdols. whic ed enough students to allow for the

contracting of special buses, in‘ addition to the St of regular transit service. “On the other

hand, small schools with 300 or less students may not have quahf red for spEcral busing or may
have served small commumues where busing was not required. Large schools with 401 to‘
‘10(.)0 students, »howe_ver.r Were_'probably‘ junior 'high"or senior high schools, which generally,
" operate under different transportation guidelines. . |

However, on thirty-nine of the forty decision items regarding the perceived locus of
J

actual control, there were no s1gmf1cam differences among various groups These findings

»4

suggest that the size of a school is. very w/aklv related to the percepnons of prmClpalS

f

regard‘ng the actual locus of control over edu ational decisions, if at all. o« o

On all forty decrsron 1tems regardm the locus of preferred control, however, there.
~ were no significant dlf ferences among vandus groups of principalsT [These f indingsosuggest
that the size of a school is not related to the preferences of ‘principals regardmg the lpcus of

/‘ o
/ .

‘ ~control over edutaubnal decisions. - /

/

C: SUMMARY *° . <

. q’I"his ,‘Qhapter presented analyses of pereeptions regarding the actual and pref erred locus:'

of cont'r'ol‘ - over varioug decision "/‘iterns. | The relationships of .various’ backgrou_nd ,
characterist'ics:;o perceptions of the ac‘t‘ual‘an-d preferred 1ocus of control were also examined.

| The resu,l.ts indicated that tth_ere were no signif’ icant dif’ f erv_ences'between perceptiOns of

- the aclual ;a‘nd preferred 1ocus of cOntr.ol in aj"large majority of the- decision- catego’ries."

However 'signiﬁcant differences were evident between mean scores on the pereeived locus of

" actual and- preferred control in three decrsron categorres capnal expendnures equrpmem K

Nixd
supphes and servrces and personnel °managemem “In these decrsron areas, trustees and
4.3 . \X .
:a.dmrmstrators favored greater decentrahzatwn than was percerved to exrst at the time of lhe
: o £ A Coans : o
study. : R ,g._: ro SR

'
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In summary, trustees and admrmsuatom?expressed no desrre for greater: centrahzauon

over educatlonal decisions. Conversely, they expressed a need for greater decentrahzatton over

' economtc and personnel matters: In most decrsron areas, however trustees and admmrstrators
»*

expressed no preference for greater orl‘lesser decentrahzatron. " These findings suggest that the

status quo was largely. acceptable with respect to the percerved locus of \Ctual and preferred

control over most declslans e t_ﬁ",

Relationship of background Variables Of the nine background variables examined '

-~

'most were mudlv or moderately related to perceptions of the actual and preferred locus of

control. The strongest relatronshtps pertamed to posriron school dtstrrct and gender. Age

formal educauon and number of years in a posrtton were somewhat related to percepuons of

[ 3

the actual and preferred locus of control. The relatlonshrp of gender, number of years m a

posmon, and formal- education to posmon may have influenced the relattonshrp of these

vanables to percepuons of the actual and preferred locus of control The three weakest

: relatlonshrps pertamed to years of admlmstrattve experrence type and srze of school. Som_e

- Al

mteracuon among the mterrelated variables might have been a factor in- these results In

-

other words ‘there may have been some contam,matxbn in the findings, resultmg from the ,

: 'mteractron of ong or more mdependent varia,

v g 4

2
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‘ o Chapter VI
"FACTORS CONTRlBUTING"_rO CENTRALIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION OF
| - CONTROL .,
. o o - o . ®.
This chapter presents the results of the analyses of the perceived influence of selected
. ' X ' ‘ w} . , _

factors on the level of ‘centralization and decentralization of control. The respondents were
: asked to mdrcate thelr percepuons of the degree of decentralmng or cemralrzrng ml‘luence on

decision. makmg which was exerted in. Alberta bv selected f‘actors The relation of various
background.characteristics to the influenee of selected factors is also exam-ined' in. this chapler.'.y '

: | A. PERCEIVED INFLUENCEJOF SELECf ED FACTORS ,
'l'h_e following sub‘-proble_m is addressed in the fi,rs‘l pa,n of this chapter:
. - . . ! -

o

Sub- Problem 10 What factors contrrbute to changes in the perceived locus of control .
m the. educauonal system" !

In all, smeen majbr factors frequently rdentrfled m the lrterature were examined.
| These were as follows (1) education departmem polrcy, (2) currem pracuces i'n

_administration; (3) pressure from the leachers assocratron (4). provmcral legmlarron, t’(5) .,

bpressure for public accountability; (6) currem pohucal climate; (7) pressure f.rorn the . B

o 3

trustees' association; (8) currem economrc climate; (9) muluculturalrsm polrcy! (10) pressure .
for minority rrghts (11) pressure f rom science and technology. (12) school board polrcy. (13) _
. socral and cultural mores; (14) personal phrlosophy sy p'essure for human rrgvhtsr and (16)
moral and ethrcal standa‘rds In addmon,vxespondents Wfl'e asked to identify otherr important ..
centrallzmg and decentrahzrng factors; ﬁ ‘

‘Each respondent was asked tog')indrcate ‘om a seven-point scale ‘the degree of ml‘ luence
of ecach . factor. The scale ranged “from one ;gstrong decemrahzauon) to s'even (strong
'cemrahzauon) A ratmg of four mdrcatedwsb@nced forces; “that 157 me degree ,of .
decentralmng or cemralrzmg influence was eonsrdered to be equal or balanced on dechron

T makmg . . N

154 s
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.For the;x"'purpose of this study. decision mak'inngas considered to beconte rnore
decentralized. if control over decisions moved in the direction as follows: province —>
district —> ‘schooi —> classroom' (policy‘ maker —> administrator —> practitioner).

\ However it was consxdered to be more centralized 1f control over decision making moved m
B ’-,»the opposxte direction

’ .

e Table 6 01 presents the mean scores on each factor in rank order from the _combined

responses of the total sarnple The two factors wrth the highest mean scores. (most ~

centralized) were, provmcral legrslation and education department policy. These factors,

. located. thhm da range of 5 6 to 6.5, had a moderate centralmng influence over educational \
4 éé g, , ,

S, accordmg to respondents

¥ ' ' ot ' . ; ) 1
L The next five factors in rank order, located within a range of 4.6 to 5.5, had a mild
. ‘J o
3T centralizmg mfluence aecordmg to’ respondents. Listed in descendmg order of centralmng ’

influence, these factors were the fol owing: (1) current political chmate. (2) current economic

=

chmate; (3) pressure from teachers assoclatio_n. (4) pressure from trustees’ assocration. ‘and

&R (5) pressure for public accbuntabihty | | | | |
| In’ contrast the mean scores on eight of the srxteen factors were locwd wrthm a
range of 3 51 0 4.5 and therefore approximated balanced forces The eight fa&tors mcluded

3 ) (1) pressure from sgience and technology; (2) pressure for minority rights; (3) pressure for

human rights. (4) schpol board poltcy. (5) multiculturahsm pohcy, (6) social and cultural

’ mores (7) moral and ethical standards. and (8) current practices in admimstrauon

W Lastly. the loNvest ranked mcan score pertained to the personai philosophy of

respondents The m,ean score was within the range of 2.5 to 3. 4. This result 1nd1cated that

A respondents perceived their personal phllOSOphy to have a mild degree of ' decentralmng

PR

~ influence over educational decisions.

Discussion
The f indings regarding provincial legislation and education department_/‘policy might be
“expected since education is constitutionally a provincial responsibility. In addition, prior to

: . L ‘

. ] '
<+ - - + e
. . s .
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Table 6.01

oyl ' Influence of Sclected Factors on the Locus of Control

Ranked by Mean Scores

KE

A

N =152
Factor 3 - , Mcan
1. Provincial Legislation , - 59
2. Education Dcpartmem Poli‘cy , ' 58
3. Current Political Climate R : 51
4.  Current Econgmic Climate R o 49
5.5 Pressure from Teéchers' Association 4.8
5.5 Pressure from Trustees’ Association - : 4.8
7. Préssure for Public Accountability ’ a6
8. Pressure from;Sciepce a‘nd "‘I'echnology : S 4.5
9.  Pressure for Minority Rights‘ : 4.4
10,5 Pressurg for Human Rig.hls o , 43
105 Schoo! Board Policy < a3
12.. Multiculturalism Policy | ' o 4.1
14.  Social and Cultural Mores | | ‘ 3.9
- J4. | Moral and Ethical Standards : 3.9
lfi. Current lsract‘ices in A_dm‘inistralion, S / : 39 " o
16. Personal Philosophy . . i%
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the time oj this study, the Management and Finance Plan (1984) had been implemented by -

~ th moxal government while the School Act and Secondary Education were under review.

At the ttme of this study, Alberta was in the midst of a severe economic recession.

4

Fiscal and budgetary restraint was the order of the day in the spring of 1985. Thus, it was

not surprising that the results indicated that the political and economic climates had a mild

centralmng influence.

Consnstent with the political and economic forces oi’ the day, pressures were also being
exerted&by the teachers association, the trustees' association and by the public for greater
accountability Although '.these pressures also had a mild centralizing influence, it is doubtful
they were all pushmg m the same direction For instance, during the spring of 1985, the
trustees’ assocrauon was calling for lower teacher salary increases, even salary «cuts, while the
teachers' association was demandmg increases comparable to increases in the cost-of - livmg

* index. *In retrospect ‘the pressure for greater public accountability ltkely ‘contributed in part

tothe 1mplementatron of the Management and . Finance Plan (1984). The plan largely brought

about a strong emphasis on the monitoring and evaluation of personnel (students, teachers,

P

administrators). programs, schools and school districts.

‘The findings regarding the eight factors which approximated balanced forces suggest

that none of the factors exerted much centralizing or’decentralizing influence. This does not ~

. ‘ - . o, .. . , :

imply that these factors were not tmportant to the decrsron-makmg process. For example-,
school board pOllcy would have been very important to the school admimstrator even though
1t was not identified as having any centralizing or decentralizing influence.

Of the sixteen vanables personal phxlosophy was the onlv factor which had a

‘ de&ntralmng influence, accordmg to: resporldents These fmdmgs mdxcate that trustees and |

,g, S
4 admtmstrators perceiv ;

v

«

t‘seven factors had a centralmng effect on educatxonal decrsrons




ther Im n ralizing anc ‘ rl

This secuon presents the analyses of responses to the f ollowmg open-ended quesuons

1. List any other centrahzm factors which you consider important, bul were not.

mcluded in the above.

S '
\.’; 2. Lrst any other ggcemrahzmg faclors which you consider important, but- were not

"

included in the above, - '.;
N O !

Other ¢ entralig,ing factors 'identified‘ihéluded four categories: _fluance. provincial or
local policies, pressure’ grOups and mrscellaneous factors. Financing of ‘education was
identified by four respondems The followmg provmcral or local policies were also identified:
'the provincial govemmmt s consutuuonal resporisrbxhty for education, -provincial evaluation
policies, teacher cemflcatlon and evaluauon dlploma exams, teacher-hiring practices and

~ allocation of professnonal staff. The followmg types of pressure groups were idehtified:
minority groups paren:-advrsory groups and 's:ﬂgle-xssue groups. Lastly, miscellaneous

factors included limited resources, unemploymem the ]udlcral system rehglous leaders, the

desire to avoid accountabrllty and high 1echnology In summary the most common additional

centralizing factors xdenul‘ ied ref erred to finance, publrc pohcres and pressure groups.

Other decentrahzmg factors identified also lncluded four calegones parem or
-special-interest groups, finance and budgeting, polmcal faclors and soaetal or other forces.
Q

Parent or specral-mterest groups were identified by frve ‘respo_ndents. The factors relaled o

finance and budgeting were block fundirig. Manag'em‘e“'m' and Finance Plan, school

‘.,\

fund- rarsmg, fmancral decrsrons and school-based budgeling Political factors identified
meluded local autonomy, local political pressure and the Charter of nghts and Freedoms.
Lastly, respondems identified the following societal or other,lf_mces: eomplexny of society,

information socilety, consumerisrn high technology, phiiosqphy of deceniralization,

'mmomy language pressure prmcrpals association, professro sm, children's needs and

) 4
'male female sexrsm ‘In summary lhe ‘most common addit nal decentralizing factors

'.

rdennfred referred to specral mterest groups, finance, polmcal l‘aclors and societal forces.
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- Overall, similar cat‘egories were identified to have either a centralizing or decentralizing

influence on educational decisions.

B. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
The following sub-problem is addressed in this part of the cﬁapter:

Q-Problem 12. T 0 what extent do differences exist regarding the perceived;'
mflucnce of various factors on the basis of the following background characteristics of
respondents (1) gender (2) age; (3) formal education; (4) posmon (5) number of years in

a posmon. (6) years of administrative experience; (7) school drstrrct (8) type of school; and

\'»_’(9) size of school?

- Thus, nine background characteristies or variables were examined to determine their
relationship to the mean influence scores on each of the sixteen factors. For analyzing
demographic data, the responses of: the total sample were combined. Since some background
charuacteristics were interrelated, as repgrted in Chapter 5, the. succeeding analyses might have

been affected to some extent by the interaction of one or more indgpendent variables.

- Gender

How is gender related to perceptions of the degree of centralizing or dv:c;g;@n:lizin.g-"3
influence of selectedf—f—arc:tors? ' .

\‘ A two-tailed t test for independent samples was used to analyze the mean differences
between the&male and female respondents. Table 6.02 presents the 'statistically significant‘

drfferences in the mean mfluence scores by gender As mdrcat n Table 6.02, srgmf icant

~d1fferences were evident on mean mfluence scores between ma)e%ﬁ; female respondents on

" two fa-ctors On both factors, the mean influence scores for fer@les were srgmfrcantly higher

~ than for males. Thus, females perceived that social and crﬁtural mores and the pressure for

~+ human rrghts had a greater centralizing influence than did males.



. | g Table 6.02

: Comparison of Mean Influence Scores

v by Gender -

Factor ‘N Group X . S.D.  uvalue  Groups

T . , . .
" ! . . .
b i N ' ‘ - \
e | ' ' ’

Pressurc for Human Rights 2 UF) L 50 16 211% 1>2
y 126 2M) C 42 16 '
Social and Cultural Mores 21 l(i-‘,,) 4.5 1.5 2.08+ 1>2
i 123 AM) 38 14 |
L \ .
* Significant at .05 level )
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On fourteen of the sixteen factors, however, no significant differences on mean
influence scores between males and females were evident. Nevertheless, these findings suggest
that gender is weakly related to perceptions of the degree of ccnti’alizing or decentraliz;&
influence of factors examined in this study. Since gender was relateo to both position and
formal education, the strength of this relationship might ha\"e been even weaker than

indicated by these results.

Age

*

How 1s age related to perceptions of the ‘degree ‘of centralizing or decentralizing
influence of selected factors? | '

A ‘one-way analysns of variance was used to examme the stausncal s1gmf1cance of the‘
differences in mean scores, while the Scheffe' procedure was used to determine the{
significance of differences among v"arious_ groups. Table 6.03 presents the statistically

significant differences in the niean influence ‘scores by age.

As mdncated in Table 6.03, a s:gmf:cam difference was evident on mean mfluence

N

" scores among various age groups of respondents on only one factor. On this factor, the mean

-

influence score of respondents aged 51 or older was signif icantly higher than f or ﬁhoee aged 40
or younger. Thus, older responoents perceived that pressure from science and. technology had
a greater centralizing influence than did younger respondents.. This finding might be expected.
as older people might be somewhat threatened by scientific and technologxcal change

On fifteen of the sixteen factors, however, no s:gmfxcant differences among various

~ groups were.‘eviden;. These findings suggest that age is very weakly related to perceptions of

the degree of centralizing or decentralizing influence of factors examined in this study, if at

all.

"Formal n

How is formal' education related‘,to perceptions of the degree,of eentralizing_ or

decentralizing influence of selected factors?



Table 6.03

Comparison of Mecan Influcnce Scores
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by Age
Group T
1(40 or <) A
‘ - 2(41-50) - _
Factor N 3(51+) X S.D. F Groups
Pressure from Science and' 15 1 39 1.4 414 I>1
Technology ‘ v
72 2 44 .12
83 48 12 ‘

* Significant at .05 level
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A two-tailed ¢ test for independent samples was used to analyu the mean diffe(m
between two groups of respondcnts those with a bachelor's degree or kss and m,ee-with sa'\,
gradume degree. Table 6.04 presents the slatxstically significant differences in tﬁé«» pmean |
mflucnce scores by formal education. As indicated in Table 6. 04, significant dif ferences were
evident on mean influence scores between respondents with a bachelor's deg__;\ee or less and
those with a graduate degree on three factors.

-Reghrding provfncial legislation, the mean influence score 51‘ respondents with a
graduatc c}egréc was sighif icantly higher than for respondents with a bachelor's degree or less.
Thus, respondents with a graduate degree perceived that. provincial legi;iati(:Qn had a greater
centralizing influence than did respondents with a bachelor's degree or less.

" With- respect to social and cultural mores, and personal philosophy, the mean
influence score‘svof respondents with a ybachelor's degree or less were significantly higher than
for respondents with a gl{aduage‘degr:ee. ‘Thus, lg:ss-educated responglents perceived that social
and cultural mores and personal philosophy ’f;ad a greater centralizing influence' than did
more-educated respondents.

A possible explananon .of the results on provincial leglslauon may be that

more-educated respondents, who perceived their perSonal philosophy to have a mildly

decentralizing influence, were less satisfied with the centralizing influence of provincial

legisiation than less-educated respondents. Re,gardfng social and culturz;l mores, it inay be
that less-educated peréons may be more aware of , OI sensitive to tﬁe influence of social and
cultural mores than more-educated respdndents. Conversely, highly-educated individuals may
be less subject 1o group pressures than those with less education. /

On thi{teen of the Fixteen factors, however, no significant differences among the two
groups were evident. Still, these findings suggest that formal education is moderately related

to pcrecptlons of the degree of centralmng or decentralmng influence of factors examined in |

‘ . thls study.

4
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a Table 6.04
’ & -« Comparison of Mecan Influence Scores
o by Formal Fducation | :
‘ - a"
Group ) .
1 (bach. : S
] X : or less) _ ] .
- " Factor : : N  2(gad.) X S.D. wlue. Groups
‘ . Provincial Legislation ' 47 1 54 19 -249% 2>
" .10 2 6.1 1.3 .
£ ’*‘: . ' ' ' ’ ’
Sokidl and*Cultural Mores .~ 46 -1 44 14t 2807 1>2
-, Sttt g ~ 97 2 36 14
R SRt o "‘9’ ’ . "7 *k
v ' . Personal PhiloSophy 47 1 . 34 16 3.15 1>2
Ll 10 2 26 13
R " :‘?‘Q N . . ; t
&;3."' ) %‘ﬁ P
el - )
X A '_‘,,_ ! o - "’3“‘ .
%« "** "Sienificant at Ol level ) .
AU S Significgntiat .05 level .+ : )
L - . ) * '«l ‘ R A * "_‘ . € "
- “ » q ' ’t.“y FE . X "1 sl "HQ“"
,\.'_f': -'(.3‘.“ 5. N v \!‘ 4 . -
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A one- way analysrs of vartance wws used (0 examt,ne the stamtmal srgmfrcance of the

. ‘mfluehce of selected factorS" Ty

oy

\ . : .{

o drfferences in mean - scores, whrle the Scheffe nrocedure was uy{;o determme the

‘ ,srgmflcance of : drfferences a-mong various groups. ».T able 6.05- pre_sen the stat:sttcally

srgmf tcant‘d f'lerences in the mean mﬂuence scores by’ posrtron o St

- As mdtcated in, T’able 605 srgmfrcant dtf;ferences on’ zcnean mfluence scores Were

& " Lo factors On the frrst five factors ltsted ‘the prmcrpals mean scores were srgmf 1cant1y hrgher

-

than at least one”of the other groups. Regardmg current pcractrces in admrmstratron and

‘personal phtlosophy trustees mean scores were srgmfr n(ngv htgher than those of central
/ Y offtce adrmmstrators Fmally, concerning pressure fro th

€ [IUS[OES assocratron central

‘ _‘ 1mstrators mean’ scOres were srgmf tcantlﬁtgher than those of trustees

, pffrce'k‘

o have bpen. curtarled by factors such ‘as provmcral lebslatton education. department pohcy,

¥ S : i ¢

: pressure from the trustees assocratron school board pohcy and current pracuces {;n

dmtmstratton- Stmtlarly. the central offtce adnumstrator s preference for grea
- N

decertralrzatron may have been curtatled by pressure from the trustees assocratron

L. ¥ ¢

How is posmon related to percepttons of the degree of centrahzmg or, decentralrzmg

. R Y
. evident among vartous groups (trustees central offrce admrmstrators and. prtncrpals ) on six
2

M

4

hese - f mdmgs suggest that the prmcxpal.s pre{erence f or greater decentrahzatton may

EEUE On ten of the i actors however 0o srgmfrcant drff erences among vartous groups were -

evrdent Nevertheless thesv, f mdmgs suggkst that posttron 1s strongly related to perceptrons of -

s

) ¥ 2 v
N the degree of centrahzmg or decentralmng mf;luence of factors examrned in thrs study.
However these t;mdmgs mrght well have b;en affected by the mteractton among posmon and'
5 o o S
- & thiree other vanables gender years in present posmon and formal educauon
TR | ' - - R
R ' . PR L
& - . Y o "1:»
o etﬁ‘« . How rs the nurqber of yeaas“ m a posrtton related to perceptmns of the degree of
?.: ; ' nﬁ/ahzmg or deoenﬁ'almng mfluence of seleetedffactors” '. . f‘" o o o ‘Q‘
) o : * i ' N 2 ! o . ' o N o i .
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A one way analvsts of variance was used to examme the statistical Stgntftcance of the

dit.’ferences m mean scores while the Scheffe' procedure was used to detemune the
'Stgml‘lcance of differences among various groups Table 6.06 presents the: stattstrcally
’,‘.‘Stg,tﬁlcant dtfference in the mean mfluence scores by number of years in a posmon As
tndt,eated m Table 6.06, a s1gmf1cant drfl'erence on mean influence scores among groups of

~

respondents of varymg years in a posrtton was evrdent on only one f: actor

On thrs factor, the mean scores of respondents -who had been in thetr posr ion for
; - L 2 .-
more than six years were srgmf tcantly htgher than those of respondents who h\d

«posrtmn for less than three years . Thus respondents who had more than srx years of

experrence m thetr posrt{on perceived that the pressure fox*mmority rights had a greater

]

.3
, centrahzmg mfluence than did respondents with less than three years of experrence in their

position. " i ‘ : ' . | .

~

LB

This fi mdmg sugéests that the longer an mdrvrdual stays in an educauonal posruon the b

. : fa
- Veater is the chance that the individual might be erther less.tolerant of, or more threatened

by. mmorlty nghts Possibly, less tolerance or fear of threat may be the rwt of greater 4

-~
-+

securlty tn a. posmon and mcreasutg desrre for autonomy Ort the contrary, mdwrduals
~ @ .
educated more recently Tnight be more tolerant of, or less threatened by, mmortty rrghts than

~

respondents educated some years ago.

ot On fxfteen of the ‘sixteen tactors however, no srgmftcant dtfferencds were evident -
SV
among vanous group& Tjese f mdmgs suggest that thg number of- years in a posrtron is very

¢

& weakly related 0 perceptrons of the degree of centrahzmg or. decentralrzmg mfluence of -

factors exammed m this study, rf at all.

S, K . . . (O — ,

Yes f Admim tr tiv peri nce - ' “. f‘ s .

« P

How is the. number of years of admmrstratwe expertenﬁe related to percepuons ‘of ‘the

degree of centralmng or decentralrzmg tnfluence of selected factorg - = ,‘ ' A

ks

I . A one way analysrs) of yarrance was used to exatmne the staUSttcal srgmf 1cance gf t

t

£

il
v

“

f

dtfferences m mean scores whrle the Scheffe prowdure was used i‘o dze&pmme the ;

o : o Coo . ,F)‘ e ) o g
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Table 6.06 - "\ *
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. .
\ Comparison of ‘Mean Influence Scores " -
by Nun;bcr of Years in a [‘ositi()n .
X,
Factor N Group X S.D. ~F Groups -
LB g '
Pressure for Minority Rights ~ ~ 32 1(1-2) 37 18  269* 4>
L 37 23-4) 43 14 . |
o . : » . : | g
; 33 3(5-6)0 ¢ 45 L6 SRR
0 al1+) 48 19
] ) .
o I . .
PrEe .
s - ) N
-, ' . .
v ( . . 4
"y . 8
<. X \ e
. L
: : R \ ‘
a
‘ 1 ’
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srgmf icance of dxﬂ‘brences among various groups. ' o Y

The résults indicated that no srgmfrcant differences were evident among various
groups on any of the ‘sixteen factors These findings suggest that years of administranve _

- experience is not related to perceptrons of the degree of centralizing or decentrahung tnfluence )

-

" of factors examined in this study. !

o

. e i - COE -
‘ How is school drstrtct related to‘deptrons of the degree of centrahzmg or

¢

ﬁ cfcentrahzmhnfluence of selected factors" ; ’ o
L «vA one way anaLysrs of vartance was used to examme the statistical srgmftcance of the
dlfferences in rhean &scores whrle the Scheffe procedure was used _ﬁ dete!mme the -

significance of dtffer?h"&s .;mong vartous -groups, Table 6.07 presents t?ie statrsttcally 'f .

sngmf icant dif fe erenﬁa\s in the. rnean mﬂl‘ence&‘res by school drstnct As mdtcated m Table 4
\.‘, W B

6. 07 s:gmfrcant dtfferences were evrda« on rnean mfluemb%cr‘ores among varrous school * .
¥ v - v . . « " &
dlstncts on four factors Lo T s ,” e & £

On these fagtors, all of the significant dtfferences pertamed to School Dtstrrct A and
&

" one or more of the other districts. The results on the current political clrmate mdrtated tbhat &

& A

& mean scores for Drstrtcn D were srgmf 1cantly hngher than for District A. Regardmg préssureo 'Q‘@
| ‘ " for public accduntabthty, mean scores for Drstncts B and D were significantly hrgher than for

o | Dtstnct A.- With respect t school ‘board. pohcf mean scores for Districts B, c and D were

-~

: srgmmzantly htgher than for Drstrrct A. Thus respondents from Dtstnct A peroewed %' lower

ccntralmng mﬂuence by the four factors than'did reSpondents from one or more of the other -
drstncts - _ o o

-, . “ ’ . - e . ) .
o On twelve of the sixteen: factors however \go srgngrcant dif ferences among vanous m"‘

Ay

groups were evjc ent Notwrthstandmg, these f mdmgs suggest that school dlstrrct is strongly
'& ‘
related 10 perceptrons of the degree of centrahzmg or deoentrahzmg mﬂuenée of factors AT

' exammed in this study ' o ' . L S f"
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.  Table607- . R &

- « Comparison of Mcan Influcpce Scores
# by school District ’
o
Factor
Current Politié® Climate” A
L2 . A B .
4 A @ ; C ‘ :
o D
. o . Y
. Pressure {or Public A
Accountability ‘
. ’ ' B
C
. D
A R o ! z
. School Boarg Policy 47 A

34 19 84%* C>a:

S B.- 48

: T 46 1

\ - } o | 29,‘;-'*“_‘ 50 L. |
/Y. Current Practices in o AT 30, L6 81 B>aA;
Administration _. > *:‘ - : o E>A

' o | ' ~ . S - . D>A .
A o : .29 D

Yyl [N B S ; . o
B B . ’ . . .

** Significanit at .001 level ~ . .
.- ** " Significant at .0lsgarel SR St
% * ° Bigrificant' at .05 level . ' :
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T explanatlon might be that senior htgh sch _‘

, b

' moderately related to peroeptron§ of the degree of %ntrahzm%aor decentrahzrng mfluence of |

Lo , How rs ‘the type of ,school related to perceptrons of the degree of centraliz.mg or

decentrahzmg influence of selected factors"

L4

g [
"{lf,' e

A one-way analysts of' vanance ‘was used to examme the mean scorg.q while the ,

A 4

i

>

.Scheffe procedure was used to determme the. stgmfrcance of drfferences among vanous*"!‘ %

¢ groups Table 6. 08 presents

: statrstrcally srgmfrcant drfferenoes in the mean mfluend?

. scores by type, of.school "As mdrcated in Table 6 08 significant dtfferences were evrdent ofa

fmean mfluence SCOTes among various groups on three factors. ‘

L}

" Regarding the current economrc eh‘ e E the mean scores of . senior hrgh princtpals

were significantly hrgher than those ‘of ementary - junior hrgh prmcrpals A possrble

'may ge more affected by changmg economnc

condmons than are elementary Jumor htgh schools,, whrch may in tum influence the

»

perceptrons of senior lugh prmcipals F‘cf? example young people may return to hrgh school:

sdurmg il of economrc recessron whgn jobs are scarce.. "‘” ' "

“ ¢
Wrth respect to pressure for human nghts the mean scores of senior hngh pnnctpals

were srgml‘ rcantly htgher than tho‘se Bf elementary J]Jl’llOl‘ hrgh pnncrpals A possrble

'explanauon mrght be that senior high’ principals may be more senwlve to the pressure for

human rlghts because the issue- rmght be hrghly relevant to: hrgh sc‘ﬁ)l students and may get

considerable attention in the high.school curriculum. o ‘ T .
+ n ‘

Concemmg moral and ethtcal (g;andards the perceptton’s of Juntor htgh principals were
ﬂ

signif tcantly hlgher than those of elen‘lentary pnncrpals. A possrble explanatron mtght be tha‘ .

, Jumor high principals nlay be hrghly, aware of moral and ‘ethical standards, because of the ‘

S \ :
nature of therr work with ! young adolescents. g R o

o’-'—'

‘o,

On thrrteen of the sxxteen factors, however no stgmftcant drfferences among vanous

M

"groups were evrdent Nevertheless these findings suggest that the type of school rs ‘

e ;¥

factors exarmned in thts study. ‘ o a0 #
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. el . Comparison of Mecan Infiycnce:Scores
o by Type of Schoo_l

s .. N Group - X SD. F‘A“ Groups'*

Current Economic Climate -~ 13 i ";,-.‘:ll(Elc_m.) Co477E9 o e 5 3>4 ,“
157 20 H)a v 449 14 W T T

3(S.H) 5.9 3

3

. 4E.+JH) 4.la

o 15

. ) . Al o 1
v e
2 Pressure for Human Rights . 13+
. - '15 .

~15

16

A ¥

3.6 31>4.

H W NI -

°
¥

Fthical Standards = 13
: 15

16

16

e >0
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" How is the size of a school related to perceptions of the degree of “centralizing or
_decentralizing influence of selected factors? }

A one-way analysns of variance was used tO examme the mean scores, while the
2 g;‘arocedure was used td determine’ the slgmhcanoe of -diff erences among various
h"(‘l:he ;;esults mdxcated that no snﬁmflcam differéfices among vanous groups were
h gﬁ‘ an; ofsthe sixzeen.factors These findings suggest that the size oh school is not

- C. SUMMARY

"' " ! In summary. the results indicated that two vanables ‘had a mederate centralizing
l

. oo
, nnﬂucnce over educatxonal decnsxons education departmcm pollcy and provmcxal legislation.

r ' 12
;‘%‘ A In addmon five variables had a mild centralizing mfluence , pressure from the teachers'
.4 ' ”’

ie

q. ey Jassocxauon pressure for public accoumabxhty. current polmcal climate, pressure from the . -

o

iz
f“ sl "‘4
* ,}.t | "assocmuon and the current economlc climate. Variables which had little or no
; : R . . |
pm’iv&r m?luence on’ comrol over educational decxsxons included the following: current

pratti&s m adrm 'trauon moral and ethlcal standards, .social and cultural mores,

G E
wo hultfcultutahsm polfcy, school board pollcy pressure for human nghts and pressure for

. minority. ,nghts; ly one vanable, personal phnlosophy. had a mnld decentrahzmg influence:
© T over educational decnswns. accordnng to the results of thnsstudy. LT

L
i

Relationship of background variables. Of the nine background variables examined,

- inbst -f' were. mildly~ or"-moderately related to peroeptionsv of the degree of cen_tralizingoo:_ ~

| \ decentrahzmg mfluence of selected factors Four of the vanables which were moderately

Q&
related to percepuons included position, school district, formal education and type of school
.Gender was rmldly related to peroeptnons whxle four variables were very weakly related or not

related to perceptions of centralizing or decent_rahzing influence (age. number of years in a
. : . ‘ -



position, years of administrative experience and size of school). However, there may ‘have
been some contamination in these findings, ‘resulting from the influence of one or more
intgrrelaged variables...

’. -« * ‘ ' L}

b~

t.'
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Ch&er vl

. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS .

Thig cHapter presents a summary of the study, including a statement of the research
problem. an outline of the methodology and the major findings. The" oonclusions are
presented f ollowod by a discussion of the implications for practice, research and theory The

chapter ends with suggesuons for further research, mcludmg a series of proposmt‘

Loy ‘ A v
L 5

N A. SUMMARY OF THESTUDY

~

_* The +Problem. This study exqmined' thé “perceptions of coHua_ ovcr e&ocational

decisions in four large, urban school disticts in Alberta, The basic research problem was -

- stated as follows: What are the perceptions of co'ujucational decisions across
Ly L =2 . : .
‘various levels? ‘ _, . - S orom -

LY i - 8 e
\ ~ The study was designed to examt:?; four maJor aspects of the basxc problem &

1. “What is the perceived degree of actual control over educatlonal decigjqns, exércmdﬁ

by persons 'working at various levels of the educational system (provmcxal, school board,

supermtendent principal and teacher)? - /

2. What is the degree of preferred control over educational decxsxons at each leve1‘7

} )

' 3. What is the perceived locus of, actqal and preferred 'control over educatmnal

AW

decisions? . , .

4, What factors joxt&nbute tﬂMnges in centralization or decentralxzauo\w control

(loc?control)" . ,
ition, this study examxned the relatxonshlp of various background charactenstms to
. ‘ o

ptions of the actual and pref‘erred locus'of oontrol

The oonqeptual f!amework of this study was based upom an open systems theory of
orga jzations. Oon_trol,,was, viewed as the output or end-result: of power, authority and
g « : '

_ influe {:e_ (Muth, 1984). The focal point in the stttdy was on the locus of control across

* . various levels of the educational system. ' : y

Y

&

[ 4



Methodology. A review of sinwar studies was conducted to determine the kinds and -
amount of data which might be gathered using a questionnaire (Chamberlam 1975, Hoy &
Sousa, 1984 March 1981’ Stmpkms. 1968)4 A bank of possible questionnaire items was.

{,
developed from the review of previous studies. Criteria for item selecuon. deletion or

modification, included relevance, clarity andlconciseness. Final se]ectton and modifieation of

items was carried out following a detailed pil(study Data were gath’erod by means of two

forms.of a questionnaire. dnring the sprmg pf 1985 from trustees, semor admmistrators and_ ‘

AAAAA

principals from the f our school dtstrtcts

In the ftrst questionnaire, responAents were. asked to indicate on a [ ive-point'

Likert-type scale which decisioh-making group(s) from the five orgamzaltonal levels
f ‘
(teachers principal's office, supenntendentL office, school board and provincial educatton

department) exercised maJor control (actual) over each decnsxon item. The second
questionnaire was similar, except it asked other respondents whrch group(s) from the five

e
organizational levels should cxercrse maJor cdntro} (preferred) over each decpston : , \

Ten categorres of decrsrons were exammed by the questtonnatres (1) f inance end ‘
b_udgctmg. (2) capttal expenditures; (3) equrpment, s_uppltes and servrces, (4) currtculum and
instruction; (5) personnel management; M‘dent management; (7) organizational structure: v
(8) commumty relattons, 9) tmplementatwn of new programswand (10) policy maktng and
decrston makmg Fout decision items were selected for c‘afh‘category of decrsron so tha}gn\
all f orty decision ‘items were hsted in’ the questtonnarres ‘

-

In addrson both forms of the quesuonnarre exammed centrahzmg and decentralizing
o

factors, as percetved by the total sample of respondents. The sixteen maJor f actors tdennr ted

m the ltterature mcluged (1) education, departrnent polrcy. (2) current practtccs in

admtmstratton (3) pressure frox‘n the teachers assoaauon (4) provmetal legts
. pressyre for public acoountabthty, (6) current polrtrcal chmate (.7) pressure } P
trustees assocrauom (8) currént eodnomtc chmate (9) multtculturahsm pohcy. ( pressure
__for mmonty nghts (11) pressure f ron‘t_‘ science and technology, (12) school board pohcy. (13)

social andggultural mores; (14) personal philosophy; (15)}pressure for hurgan nghts. and (16)



B R moral and ethical standards.

. The degree of influence of each factor was measured oh a I
'scale. ranging from strong degentralization to strong centrahzation. .
opgn-ended - questions asked subjects to lis{ other rmportant decehmliz

factors. Finally, both questionnaires were used to gather data on demograph '

years “of admrmstratrve CXPC}ICHCC (for
’ J

»prlnotpals. the type and size of school.. |
A sample‘ol' 32 trystees, 77 central office administrators and 64 principals was

selected. All trustees and central office administrators from the four school dist;icta' were

0y

¢ included in the study. Stratified random samples oﬁprmcrpals were selected for the study on

L )

me basrs of the type of school (elementary. elementary - junior high, Jumor high and senior

N

htgh) Four prmcrpals from each type of school in each( school district were selected. as

,partici_pants. The respondents were randomlyassigned to two subsets members ol' one subset
. ” e
Yy were aslud to mdrcarle therr perceptions of the current or actual degree of control, whrle the
v - '

. '.members of the other subset were asked 4\to indicate the pre(grr degree. ? control over

“w
'.
>

educatronal decrsxons. ) ) : ) ' E

TheFindings . " N

gtua dggge of control The pnncrpal ] of frce the superrntendent s office and the

.

‘- school board were percerved to have major or shared control over ‘mR0ost dec;sron categones

. Teachers and the provmcral education department were perceived to have the Jeast’ overall

- cdrttrol These fmdmgs rnrgh.t belefpected since the dectsion categorres largely dealt wrth

gt S

\ L rdperaLronal ii:tters mggnb’,'. mmmg,to local"' ssue§ and matters ef prograrn and polrcy

. 5 . - v).

‘o g . .". ‘_t;.." . “ R . “1., A
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T ' Preferred degr_'gg g contro Aocordmg to respondents prmcrpals should' have less

s control over the ftnance and budgetmg category (addrtronal fmance) However, respondents

l‘elt that the prmcrpal s office shOuld have more-contrél over two decrsron categones capltal

. , .
. . . s
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» 4 | . >
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expendltures (building cl;anges) and perso elsmanagement (selectron of a teacher and teacber

‘ evaluatlon %rocedures). ~Respondents also f elt that the school. board should have more control

. over one decrslon category -+ community relations{’ Specrl‘lcally the estabhshment of a school

v ) 1

parent advisory committee:

Respondents felt that teachers should have more control over four decrsron categorles

»  personnel mmtyemem (teacher evaluatron procedures), studenl management (student

" conduct), comrhumty relatrons (establrshmem of a parent advisory committee). and pollcy

[}

making and decision makmg (exte.‘nt, of .teacher participation in .decrsmn makmg).

Respondents also perceived that the provincial education department should have less control \

'

1 . * 3 L
over three decision categories: finance and budgeting ~ (finance 10 a school), capital

El

. expenditures (building changes, school c/l)sure) and equipment, supplies and. services (major

“-eq‘uipment) o ; ! oL . R

In general, the status~qud appeared to be aCCeptable 10 1he respiondents regardmg three

.-

|
decrsron categories: currrculum and mstructron orgamzauona{l strucwre and new programs.
The greatest discrepancies between the perceiwed actual and pref erred degree of com/rol
however, were evident in four decxsron categones f mance and budgetmg cipual

expenditures persormel management and commumt’y relauons. Of' particular lr\/terest

- . economic matters (fmence and budgeting, and caprtal expendrtures) were dominant areas of

concern..« . S | ‘ /'” I

“In summary. the prmcrpa,l $ ofl' ice, the supermtendent s offi ice and the s;chdol board

.

were preferred to haVe maJor or shared control over most decrsron calegones ﬁeachers and” ‘

K

the provmcral educatron department were pref erred to -have least overall con)/rol Fmally

would appear that consrderable satrsfactron exrsted amnng trustees and ,admlmgtrators

o ﬁ.regar%hg. tlrerr percep‘trdns of »the actual and preferred degree ol‘ control over educatronal

¢ . :
‘decrsrons_ across varrous orgamzarronal levels T ‘ 1

-Locus of control over educatronal decrsr_og The results mdrcated (here were no.

srgmfrcant drfferenees bétween peroeptrons of the actual and prererred locus_ of control in ac o

large majonty of the decrsron categorres However. \srgml‘rcant drfferences wer‘e evrdem

- : ' ' S . .
ol o . . L . ,

o s Ao e 28



betWeen' perceptions of the actual and preferred uss of control én thr'ee categories: capital
expendrtures. equtpment supplres and servrces and personnel management ln these decrsron
:areas trustees and admrmstrators«l' avored greater decentralrzatton than was percetved 10 exrst
| at the trme of the study IR |
In summary, trustees and admmrstrators expressed no desire { or greater centralrzatton
- of control over. educauonal decrsrons Conversely. they expressed a need . l"or greater
decentraltzatron over keconomrc and personnel matters. In most decrsron areas however
"“itrustees and admtnrstrators expressed no preference for greater or lesser control :‘hese
frndmgs sugges‘f tha/t the status quo was largely%cceptable wrth respect to the actual and o
pref erred locus of control over most dectsrons

Overall the results of thrs study mdtcated that there was a very htgh congruence

‘ .between the- actual and preferred locus ol‘ control over educatronal decrstons Apparently an

opttmal level of ‘control extsted at varrous orgamzatronal levels wrth respect to most decrsron o

categorres The two most htghlv-centralrzed dectsron categprres were capltal expendttures and"
equrpment supplres and servrces Conversely the two most hrghly -decentralized decnsnon

categorres were currrculum and mstuctron and f inance and budgetmg

k

Relatronshtp of‘ background vartables Of the nine background vartables examrned ’

most were mrldly or moderately related to percepttons of the actual and preferred Locus or ‘. s

control. The strongest relatronshrps pertamed 1o posrtron school drstrrct and gender Age o

.‘formal education and number of years in a posrtron were mrldly related o0 perceptrons ol” the

e actual and preferred locus of control The mteractron among gender number ol” years in a

position, and formal educauon wrth posrtron may. have influenced the relatronshrp of. these :
', varrables o perceptrons of the actual and preferred locus of control Srmrlarly. the .
: relationship .of age to admmrstratlve experience and type of school to srze ol' school ‘may also :
' have influenced the relatronshrp ol” these variables to percepuons ol‘ the actual and pref erred
locus of control The three weakest relattonshrps pertained to years of admrmstrauve.’

e
experrence, type and size of school.



- mrluence of selected factors on\the level of centralrzatton and decentrahz.atton of control was

T \'.;v- ' \ 1 \

\

exammed Respondents were asked o mdtcate thetr percepttons of the degree of &

ﬁ

decentralrzmg or eentraltzmg influence on decrsnon makmg, whrch was exerted in Alberta by

selected factors In addmon the relattonshtps betwe{n vanous background charactenstrcs and

the ml‘luence of selected factors were exammed

\ . ,"'

The results mdtcated that wo vartables éontrtbuted a moderate centralmng mfluence :'

] 1
- /

'oyer ttonal decrsrons educatron department pohcy and provmcral legtslatron ln
addrtron hve vartables contrtbuted a nuld centralmng ml‘luence pressure frfm the teachers
assoctatton pressure for pubhc accountabtltty, current polmcal cltmate _pressure from the

trustees’. asso‘cratton and the “current efonomic chmate.: Variables which had ‘lrttleor no
p /
percetved mfluence on control over /educatronal decrsrons mcluded the following: current B

practlces in admrmstratron moral and ethtcal standards socral and 'cultural mores, -

/_/

multrculturahsm pohcy, school héard pohcy,/pressur; for lruman 'nghts and pressure for -

mmortty nghts Onlyaone varxablé personal phllosophy, contrrbuted a mrld decentrahzmg
. \

' ml’luence over educauonal dectsrons according to the results of thrs study.

Relationship of back round variables. OF the nine background variables examine'd.

' ‘most  were 'mildly or moderately Telated to perceptions of the degree of centraliz;lnéf\or\
decentrahzmg mfluence of selected factors Four of the-variables”‘ which were- moderately ‘
related to perceptro,ns mcluded posmon school drstrrct formal educatron and type of school
Gender was mtldly related to pencepttons while f our varrables were‘very wealtly related or not

“related to perc,e/pttons of: centrahzmg or decentrahzmg influence (age number of years in a

—‘——ﬁfsﬁ'on yeafs of admmtstrattve expenence and srze of school) However, some background
' charactertsfrcs were mterrelated so these f mdmgs mtght have been af { ected to some extent by |

the tnteréctrorl of one or more mdependent vanables

JAE—



B, coNCLusroNs -

The fmdmgs of thrs study served " as the basis for drawmg conclusrons about
| centrahr.atron and decentrahzatron of control and 'the perceived degree of actual and prel'erred '

control over educauonal decisions. -

" : Centraliz'atio‘nﬂgng Degggtralizaﬂog of. Couitrol S . 1 ‘ L . @ 8
| - Thrs study Was largely based on an open systems theory of decrsron makmg Control

R
over educattonal decrsrons was defmed as the power, authorrty and mr luence required to make S A
» ~

Tan actual decision. The concept of hrerarchy of authorrty refers to, the extent to Whlch the' .
l"ocus of dectsron making is prestructured by the formal authorrty system (Hoy & Sousa ),
1984 321). g Power and mf luence, as viewed m the llterature flows rom legmmate authorrty. I, ?
provrdmg , _uch authorrty .is exercised (Bacharach 1981; Kelly, 1980 Scott 1981; and k

Tannenbaum 1968) In general the conceptual f ramework of the study was usel" ul and was

[

llargely supported by t\hc l’mdmgs , ‘ o " : SETR ““

TN

In this study, the organizational levels wlnch had formal or legal authorlty over
specrfrc decision categorres generally were percerved to have major -or shared control over
|

‘,_decrstons. Therefore, 1t was c_oncluded t}hat percepttons of the locus of control over

educational decisions were congruent with the allocation of formal authority as specified by

.leglslation, policies and regulations. S k | o B R
S ' : ‘ @
SN Percewed Degree and Locus of Control -
, \‘\\ ‘ .
\“;\\_\ _ The present study mdxcated that respondents were generally satrsl‘ ied with the status '

quo regardrng control over most decrsron areas.. In fact respondents percerved that l' ew
changes were necessary regarding control over educatronal decisions by the five orgamzatronal

.‘ levels (provr_nctal 'educatron_ department, scho_ol board, supermtendents office, prmclpal S

| office and teachers)‘. o L A B ‘ )_

-Perceived control tended to beg;lrstrrbuted consrstently and evenly among various - :

groups on-a large number of decisions. Thcrel” ore, it was concluded that the drstributlon of
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* control across organirational levels was”Characterist’lci df‘rdeclsloh'making in the schdol districts "

| fstudted It appeared that parucipatron m decision maklng on a shared basis was desrrable at - '

W\ 'varlous orgamzational levels. Increased partrclpauon in declsion makmg could strengthen the

vcommrtrnent of;metn;bers within an orgatuzahon.,

et - v B ~v - .» - .

L gt et Locus of control The: results ol' this study tend \to confrrm that n&a;or control over N

educatronal decrsrons ‘was held by the pnncrpal s ofﬁee \As predtcted in’ the March studyj -
(1981) camed out in 1980 a shift in control to rhe pnncrpal s offrce apparently occurred if

‘thc f mdmgs of thts study are c0mpared to the March frndtngs The March study examrned

, the patterns ol‘ control over educauonal decisions - m the four western Canadian provmces

~ boards (approxtmatel

. power and control over fmancral Tesources: o .'

Although the’ March study exammed the pcroepttons of cl'nef‘ supenntendents this study ‘.

[}

o exammed the perceptrons of semor admtmstrators tn addttron to chief supermtendents and

the perceptrons of trustees and prmcrpals _ '
What reasons mrght be: advanced to explam the shtft m the: locus of control" The
apparent shtf tin control mtght.be attributed in part to the followmg (1) Alberta Educatron

'mtttatrves (Management and Finance Plan, School Act Review); (23” collecttve actron by

4

school pnncrpals (admrnrstrators assocrattons) (3) scarcrty of resources, (4) school board '

N 1

pohcy, and (5) the Keegstra affatr

S0

. N\ In parucular provmctal control over the maJor source of revenue of Alberta school B

\

< -

‘70 percent of their financial resources are derived from provmcral

grants) likely hada, ] gt”apact though 1nd1rectly, on local control over numerOtIs decrsron .

o _areas In reference to Pfeffers work; Morgan (1986 16) descrrbed the r}latronshtp between

-

& -
. the use of such power is critically "linked with one's abthty to control the -
discretionary use of funds .... most of the financial resources available to an
- orgamzatton are committed to sustain . current operattons Changes To these
.- .opefations are us‘ually incremental, deciions being made to increase or reduce current
- expenditure. It'1s the abtltty to increase or decrease thts flow of furrds that- grves ‘
power. & _ .
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In a time of sCarce resources, it rna'y well be prudent to pass on 'discretion"ary 'powérs to lower .

M e
brgamzauonal levels with a vrew to garmng greater efficiency -and effecttveness The
)
delegatron of authortty also means that greater accountabilrty may be expected

However there was httle evidence m this study that teachers held a great deal oi*

L

| control ~over educational decrsrons March had predrcted that teachers would likely gain |

~ ‘mcreased control dunng the period from 1980 to 1985, Still, respondents feit that teachers :.
should have More control over several key decxsron categorres mcludmg .personnel a : o
. ‘. management student management commumty relattons and‘policy making and decrsion' '

| jmakmg in thts regard the results of this study tend to support the findings of Chung

(1985) whq found that tea&hers tesired greater decnsron makmg authority over school

.- matters. In addmo‘n the resuits were conﬁstent wrth the findmgs of Chamberlain (1975)

B Louden (1980) and Srmpkrns (1968) who found that teachers desrred greater involvement m )

A
educational decision makrng

March (1981) found that control over educationai decrsrons was largely heid by three

, ®
levels: the school board the prmcrpal 5. office and the supermtendent s office. Althqugh

- March did not rank the five levels accordmg to overail degree of control rt would appear

from his frndmgs (1981.110) that the foii_owmg rank order existed, usmg the procedu_re that

was used to obtain the values presented in Table 4.12 of this study: _
-,1.' Supermtendents office (3. ) UL . L
2 Pnncxpal s offrce (3.72) . | |
3.. VSChool board (3.41)
4. Teachers (2.44)

5. Provincial education department (1. 69)

However the fmdrngs of this stidy, carried out five years later ( 1985) mdicated that -

major- control over most decisions was perceived to be held inorder of dominance, Ly the'

principal's ofi'ice (3.73), the supenntendent s office (3 48) and the school board (3 28), as

‘indicated in Table 4, 12 Consxstent with the March study, teachers (2. 58) and the provmcial :

" education department (1.95) ‘were perceived to have the ieast control over -most. decisions.

—
~
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'Althd Jh March (1981) had predicted some loss of control by the school board and the -
. educatton department there was some evldence in this study that the overall percetVed degree
“‘ of actual control by the school board {(3.28) had declined but the’ proulnctal education -
department's control (1 95) had mcreased as,nfgtcated in Table 4.12.
| In recent years. the scarcity of ‘Tesources and provxncral rmtiatives may well have
: -contributed tn part to the dechnmg control of the school board and the increasing control of
_the provincial educatton department For mstanoe, ‘one of the objectives of - the Management
fand Frnanee Py,n (Ptogram Polrcy Manual 1984 1) mplement!d by Alberta Educauon was -
"increased cfflciency :id effecttveness in the use of hmxted public funds for thc provrsron of .
education with the focus on pnovndmg benefits. dtrectly to students.” The results of this study

suggest that the ManaSemo t and Finance Plan (1984) had a maJor impact on control over
: educational decisions'r It may have increased local control over operr(onal decisions, but also
incréased provmctal control over strategtc pohcy decisions. ' /\ |

ln thrs study, the re'lauve posmons of the supermtendent ; offlce and the prmcrpal S
office were markedly different compared to the March fmdmgs.‘ Whlch mdncated\ that the
superintendent's.of fice-and the principal's office had a'relatively cquivalent degree of control. _
With respect to the decrease in control by the supenntendent s office relative to that of the
principal's off ice, the reasons cited above to explain the increase in control by the principal's
- office mlght also explain in part a possrble decline in control by the supermtendent S offrce
‘ln other words the mcrease in control by the pnncrpal 3 offxcc may have -occurred to some'
extent at the expense of the supermtendent s off ice. _ '

Other major fmdmgs of this study also mdtcated that the percetved loc1 of actual

;control over educatronal decrsrons were largely similar to the loci of preferred control March

©(1981) dxd not address tlus issue in his study.

Relauonslup of background charactenstrcs Of the nine background vanables'
examtned position and school district were n(oderately related to perceptions regardmg control |
. over educational ldectsmns and perceptions of the degree of centralizing and decentrahzmg
influence of selected factors. Gender, formal education, age .and umber of years in a

/
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position were mildly. related to perceptions of control over educational decisions and the

‘degree of centralizing or decenu‘alizing influence of selected factors. Years of admipistrative

expertence type of school .and -size of schbol were very weakly re)ated although the type of
school was moderately telated to percepuons of centrahzmg or decentralizing influence.

1\ /

However these ftndmgs might have been afrected to some extent by the interaction among '

v

mterrelated variables.
of partlcular interest, formalv education was"moderately related to perceptions.of the
degree of control over educational decnstons and. the degree of centrahzmg or decentrahung :
influence of selected factors 'I'hese fmdmgs suggest that an admtmstrator s perceptions of
control over. educauonal decisions are not likely to change with increasing years of
admlmstratlve expenence but they mtght well be mfluenced by a change ip posmon school

district, formal education, age or number of years in a position.

_ | , |
Influence of selected factots. This study determined that edutation department policy

' . A
and provincial legislation were perceived to -have a moderate centralizing influence over

educational decisions. In addition, five variables contributed a mild centralizing influence:

pressure from the teachers’ assgc/iation, pressure for public accountability, current political ,
climate, pressure from the trustees’ association and the current economic elimate.

The March study (1981), however, indicated that educatlon department policy had
very httle influence durmg the period of 1975 1980 but predlcted greater influence for |
1980-1985. It did not examine the influence of provmcxal legislation. The results of this

study were smular to those of the March study wrth respect.to the influence of pressure for .

‘fpubhc accou'htabtlxty and the political and economic climates, all of which were predlcted to

g‘fncrease according to the March f mdmgs

The results of thts study were different from those of the March udy with» respect to

social climate, teacher pressure, board policy, trustee pressure and administrative practice.

‘March found that the foregoing factors tended to exert a rnild decentralizing influence, but

wen predicted to decrease. According to this study, trustee and teacher pressure contributed

a mild centralizing influence, while board policy and administrative practice were pereeived to



have little or no inﬂuence Scarcity of .resources during the five-year period (1980 1985) may \
accoum in large measure for the differences in the findings compared to the March study
relative to the foregoing act\ors '
However, the results of this ‘study supported the March i'indmgs with respect to the -
a, ' mild decentraliziﬂg ini'luence oi' personal phxlosophy This finding suggests that regardless of

‘&”1
changmg 1, social or econon_uc conditions, personal philosophy tends to have a

decentralizing influence on control over educational decisior % e M decentralization

cogtrol may be perceived as a desuable goai from a personal pd BeW. Other vari .
examined in this study, which were not mvesugated by March; ‘were perceived to have lit
no influence (moral and ethical standards, multiculturalism pohcy, pressure for human rights

and pressure for minority rights). ®

C. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE, RESEARCH AND THEORY

v

This section discusses implications which were drawn from the findings of this study
and the related literature. First, the implications for current practice are discussed, followed

by the implications for research and theory. | A

rrent r'r

Leadershxp of the principal's office The i ;h degree of percewed control by the
prmc:pal s office suggests that the role of the principal might well be changmg It would '
appear that new opportumues may exist for a principal to exercise leadership in an |
educational system. In reviewing - the effective-schools movement; Sackney (1986:15)
suggested that "bottom-up; school spec1flc change efforts” require a pamcxpatory or
democrauc approach that involves a hxgh degree of staff collaborauon group plannmg, and
shared decision making.” Principals may enhance school effecuveness by increasing the
participation of “teacher\s, parenis and other stakeholder groups‘in the process of decision

making.
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Still, numerous questions about the higﬁ degree of c)ontrolyuxby the principal's oﬂ:ioe
over educational decisions at the opera;ional level might be raised in connection with this
study. Fpr examplé, is the shift in con‘trol yﬂl océurring? Will the principa!'s"'of fice become
even more powerful? Is it desirable? ‘ “ |

There was some evndence that control by the pnnclpal s office had exceeded prefemd
levels. For example respondents felt that the princ:pal s office ha'd ‘more’ control -over
~ finance and budgeung al the school level than was preferred. On the other ,hand, truslees and
Aadmxmstrators fel\rt‘t‘hat, principals should have more control over capital expendxtures and

personnel managemenx 'l'he prmcxpal s control over somc decision areas may well coml'nue to

mcrease, but it may»be qunanled_ in othe_rs. .There might also be a need for school districts to

consider adopting new approaches to control over decisison areas to counteract inertia and

maintain a proper balance. A high concentration of control at one organizational level may

reduce the balance of control in the educational system, and increase refistance to change and

innovation.

LI

In view of the high degree of .control ‘by the principal's office over operational

decisions, it is very important for school disyicts to consider ways to ensure that proper
cfBtks and balances exist. In this regard, there appears to be a need for exercising various

means of greater control over principals to ensure a high degree of accountability. For

" example, attention might bé given to fe-examining criteria and procedures for the selection

and evaluation of principals and implementing appropriate changes, including ongoing-training
programs. ' |

Peterson (1984) identified six mechanisms of administrative control over managefs in
educational orgénizations. four of which wege hierarchical, one social and one
extraorganizationﬁl. The four hierarchical controls were supervision, input control
(resources), behavior control (structuring of activities), and output control (monitoring and
evaluatioh): The other two controls were selection -socialization (ongding training) and
environmental control (need for community support). Thc foregoing controls might be of

“some use in light of the principal's high degree of control over numerous decision areas, as

a
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shown y\this etndy lndeed it- may be incrmingly important for scheol districts to ensure
that cioals work towards aghiexins school district objectives and that they are held
"accountable }or their results. As a. public enterpriK eduoation is 100 important to be
dominated. by the control of one organizational level.

~ With respect to achool based staffing. the principal should respond appropriately to
. school dnstrict objectives the needs of school programs and the needs of the community.
while avoiding the teritptatron to make. decisrons on the basis of adtmnistrative or pohtical
expedxency For examp\ the selection and assignment of a teacher should berpnsed primarily
on the needs of the schoolinstructional program rather than the needs of an extra curricular

program ~Sin addmon school based staf’ frng requires a mechamsm for the plaoement of

 teachers whé, have expenenwd aome difficulties in a particular’ school sitwation and may need

3
LTS

a change toa more appropriate assignment.
However it is important for senior adtnmrstrators to ensure that a prmcrpal has all
“the available information atid appropmte supervisory and consultative assistance to make

optrmal and reasonable decisions with respect to staffing. Unless a school dlsmqt gives high

.pnorxty and close attentron- to the 1mplementatron of school-based staffmg.‘ of ensuring |

proper checks and hgjances, there may be a high potenual for abuse. ('__‘ a

Accordingly, thereiare umes though mf requently, when a prmcrpaf s desu'e to make a
\

decision might be curtailed in the best interests of the whole district. For. example, the .

assignment of a teacher to a position.approprigste to his or her qualifications and experience
might wtll be a school system priority. not only important for the individual teacher, 'b_’ut
vitally important '_for maintaining . high teacher morale in the district or maintaining high
instruotior;al'standards, even though such a decision might be contrary to principal preference. -
Similarly, under special circumstances, such as the implementation of new programs,
uphblding vschoo.l-oistrict priorities might well ‘be more important than maintaining principal

-

autonomy in a particular case or decision area.

Decentralization of control. What are the consequences of high decentralization of
control? For instance, are teachers expected to assume a greater role in school-based decision

.
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making? What is the cffect, ir my. on student leernin. or perentel involvement? What are

‘the implications for sipport services? What kind of monitoring and evaluauon might be |

required? What unintended consequences might result? S T

n‘: principal is wisé in judiciously using the powers of 'offic; he of she will actively

4 seek the advice and guidance of all stakeholder groups Of critical impomnce. the litereture'

. supports the -participation of teachers in the decision -making process whenever it is desirable
(Hoy & Sousa, 1984. Owens, 1981 Seott, 1981). Yet the results of this study offer some
, isupport to the view of Meyer and Rowan (1983) that teacher professronahsm (autonomy) 3

hrgely a myth, except in matters pertaining to the classroom.
Q 6"

*. ! L}
R P

Howevcr tt may not be' desrrable 10 mandate or rmpose a particrpatory style on ’

principals, as’ some principals mrght well be very effective in using other styles of leader
behavior. Yet principals rrright be encouraged to share their power with stakehelder groups
‘and to provide teachers with»‘ oppottunities ‘to panrdpate T decision rnaking; wheneverh-‘ir is
.&csirablé. If teachers fail to use their powers wisely, however, a principal might(,reiy on
community inﬂuerrce and‘ support as an effective counterbalance. For example, support from
a parerit advisory committee may effectively overcome teacher resistance to a school prograrn

change.

]

' Role®f the school board. What are the irnplications i'or the school board regarding

the high degree of power, authority end inﬂue’rtce vested in the principal’s office? Does
. greater decentralrzatron of control at the professional or managerial level mean a loss of status

and importance to the board of trustees? Has the role of the trustee changed as a resuit?

How has the relationshrp of the trustee changed with respect to the superintendent, the

principal, the teacher or the ratepayer? " '

‘ In view of the high degree of control by the prmcrpal s of fice, perhaps the least

desirable oonsequence would be the abdication by the board of trustees of its dutres and

responsrbthtes As the elected body responsrble for policy making, ftscal and budgetary ’

approval. the school board servesss the figal authiority at the local level on all school matters.

It must ensure that ail school district services are provided on a fair and equitable basis to all
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groups and individuals within the distict. I

Amrdinaly. school boards mﬁn adopt various methods for keeping principals on s
course of action éstablished by boatd policy. *One of the means might be to shape and _
-encourage community expectations of t.heiachool.' In this connection, avertldiag board policies
s,hopid give direction to the whole distrl%i and provide a frameyvofk for pﬁnclp,ala to work
within. Such policies should direct the principal to‘ be proactive in secking and maintaining
‘comm'unity‘ support. Most impbrum. appropriate mechanisms and communication nc;works
need to be developed within the school community. Adequate monitoring and follow-up
needs to becarried out by PrinEipals and central office administrators, if aoabuntabﬂii'y to theu

e o,

®

‘schoql board and the community is to be met. *

On balance, it wouldl“seem imponant for t.rustee'! to be wary of gemng too closely
involved with administrativo—or operational matters yet to recognize and accept the need 4o get
involved on matters of grievance or appeal requiring. political decxsxon_s. In this regard, it is
important to define the general spheres of infjl\‘lcnce or powers of trustees and administrators.
Overall, the increase in control by thé ﬁrincipal's office need not be granted at the expense of
the school board. Perhaps tha real danger is the perception on either sidé that a _gain on the

one hand means a loss of power on the other.

Role of the superintendent. What are the unphcauons for the role of the

superintendent? What changes in leader behavmr Or management style on the part of the
,supenntendenl might be desirable? How might policy makmg and decision makmg be
xmproved" How might commumcauon be affected?

< The decemtralization of contgal to the school level has major implications for the role
of the superintendent “First, the hﬁb's offioe might serve as an effective ﬁ;k or
bridge betw@y <&hool programs ' and the school board. It might facilitate worthwhxle
communication and gather appropnate xnformanon Second, it might ensure that appropriate _
mechanisms exist for policy® making, decision making and policy gnplementauon. Third,
.superintgndents need to carefully consider how their leader behavior or management style -

might enhance or impede organiz:atiqnal effectiveness. Fourth, superintendents need to
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consider how accountability might be bEu mo g’}m\g«ilmu of the totl mmn mou

imporunt the roreaoing might differ from put O present practices in the debn tu \vhlch
‘lctive pa'rticiputlon. support and influenée is sousht from the community

LR

In discussing organizational leadership from the perspective or the mperlnwudmt. ”
Pitner and Onwa (1981) found that the superimendem s work largely involved two broud
areas of activity: communicating and exerting m‘organiutiorhl influence - within theQ
constraints of social and orgamutional structures. They also challenged conventioml views of
leﬁgership and reported that broad contextual mﬂuences. societal and extnoruniutloww
factors, have a major impact on supermtendent perl‘orrmncg Such [factors deﬂne the
"docile" dimensions of lgadgrshrp (Pitner & Ogawa, 1981:62). > .1 "/

In -yiew of the decentralization of control to the school leyql.x and tk_te sirperintettdent"s .
high degree of control over several decision categgries, a number of questiors y{ pertinent.
For cxamplc what are the implications’ for personnel management and staff developmcm.?
~How mrght expenditures, finance and budgeting be affected? What are_the 1mphcauons for |

/
orgamzanonal structure and ‘the role of central office support sérvrces"

relauonsmp between the principal’s office and the superintendent 's office changed? | "

At a practmal level, it might well be that the $uperintendent's office may have to
break with tradmoml decision-making approaches. For instance, it might rely less 0{1&
‘ _hierarchical authority and adopt various models (joint or shaied deci_sion makin‘g. consensus,
collegial model, delegatiqn of anthority) to faciligte decision-making processes, even ift a
time of considerable organizational uncertainty and scarcity of resources. This course of
action is consistent wrth the views of Thompson (1967) and Hasenfeld (1983), who argued
that educauonal orgamzauons operate with less emphasxs on formal hierarchy than othcr
organizations. It would also’ be cortSistent with higher expectations for panicipation in
educational decision mgkirlg (Cox & Wood, 1980; 'éoy & Miskel, 1978). o

Today, it sesins likely that th; failure of the superintendent's office to me:t thf
“challenge of implementing democratic artd participatory apfaroathes to school decisiog’ making

L]
might indeed have very serious consequences for a school district.
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Frnally. thrs study needs to. be placed in perspectrve, wrthm the context of other
: f research studres Prevrous related studtes generally gathered data from one or two groups of . B
-

role partners (that is, mutual role senders);’ often teachers and: prmcrpals (Chamberlam 1975; "

’Chung. 1985, Louden 1980 March 1981 ‘Srmpkms 1968) However tlus study focused on

'three categorres of key parttcrpants m educatronal dec {on makmg trustees semor '

. admm'strators and -prmcrpals . In this respect_;f:v;f"e study h d a farrly wrde scope, yet
.mamtamed abalanced focus S o | |
o -~ The analyses conducted in thrs study confrrmed 1 (¢] some extent the degree of -
,consensus that was evrdent among the three groups of role partners For mstance the o
) Af mdmgs mdrcated that the posrtron of the mcumbent w:thm the ergamzatron (role posmon) .
' ‘was a major varrable affectmg perceptrons of control (actual and pref erred) over educatroral

: \
'decxsrons and the degree of centrahzmg or decentralrzmg mfluence of selected factors In ltght

k of- these fmdmgs it mrght be: reasonable to assume that research studres of this. nature garn _
R credtbthty and greater vahdrty by gathermg data from several groups of- key mformants
A "‘(pref erably role partners) rather than relymg only on data acqurred from one or two groups

If one of the groups had been left out of thrs study, some of the findings hkely would have ‘
: been srgmfrcantly drfferent not. to mentton the effect on thexr generahzabrlrty

| Thrs study rarsed 1mportant questrons about ‘the percepuons of control over

educatronal decrsrons In general it revealed srmrlar patterns of the percetved actual and‘
“.’preferred control over educauonal decrsrons Most tmportant it: mdrcated«-a hrgh degree of -
o control by the prrncrpal s of frce a;a o a lesser extent mcreasmg control by the provmcral '
‘educatton department on some decrsrons Although a shift in control w;s-predlcted in part by:
prevrous Studres (Chung, 1985; March 1981) the extent of decentrahzatron and 1ts
' consequences were largely based on speculauon Tlus study attempted to address these 1ssues
‘and ref med some of the questtons whrch were rarsed by prevrous researchers .
» Chung (1985: rv) for example found that - "hrerarchrcal control was percetved to be -

"pervaswe m matters outsrde classroom management Consrstent wrth Chung s fmdmgs thrs

SR
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'study confyrmed that control over operattonal dectsrons was perceived to be htghly‘

{ concentrated in the prmcrpal s office in terms of scope and degree ‘ ' °
. .
Furthermore “this study explored the srgmficance of numerous background variables

‘related to perception§ of control over. educational decrsrons To “date, . only limited
mvesttgaﬁron along thrs lme of mqutry has apparently been carried out. wrth respect to schoo‘r‘
‘drstrict personnel “Yet knowledge about the srgmftcance of personal “and orgamzattonal

variablés may lead to 1mprovements in- the decrsion maktng process
s l

in perspective, thrs research study although a survey shed some ltght onf undamental

| N
‘quesuons concornmg power authority and mfluence over educatronal decrstons m large urban

—

school drstrtcts in Alberta

‘¥ C

b S
Theoretical Implications

lMajOr theoretical implications are : evident, whenever decentralization cof power.
authortty and ‘influence occurs at varyrng organfzational levels The literaturb indiCated that’ /

/
shifts of power authorrty and influence occur among educauonal orgamzatrons and. within /

various orgamzational levels (Frrestone& Herriott 1982; Scott, 1981 erlower 1980).
_ . /.
Set in the context of prevrous studres this study tends to support the view /that °

control over educational decrsrons rs not stattc but flurd and dynamrc varym across

- . o

orgamZational levels and changmg from time to time. However, “there was t}nly minor,

evidence Uf‘srgmftcant differences between percepttons of ‘the actual and prefgrred control

/

over educattonal decrsrons These fmdmgs suggest there[ore that changes m control over

/
/

educational decisions occur incrementally.
There was consrderable . support . for an' open systems theory of control since
perceptrons of control over edu.,atronal decrsions were aff ected by both tntra- and -

extra or“gamzattonal dtmenswns For example posrtlon was strongly relatéd to pcrceptrons of

— A

[

control in the context of, formal socral organtzatronal life. Perceptrons of control were also s

‘ found to be related 10 orgamzattdnal structures and processes arid extraorgamzational

3
o

constramts (laws, regulations and polrctes).
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In conclusnon there are promrsmg new theoretical explanatrons of educatnonal decrsron

makmg (Bacharach 1981; Meyer & Rowan 1983 Owens, 1981 Werck 1976) Overall the |
| ‘f' mdmgs of this study appear to be fairly consistent wrth much of the recent theoretrcal and
research literature, whrch~-. suggests " that educattonal decnslon' making is hrghly. complex,
:multi-dimensionaland uniquely characteristic of human service "‘or'ganivzation's’."_ In practice,

‘»

- finding an ‘appropriate balance of ‘control over educational decisions is a major challenge for

[}

any society.

E]

Suggestions for Eurther Research o
- .. .
. This study attempted to build -on prevrous research to mvestrgate perceptrons of

':""The analyses N
5‘1

al decrsxons and

trustees and administrators regardmg “control over educatronal dechtdns
determmed the percetved degree of actual and pref erred control over edu 1!
the mfluence of selected f actors. Smce ‘this study was descnptxve m, ria he:
is recommended to mvesttgate other aspects of control over educanonal.d%cxs ns‘

Further research is suggested in the followmg areas g ‘ .

1 Similar studles of control over eduoatronal decnsrons as ‘percerved‘ | by trustees and
admtmstrators of small urban school boards and rural school Jurrsdrctrons mrght be usef ul o
test \the generahzabrhty of the findings from this study .

) 2. A survey of parental mvolvement in educational -policy making and decision
\makmg mtght determme to what degree decentralrzatron of control at the school )tgl has .
aetually reac the commumty

3 An mvestrgatron of the 1mr)act of the Management and Finance Plan of ‘Alberta
Educauon on control over educational decrsrons mrght be useful to determme what changes—
have occurred with respec_t to provincial and local control. Related studies could also focus

.on the issue of financial equity, particularly to detennine to what .extent equity has been .
maintained and to disclose. possible inequities among school Aj.urisdictions in Alberta.

Furthermore, studies might be undertaken to assess the outcomes and to reveal possible

" unintended cor’tse_quences of the Management and Finance Plan.
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4. Case studies of the ,process of educational policy development and poliey ‘

implementation in urban and rural school jurisdictions might be useful for determining to
. N ' ‘ ‘

what extent the Management and Finance Plan has succeeded in its aim of reshaping the

educational policy-development process in Alberta.

5. Studies of the impact -of varying leader ‘behavior ‘or management style on’

organizationay‘ effectiveness might be timely Numerous 'changes"have occurred in education

in Alberta reeently 0 that studies of this nature would have merit, if they were to consider

J
recommendauons for practlce

In addltion ‘further investigation might' be undertaken to venf‘y key relationships

between varlables suﬁgested by thls study and earller studies (Chamberlam 11975; Chung.

1985; Louden, 198Q; ,March. 1_98_1; Slmpkms, 1968). In a global sense, thxs study and earlier

ones provide a data base or "critical mass" large enough for supporting generalizations or
propositions. The writer suggests that their verification may lead 16 the development of

substantive theory

. Two other reasons might be advanced for presenting proposilions relating to th1s~

study. First, proposmons might provide a focus or gunde for further research. Second.

_ propositions might serve as a guide to action for elected and appointed officials. 1f research .

~ is to be of any benefit, it should contribute ‘to the knowledge base which an' administrator or

trustee might turn to for some assistance or perhaps msplranon

it

The followmg propositions were. developed from the findings of lhlS stu ,in the -~

context of, related studies. The propositions pe-rtam to the mﬂuence .of /background

characteristics on perceptions of “control, and centralizingor‘dccentralizing f act/o?s.

- Proposition 1: Individual perceptions of control over educational decisions are related

to role position within an.organization.

B3 —_

‘

Proposition 2: Individual ,perceptions‘ of control over educational decisions are

#

influenced by organizational structures and processes. : {

s
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R Proposmon 3 "lndmdual perceptions of contror over educatibnal dﬁlsxons are -

influenced by extraorgamzatxonal constramts (lay\rs reg;latrons and policres)

Proposition  4: Individual ‘pe'rceptions of centralizing or decentralizing influence are

related.to role position within an organization.

Proposition 5: Individual perceptions of centralizing or decentralizing influence are

v ) s

. influenced by organizational structures and processes. . .~ . ..
Nt S o S . ‘
e ' : .
. ,Proposmon 6: Indmdual perceptnons of centrahzmg or decentralrzmg mfluence are
influenced by extraorgamzatronal constramts (laws, reg-ulatxons a.nd poltcxes)
- it
Proposmon 7 Prmcnpal perceptrons of centralxzmg or decentrahung g\?fluence are
al‘fected by the type of school. - N “1"- e
RN : ) SRR
. ,
\\\ : ,
S :
IS .
. I . '
g ludin tement ! . \\

- The results of this study, whlle contnbutmg {6 the ongoing Qreh\on control over
educatnonal decisions, indicated that trustees and administrators pref erred some changes to the -
- status quo in ‘some declsion areas For example trustees and administrators felt that the
principal's ol‘ fice should have more control over capxtal expenditures. and personnel
management but less conuol~over fmance and budgetmg They also felt that teachers should
: have more control over four decxsnon areas: xpersonnel management, student management,
‘community relations -and policy maltin”g and decision making. However they perceived that |
the provmcral education department should have less control over fmance and budgetmg,
* capital expendrtures and \meent supplies and services. '
Mostf important, this study revealed that a status-quo orientation towards control oyer. ’

.educattonal decnsnons< prevarled in four large urban scheol districts m Alberta Overall

respondents were satisfied with control over educational decisions and preferred few changes.
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| 'However. there should be no place for- complacency in today's world. This study
suggesfs tﬁat educational org’éﬁizations may need to. :closely monitor and‘_ assess
decision -making structures and processes in view of their dynah.ﬁc' and political nature. There
may well be dangers m allowing a -high conéehtratioﬁ of control to be ei(er‘cised at oné
oxganizationﬁl level. Finding a proper balance of qontrdl and makiﬁg constant adjustments
wﬁere necéésary should be matters of high priority fof _a,r;y‘or'ganiza;ion serving the public :
_ ood. | : , ,
; _Wit.hoht .qu'cs‘tipn. p{)wér,- a.‘u;hor‘iyt’y émd influence in the public sphe;e §hould'aiways
bR exéf‘c‘ised“ witﬁ appropriate diScfetnfbn‘a’nd should be subjected to cl_ose'scrutiriy in an}

civilized society.
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QUESTIONNAIRE A

. , ' UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

1

PART A INSTRUCTIONS

|

CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

20

APRIL, 1985

The following items require decision making within educational’ organizations.

" the school, school district or provincial department of education

Read each item carefully and CIRCLE the numher of the‘group_(s) which, according to
your perception, is/are currently exerCising ‘MAJOR control over the decision item.

B

i
3

For the purpose of. this st:udy, control over educational decisions refers to the
power, authority and influence required to make an actual decision.

. —5-
EXAMPLE: o ' copE: S ood e
, X : v O o
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Deciding the minimum age at S 2 3 8 &8
which children may begin "‘school. Is 1 2 -3 4 @ .
In this example, decidlng the minimum school starting age . .
IS currently made by the Provincial Education Deparﬁment.
_ ‘ , ’ 8. .
) : . o ___‘____
} 5‘t‘." _CQP.E‘ uq: ‘é
: [V o o
Y] ‘ =
LY ' K4 o~ _0) ﬁ i
. : hollR w |[Office
CIRCLE only the number of the group(s) which, © § o & Use
in your judgment, currently exercise(s) 22 8 49 (Only
MAJOR control. i : ' w @ o @& =& ‘
: o a o g
] ) . Q ord i —t .5 &
DECISION ITEM: 5 & & 8 39
@ A o £ 03
: ‘ ‘ 4 w3 o ko
1. Deciding on major equipment items : S e <
for a particular school. IS 1 .2 3 4 -5 6-10
2. Deciding to include special features (music, ,
room, lunch room) in school buildings. IS 1 2 34 5 11-15
[ -
3. Deciding on school philosophy. '_\i Is ‘1.2 3 4 5 16-20
4. Deciding on methods to raise additional
funds for a particular school. Is 1 2 3 4
5. Deciding on school discipline procedures. Is 1 2 3 4



6-

7.

10.

11.
12.
13.

™,
15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Deciding on the timetable or lesson
schedule for a school.

Deciding to implement avlanguege
program (immersion, bilingual).

]

Deciding fhe allocation of funds
to a school from a school district.

Deciding on school-district policies.

_Deciding on classroom furnishings.

Dec1ding on the textbooks tbo be
used in a subject area. ~

Deciding on procedures for asse331ng

. student progress

Deciding on'the use of a school

building by community groups.

Deciding the minimum and maximum
class sizes in a school.

Deeiding the minimum and maximum
instructional times for subject areas.

Deciding to close a sehooi.

Deciding on the extent of teacher .
participation in school decision making.

Deciding on the final grades or
marks in a subject area.
L IR .

Deciding on.policies fof
evaluating instructional programs.

Deciding if a,piiot‘project of an
instructional program should be

approved as an ongoing school program.
Deciding on the exact number of teachers
required by a school. ‘

Deciding to implement a special education

program for handicapped studénts.

IS

18

18, .
IS .

IS

. IS

1S

IS

18
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IS

1S °
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31-35,
""36-40

41-45 -

46-50

51-55
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56-60 .-

61-65

66=70

26-30
31-35-.

36-40
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23, Deciding the distribution of : oA 0w AR _
o expenditures within a school L IS 1 2 3 4 5 41-45
24, Decidin 'make additions to L ‘
- school dings., S - Is 1 2 3 4 5 46-50
25, Deciding on instructional methods - 4
in the classroom. . ' IS 1 2 '3 4 5 51-55
. . . | o
26 Deciding to release to the public details )
: of school achievement test results. - 1S k 2 3 4 5 56-60
27. Deciding on selecting a principal : , ' _
for a school : L 1Is 1 2 '3 4 5 61-65
'28. Deciding on how to involve parents , SR , _ Y-
wgn school activities. ‘ o Is '1 2 3 4.5 66-70
29. Deciding on procedures for reporting ' . v
student progress. ~Is 1 2 3 4 5. 71-75
30. Deciding to establish special schools _ B , .
for handicapped children. : Is 1 2 3 4 5 76-80
31. Deciding on teacher evaluation procedures. S Is 1 2 34 5 6-10
-32.vDeciding on regular transportation , _
services for students. Is 1 2 3 4 5 11-15
33. Deciding to allocate funds to a )
new instructional program. _ ‘ 1Is 1 2 3 4 5 16-20
34, Deciding to establish a parent advisory _
committee at a school. : : Is 1 2 3 4 5 21-25
35. Deciding if a pilot project of an in- , :
structional program should be implemented. Is 1.2 3 &4 5 ‘26-30
" 36. Deciding on specific policies at the :
school level. Is 1 2 3 & 5 31-35
37. Deciding on selecting a teacher
for a school. : I1Is 1 2 3 4 5 36-40
38.MDeciding on teaching assignments at .
‘a‘school (grade, subject areas). IS 1 2 3 4 5 41-45
39, Deciding on the content of the ) b
. “a curriculum for a subject . area. ‘ 1S 1 2 3, 4 .5 a’jge-so
) N A
’ 40. Deciding on standards for student conduct. E IS, 1 2 3 4 5 51-55

s
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A system becomes more decentralized if control over decisions moves in the direction

INSTRUCTIONS
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as follows: Province-—)District-—)School-—)Classroom (Policy Make}—f>Administrator—~9

Practitioner).

making moves in the opposite direction.

However, a system becomes more centralized if control over decision

Please CIRCLE the most appropriate response (number) to 1ndicate, in your judgment

the degree of decentralizing or centralizing influence being exerted currently inm
Alberta by various factors.

EXAMPLE:

Federal Government Influence

This‘example indicates the federal government 1nf1uenee is
neither decentralizing nor centralizing (of no significance).

Spi

strong
— decentralization

.~ moderate decent.

w mild decent.

~—

(§§ba1anced forces

w mild centfalization

o moderate cent. .

-

< sttong

ralization

Cc en!

CIRCLE one number in each'of the following
scales to indicate the degree of decentralizing
or centralizing influence of each factor.

FACTOR: . ;

41,
42,
43,

44,

45,
46.
47.

" 48,

49.
50.
51.
52.

53.

54.
55.
56.

Education Department Policy

Current Practices in Administration
Pressure from Teachers' Association
Provincial Legislation

Pressure for Public Accountability
Current Polttical Climate

Pressure from Trustees' Association
Current Economic Climate -

Multiculturalism Policy

Pressure for Minority Rights
Pressure from Science and Technology
School Board Policy

Social and Cultural Mores

Your Own Personal Philosophy
Pressure for Human Rights
Moral and Ethical Standards

strong _
= 1 s — decentralization

= b Y

-

v

NN

NN

oo moderate decent.

NN RN

wwww mild decent.

s~ o~ o~ &~ balanced forces

W W W L

FoRF S R

PN S

S

RV, V. RV, NV}

w Uy o

vt oo

w v wnwn mild centralization

o o~ o~ v moderate cent.

NN (o2 3o e B

R OoONON

NN NN

~ ~ ~ ~ strong

NN NN

~NN NN

centralization

. -

56
57

58

50

SHEARNS &

68

70
71
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2}4

other decentralizing factors which you consider important,

57. List any
‘ but were not included ‘in the above:
58, List any other centralizing factors which you consider important,
but were not incliuded in the above: ; ‘
*
PART C DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
INSTRUCTIONS Y

()

s

Please CIRCLE the appropriate response (number) or fill in“the blank..

-

60.

61.

62.

63.

TRUSTEES ONLY MAY STOP AT THIS POINT.

i

i. centra
2. princi
3. truste

Your Sex:

1. female

. 2, male
'Your'Age:
1. 21—30

2. 3
o

3.

Years in P

59. Your Position:..

1 office administrator
pal
e

4. 51-60
5. 61-70
i 6. 7l-up

resent Position (include this’school year but do not

count the years in another school district or another school):
Formal Education:

. 1. Less than Bachelor's Degree
2. Bachelor's Degree o
3. Master's Degree '
4. Doctorate '

72

73

74

75-76

77



L,
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS AND PRINCIPALS ONLY.
Total‘years of administrative experience (include this school
year and count the years in another school district or
another school): .

. FOR PRINCIPALS ONLY,

Type of School: Oy

1. Elementary 4, Elementary-Junior High
2. Junior High
3. Senilor High

FOR PRINCIPALS ONLY.

Enrolment of Séhool:

© 501-1000

1 1-200 5.

2. 201-300 6. 1001-1500

3. 301-400 7. 1501-2000

4 401-500- 8. 2001 and up
»

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!

215

78-79

80
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UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA ) - APRIL,

1985
QUESTIONNAIRE B CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS
PART A INSTngEIONS . /
The following items require decision making within educational organizationa.
the school, school district or provincial department of education.
Read each item carefully and CIRCLE the number of the group(s) which, according
to your perception, SHOULD exercise MAJOR control over the decision item.
Fox :the purpose of this study, control over educational decisions refers to the
power, authority and influence required to°make an actual decision.
; » -
- foes Y ;
EXAMPLE: 2 ' . . CODE: - w o
! - Y e
N (1] o -
7 =
hal “th &
~ el - -t
. w oo o
* S £ &
0.5 B A
.- g @ e
N - 9 o aqg,
. 0 M & M o
b > Y (=] = g ot
/ U oM e 8o
.t 3% % ofe
- 9 & o 2 23
: o ’ = A A @ ad
Deciding the minimum age at : ‘ -
~ which children may begin school SHoULD 1 - 2 3 & QE;>
N N ‘ N - ~ .
In this example, deciding the minimum school starting age N .
SHOULD be made by the Provincial Education Department.
CODE: “ Ll
L) he 2
v O o ‘
u g
o )] &4
ol S
' ) .o & a | Office
gIRCLE o?lx the number of the group(s) which, ' 0w o 2 & | use
in your judgment:, SHOULD exeréise - g5 .3
— [ 0 g = | Only
MAJOR control. | ] @ & @m -HQ |
" -9 c - ¢
295 g &%
DECISION ITEM: . 3] = @ o > U
o @, 2 @& £ 03
&k & 8 &8
1. Deciding on major equipment items .
for a particular school. : SHOULD 1 2 3 4 5 6-10
2. Deciding to inclwie special features (music
%' room, lunch room) in&school buildings. . SHOULD 1 2 3 4 5 11-15
3. Deciding on school philosophy. » , SHOULD 1 2 3 4 5 16-20
4, Deciding on methods to raise additional ' e ) A ’
funds for a particular school. SHOULD -1 2 Lﬁ///A 5 21-25
5. Deciding »n schoel discipline procedures. SHOULD 1 2 3 &4 5 26-30




6'

10.-

11.

12

13.
14,
15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

Deciding on the timetable or lesson
schedule for a school.

- Deciding to implement a language
program (immersion, hilingual).

Deciding the. allocation of funds
to a school from a, school district.

Deciding on school-district policies.
Deciding on classroom’ furnishings.

Deciding on the textbooks to be
used in a subject area,

Deciding on procedures for assessing
student progress,

Deéidihg on the use of a school
building by community groups.

Deciding the minimum and maximum
class sizes.in a school.
. %

Degiding the minimum and maximum
instructional times for subject areas.

‘Deéiding to close a school.

Deciding on the extent of teacher _
participation in school decision making.

Deciding on the final grades or
marks in a subject area.

Deciding on palicies for
evaluating 1nstructional programs.

Deciding if a pilot’ project of an
instructional program should be
approved as an ongoing school program.

Deciding on the exact number of teachers
* required by a school.

Deciding to implement a special education
program for handicapped gtudents.

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD
SHOULD

SHOULD

-SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

u:Supetintendent's'Officezi
Education Department -

]

& School Board
w Provincial

~ Teachers
_»~ Principal's Office

[
o

31-35
36-40

41-45
46-50 ,

. 5155

56-60
»
66-70
71-75

76—80
T2

6-10
11-15
16-20

21-25

26-30
31-35

36-40




23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

33.

29,

34. ”

35.

36.

37.

38.

'39.

40.

curriculum for a subject area.

Deciding the distribution of
expenditures within a school

Pl -~
Deciding to make adstions to
school buildings. ) .
Deciding on instructional methods
in the classroom -
Decidimg to release to the publ g details
of school achievement test results.

- Deciding on selecting a principal

gor a school.

Deciding on how to involve parents
in school activities.

Deciding on procedures for‘%eporting
student progress.

Deciding to establish spetial schools
for handicapped children.

. ”DeCiding on teacher evaluation procedures.

ﬁeciding on Eégular transportation
services for students.
Deciding to allocate funds to a A
new instructional program. y
Deciding to estabLish a parent advisory
committee at a school.
Deciding if a pildt project\of an in-
Bf&uctional program should be implemenfba.
o
Deciding on specific policies at the
school level.

\
Y
&

Deciding on selecting a teacher
for a school. . .

‘Deciding on teaching assignments at

a schoel (grade, subject areds).

Deciding on the content of the

N x

Deciding on standards for siudgnt conduct.

hd

SHOULD -

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD
SHOULD
SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD
SHOULD
SHOULD

Lo

EHOULD

A

SHOULD
‘SHOULD
¢ SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

~ Teachers

~ Principal's Office

[

&

ne's Office

-

w Superintende

<
&~ Scbool Board

EO

2
[%]
g
8
|9
2
0 -
(=]
-y
3¢
.
3y
&3
5 | 41-45
5 £6-50
s 51-55
5 '56-60
5 61-65
"5 | 66-70
ol
5. 71-75
5 76-80
. A
5 .6" 1'0
5 | 11-15
5 16-20
i
5 21-25
s | 2630
5 31-35
5 36-40
5 41-45
5 46-50
5 51-55




PART B INSTRUClIONS

.
v

A systbm bocomcs more decentralized if control ov.er decisions moves in the %irect:lon

]

L

as follows:: Province —-)District —School -——éClassroom (Policy Maker-—%Administrator-—-)

' Pvactitioner)
,making movcs ‘in the opposite direction

However, a system becomes more centralized if control over decision

e‘ Please CIRCLE, the most appropriate response (number) -to indicate,, in your judgment ,
“the degree of decentralizing or’ centralizing influence being exerted currentlz in

-

" . Alberta by various factors. - 4 ﬂ
BRI . -+« (' copE: g
o Lo , : | ‘ » N o K
Lo e ‘ & . oo :
) . o o .0 o
SRS NP , PR SR IR DRTR-
. i R AT . = e o bl
. . " N O o o -wm @ -
b, - o s u ¥ ] o
SV . 2 — Y & N
. i @ o 9 w9 £ o -
. 7 it 1 ¥ & V] V] [ ) —
. o0 & 3] o 1) SN ] o0
R g6 u . e B VR 1 v
: , 0d o w @ w O o
EXAMPLE: 5y 33 ¥ 3 @ &8
' 2 . ww E E 4O E ¥ v
vFederal Government Influence 1 2 3 @ 5 697
» ~ Pt . ~
+ o
This example 1ndicates t& federél government influence. is " ‘
* ‘neither decent}a{tzmg nor centrallzlng (of no 51gn1f1cance)
" CODE : £ N
‘ R | m— \r _'_1 !
' o . SRR I .
CIRCLE one number in each of« the followmg 58 N N o
“scales to indicate the d egree of decentralizing B~ S R L~ 9
or centralizmg 1nfluence of each factor. SRR U R =R B @
. . . L e . . PR o I .. : Iy ' N
L PR ot Lo e -« W NS v I 4 o hal
’ . o i ' L ot Y TR & o —
' ‘ . : ok . L R 9] U ] 0 «
FACTOR: T e £ 5 ~ % % & 55
» : R 2 LT HO "B e H - T omE
a o @ 6 ™ @ e 0 v o
; : : ‘0w E E 4O E E w0
41, Education Department Polidy ‘ 1 2 3 4.5 6 1 |56
42, Current Practices in Administration . 1 2.3 & 5 6 1 57
- 43, Pressure from Teachers' Association ' ‘12 3. 4 5 6 1 58
;- b44. Provincial Legislation ' ' 1 2 3 4% 5. 6 7 59 -
. R : ‘ . , o o el
45. Pressure for Public Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 |60
46. Current Political Climate 12 3 4 .5 6,7 61
~ 47, Pressure from Trustees' Assoc1at10n c 12 3 4 .5 6 7 [62
48. Current Economic Climate 1.2 3 4 5 6.1 |63
109 Multiculturalism Policy ’ e A . 1 2 3 4 5 6 =7 64
. 50. Pressure for Minority Rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 65
51 Pressure from Science and Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 66 .
52 -School Board Policy 1 2 3 4 .5 6 7 |67
“53. Social and Cultural Mores oo~ 01 2 34 5 6 T |68
%54, Your Own’ Personal Phtdegophy 1 2 34 5 6. 7 69
-~ 55.- Pressure" fQ‘ Human Righ 1 2 3+ 47 5 6 7 70
56. Moral and Ethical Standards 1 2 3 4 5.6 17

71
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57. List any other decentralizingﬁfactors which you consider important
but were . not_included in the above: ‘ v ’

58. List-any other centralizing factors which you consider important, - . .
but were not included in the above:

" PART C DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
INSTRUCTIONS ] o | —
Please CIRCLE the appropriate,response (number) or ff11 in the blank.
59. Your Position: ‘ ’ R ) , ' ' 72
1. central office administrator
2. principal '
3. trustee
60. Your Sex: , , . , ‘ - : 173
1. . female
2. male
61. Your‘Ag€: , D o o 74
1. 21-30 4. 51-60
2. 31-40 5. 61-70 ‘
3. 41-50 ¢ ‘ 6. 7l-up z\ v
62; Years in Present Position (include ’this sche ! vear but do not ‘ R 75-76
count the years in another school district or  ther:school): '
63¢F&md.&uwfﬁn: ' v o R
v K
1. Less than Bachelor s Degree . o iﬁ‘
2. Bachelor's Degree - ‘ K
3. Master's Degree : '
4 Doctorate

v

TRUSTEES ONLY MAY STOP AT THIS POINT.



64. FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS“AND PRINCIPALS ONLY.
. o : —_—

another school):

.

65. FOR PRINCIPALS ONLY

/ " Type of School:

1.  Elementary
. 2. . Junior High
3. Senior High

' 66. FOR PRINCIPALS ONLY.

Enrolment of School:

1. 1-200 .
2. 201-300
3. 301-400
4, 401-500

°

Q

‘Total years of administrative experiehce‘(include this school
year and count the years in another school district or

q ' -

Elementary-Junior High

501-1000
1001-1500
1501-2000.

2001 and up

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!
N .

2

78-79

80
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EXPERT OPINION RATING FORM

R L
A
.

e
&

223



n4

| | . EXPERT OPINION RATINGS
PART A  INSTRUCTIONS

Listed belowxare the 5°’quest|onnanrn items to which You have just
- responded. YOU are asked to perform the following tasks:

1. Below each |tem are two 8-point scales, one for Patlng the clarity of
the item and another for rating the appropriateness of the item. &

A, T e |tem is not amblguouc or obscure but is clear in its meaning.
'; NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7‘CLEAR .

B. Thvwitem is not irrelevant or unsuitable to the decicion category but
is appropriate ‘

&, NOT APPROFRIATE | 2 3 4 5 & 7 ZB)APPRUPRIATE

2. In the space following each scﬁie, please suggest a clearer version,
if the item i€ unclear and’/or suqgest a more approprlate item, i+ the item
is inappropriate in your Judqment. %

a

DECISION ITEM:

Finance and Budgeting

t. Deciding_the aﬂrocation of funds to a school from a school district.

NOT CLEGR 1 2 3 4 S 6 7.8 CLEAR

NOT APPRGPRIQTE" 1 2 3 4 5 6 '7 8 APPROPRIATE

2. Deciding the distrlbution of expenditures within a school. s

" NOT CLEAR 1 2

(fX]
L

S.& 7 8 CLEAR.

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2 3 4 S5 ¥ 7 8 APPROPRIATE

3. Deciding to allocate‘¥unds'to & new instructional prbgram.

3 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR

ha

NOT CLEAR 1

NOT APPROPRIATE ! * 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE



s

4. Decidingion‘mefhods to raise additional funds 4or‘é school .

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPRDPRIATE» 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

(]

D

_gp}tal Expendi tures _

5. Deciding to make addi tions ﬁo school buildings.

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT &PPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE.

»

6. Deciding to cloce a school.

oMOT CLEAR 1

3%
w
5
o

5 7 8 :bLEAR‘

\ HMOT ~PPROPRIATE ¢ 2 3 4 7 3 APPROPRIATE

&)
i

7. Deciding to include gpecial features (music room, lunch Foom) in
school buildings. '

1
v

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 CLEAR

————i—— . .

* NUOT APPROFRIATE 1 2 3 4 S5 46 7 8 APPROPRIATE

8., Deciding to estébﬁish épecial zchools for physically or mentally

handicapped children.

NOT CLE&R 1 2 3 4 S & 7 3 CLEAR

b
w
H
h
0

NOT AFPROFRIATE .1 S 7 38 APPROPRIATE

\ : - ‘ A

Equipment, Supplies and Serwvice

h

2, Deciding on the text books to be used in & subJéE¥ area.
MOT CLEAR L 2 3 4 S5 &« 7. 3 CLE&R

v



[}

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

4

lO..Qéciding on transportafion services for students.

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 8 CLEAR

W

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

"
Yr‘.

11, Decidino on major eduipment i tems for a school.

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 o 7 8 CLEAR

B

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 .2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

!

12. Déciding on classroom furmishings.

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 &4 7 8 CLEAR -

- NOT AFPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 3 APPROPRIATE

Curriculum and Instruction

13. Deciding on instructional methods in-thebc]éssroom.

-

NOT CLEAR 1t 2 3 4 5 & 7 3 CLEAR

NOT APPROPRIATE i 2; 3 4 5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

14. DecidingVOH the content of the curriculum for a subject area.

NOT CLEAR 1 2z 3 4 S s 7 3 CLEAR

3

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 APPROFRIATE -

ur
£
u
1

~N
03]

15, Deciding on the final Qrades or marks in a subject area.

4 5 o 7 8 CLEAR

0)

NOT CLEAR | 2

Y



NOT APPROPRIATE 1| 2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

.

16. Deciding on procedures for éualuating an iqstructional program.

NOT CLEAR § 2 ? 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR
) ;

¢
!

NOT APPROFRIATE 1| 2 3 4.5 & ?V/§,~APPRQPR}ATEV

Perzonnel Manaqement

. ! /’ oo
17. Deciding on selecting a principal for a schoot .,

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 B3 CLEAR

MOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

18. Deciding on .the szelection of new teaghing staff.”

NOT CLEAR 1t 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 CLESR .7
7

NOT APPROFRIATE t 2

G
&
(1)}
O

7

7 8 APPROPRIATE

T
I

C o\ . P o . .
1¥. Deciding on teaching assngnment% at a'schobl (grade, zubject areac).

i . RPN
MOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5‘"6f 7 8 CLEAR
7
NOT APPROPRIATE | 2 3 ‘4 5.6 7 8 HPPROPRIATE

’.’7fr S o

20. Deciding on teacher ezaluatfg&ﬁprﬁtedﬁﬁes,f
NOT CLE&AR 1 2 3 455 & 77 8. CLEAR

. ’wﬁ; o ";: . .
I .

NOT &PPROPRIGTE | 2 3.4 S & 7 3  ~FPPROPRIATE
O f | >




228

; u‘én Man ement
21. Deciding on standards for student conduct.

NOT CLEAR | 2 3 4 § 6 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 35 é6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

&

22. Deciding on procedures for assessing student progress in a school..

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4.5 & 7 3 APPROPRIATE

23. Deciding on procedures for repoﬁting studentwproéress.

NOT CLEAR 1.2 3 41 § & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPRﬁPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7.8 “PPROFPRIATE

24. Deciding on school drgcipline procedures.

NOT. CLENR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR ey

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 AFPROFRIATE

(2

Organizational Structure

25. Deciding on the exact anber of staft required by a school.

ki

NOT CLEAR & 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8' CLEAR

'NOT APPROPRIATE: & 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE
. i N :

- -
v s

26, Deciding.on the timetable or lesson schedule for & schooli.




NOT CLEAR 1| 2 3 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR
b N

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

1
3

27. Deciding the minimuh and maximum instructional times for different
subject areas. .
|

NOT CLEAR 8 2 3 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APFPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 4. 7 8 APPROPRIATE

oA

)
o

Leciding the minimum and maximum clacs sizes in =& 5€hbol.

 UNOT CLE&AR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEA&R

MOT APPROPRIATE | 2 2 4- 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

’

- Community Relatfbns

29. Deciding on how to involwe parente rn school activitiee ‘meetings,
parent—-teacher conterences). ' P

NOT CLEAR 1% 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 CLEAR

(X
5=
w
O~
~N
o

NOT‘F’RGPR-IATE 1 2 APPROFPRIATE

' .
30. Deciding on the uce of = school building by community groups.

NOT CLE&R 1 2 4 'S & 7 8 CLEAR

0

APPROPRIATE

~
Qo

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2 3 4 35 &

31.,Deciding to establish & parent advisory committee at & school.

MOT CLEAR ! . 2 3 4 5§ o 7 5 LCLEAR




‘NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

32.

Deciding to release‘to the public details of school achiébement test
resul ts. '

NOT CLEAR I" 2 3 4 S5 é 7 8 CLEAR

A3

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2A\3 4 § & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

)

Implementation of New Programs

33. Deciding if a‘pilot project of an instructional program should be
implemented. . : ’ ‘ :
. NQT. CLEAR t 2 3 5 & 7 8 CLEAR
, : P
'NQT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE
34, Deciding if a pilof'projett of an instructional program should be .
approved as an ongoinq school program.
© »,
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR
" NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE
35. Deciding to implement a language prééramb(immeﬁsion, bilingual),.
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR ‘
NOT APPROPRIATE 1. 2 3 4 S & 7 8 wPPROPRIATE
. 1
36, Deciding to implement a special educatjon program (phy¥sically and
a

mentally handicapped students).

NOT CLEABR 1 2 3 4 S & 7 3 CLEAR

't
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NOT APPROPRIATE t 2 3 4 S &6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

[ " o
Policy Making and Decision Making

37. Deciding on school-district policies.

NOT GLEARR 1 2 3 4 5.6 7 8 CLEAR

1
4

NOT ~PPROPRIATE 1 2 3 ‘4 S 6 7 8 APPROPﬁIATE

38. Deciding on school philosophyk“

0

NOT CLEAR I 2 2 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2 3 4 S & 7 38 APPROPRIATE

=
[}

3%. Deciding on the extent of teacher participation in school
decision making. )

NMOT CLEAR 1 2 3 94 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR

- NOT AFPPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S° & 7 B8 APFROPRIATE

o

40. Deciding on school policies (professional development, field tripz,.

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 &$ 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPROFRIATE 1 2 7. 3  APPROFPRIATE

I d

(€]
5
@]
o

Part B INSTRUCTIONS- same as above

FACTOR :

41, Current Practice of Administration
b : NOT CLEAR ¢ 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 CLEAR
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!

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 35 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE

42, Economic Climate .' : .
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S. 6 7 8 CLEAR

Q
NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

43, Education Department Policy
NO] CLEAR | 2] 3 4 5 6 7 8 CLEAR :

NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S o 7 8 APPROPRIATE

44, Morals and Ethics

NOT CLEAR & 2 3 4 S o CLEAR

~d
(v 3]

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2

03
Py
an
o2

5. 7 8. APPROPRIATE

P—

4S. Multicul turalism |
' NOT CLEAR 1| 2 3 4 S & 7 8 CLEAR

NOT APPROPRIATE | 2

3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE
446, Political Climate ]
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8 CLEAR .
NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8

APPROPRIATE

47. Provin;iaf Legislature
NOT CLEAR 1t 2 3 4<f% 6 7 8 CLEAR

NOT, APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 3 éPPRDPRIATE o




48, Public Accouﬂfability

NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 CLEAR
’ ~ .
‘NOT APPROPRIATE. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 APPROPRIATE
" 49, Schoo! Board Policy .
NOT CLEARR 1 2 3 4 S é 7 8 CLEAR
NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE
50.FScience and Technology , Nk\
: NOT CLEAR & 2 3 4 S 4 7 8 CLEAR
NQT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 * 8 APPROPRIATE \
\ ‘ \
91. Social Climate
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 8 CLEAR
NOT ~PPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 APPROPRIATE
52. S5tatus of lLlomen -
NOT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 CLEAR
NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 _ 8 APPROPRIATE
53. Teachers’ Association .
NGBT CLEAR 1 2 3 4 S & 7 8 LLEAR
NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE
S4. Tolerance and Understanding o
NOT CLEAR_ t 2 24 5 6 7 8 CLEAR
NOT APPROPRIATE 1t 2 3 4 5§ 4 7. 3 AP#ROPRIATE
55. Trustees’ Aésociation :
NOT CLEAR 1 2, 3 4 S5 & 7 3 CLEAR
. . . . r ‘
MOT ~PPROPRIATE 1 2 2 4 5 s 7. 3 wPPRPOPRIATE




S6. Your Own Personal Phiiosophy‘ L ‘
~ NOT CLEAR | 203 4 5 6 ¢ 3 CLEAR

T ,
NOT APPROPRIATE 1| 2:3 4 _5 6 7 8 AFPPROPRIATE

. ’ ' - ' RPN
. . . "

-S?; Comment  onwény of the above #actors whiéh_you,;onsider important:

'NOT.CLEAR 1 2 3 %4 S & 7 8 CLEAR - )
- 8 e o
. NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 APPROPRIATE

'\&‘ ‘ : : B .. -

S8 List any other decentralizing factéré whf¢h ydu consider impor tant,
_but were not included in the. above:. '

o NOT CLEGR | 2 3 4 5 (6 7 8 CLEAR
: N : . L '
NOT AFPPROPRIATE 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 '3 APPROFPRIATE "
. o » :
: 5?;‘List’any ather centraliziﬁg factors which you congider Lmbortant,
. but were not included in the above: : R B ' =
+s NOTCLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 & CLEAR L N
. 'NOT APPROPRIATE 1 2 2 4 5. 4 7 8 ,APPROFRIATE
40, Your génebai or speci{ic_cqmments pbbuf wWays foyimpro&e the
questionnaire (definitins, scales, format étc.’) would be greatly
“appreciated: - o0 ' e
’ R s .
- ‘ . ‘
¥ e
y . / T,
THANK vad
3 2 ¥
, S P ‘ '
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i University of Alberta Department of Educatlonal Admxmstratlon
,...7 Edmonton , Faculty of Educatnon ‘
» Canada T6G 2GS 7-104 Education Building North, Telephone (403) 432-5241 .

..J'

April 22, 1985 .

f

D : '
Dear » ©

T have been granted permission by your Superintendent's Office to
undertake a research project on educational decision making. The study !
will serve to meet the requinements of a doctoral program in the
Department . of Educational Administration at the University of Alberta.

“In this regard I am enclosing a questionnaire on educational decision
making developed in consultation with my supervisor, Dr. A.G. Konrad.

The questionnaire may be completed and returned in the enclosed,
stamped and self-addressed envelope any time prior to May 1, 1985.

Trustees, superiftendents and principals in the Calgary and Edmonton
school districts were selected for the study because all three groups
are Considered to be 'in key positlons to identify control over educational -
decisions. Reallzing that tﬁeretare many demands on the time of trustees
and administrators, I have designed .the questionnaire so that it may be
completed in‘about 20 to 35 minutes. With your cooperatlnn my research
study may contribute to a better understanding of eduEE?IEhal decision
~making in the -Province of Alberta. - : '
. - &> w

I can assure you that complége confidentiality will be maintained and that
the data will be portrayed only ip summary form. "The code number onothe
questionnaire allows me to: cqnduct ,a follow up,’ 1f necessary.,
I will be pleased to forward a summary of the’ flndlngs to your school
d1str1ct. once the sEudy has beetlcqmﬁ}eted

*

L

Your, aSSlStaQ@E”ﬂ ?{’15 ma?tbr 15 greatly apprecmted

‘You}s 51ncere1y, S , ‘.
0 e IR
Gew st
s . <y . ' v s LT
Eugene Ewanyshyn : ' S o "j,§233'" E

Enc.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 'ADMINISTRATION T Ly
UNIVERSITY. OF ALBERTA :
Edmon ton, Alberta

Té6 265 < . - o B | .

May 17, 1985

"N . %.

Dear B o o - } w

»

Re: Questionnaire— Control over Educatlonal Decisions

Last May ‘6, 1985 1 sent put quest|onnanres§concern|ng a research

- project on educational ' decision. making. To date, many
~quest|onna|res have already been returned. : .
-V

- hectic schedule to do so, as soon as p055|ble.'

" Yours sincerely,

14 you have returned the Qeétﬂonnalre I sent you, please -accept my
thanks and disregard this iletter, If you did not receive a
questionnaire, please advus$'1Me at 432-4909, so that I\max forward

another copy to you. o : '
‘ : g

‘Howeder, if you recelved tpe questnonnalre, but have ndt completed

it, I would be very grateful if you could fiﬂd some tlme from your

Eugene L. Ewanyshyn
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APPENDIX F
COMPARISON OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Distribution of the Positian of Respondents

v . by Gender .
: Female Male Total
Posi tion N - A N A N pA
Trustees 14 9.2 12 7.9 26 17.1
Central Office ,
Administrators S 3.3 é1 40.1 é6 43.4
Principals 4 2.6 56 36.8 40 . 39.5
23 15.1 o429 ., 84.9 152ﬁ‘§:100.0

DL



o

Distribution of the Position of Respondents
by Years in Present Position

1 or 2 3 or 4 S or 4 7 or more Total
" Posi tion N “ N 2 N N A . N A
Trustees 11 7.3 .7 4.7 7 4.7 25 16.7
Central Office | -

Adminictrators

Prinéipals

10 6.7 25 16;? i3 8.7 *17° 11.3 65 43.3

11 7.3 14 :9f3 18 12.0 17 11.3 40 40.0

32 21.3 3% 26.0 38 25.3 41 27.3 150 100.0

L -
R SRR
L
. i e
L. :
» : ,.“
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by Formal Education

Bachelor’s or Master’s or

Lqés More Total )
« N /% N VA N . 7

13.9 5 3.3 26  17.2

9.3 51 ' 33.8 45  43.0
9.3 46  30.5 60 39.7
‘; f 49  32.5 102  67.5 . 151  100.0
" . |
'



Distribution of the Gender of Respondents
by Formal Education

203

Bachelor‘s or

Master’s or

Less: More Total
Position N 4 N “ N A
& E N
Female 15 9.9 .8 5.3 23 15.2
Male 34 22,5 94  62.3 128 84.8
~ 49 32.5 102 67.5, 151 100.0
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-

Distrtbution of the Age of Respondents b? Years of
Administrative Experience

172 - 20 21+ Total

: 1 - 12 13 - 16
Age N % N % N % N % N %
31-40 12 9.4 12 9.6
41-50 17 13.6 24 19.2 21 16.8 4 3,2 66 52.8
51+ 7 S.6 9 7.2 9 7.2 22 (7.6 47 37.6

28.8 33 30

36

26.4

24.6 26 20.8 125 100.0




Distribution of Enrolment
by Type of School

- Elem.  Jr.High El.Jr.H. Sr.Hig
Enrolment ‘N pA N % N A N. 7
|
_ -
Up to 200 2 3.3 1 1.7 1 1.7

201 to 300 3 5.0 4 6.7 2 3.3
301 to 400 5 8.3 3 5.0 4 6.7 1 1.7
401 to {édo 2 3.3 2 3.3 5 8.3
501 to 1000 L 1.7 s 8.3 a4 6.7 a4 6.7

1001 to 1500 ’ | a 4.7
1501 to 2000, " | \ & 10.0 . ll
2001 + o 1 1.7 :

. Total ) 13 ‘21.6 1S " 25.0 16 26.7 16 26.8 "

P




