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" ABSTRACT

This stﬁdy was designed to investigate the distribution
‘of decision-making auﬂhority as perceived and preferred by
elementary teachers in two small jurisdictions in Alberta.
It was a replication of\? study undertakenbby Chan-Young
Chung in 1985, in which teachers from fifteen urban schools
were chosen as participants. ‘

The distribution was examined by the relative degree of
involvemant by the individual teacher,\the staff group, the
principal, and the external autﬁ@rity concerning each of
fifteen tasks common in schools.( The study was also
designed to examine fhe discrepancy‘between the perceived o
and preferred involvement éf each decision—making level for
each task, and the overall satisfaction of teachers with
their involvement in decision—making;‘

The researcher modified a questionnaire used by Chung.

It was sent to all 214 elemcntary'teachers in the two
jurisdictions. The total number of returns was 100(46.7%),
of which 93(43.5%) were accepted fof analysis.

As Chung had earlier discovered, teacher‘éutonomy was
perceived to be substantial with regard to classfoom
management. However, this study indicated that teachers had
substantial amounts of autonomy in three areas outside the
classroom as well, which Chung did not find. Collegial
control, as Chung found, was perceived as being weak in most
of the tasks.

The authority structure preferred by.teachers was

iv
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somewhat different from what presently exists. Teachers
tended to prefer more‘authority for the in@ividual teacher
-anq {or the staff group thaﬁ_ét présent. However, the study
also shaﬁed that teachers conceded a substantial amount of
au%hority to the principal, something which was not shown in
Chung's study. It is apparent that teachers wanted to
extend their control further into areas which are related to
classroom management, and to a limited extent into areas
which are_traditionaliy administrative areas of involvement.

The highest decisional deprivation scores of teachers

were in areas removed from the classroom. There were

- decisional deprivation sgores for all tasks. A

—

Teachers were generally slightly satisfied with their
involvement in decision-making éverall. Most of the free
responses of teachers were from teachers who had a negative
attitude towards their involvement in decision-making.

In general, teachers éid want a greater level of
decision-making autpqrity than they preégntly enjoyed. At
the same ti%e they indicated a desire to have their
prinbipal exercise a substantial amount of authority in

tasks removed from the classroom.

(/\\»‘



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

~

The writer wishes to express sincere thanks to Dr.
Marqﬂiet Haughey, the thesis supervisor, for her assistance,
advice, and encouragement throughout all qt@ges of the
study. Thanks are also extended to Dr‘hghﬁ Richards and pmu

N ﬁ~
Harvey Zingle, External Examiner, for their helpful i ) fﬁ:

H
suggestions and encouragement.

The writer acknowledges, with thanks, the cooperation‘
given by Mr. Robert MacDonald and Mr. Bill McCarthy, the two
superintendents, all of the principals, and the teachers who
‘participated in the study by completing the questionnaire.

The writer also extends thanks to Mrs. C. Prokop for
her suggestions and unsparing help in dealing with a large
amount éf data.

Finally, the writer expresses a large amount of

appreciation to his wife Ann, and children for their

patience and support.

vi



-

TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER
1 INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
Research Questions . . . . . . . .
Definition of Terms . . . . . . . . P
Significance of the Study
Basic Assumptions
Delimitations and Limitations . . . .
Organization of the Thésis
2 LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Chung's Literature Review
Participative Decision-Making
The Need For Teacher Participation
Benefits of Participation . . . 5.
Methods of Participation .
Limits To Participation
The Changing Role of the Principal
Emerging Problems of the Principalship
An Alternative Leadership Style
When Principals.yeed Authority
Decision-Making and Teacher Satiffaction
Otler Related Studies . . . . . ;
Conceptual Framéwoyk~ e e e e
Summary and ITplications e e e e e e e
3 RESEARCH METHOLOGY . . . . . . . . . . .
Design of the Study |
vii

PAGE

10
16
17
19
20
21
24
25
28
29
30
32
34
36
39

39



\

CHAPTER | PAGE i
The’Qﬁestionnaire e e e e e e e e e e e e e 39
validity and Reliability . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Data Collection . . . . . « o v v i e 43

Procedures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 43
‘The Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

Analysis of Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 47

Summary . . . . . 0 L e e e e e e e e e 49

4 THE. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY . . . . . . « + +v o v « . 50

Perceived Involvement in Decision-Making . . . . 51
Perceived Teacher Involvement . . . . . . . . 51
Perceived Staff Group Involvement . . . . . . 53
Perceived Principal Involvement . . .‘. . e 54
Perceived External Authority Involvement . . 54
Summary . . . . . L0 0 . e e e e e - 54

Differences in Involvement in Decision-Making by

- Demographic Vvariables . ... . . . . . . . . . . . 55
Summary ‘of Teacher Perceptions . . . . . . . . 57
Preferred Involve&%nt in Decision-Making . . . . 58
VPreferred Teacher Involvement . . e e e 53
Preferred Staff Group Involvement . . . . . . ¢
Preferred Principal Involvement.. . . . . . . 60
Preferred Involvement by the External \
Authority . . . . . . . . . . .. L ..., 61
Sﬁmmary e e e e e 61

Making by Demographic Variables

Summary of Teacher Preferences ..~ . . . . . . 64

viii



CHAPTER _ -~ . PAGE

Discrepancy Between Perceived and Preferred

Involvement in Decision-Making . . . . . . . . . 65
Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the
Individual Teacher . . . . .-, . . . . . . . 66
Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the
Staff Group . . . . . . . . . ... ... 66
Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the
Principal . . . . . . . . . . . ... 69
Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the
External Authority . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69
Summary . . . . . . 0 . L L L L 72

Differences in Degrees of Discrepancy by

Demographic Variables . . . . . e e e e 72

Summary of Discrepancy Between Perceived and
Preferred Involvement in Decision- -Making . . . 15

Satisfaction of Teachers With Their Involvement

in Decision-Making . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 76
Free Responses . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 78

Summary of Overall Satisfaction . . . . . . . . 78

A Comparison With Chung's Findings . . . . . . . 79
Differences Based on the Design of the
Study . . . . . . . . .. e e e e 79
A Comparison of Teacher Perceptions .¢. . . . 81
A Compafison of Teacher Preferences e e e 84
A Comparison of the Discrepancy Between the
Actual and the Preferred . . e e e e e 86
A Comparison of Overall Satisfaction . . . . 88

Summary of the Comparison . . . . . . . . . . . 90

Summary and Conclusion of the Chapter . . . . . . 91

5 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS . . . . . . 94
Summary of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 94

ix .



CHAPTER ‘ PAGE

Purpose of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . 94
Theoretical Basis . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Research Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . 97
Findings of the Study . . . . C .o 98
! Conclusions and Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . 104
Implications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 108
For Administrative Leadership . . . . . . . . 109
For Teacher and Collegial Involvement . . . . 109

For Decisional Deprivation and Teacher
Satisfaction . . . . . . . . . . . ... 111
For Teacher Professionalism . . . . . . . . . 111
For Further Research . . . . . . . . . . . . Liz
Concluding Statement . . . . . . . C e . o113
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . « .+ « . v v v e v v e i s 114
APPENDIX A: THE INSTRUMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117
APPENDIX B: CORRESPONDENCE . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123
APPENDIX C: TABLES FOR DEMOGRAPHIC VARTIABLES e 129
GROUPINGS REGARDING PERCEPTIONS . . . . . 130
GROUPINGS REGARDING PREFEBENCES e e e 138
GROURINGS REGARDING DiSé%EPANCIES e e e 146

»



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE } ' PAGE
.l Returns of Questionnaire Crom Regsponding Trachers | 45
B.A‘.pescription of the Accepted Respondents . . . . . . 46

4.1 Mean [nvolvement Scores of. Pour Declision-Making
Levels in Determining Action For Each Task As
Percelved by Teachers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . g

ro

4.2 Mean Involvement Scores of Four Decision-Making
Levels ih D&termining Action For Each Task as Preferred
by Teachers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 o

4.3 Discrepancy Between Mean Perceived and Preferred
Involvement Scores of the Individual Teacher
Determining Action For Each Task . . . . . { e e oo BT

4.4 Discrepancy Between Mean Perceived and P?ﬁferred
Involvement S—_.ores of the Staff Group in Determ :ing
Action For Each Task . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

4.5 Discrepancy Between Mean Perceived and Preferred
Involvement Scores of the Principal i{n Determining

Action For Each Task 70
4.6 Discrepancy Between Mean Brceived and Prefetred
Involvement Scores of the External Authority in

Determining Action For Each Task . . . . . . . . . . . . 71
4.7 Overall Satisfaction Level of Teachers With Their
Involvement in Decision-Making . . . . . . . . . . . . =y
4.8 Comparison of Degrees of Satisfaction in Chung's Study
and t@e Present Study!(Percentages) 89

s
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1 Decision-Making and Satisfaction . . . . . . . 3¢

xi



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE\PROBLEM

Ongf;f the important compdnents of effective'schools
involves teacher participation in'deciéion-making, which
~"h;s been widely recognized as being at thé heart of
organization and administrétion"(Owens, 1987:267). Within
the.traq1tional hierarchical structﬁre of educational
syst:mf, moét decisions have been made by central office
adm}ﬁipkrators and by the school princjpals.. Tpe classroom
teacher generally has not had much input into decisions
which are made beyond the cla#sroom walis(Barth,'l986).

,Curreht liferature on schoél effectiveness, however,
demonstrétes'tge need for classroom teachers to be involved
in~the decision—making process. : : §r

While participation is of little éoncern to defgibers

" of the bureaucratic tradition, it has bgcome a central

‘featu;e of many modern educational organizations. o

. Indeed, for more than a decade principals and'other
administrators have been fegularly exposed to hé

. belief that participatory decision-makigg is ctucial
for administréfive effectiveness(Gunn, Holdaway, &

John;on, 1988:2).

In working towards greater school effectivénesé, the ,
adminislration seeks and values teacher participationm ;
"especially when the decisions affect work pla_nning,/D
assignment, and scheduling "(Marks, et al., 1985:99). In
effecti&e.scﬁools, "decisions become conécious, well-

1

~



reasoned choices rather than arbiltrary or automatie
reactions" (Rosenholtz, 1985:373). On the other hahd,
"expulsion from critical choices leads to a pervasiQe
feeling of igpfficaey that erodes the profession"(Barth,
1986:473). In a review of related litefature on decision-
making, Marks, et al.,(1985:502) commented thet there was an.
increased desire by teachers to be involved in "decision-
meking at all levels". Evidence shows that if teachers are

| allowed to participate in the deciSien-making process, they ,
are more satisfied with their work(Chung, 1985:34). BeiA; é ;J
involved' in decision-making may then lead both to higher '
levels of teacher satisfaction and also contribute to the S
general effectiveness of tpe school.

A study conducted by Chan-Young Chung(1985) examined
the levels of teacher participation in decision—makLnQ in
fifteen urban schoole, involving elementary, junio:/high;
and senior high teaehers. Inciuded as an integrai part of
the research was the measuring of levels of teaeher satis-
faction and dissatisfaction as related to pa;ﬁicipation in
decieion—making..w ' B ’

Chung gathered his data from an urban’jurisdietion
which has relatively lerge schools, each with several
administrators. 1In such a system, decisions.may be passed
down through well-established formal channels. The adminis-
trative structurehinvolves several decision-make;s, and
there may be more cosfly decisions to make. This juris-

diction also used decentralized budgeting, which creates a



decentralized the decision-making process. Many matters
concerning resource allocations are therefore decided at the
school level. We may assumevﬁhat Chuhgls findings may be
oost appropriate for large urban jurisdictions.

This study is designed to be a repliBation of the Chung
study, except that decision-making in smaller jurisdictions
will be examined. 'Findings may be quite different/for
jurisdictions where the administrative structures are
smaller and less complicated. Both the schools and the
central offices require far fewer administrators. 1In small
jurisdictions, principals are also teachers?as-well as

administrators.

[N

«~. Decislions are arrived at in different ways In larger
jurisdictions, there are formal channels and procedures to
- follow, whereas in small jurisdictions decision -making may
feature frequent informal discussions.

-Teachers in small jurisdictions ha;e fewer resources to
work with, and these resources may be more tightly |
-controlled by the central office. They may have less
preparation time and possibly larger class sizes. Oﬁ the
average, teachers in small jurisdictions earn less money
than their counterparts in larger centers, and ‘have fewer
'fringe benefits.

In small communities, the teachers are under a closer
‘public scrutiny than in larger communities. In turn, what

is expected of them, and of the schools in which they teach,

is a topic of general discussion in the community. Because
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of this, schoo;s in small jurisdictions ;gy be more conser-
vative and therefore less innovafive than in the larger
jurisdiction.
Such factors as these indicated a need toAstudy

decision-making as it occurs iﬁ smaller jurisdictions.
These differences, make smaller jurisdictions unique and
could cause significant differences in teachers' perceptions
and preferences in regards to participative decision-making.

| In small juriédictions,_the elementary teachers afe the
largest group of teachers from which reliable statistics can
be obggined. Teachers at the secondary level often teach
both.aunior and senior high classes and are huch fewer in
number . Theregore it was decided to involve only elementary

' teachers. in this study.
Statement of the Problem

While involvement by teachers in decision—making is
generally desirable in the eyes of scholars(Chung, 1985:4"),
there are factors within the schools which may impede such
. involvement. The personalities of staff members, the |
'leadership style of the principal, and central office
policy, may all affect the level of participation by
teachers 1ﬁ deéision-making. In light of such possible
situations, the following problem will be studied:

What is the perceived and prefer}ed level of decision-
making by elementary teachers in small jurisdictions?

The study of this problem will be assisted and guided by the



following research questions:
"

1. What is the distribution of decision-making
authority perceived by elementary teachers in
small jurisdictions?

2. What differences exist in the distribution of
decision-making authority perceived by teachers
according to the following demographic variables:.
length of time in school, and length of teaching
experience overall?

3.. What is the distribution of decision-making
~authority preferred by elementary teachers in
small jurisdictions?

4. What differences exist in the distribution of
decision-making authority preferred by teachers
according to the following demographic variables:
length of time in school, and length of teaching
experience overall?

5. What degree of discrepancy exists between the
perceived and the preferred involvement of
teachers in decision~making°

6. What differences exist in degrees of discrepancy
among teachers according to the demographic
variables: length of time in school and length of
teaching experience overall?

7. What is the extent of teacher satisfaction with -
their present involvement in decision-making?

= Definition of Terms -

1

There are basically four levels of decision-making
'authority within school syStems. These are dégined as '
follows:

The individual.teacher refers to the regular classroom
teacher.

The formal staff.group refers to groups of teachers or
. all teaching staff of a schooi excluding the school

administration.



- The principal refers to all administrators within the
school, including the principal and vice-principal.
The externai authority refe;s'to all“admihistrators
outside the school, such as central office officials,

regional office officials, or Alberta Education representa-

t

tives.

Significance of the Study

While there have been many studies in the past dealing
with various aspects of decision—making, there have been few
which have dealt with decision-making at the four levels
"with respect to specific tasks as perceived and prefefféd.
. by teachers(Chung, 1985:8). No such studies have
concentrated upon elementary teachers in small’ jurisdictions
in Alberta. | .

Circumstances have arisen in recent yea?s which add to
‘the significance of this study:

The relationship between principal and teacher has

bééome increasingly stréined by the growing emphasis on

teacher accountability, pupil minimum competence,
parent involvement, and collective bargaining(Barth,

1986:472).

Teacher accountability has become a central issue because of
the current téacher surplus, and by thevattempts of Alberta
Education to reform education in theiprbvince in wake of the

Keegstra affair.

At the same time, teachers are seeking greater profes-
\



sional autonomy, and are beginning to deﬁand more authority
in decision-making. "Teachers will tend to be less accept-
ing of those they perceive to be authority figures in
the schoolJ(Marks, et al., 1985:502). ‘ <
This study is significant in light of the current
emphasis on excellence in teaching. The participation
levels allowed to teachers in decision-making will
contribute to greater excellence. As teachers -are allowed
to participate, théy should become more satisfied -and their
quality of work should improve.

Basic Assumptions

It is assumed that teachers were able to rate éctual
and preferred 1&vels of decision—making;

It is also assumed that a relationship will be shown
between participative decision-making and teachef job

satisfaction.”
Delimitatior:s znd Limitations

This study was delimited td tre elementary teachers in
the two small jurisdictions previously described..

It was also delimited'to the perceptions and prefer- -
ences of teachers concerning the distribution of decision-
making authority at one point in time.

The generalizations drawn from the study are delimited
to teachefs of those schools involved in the study and may

not necessarily apply to teachers in other jurisdictions.
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The use of a questionnaire limits opinions of teachers

and could possibly have caused the results to be biased.

Furthermore, the rate of returns may , not be representative

of the population.
Organization of the Thesis «

In this chapter the probiem was introduced and the
research questions were specified. Terms were defined, the
significanée of the’study was outlined, and basic assump-
tions, delimitations and limitations were .discussed.

| Chaptér 2 contains a review of the literature, and the
conceptual framework for the study. The methodology used
fdr data collection and gd;lySis is described in Chapter 3
and the findings of the study are reported in Chapter 4.
Chapter 5 contéins‘a sumﬁary of the study, conclusions, and

implications ‘arising from the findings.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

School effectiveness has become the subject of much
debate in recent years. The need for effective schools is
obvious, but how to obtain them is open to question. 1In
attempts to refo}m schools, the classroom teachers, regarded
by many as the most responsible for providing effective
education, are often overlooked(Bushing, et al., 1985).
Therefore teachers are becoming dissatisfied(Wangberg,
1984). Some leave the profession, while others suffer from//f
burnout (Schwab, et al., 1986). This calls for a different
kind of leader, one who will use a democratic style of
leadership, encouraging participative decision-making by
teachers(Marks, et al., 1985:92). |

This review will focus on four areas of study which
‘relate to participative decisioﬁ—making. First, attention
will be given to the study of Chan-Young Chung, which
combined the concept of authority with participative
decdysion-making. Secondly, recent studies in participative
decision-making will be reviewed. Thirdly, the changing
role of the principal will be studied in light of greatet
teacher participation in decision-making. Finally, the
éonnection between participative decision-making and teacher
satisfaction will be analyzed. The review will conclude
with a summary and 1mplic2tion§ thet are raised by the

literature.
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Chung's Literature Review ;

{%
Churig emphasized authority as the basis)éor decision-

making ability. He reviewed the 1iterature\83 demonstrate
i
the theories of Weber(1947), Barnard(1954), ngpn(1961),

L AT

Baum(1961), Blau(1967), Rogers(lQ?Sgﬁqxeimgy(%;“Gg“ and

i
Scott(1981). From these writers he ° »gbwed that”ﬂUthority

was dependent upon the willingness of individuals to accept
it(Chung, 1985:14). He connected authority to decision-
making by quoting Simon:

Authority may be defined as the power to méke decisions

which guide the actions of another. It is a relation-

ship between two individuals, one."superior" and the
' other "subordinate"(Chung, p.14).
Chung continued to affirm that

Authority...is the riéht to control the behavioﬁr of

others, while power 1is the ability to influence the

behaviour of others with or without authority..)power
and authority are essential ingredients of decision-

making(p. 16).

Chung then reviewed the bureaucratic, human relations,
and professional models of authority structures. He showed
that while the "bureaucratic model is characterized by a
centralized authority structure;, the "humad relations médel
emphasizes a dispersed authority structure" (p. 18).
According to the typology déveloped by Kaplan and Tusky -~
(1977), there are *five models of authority relationships in

terms of’decision—making"(p. 18). These are
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(1) bureaucratic, (2) representative bureaucratic, (3)
consultative bureaucratic, (4) collegial, and (5) delega-
tive. The continuum ranges from the most hierarchical to

the least hierarchical(pé 18).
Chung showed that according to Etzioni(1964) and

\ 1!

Mintzberg (1979): -
authority structures in professional organizations
’ basically consist of two types: (1) admi;lstrative
authority based on hierarchy, and, (2) professional
aufthority derived from knowledge and expertise in the

area of professional work(p. 20).

In some professional organizations, conflicts arise
be@ween the two types of authority. This conflict is more
lik;;; to occur within semi-professional organizations since
the Qorkers do not controM their working conditions and have
limi%ed professional autonomy(p. 22).

Chung pointed out that Hasenfeld(1983) regarded
teachers as semi-professionals "since they have a lack of
control over curricuium requirements, scheduling, and other
conditions which affect their working conditions (Chung,
1985:24). Hoy and Miskel(1978), however, felt that teachers
were progressingltowards professionalism(p. 24). within —
teaching there is a desire for more%autonomy in decision-
making.

Schools are characterized by qualities found in both

bureaucratic and human relations models(p. 26). There needs

to be a balance b?PWE€ﬁ administrative authority and
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professional authority. _

Chung dealt with decision-making as a key component of
administration(p. 27), writing that it is a complex process
to make choices(p. 28). "Declision-making should be’a
rational process, wherein a cholice is deliberately hade from
a number of alternatives"(p. 28). \\\ )

According to Simon(Chung, p. 29), tharJ are two types
of decisions: those that are programmed and those that are
not. The former kind are decisions which are roﬁfl@p and
repetitive, while the latter are "decisions concerning
previously unknown, unstructured, and consequential mat-
ters"(p. 29). According to Hasenfeld(Chung, p. 29), school
organizations deal mostly with the non-programmed types of
decisions.

Chung discussed three alternatives relating to the
decision-making process: that of Simon(1960), that of
Griffiths(1967), and that of Rogers(1975). Simon had three
phases, Griffiths-had six steps, and Rogers had four stens.
}for his purposes, Chung felt that Simon's three phases were
adequate. They are as follows: "finding occasions for
making a decision; finding possible courses of action; and
choosing among coursés of action"(p. 29). Chung determined
that for his study the focus would be placed on the final
act of selection from many alternatives” (p. 30).

Chung postulated that there are five styles of

=

decision—méking'

(1) a manager deciding without consulfation:

¥
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(2) a manager deciding after consultation;

(3) deciding by a.vote of the members;

(4) decliding by a consensus of group members;

(5) 1individual member deciding(Chung, p. 30).

Chung thén reduced these to three levels of decisipn—making
authority: "a manager, a group, or a single subordinate
individual"(p. 30). In this way he arrived at the three
"decision-making units"(p. 11) which he used in his study.

The purpose bf participative de:. {sion-making is to

"improve the quality of decisions and to increase the
commitment of subordinates to the decisions made" (Chung, p.
J1). Chung gave three important advantagés of partici-
pation:

(1) 41t implies influence over decisions, and influence
1s a primary mediator of acceptance;

(2) organizational members are more likely to under-
stand decisions they helped to formulate;

(3) by virtue of their participation% organization
members gain psychological "ownership" of the
decision(Chung, p.\32).

Participation was jpstified by Chung when hé stated

that it helps in:

... realizing democratic ideals, increasing organiza-

tional effectiveness, respecting the expertise and

professionalism of personnel, making effective deci-
sions, increasing organizational commitment, exercising

legitimate authority, and meeting some psychological
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needs of subordinates(Chung, p. 34).

Important to the present study is the fact that Chung also
stated: "Participative deciston-making should increaze tne
job satisfaction of subordinates..."(p. 34). This is
lmportant because this study will attempt to show a
relationship between participation and satisfaction.

There are limitations that should be placed. upon
participation acgyrding to Chung. “"without appropriate
consideration oﬁ’the particular situation, participation may
not be effective"(p. 35). Factors ;hich should be taken
into consideration include: (1) the willingpess of subor-
dinates to be 1involved, (2) the nature of the problem, ¢(3)
the expertise needed to solve the problem, and (4) the Ejnds
éf people needed to implement the decisions. Too many
people involved can lead to "misdirected effort”(p. 35). 1If
people are involved in decision-making which i{s unimportant,
it may hinder them from becoming involved again. Too much
involvement produces negative results(p. 36).

Chung used a study by Simpkins(1968) as the basis for
his study. sSimpkins explored teachers' perceptions and
preferences for participation 1i: ‘ecision-making in a large
jurisdiction. He found that teachers desired to see a
:change in the use of administrative authority and profes-
sional authority"(p. 39).

Chung also summarized other studies which are relevant'
to participative decision-making. Chamberlain(:975) found i

that Oregon teachers felt a large discrepancy between
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referbﬁces and perception. Iaherwood and Taylor(1978)
ound ﬁhat principalsvand'teachers in Quebec had widely
Vd:Veréent views with reéard to teacher participation.
Aputto and Belasco(1972) studied teacher participation in
‘Egaéision—making,ln western New fork state. It was found
. that both "over-participation and decisional deprivation
caused dissatisfaction” (p. 41). The majority of teachers,
however, wantad "more involvement in decision—@aking"(p.
4lj; Mohrman, Cooke, and Mohrman(1978) found thatbteachera
wahted more participation in management decisions(p. 41).
Masse(}969f found'in Quebec that there was a strong rela-
tionship betweea a desire for an increased decision-making
authority and teachers' professional aspirations(p. 42).
Cox and wOad(1980), surveying teachers in the American mid-
west, "ffund that participation in decision-making was
negatively related to teacher alienation, while hierarchy of
authority was positively related to alienatior " (p. 42). 'Hoy
and Sousa(1984), surveyed-a group of teachers from New
Jersey, and found that an organization can benefit if
principals are willing to delegate important decisions to
teachers. There are thrae benefits:
; (1) Teachers are less likely to perceive a strong
" authority structure and thus may be able to
identify with the goals and objectives of the
school. | | '

(2) Teachers gafﬁ a greater sense of job éatisfaction,

which tends to produce improved attitudes towards
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their work and the people with whom they work.
(3) Teachers are mpre inclined to exhibit loyalty to
their principals- (Chung, p. 43). |
From Chung's literaéure review the relationship befween
authority énd decision-making is cLeérly seen. It is also
seen that schools have a combination of administrative and.
professionallauthority, which occasionally may create
conflicts. To operate efficiently there must be a balance
between the two. Chung also showed that there are benefits
to participative decision-making, and that teachers gener-

ally desire more involv .ent in decision-makir~.
Participative Decision-Maki.

Participation has been defined as "the mental and
emotional involvement of a person in a group situation that
mencourages the individual to contributelto group goals and
to share responsibility for them"(Owens,. 1978:284). Within
this context, a person becomes an "owner" of the décision
As an owner, the person will become motivated to desire the
goals of the organization to be accomplished. He becomes
responsible for the effectiveness of the organization.

In the educational setting, the traditional hierarchi-
cal struéture has greatly inhibited participative decision-
making. Chung found that decision-making for teachers was
limited to the classroom,\and that they had little influence
upon adminisfra*ive decision—making(l985:193).’ This fact

has been verified several times since theQéBuShing,,et al.,
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1985; MacPhail-Wilcox, et al., 1985; Barth, 1986; and

Freedman, et al., 1986).

The Need For Teacher Participation

| There are problems which arise when teachers are not
allowed to participate: . |
Collegial interaction is limited, recognition is
infrequent;?and increased status, esteem, and pay often
are limited to a number of positions open in the
disﬁrict. Such conditions reduce satisfaction with
work, destroy incentive, and ignore the condition of
differentiation known to characterize adult’develop—
ment(MacPhailQWilcox, et al., 1985:17). |
Teachers are not motivated to better themselves, and working
conditions can become oppressive. "Teachers report that
they are treated with disrespect and indifference in the
school environment"(ibid, p. 17). As a fesult;vmany
teachers ére leaving the profession(Raschke, et al.; 1985).
There has been an increase in teacher militancy as a
result of di§satisfaction; "Now teachers are more vigor-
ously voicing their concerns, and triing to take steps to
increase the scope of their decisi?n—making,power"(Bushing,
et al., 1985:14). Teacher frustration grows when they lose
control of their childrens' éducat;on t0~épecialists and
administrafors. When pupil progress is "ascribed to
'specialists" the teacher "experiences demoralization, a

sense of impotency, and resentment"(Freedman, et al.,
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1986:13). When administrators do not involve teachers in
scheduling, anger is the result(ibid, p-14). This kind of
activity demonstrates that a greater professionalism is
emerging among teachers.

other effect on teachers because of non-participation

is iucreased teacher stress and burnout.

. the lack of control and autonomy in one's job also
contributes‘to burnout. Control involves the
employee's percéption"of his influence on decision-
making regarding such issues as work scheduling and the
development of policies that directly affect the work
énvironment... increasing employees' participation in
the decision—making process 1s an effective way to
prevent job-related stress (Schwab, et al., 1986:16).

it Qould seem that participative decision-making is a key to
teacher happiness as well as school effectiveness.
Educational reform is of necessity dependent upon the
classroom teacher. On occasion, governments have attempted
to reform education without involving.teachefs in the -
planning process. The results afe very often‘of little
benefit to eaucation. Teache§§ must be involved since they
are most directly responsiblelggr the education of children:
The need for classroom teacher leaders, those who have
gained a broader—perspective, to share in decisions
which affect their'lives, is a critical one if schéol
reform is to truly make a difference. It is absolutely

imperative that we include teachers in decision-making
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processes that, in turn, intimately affect the impact

they have on children(Bushing, et al., 1985:13). r
Teachers have a central role to play in education. Changes
to education therefore‘should require teacher involvement.

Slezak(1984:5) felt superordinates mﬁst share power
with subordinates because of six realities which exist
concerning today's employees: (1) they think for themselves;
(2) they are pro-active, seeking sglf-exbression;
(3) they are self-interested, exhibiting the "what's in it
for me?" attitude; (4) They expect to be heard. When the
opportunity exists for employees to influence their mana-
gers, productivity and morale almost always improve;
(5) workers are more expensive than ever, and therefore must
be more efficient and productiQe; and (6) they have noten-
tial to offer the company.

We ha;e seen therefore, that there is 6ﬂvery real need
for teachers to be able to participate in decision-making.

They will be happier and more productive as a result. .

Benefits of Participation

There are several apparent benefits to téacher
participation. They haQe a wealth of expeftise to.
contribute (Slezak, 1984:14; and Bushing, et al., 1985).
Teachers become well-motivated and "feel the sense of
recognition, accomplishment, and importance"(Slezak,
1984:14). |

Two major benefits to increased participation are given



by Owens (1987:284):

(1) The group wiil arrive at better decisions. 1In
today's society, problems in the educational realm
can be very complex. As a result, many viewpoints
are needed before arriving at éhe best decision.

(2) It will enhance the growth and development of the
organization's ﬁarticipants., There will be a
greatér sharing of goals, improved motivation, im-
proved communication,‘and better-developed group
process skills. .

Anothervapparent benefit to teacher participation is a

.greater level of productivity. "Most people work better,

more enthusiastically, and at a higher level of motivation
when they are given a reasonable degree of freedom to act

and contribute" (Slezak, 1984:14). Teacher participation

obviously is a valuable policy for administrators to

consider.

Methods of Participation

The fifst and most obvious way for teachers to
participate is within the administrative framework of the
school, sharing in educational decision—making which affects
them. Bushing, et al., (1985:15), listed how teacher
expertise may be used‘on a system-wide basié:

(1) They could be used at the pedagogical level,

showing new teachers the art of teaching.

(2) They could help other teachers to become more

20



effective.

(3) They could be involved in planning staff develop-
ment activities.

(4) They could be utilized in research, thereby
helping to find cures to school problemsf

(5) Their assistance could be used in program develop-
ment.

(6) Their expertise in public speaking could be used
in media communication.

As teachers are used in these ways, "a new professionalism

would develop"(Bushing, et al., 1985:15).

Limits To Participation

’ Participation should be limited to areas which directly
affect the teacher (Lipham, 1983; Begdipsky, 1984: Slezak,
1984:15; Rosenholtz, 1985; and Owens 1987:288). Partici-
pation can be "time consﬁhing and if used inappropriately,
be inefficient"(Slezak, 1984:15). Weak leaders can use this
kind of leadership ﬁo avoid responsibility(ibid, p. 15).
When the group makes a colLective decision; administration
must carry it through, or employees will resent it. If such
decisions are rejected very often, the respect of the group
is lost. If the participative style of leadership is not
handled well, there can eventually be a comp;ete loss of
leadership control(ibid, p. 15).

Owens(1987:288) gave three tests for identifying

decisions in which it is appropriate for teachers to

21
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participate:

“(1) The test of relevance. Wwhen the teacher's
personal stakes in the decision azé high, their
interest in farticipation should also be high.
Examples .include teaching methods and materials,
discipline, curriculum, and organizing for
instruction.

(2) The test of expertise. The teacher must be

competent and able to contribute effectiveiy.
He/she must be knowledgeable about the decision to
be made.

(3) The test of jurisdiction. Schools are organized

| on a hierarchical basis. Individual staffs have

jurisdiction only over those decision-making areas
that are assigned to them. Participation in the
making of decisions that the group cannot imple-
ment will 6nly cause frustration.
These tests must be taken into account before individuals
are utilized in decision-making.

Owens(1987:288) also pointed out that individual:
should desire to be involved before they actually have
further responsibilities thrust upon them. Teachers c
must engage in a good deal of paperwork, and further
involvement may simply increase their burden. 1In a study
undertaken in the American midwest featuridg 300 elementary
school teachers, lack of time was deemed to be "the greatest

impediment to job satisfaction" (Raschke, et al., 1985).
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Therefore, caution must be taken to enéﬁre that the teacher
desires to participate.

Owené related Barnard's "zonessof acceptance" to the
decision-making process, and to plan for teaéher participa-
tion (Owens, 1987:288); There is the Zone of Indifference
which relates to decisions which teachers simply are not
interested iﬂ. For example, teachers may be asked to
participate in making decisions over trivial matters.
"Typically, teachers are involved at an insignificant level
as they meet with committees, but have no voice in deciding
whether or not their expertise will be used in formation of
actual policies" (Bushing, et al., 1985:12). 1In such cases,
teacher participation is not likely. The Zone of
Sensitivity features areas in decision-making where teachers
take a great personal interest over a period of time. This
could involve teaching assignments and evaluation of
professional performance(Owens, 1987:289). In such areas as
these group decision-making would be appropriate, and the
principal could actually enhance his or her authority by
permitting such involvement(ibid, p. 289). The third zone
is the Zone of Ambivalence. Here "teachers have something
at stake but not enough to make Fhem especially concerned"
(ibid, p. 289). An example of this could be in having all
staff parficipate in planning a préfessional development

day. Involving teachers needlesSly can cause bad feelings

‘and will not accomplish its objective.
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Owens suggested that teachers be polled to indicate

areas of interest in decision-making. Inka study by Owens
and Lewis(1976), it was discovered that beginning teachers
were interested in topics such as school policies, the
curriculum, and procedures for teacher evaluation(ibid, p.
289). Veteran teachers were more concerned with maintaining
school traditions and participating in key issues relating
to the operation of the school.

It is important that the limits to participation be
considered before any policy regarding participation is
formulated. Ovefall, however, it is 1mpo£tant to recognize
that teachers are not being allowed enough freedom to
participate. As a result, teacher motivation and satis-

faction are not where they should be.
The Changing Role of the Principal

The traditional hierarchigal structure of schools has
carried with it the aura of a principal who carries all of
the decision-making authority with him by virtue of his
position. Past studies have indeed shown this to be the
case(Chung, 1985:115; Bushing, et al., 1985: and Freedman,
et al., 1986). Due to risind\ﬁeacher professionalism, there
have been conflicts, as already noted. Furthermore,
effectiveness literature also points to shared decision-
making as a necessary ingredient of schoql effectiveness:

The effective principal involves the teachers in

decision-making in areas where they are affected



(Rosenholtz, 1985:384).

In a search for factors that influence school effec-

tiveness, the role of the elementary school principal

has emerged as critical(Taylor, 1986:10).

Being an instructiona] leader necessitates 5&Sgp}ng a

more collaborative s5'yl< of leadership(Tewell,

1987:102).

Indeed, for more than a decade principals and ot! r

administrators have been regularly exposed to_the’

belief that participatory decision-making is crucial

for administrative effectiveness(Gunn, et al., 1988:2).
This therefore points to a different kind of principal than
we have seen 1in the past. He must adop% a, leadership stYle
\ 1in which he attempts to satisfy teache:;.’ "Principals...
must find ways to improve working conditions for teachers by
removing job dissatisfiers that drain the joy from teaching"

(Pellicer, 1984:47).

Emerging Problems Of The Principalship

The task of the principal has become more difficult as
the trend towards participative decision-making gains
momentum. The "relationship between teacher and principal
has become increasingly strained by the growing emphasis on
teacher accountability, pupil minimum competence, parent
involvement, and collective bargainding"”(Barth, 1986:472).
Barth felt tha£ the principal-teacher relationship was

characterized by the "parking-lot syndrome... principals
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talk in faculty rooms and teachers talk in parking lotsf.

He pointed out that the "least common form of relationship
among adults in schools 1is one that is collegial, coopera-
tive, and interdependent" (ibid, p. 473).

The cortinuing pressure among practitioners for

participatory decision-making has complicated super -

ordina:>—subordinate relationships, so that they are
now suﬁstantially more complex than organizational
charts would suggest. Superordinates once gave orders
and subordinates obeyed. Today many superordinates are
reluctant to direct and many subordinates feel little
obligatition to defer to hierarchically authorized

commands (Gunn, et al., 1988:3).

The principal must be very conscious of the needs of
teachers, and try to work from a more professionally-
oriented framework. "Treslan and Ryan found that teachers
in their study expressed greater responsiveness to influence
based on principals' administrative skills than to power °*
drawn from the principals" hiérarchical position or from
+other sources"(ibid, P. 3). "Teachers will tend to be less
accepting of those they perceive to be authority figu:es in
the school" (Marks, et al., 1985:502).

It is the principal's authority and power that is being
challenged by teachers within the school system today. . The
principal, who once'had a great deal of power, is now being
urged to share that power(Slezak, 1984:3; and Brodinsky,

1984). The concern expressed by Gunn, et al., (1988), is
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that the power of the principal has been eroded too much,

and thé% changes must occur in the hierarchical structure on
A

a system-wide basis: ¢
a shift toward greater freedom in decision-making

at the school level, albeit within the constraints of
provincial legislation and regulations, is an objective
that is both worthy of pursuit and reflective of
current power relationships in educational organiza-
tions. Decision-making responsibility devolved to the
school level needs to include not merely matters of
budget but also program development and student
affairs(Gunn, et al., 1988:3). '

Such a move would have important effects on the present

hierarchical system in education. It would also assist the

principal in delegating important decision-making tasks to

his subordinates.

Lipham felt that teachers should be included in the
following managerial decisions: "determining the adminis-
trative and organizational structure of the school, deter-
mining procedures to be used for teacher evaluation, hiring
new faculty members, setting and revising school goals, and
in establishing schbol~wide policies" (Lipham, 1983:20).

Some would reduce the principal's role in decision-
making even further. Such an example is.the contention of
Hopkirk(1987:8), who stated: "the role of the chief

administrator is not to make decisions, but to monitor the

decision-making process." It is difficult to see how a
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principal could devoid himself of all decision-mak ing power

and stil]l maintaln control of the school.

An Alternative Leadership stwle

In realistic terms, a balance must be struck "between
principal leadership and teacher involvement in decision-
making" (Shreeve, et al., 1987:17). The principal should
"seek a balance between authoritative and participative
decision-making" (Lipham, 1983:20). As this s done,
teachers will gain a respect for the principal's authority,
and yet feel satisfied with their level of participation.

Marks, et al. (1985:92) stated that the best kind of
leader 1s a democratic one. Such a leader will "butld
mor;le and cooperation”, and will have "the courage to
delegate to others" (ibid, P. 77). A democratic leader
"helps create growth and stimulate new leadership” (ibid p.
78). He shares decision-making wherever possible, and halps
teachirs to realize feelings of success when a task ig
complé.'x. He encourages "worthwhile suggestions and the
development of new procedures when warranted" (ibid, p. 99).

The administrator should develop a school climate which
’will facilitate participative decision-making:

An effective administrator will seek to develop

relationships in several ways, based on ongoing

"pastoral care". This involves developing a "we”

philosophy, fostering a family-like climate, and

building an ethos of ownership which encompasses the

Y
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student group(Renihan & Renihan, 1984:3).
Slezak(1984:13) oointed out that "true cooperation is
possible only df a mutual system of influence prevails, and
1f a climate exists in which collaboration is appreciated."
He further remarked that "the participative leader
establishes)a work climate in which the potential power of
people 1is unleashed" (ibid, p. 14). To accomplish this, the
principal must be equipped with skills for dealing with
people.

Shreeve, et al. (1987:17) found that "when principals
were seen as 'suppgrtibe', 'friendly', or 'easy to
approach', teachers had a high degree of satisfaction."

When thevopposite was true, job satisfaction was low. The
~leadership style of the principal obviously is a key to job

satisfaction among teachers

o
When Principals Need Authority

;e
There are rare times when authority is needed on the

part of the principal and its use is justified. “ Tewell
(1987) reported on a study conducted of three urban schools
thch were in crises situations.k The three principals
practiced authoritarian attitudes toward their staffs and
students. Theim schools were saved, and the crises passed.
However, the principals were alienated from their staffs,
and none were able to move their schools ahead to instruc-
tional improyement after the crisis was passed.” Authority

‘therefore has its place, but not in schools that are truly
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effective.

Decision-Making and Teacher'Satisfaction

fhere are many reasons for teacher dissatisfaction
within our school systems. The following American report
giyés Several reasons:

Thousands of classroom educators are leaving the

teaching profession; some primarily for economic

reasons, but many others have found teaching to b{yﬁ
unrewarding in the light of public criticism, confiictj
ing societal ;xpectations, unsupportive parents and
administrators, and students no longer possessing the
attributes necessary for sustained academic |
achievement (Raschke, et al., 1985:555).
The méin reason for dissatisfaction, however, stems from the
teacher's ihability to participate in decision-making (Hoy &
Miskel, 1982:339; Brodinsky, 1984, Bushing, et al., 1985;
Kreis, et al., 1985; and Marks, et al., 1985:77).
Hoy & Miskel(1982:339) wrote: «
Greater participation in decision-making, especially
concerning instructional methods, yields enhanced
teacher job sati tion. Moreover, the lack of oppor-
tunities to participate in decision-making is the
greatest source of teacher dissatisféction.
Bushing, et al., (1985:14) declared: "the lac&ﬁof involve-
ment of teachers in school and district decision—making is

quickly becoming the chief factor responsible for job
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dissatisfaction among teachers."”

Teachers' needs must be satisfied before the schools
can becomevtruly effective. "Satisfying teachers' needs is
complex, but it is essential to improving the performance of

”dur schools" (Kreis, et al., 1985:77). "It is foolhardy to’
ignore the importance of teacher satisfaction with the
quality of worklife..."(MacPhail-Wilcox, et al., 1985:19).

. The rewards teachers receive from teaching must be at least
equal to the amount of effort they put into it, before
satisfaction will occur. Teachers' concerns must be
addressed before they will be satisfied in their role.

There are two types of satisfaction that are needed for
teachers - intrinsic and extrinsic(MacPhail—Wilcox,
1985:23). Teachers receive intrinsic satisfaction by seeing
the progress their students make. To many teachers this is
their primary source of job satisfaction(Raschke, et al.,
1985:551). Participation in decision-making at the school
level leads to extrinsic satisfaction, begause a school need
is being met (MacPhail-Wilcox, et al., 1985:23). Teachers
generally receive little extrinsic satisfactien.

'If teachers are allowed to participate in decision-
making at the management level, satisfaction will be the
result, as well as%motivatidgﬁ "Employees are motivated by,l
and will strive hard for, goals which they helped to create
and in the accomplishment of which they will gain deep v
personal satisfaction“(s%ezak[ 1984:14). Satisfying teacher

" needs therefore is a key function of participative decision-

AL
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making.
Other Related Studies

Brodinsky(1984) surveyed 300 administrators %nd
teachers in the eastern United States to discover factors
that contributed to teacher morale. He discovered that one
of the strongest dissatisfiers was the’low quality of
relationships that teachers had ‘with their principals.
Teachers suffered from the conflict between what the
principal or the front office demanded, and the needs of the .
puplils. Principals failed to provide proper support to
.tééchers in matters pertaining to student discipline.
Finally, teéchers wanted a stronger voice in decision-

making.

Pellicer(1984) studied five high sch s ‘in California,
enteeism. A

surveying the teéching staffs concerning
negative correlation was est;b%;shed between absenteeism and
teacher satisfaction. This has ramifications for school
effectiveness.’

Wangberg(1984) reported on three studies which were
done to ascertain how teacher satisfaction levels were
changing from year to year. The main question asked was,
"If you had to choose your occupation again, would you
choose to enter the teaching profession?" 1In 1981 a
national survey of American teachers revealed that 36% would
not choose a téaching career again. 1In 1982, the public

school teachers of New York state were surveyed, and 47%



would go into another profession. In 1984, Wangberg
surveyed four school systems and found that 40% would choose
another profession. Reasons for such choices were indicated
by teaeher: "the declining status of teachers", and "high
rates of teacher dissatisfaction"(wWangberg, 1984:8).

Raschke, et al.(1985), surveyed 300 elementary teachers
from various school districts in the central midwest of the
United States. Each participant was asked to respond
.confidentially to a mailed survey concerning the state of
teaching, job stress, and job satisfaction. They perceived
that a lack of time was the greatest dissatisfier they had,
and disruptive students were the second worst source of
stress. "Many teachers commented on the importance of open
communicationf shared decision-making, and a collegial
spirit of administrative practices"(Rascnke, et al.,
1985:563). A major recommendation arising frem the study
stated: "If theveducational system is to pursue excellence
in the face of declining enrollments, rapid social change,
and restricted budgets, attention must be given to the
difficulties elementary teachers face"(ibid, 1985:563).

Schwab, et al.(1986) surveyed 339 randomly selected
elementary and secondary teachers in New Hampshire to
determine causes for teacher burnout. Seven causes of
teacher burnout surfaced, ann low participation in decision-
making was listed as one of the causes.

Coleman(1987) reported on an experiment by a school

board in central British.Columbia, in which its schools were
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made more democratic. Teachers were given an equal voice in
decision;making with the Principals. As a result, teachers
gained a higher awareness of their school's objectives.

Both teachers and principals felt themselves more respon-
sible for the quality of education in their schools.

.Shreeve, et gl.(1987) surveyed the faculties of nine
schools’located in two Washington state counﬁies to search
for possible interactions between (1) participatory manage-
ment opportunities, (2) principal leadership, and (3)
overall teacher job satisfaction. The teacherg'in the
survey exhibited an overall sense of deprivation in terms of
their decision-making powers. There were no clear-cut
correlations which emerged between participatory manégement
opportunitiés and improved job satisfaction. However, there
was a suggestion that when teachers are as actively involved
as they desire to be in decisions which affeét their
classrooms as well as the overall management of the build-
ing, there is a trend towards higher job satisfaction.

Their survey suggested that participatory management or
an open personal style of administration may affect teacher
job satisfaction positively -‘without undermining the
leadership role of the principal.

Conceptual Framework -

The Discrepancy Theory was originally presented by
Porter in 1961 (Morawa, et al., 1984:7). It is based upon

Maslow's need hieraréhy, and is an effective way of



discovering levels of satisfaction.
Job satisfaction is the function of the discrepancy in
perceived relationship between need fulfilment actually
received compared to that which the employee thinks
should be present. Satisfaction is greater as the
~discrepancy is smalier(Morawa, et al., 1984:7). '
The data—collécting instrument used for this study was
based upon the discrepancy theory, since the purpose of the
study was to investigate levels of participation in small
elementary jurisdictions. As a result, two aspects of
decision-making were analyzed in.the study: (1) that which
teachers perceived they were participating in, and (2) that
level at which teachers would prefer to be engaged in. The

following diagram was used to illustrate how the two aspects"
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of decision-making are related to job satisfaction, and how .

a discrepancy between the actual and the preferred will
affect satisfactibn.

It was assumed that teachers would be satisfied when
actual levels of participation are the same as the preferred
levels of participation. The long distance between the
actual and the preferred levels of participation indicates a
diécrepagcy which causes a low level of sa}isfaction. The
discrepancy decreases and satisfaction incfeases as the
level of actual participation and preferred participation
merge together. Satisfaction becomes a byproduct of-

participation in decision-making(Hopkirk, 1987:8).
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Figure 1: Decision-Making And Satisfaction

HIGH
SATISFACTION

MEDIUM
SATISFACTION

DISCREPANCY Low
SATISFACTION

Summary and Implications

In this literature review, the work of Chung was
carefully examined. ‘The major parts of his literature
review, eépecially as they pertained to this study, were
report?d. The basis of authority was reviewed, pointing out
its relationship to decision-making. The bureaucratic,
human relatiohs, and professional models of authority
~ structures were examined and the implications arising from
them give suggestions about whether or not professionalism
is rising among tgachers, and if principals are balancing
authority with pﬁbfessionalism.

Discussion included the methods Chung used to arrive at

three levels of decision-making, which he called decision-



/
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making uniés. For the purpose of this study, the three
levels of decision-making were increased to four, as will be
noted in the next chapter. '

Chung's reQiew of the advantages and limitations of
participative decision;making was reported upon. These were
expanded and discussed more thoroughly in later sections of
this review.

Other sections of the review included participative
decision-making literature written since Chung completed his
research, a section on the role of the principal, a section
on the connection between decision-making and teacher
satisfaction, and finally, recent related studies were
reported.

The need for part}cipation by teachers seems to be a
prerequisite for efféc%ive schools. Effecfiveness litera-
ture points to the benefits of participation. The methods
of utilizing teachers as decision-makers were discussed. A
major section included thelneed for limiting participation,
and three guidelines or "tests" were given.

The changing role of the principal was discussed at
length. The role was evolved from the hierarchically
‘authoritarian role to a more-or-less democratic style of
leadership, which was deemed the best for the modern
principal to adopt. Problems of the principalship were
looked at, and an alternate leadership style was presented.

Teacher satisfaction was shown to be closely connected

to opportunities teachers had to participate in decision
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making. The emphasis upon teacher satisfaction presented a
dramatic shift away from the emphasis which Chung had placed
upon authority relationships in school systems.

Several recent studies relating to participative
decision-making and teacher satisfaction Qere reported on.
Evidence from these studies suggested that there are at
times wide discrepancies between teacher pefceptions and
teacher preferences. These discrepancies have resulted in
teachers leaving the pfofession as well as teacher stress
and burnout.

From the review of the literature, it is apparent that
while teachers may be a little more involved in decision-
making than at the time of Chung's study, th?re remains |
stringent controls on teacher participation.‘ The literature
demonstrates that conflicts between teachers and adminis-
tration have escalated, and teachers are becoming more
adamant about participation. Principals, on the other hand,
are_underlgreat pressure to adapt to a more professionally-
oriénteq style of leadership. There are some suggestions
that there should be changes on a system-wide basis.
Pressures on all ﬁérticipants seem to have increased.

A conceptual framework linking teachers' actual and
preferred involvement in decision-making with their extént

of satisfaction was outlined. Tt forms the basis for the

survey instrument described in the following chapter.



CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the design, the methodology, and
the data collecting procedure used in this study. The
population used in the study, and the methods by which the

data were analyzed, 1is also reported.
Design of the Study

The study used a survey research design to obtain
perceptions 6f the actual and preferred extent of teachers'
participation in decision-making, and their corresponding
satisfaction. Their responses were analyzed to determine
what discrepanﬁies existed between their actual levels of
participation, and the level at which they preferred to be
involved. The relﬁtionship between participation and

satisfaction was also examined.
The Questionnaire

A questionnaire adapted from that used in Chung's

research was the data collection instrument.

Chung's Questionnaire

- Chung's questionnaire was in six parts: a Personal
Data section, and Parts A to E in the main body of the
instrument. A double Lickert scale was used as a method of

answering questions from Parts A to C, as follows:
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very low involvement
low involvement
moderate involvement
high involvement
very high involvement

U wr
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The scale was doubled because it measured both the actual
and the preferred degree of involvement.

Chung felt that there were three levels of decision-
making, which he called "decision-making units"(p. 46).
These he termed, "the individual teacher, the formal staff
group, and the higher official authority"(p. 46). Therefore
Part A of his questionnaire involved the individual teacher,
Part B involved the formal staff group, and Part C involved
the higher official authority. Part D was for personal
comments by the respondents, and Part E featured a Lickert-
type scale to measure overall satisfaction.

Each of thevfirst three parts featu :d fifteen task
areas, in which decisions are regularly made. Levels of
involvement, both actual and preferred, were to be_deter—

mined for each of the fifteen task areas.

Changes To Chung's Questionnaire

Modifications were made to Chung's instrument in order
to make it appropriate for the respondents. Further changes
were made as a result of a pilot study undertaken to test
the instrument. Changes made to Chung's questionnaire are
as follows:

1. It was felt that the three levels for decision-

making, called "decision-making units" by Chung,
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did not adequately address the administration
leyels within school systems. The level that was
termed the‘"higher official authority" was divided
into two: "the principal®, and the "external
authority". Therefore this study used four levels
of decision-making.

In the Personal Data section of his questionnaire,

Chung had four variables: school level, sex,
years of teaching experience, and years of
training. Since school level and gender were not
appropriate for this study, only two variables
were involved: 1length of experience in school,
and length of experience overall. Another
question, for clarification of their status
regarding the study, asked teachers to identify if
they taught more or less than 50% of their time in
an elementary setting.

Parts A to C of Chung's questionnaire were

compressed into one section, Qh that teachers
could see all levels more clearly, and so that
there was less duplication of task items. The
text of the fifteen tasks was also shortened by
placing "Determination of" at the top of the page
and deleting that phrase from each of the fifteen
tasks. The tasks themselves were regrouped in an
~effort to identify those tasks which are closely

related to classroom management. Hence Chung's



Tasks 9 and 10 were reversed, and numbered

correspondingly. Tasks 3 and 12 also exchanged

pocitions. Tasks 7, 8, and 9 are therefore
considered closely related to c]aséroom manage-
ment.

4. Parts D and E Chung's questionnaire were

compressed indiggbfle section, Part B. This meant
TR ”'“"“"

“%M by
that teachers

t]

encouraged to éive individual

comments on decision-making, as well as indicating

/
degrees of overall satisfaction{i%gd then comment-
ing on that.

The revised questionnaire is in Appendix A.
Validity and Reliability

Guba and Lincoln(1982:246) discussed four terms, that,
i1f met, constitute validity for a questionnaire. These are
"internal validity, external validity, reliahility, and
objectivity". In order to show that the que~- lonnaire and
the results are valid, these four factors must be addressed.

Internal validity simply asks the question, "Do the
data sources... find the inquirer's analysis, formulation,
and interpretations to be believable" (ibid, pP. 246)? To
answer this question, a pilot study was conducted prior to
the finalization of the questionnaire. Ten teachers dere
asked to answer the questionnaire, looking for ambiguities
and other problem areas. The result was that, ofher than a

few clerical chanaes. the farmat wac ~Ancidoavad a2 oieanl ~
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tool with which to address the.problem. .

External validity "is demonstrated by showing that the
data have been collected from a sample that is in some way
representative of the pepuletion to.which .generalization is

'sought"(ibid, p.247). 1In this study, the participation of

all elementary teachers in t%e two jurisdictions was sought.
Therefore an entire population was used.

@"Reliability is a matter of replicability; a study
ought'to be repeatable under the same circumstances in
another place and time"(ibid, p. 247). This study s a
replication of a study done by Chung in 1985. Churg had
modified a §uestionnaire developed by Simpkins 1;
1968(Chung, 1985:46). Chung found that his‘questionnzire
was reliable, "since the\majer tasks of schools‘have not
chenged"(cﬂung, p. 48). Chuﬁg's items were replicated for
this study. | ‘ '

"Objectivity is based en a qdentitative notion of
intersubjective egreement"(Gupe & Lincoln, 1982:247). The
findings of this study could be said te be the perceptions4
of the elementary teachers in the two jurisdictions. Every

effort was made to limit any bias toward any group involved

in the study.
Data Collection T

Procedures S . e

.\

The superintendent\and the principals were fully
" informed of the extent and purposes of the stu@?ﬁ After
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,‘from'the various schools. All schools were phoned and

| a4
both superintendents gave assent to the study, principals
were sent letters explaining the g$tudy and seeking their
approval They were phoned for confirmation of their

approval, and so that any questions they had could be

-addressed.

Letters were sent with the questionnaires to the
teachers explaining the study, and assuring the anonymity of
each participant. Teachers were asked to participate on a
voluntary basis, and were given the freedom to withdraw at
anytime. They were not pressured to participate.

No identifyingﬁmarks were put on the questionnaire.
The data were coded for computer purposes and no names of
individuals or schools were included.

The questionnaires and letters to teachers were
delivered by the courier system of each jurisdiction, "and
returned‘in’the Same manner. Teachers"completed ouestion—

na;res;were individually sealed in envelopes provided for

R A
[

-4tneﬂpUrpose, and all teacher envelopes were then put in a
“’vlarger envelope to be returned to the central office.

'Quéstionnaires from various schools were put together and

the origin okethe questionnaires were thereby anonymous

Efforts were made to encourage a greater participation

principals were thanked for their cooperation. 1If the
school had not yet sent the questionnaires back, school
officials were requested to encourage teachers to do so. 1In

some cases, the school was visited and the questionnaires

Y T
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were picked up by the reseércher. All schools involved in
the study were accounted for by at least a few question-
‘naires. |

,Letters sent to sﬁperidtendents, brincipals, ahd

teachers can be found in Appendix B.

The Respondents

The returns of the questirnnaire are summarized in

Table 3.1. The total number of returns was exactly 100

(46.7%). Of thos;ﬂ 51 (36.4%) came from Jurisdidﬁion 1 and

49 (66 2%) came from Jurisdiction 2.

Table 3.1

The Responded%s

[

JURISDICTION RESPONDENTS . %

Jurisdiction 1 51 36.4
11 schools s : )
(N = 140) o
Jurisdiction 2 49 66.2
11 schools = '
(N = 74)
Tbtal»-
22 schools : ; '
(N = 214) _ . 100 _ 46.7
Ex : '
_ Accepted For Analysis . 93 . 3.5
- Not Accgpted For Analysis 7 ‘ , 3.2
Total 100 T 46.7
: e

W).»v
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Of those questionnaires which were returned, 93 (43.5%) were
accepted for analysis.
Table 3.2 describes the respondents by the years of
teaching experience in the school, and the years of

experience overall.

Table 3.2

Description of the Accepted Respondents

AR v
Cown e

al | .
R REERTN
N

CATEGORY TOTAL NUMBER %

Years of teaching
-experience in school

1 ' 12 | 12.

8

2 -5 30 32.5

6 - 10 : 22 . 23.6 :
11 - 20 - 25 | 26.8
20 or more 4 4.3
Total 93 o 100.0

Years of teaching
experience overall

1 4 4.

3

2 -5 ' 14 15.1

6 - 10 28 30.1

11 - 20 35 37.6

20 or more 12 12.9
,Total 93 100.0

It is notable that the largest group of‘teachers in the-
first category are relatively new to the school. Foxty-five
percent of the teachers have taught for five years or less

in their pfesent school. 1In the seéond category that figure
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is only 19.4%. This suggeéts that teachers are quite mobile
in these jﬁrisdictions.

When the years of teaching experience overall is
examined, 50.5% of the teachers have taught for more than
tenmyears. This means that the teaching staff of the
jurisdictions are generally well—exgerienced, and over half
of them are at their maximum as far as salary is concerned.
Barth had this to say about veteran teachers, which may show
cause for dissatisfaction: "Increasingly schools are r
staffed with veteran, tenured teachers who are afforded
little horizontal or vertical professional mobility"

(Barth, 1986:471).
Analysis of Data

The data were analy;ed in order to examine: (1) the
perceived and preferredAdistribution of decision-making
authority regarding the fifteen task areas, (2) the degree
of discrepancy bétwéen the perceived and the preferred-
involvement of each of the four §ecision—making levels
regarding each of the fifteen taéks, (3) the differences in
degrees of involvement and discrepancy relating to the
demographic variables, and (4) the level of overall teacher

satisfaction with their involvement in decision-making.

Distribution of Decision-Making Authority

The degree of involvement by each of the four levels of

declsionFmakingﬁconcerning the fifteen tasks determined
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where the authority for decisibn—making rested. The mean
involvement score of each decision-making level was calcu-

lated for each task.

Discrepancy Between the Perceived and Preferred Involvement

The mean perceived and preferred involvement scores of
each decision-making level regarding each task were com-
puted. The discrepancy score was calculated by subtracting
the mean preferred involvement score from the mean perceived
score for each task. The result is the degree of discre-
pancy. Then, the rank order for the degree 6f discrepancy
was determined according to the size of the discrepancy

scores for each of the fifteen tasks.

Differences by Demographic variables

Mean scores of teachers categorized by lehgth of
teaching experience in the present school, and length of
teaching experiences overall, were compared to check for

differences.

Overall Satisfaction Level of Teachers

The mean score of teacher satisfaction with their
involvement in declsion—making was calculated. This score
represents the overall satisfaction level that teacheré have

concerning their participation in decision-making.
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Summary

In this chapter, attention was placed upon the research
methodology used in this study. The modification of the
questionnaire was stressed, along with its vélidation and
reliability. The nature of the réspondent group, and
methods for data analysis were also described.

The data for the study were collected from question-
naires, which were sent to 214 teachers in 22 schools. The
total number of returns was 100 (46.7%), of which 93 (43.5%)
were accepted for analysis.

The analysis of data involved descriptive statistics.



CHAPTER FOUR
THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This chapter presents the ﬁiﬁdings regarding the
distribution of decision—makiné/authority as perceived and
preferred by elementary teachers in small jurisdictions. 1t
also presents the findings on discrepancies that exist
between the perceived and preferred levels of decision-
making, as well as the findings concerning overall teacher
satisfaction in light of their participation in decision-
making. '

The distribution of decision-making authority was
determined by computing the degree of involvement of the
four levels of decision-making (the individual teacher, the
formal staff group, th'brinéipal, and the external author-
ity) in each of the fifteen tasks.' In addition, analyses
were conducted to see whether there were any significant
differences regarding decision-making involvement categor-
ized by length of time in thé present school, and length of
teaching experience overall. |

This chapter is divided into five parts: (1) Percéived
Involvement in Decision-making, (2)'Preferred Involvement in
Decision-Making, (3) Discrepancy Between Perceived and
Preferred Involvement in Decision-Making, (4&33atisfaction
of Teachers With Their Involvement in Decision-Making, and

(5) A Comparison with Chung's Findings.
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Perceive% Involvement in Decision-Making

Research %uestion #1: What is the distribution of decision-
making authority perceived by elementary teachers in small

jurisdictions?

In ordef to examine the question, the perceived mean
involvement score of each decision-making level in determin-
ing action for each task was calculated. The mean involve-
ment score represents the degree of involvement. The

relative degree was determined on the basis of significant
.differences in the mean involvement scores of the four
decision-making levels with respect to each of the fifteen
tasks. The fifteen tasks were arranged in such a way that
Tasks 4, 5, and 6 involve classroom management. Tasks 7, 8,
and 9 are closely related, and Tasks 10, 11, and 12 are

slightly more distant.

Perceived Teacher Involvement

As seen in Table 4.1, the mean involvement scores of
the individual teacher were substantially higher than those
of staff group, the prinéipal, and the external authority in
determining action for the three tasks (Tasks 4,5, and 6) in
the area of classroom management. However, of thé’twelve
other tasks which were outside of the classroom, there were
only two in which the teacher was p;rceived to have the |
greatest decision—making authority. 'This was for Task
8 (student promotion) and for Task 11(discussions with

parents). 1In Task 11, however, the scores of the teacher
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TABLE 4.1

Mean Involvement Scores of Four Decision-Mak Levels in
Determining Action For Each Task As Peroelé By Teachers

TASK Individual Staff Principal External
Teacher Group Authority
Determination of
1. sSchool's total program. 2.50 2.85 3.64 3.51
2. Detailed content of 2,99 2.75 3.32 3.05
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.88 3.43 4.30 2.35
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 4.56 2.46 2.35 1.95
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods of 3.99 2.33 2.67 2.60
classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 4.51 3.49 3.24 1.84
teacher-spent »
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 1.83 1.98 3.69 3.76
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 3.97 2.88 3.55 2.45
students.
9. Teaching load and other 2.19 2.34 4.28 3.32
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 2.14 2.50 4.13 3.08
teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 3.95 2.95 3.75 2.19
to discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 2.90 2.80 3.10 3.50
materials for subjects. '
13. Nature of organized 2.4 2.77 2.88 3.41
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 1.93 1.97 3.70 4.30
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 1.77 2.28 4.10 3.69

school ~-based budgets.

¢
n= 93
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and the principal show no real difference. For Task
2(school program) there was little difference between the
involvement scores of the teacher, the principal, or the

external authority.

The greatest lack of perceived teacher involvement was
found in Task 7, Task 14, and Task 15. The other task
regarding money, Task 10, also showed a large difference in
participation levels, as did Task §(teaching load and

duties).

Perceived Staff Group Involvement

According to teacher perceptions, the staff group did
not have significant authority in decision-making in any of
the fifteen tasks. However, it was perceived that the staff.
group was most influential for Task 6(teacher student
relationships) and forATask 3(rules/regulations). Including
Task 3, there were five task areas in which the staff group .
was perceived to have a greater amount of decision-making
aﬁthority than that of the individual teacher. The others
were Task 1, Task 10, Task 13, and Task 15.

'In none of the areas was the staff gfoup perceived to
have more decision-making authority than the principal.
However, there were small differences in authority for Task
4, Task 6, and Task 13.

The staff group had decidedly more decision-making
authority than the external authority in five task areas:

Task 3, Task 4, Task 6, Task 8, and Task 11.
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Perceived Principal Involvement

The principal was perceived to have the greatest amount
of decision-making authority for three of the tasks: Task
3, Task 9, and Task 10. In a total of seven of the tasks,
the principal had significantly more authority than the
other two school-based decision-making levels. Ih addition
to the three tasks listed above, these were T 1, Task 7,
Task 14, and Task 15.

The principal was also perceived to have significantly
more décision—making authority than the external authority
in seven areas. These were, in addition to Tasks 3, 9, and

10, Task 4, Task 6, Task 8, and Task 11.

Perceived External Authority Involvement

The external authority was perceived to have the
greatest authority for Task 13 and Task 14. For six of the
tasks, there was little difference between the authority of
the external administrators and the priﬁcipal. These were
Task 1, Task 2, Task 5, Task 7, Task 12 and Task 15.

The external authority was perceived to have greater
authority than the individual teacher and the staff group in
eight of the fifteen task areas: Task 1, Task 7, Task 9,

Task 10, Task 12, Task 13, Task 14, and Task 15.

Summary

The teachers surveyed perceived that their authority in

54
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decision-making was rooted mostly ;g classroom management,
however, decision-making authorityyeas evident in three
other areas (Tasks 2, 8, and 11). Therefore, it could be
stated that teachers had a significant amount of decision-
making authority in six of the fifteen task areas. At the
same time, the staff group had the least amount of decision-

- making authority. However, there were five task areas in
which the decision-making authority of the staff group was
greater than that of the individual teacher, therefore
bolstering the authority that the teacher had to make
decisions. The principal was perceived to have the greatest
decision-making authority, while the 1nvolyemeht'of the\if
external authority was similar to the decision«making;bffthe ﬁ
principal in six of the task areas. 3
Differences in Involvement in Decision- Making iy
By Demographic Variables . Lo
In this section, analyses were conducted to%deéérmine
whether there were any significant differences igutﬁe ’
involvement of each decision-making level in deﬁe}miAing‘;
action for each task in the perceptions of teacgeés}eafegbr—

ized by demographic variables. For analyses, tha mean

involvement score of each ‘decision- -making levelj egarding

each task was calculated for each teacher group,»ﬁThe two
variables classified teachers by length of teaching
experience in the present school, and length of teaching

CT

experience -overall.
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Research Question 2.1: what differences exist in the
distribution of declslon-making authority perceived by
teachers according to the length of time the teacher has
taught in the present school?

There were very few differences between teacher groups
when they were categorized by the above variable. There
were no differences concerning the involvement of the
individual teacher, the staff group, or the external
authority. The only differences involved the principal's
role. For two of the tasks, the most experienced group of

« teachers perceived a greater degree of involvement for the
principal than did the other groups. The tables giving the

full results of this question,are%ﬁound in prendix C.

Length of Teaching Experience Overall

Research Question 2.2: what differences exist in the
distribution of decision-making authority perceived by
teachers according to the length of time teachers have
taught overall?

Very few differences were seen between teacher groups
categorized by the length of experience overall. There were
no differences concerning the involvement of the individual
teacher or the principal. The most experienced group of
teachers felt that the staff group was more involved in
deciding how teachers should be evaluated than the least
experienced group felt. 1In three cases, the least
experienced group felt that the external authority was more
involved than did the most experienced group. Tables ‘

showing the detailed analysis of data concerning this

. question are located in Appendix C.
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Summary of Teacher Perceptions

This section dealt with' findings on. (1) the distri-
bution of decision—making anthority in schools and (2)
differences in'involvement in decision—making by.teachers
categorizedoaccording to demographic variables. It was
" found that teachers exercised a large degree ofTautonomy
- within the classroom. In the majority of cases, hierarchi-
cal control wa§IStill dominant outside of the classroom,
with the prinoipal commanding most decision making author-
ity.‘ Teachers did exercise some authority in tasks which
were related to classroom management

The authority for decision—making‘within:the staff
group was weak overall, but was stronger than the individual
authority of the teacher in some rcases.

The anolvement'in decision-making was most dominant by
’ the principal, though the external authority was involved ‘
strongly in most areas in which the principal was weaker.
The two administrative levels seemed to complement each
other, thereby maintaining a strong hierarchical control.

When teachers were categorized by the length of time in
the present school, there were almost no differences in the
perceptions of the teacher groups. aThere were a few more
differences when they were categorized according to the

length of teaching experience ov:rall.
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“ Preferred Involvement in\ggc?sionfMaking
Research Question 3: What is the distribution of decision-

“making authority preferred by elementary tegghars in small
jurisdictions? e ' ‘

In order to investigate the questiori§ i mean prefer-
red involvement score of each“decisionrmaking level in
determining action for each task was calcuiated. ‘The mean
preferred involvement score represents the degree of
preferred invelvement. The relative degree was determined
on the basis of differences. in the mean preferred involve-
ment scores of the four deeision—making levels with respect

to each of the fifteen tasks.

Preferred Teacher Involvement

As seen in Table 4.2, the mean preferred involvement
sScores of the individual teacher were higher than those of
the staff group, the principal, and-the external authority
in determining action for the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5, and
6) 1in the area of classroom management. Three tasks related
ég classroom management also had scores which were higher
than those of the three other decision-making levels. These
were Task 8, Task 11, and Task 12. In twelve of the fifteen

taSks the involvement scores of the individual teacher were

considerably higher than those of the external authority.
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| TABLE 4.2

A48

Mean Involvement Scores of Four Decision

ing Levels in

Determining Action For Each Task as Preferrezi by Teachers

S

Individual Staff Principal External

TASKS Teacher Grioup Authority

Determination of

1. School's total program. 3.42 3.70 3.66 .90
2. Detailed content of 3.70 3.48 3.47 .72
school's program. : ‘
3. School rules/regulations  3.56 4.0/ 3.92 .32
for general student body. :
4. The way a subject is 4.69 2.49 2.38 .02
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods of 4.26 2.73 2.72 .36
classroan testing.
6. PFPriendliness of classroom 4.65 3.80 3.49 .12
teacher-student
" relationships,
7. Size-and canposition of 3.61 3.48 3.61 .64
classes.
8. Grading and promotion of 4.34 3.22 3.36 .17
stullents. 1 »
9. Teaching load and other 3.43 3.34 3.66 .75
duties of teachers.

10. Allocation of money to 3.39 3.58 3.78 .58
teachers for instructional (T LA
aids and equipment., : - A

11. Arrangements for parents 4.14 3.19 3.74 .22

"~ to discuss their - :

' children's schooling.

12. Texts and instructional -3.89 3.55 3.15 o 2.93
materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized . 3.23 3.63 3.31 .00
professional development
activities.

14. How teachers are to be 3.36 ¢ 3.4 3.67 .47
evaluated. -

15. Expenditure patterns of 3.07 3.55 3.75 .85

school-based budgets.

n =93
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Preferred Staff Group Involvement

The mean preferred involvement sco:es of the staff
group were higher'than those of the individual teacher, the
principal, and the external authority for one task. This
was Task 13, which involves professional development.
Besides Task 13, there were three other tasks in which
" teachers preferred a higher levei of involvement for the
staff group rather than for the individual teacher. These
were Task 1, Task 3, and Task 15. Besides Task 13, there i
was one other task for which greatér staff group involvement
~ than that of .the principal was prgferred;‘ This’was for Task
12. Involvement scores for the staff group were higher than
‘those for the external authority for fourteen of the fifteen

taSks. The only score for which there was not a major

difference was for Task 14(teacher“evaluation);

Preferred Principal Involvement

Theré were no cases in which the preferred involvement
scores for the principal Were'higher than all other
decision-making levels. For five of the taéks a higher
preferred involvement score was given to the principal a§/
compared to the scores given tO'the 1nhividﬁal teacher.
These were Task 1, Task 3, Task 10¢ Task 14, ‘and Task 15.
For two of the tasks much higher scores were given for the
involvement of the principal than for the staff group.

These were for Task 9 and Task 11. For#twglverof the



fifteen tasks, the preferred involvement of the principal
was significantly higher than that of the external authori—
%y. The only tasks for which there was not a major '
dif@erence in preferred involvement scores were Task 12,

Task 13, and Task 14.

Preferred Involvement of the External Authority

The preferred involvemgnt scores for the external
authority were substantially lower than for all other levels
of decision-mapi@g. For all excépt one of the tasks, the
preferred inv&l&ément scores for the external authority were
signific‘antly; lower than at least one of th‘ scores for the

other levels. This was for Task l4(teacher evaluation).

Summarx

From%the data collected it'&an be seen that teachers
preferred to be more highly involved than all other levels .
for six of the fifteen tasks. It was also preferred by
teachers that the staff group be more highly involved than
the individuai teacher in four of the tasks, and mare
involved than the principal in two of the tasks. The
Apreferred involvement scores of the staff group and for the
vprincipal ‘showed the fewest significant differences than for
any other combination, with major differences in only four
of the tasks. It was also preferred that the principai be
‘more involved than the ir.vidual teacher for five of the

tasks, and more involved than the staff‘group for two of the
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tasks. The most outstanding factor in teacher éreferences
was the minimal involvement desired by the external author-
ity. Scores for the other three levels were significantly
higher than the external authority for a minimum of twelve
of the tasks, and a maximum of fourteeh tasks.

Differences in Preferred Involvement in Decision-Making
By Demographic vVariables
In this section, aﬁalyses were conducted to determine
whether there were any notable differences in the involve-
ment of each decision-making level in determining action for
each task in the preferences of tééchers categorized by

demographic variables.

Length of Teaching Experience in the Present School

Research Question 4.1: what differences exist in the
distribution of decision-making authority preferred by
teachers according to the length of time the teacher has
taught in the present school?

There were very few differences in preferences of
teachers when they were categorized according to the length
of teaching experience in the present school. There were no
major differences regarding thelinvolvement of the
individual teacher, the principal, or the external author-
ity. When the staff group was considered, there was an
important difference between the first and second groups of
) teachers concerning the involvement of the staff group in

organizing professional development agtivit .Appendix C

contains the tables showing the'fu;ﬁ-resu‘

s ferred
vl f ;
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involvement of each decision-making level.
ng
Length of Teaching Experience Overall

Research %gestion 4.2: What differences exist in the
dist ibution of decision-making authority preferred by
teachers according to the length of teaching experience
overall?

There were more differences when teachers were categor-
ized by the length of teaching experience overall. Concern-
ing the involvement of the individual teacher the group with
the middle amount of experience (6 to 10 years) felt'that
teachers should be more involved with the grading and
promotion of students. The teachers with the least amount
of experience felt that the staff group should be more
involved with the school's total program, the detailed
content of the school's program, texts and instructional
materials, and with professional development activities.
'The other tasks prdduced relatively similar responses among
groups. k '

The least experienced group thought the principal
shouid be more involved with texts and instructional
materials, and with school budgeting. The least experienced
group of teachers also felt that the external authority
should be more involved in the school's total program, the
. way a subject is presentedﬁah*class, the frequency and

methods of classroom testing; and school based budgeting

*.4

The full details of the data analyzed concerning this /
_g.f‘.l.

xquestion, are found in Appendix c. . f5 T ”55%
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Summary of Teacher Preferences

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

Teachers preferred not only to maintain a substantial
degree of autonomy within the boundary of the classroom, but
also wanted to extend their decision—making authority to
other areas such as (1) selection of texts and instructional
material, (2) grading and promotion of students, and
(3) arrangements for parents to discuss their children's
schooling. They preferred that the staff group would have
more authority than zhe individual teacher in four areas,
~and considerably higher levels of authority than the
principei in two areas. The Principal was preferred to
exercise a higher level of authority than the individual
teacher for five tasks, and a higher level of'authority than
the staff group for two tasks. The level of decision-
making authority preferred for the principal was most
closely aligned with the authority preferred for the staff
group. Teachers preferred the externai authority to have
.less decision-making authority in almost all areas.

In the preferenceg of teachers categorized by length of
- time in their present school, there were very few differ-
ences found. More differences were found when teachers were

categorized by length of teaching experience overall. The



less experienced teachers wanted significantly more involve-
ment by the staff group, the principal, and the external

authority for some of the tasks.

In conclusion, teachers wished to have slightly greater

decision-making authority than they now have. At the same
time, they preferred to see the staff group and principal
share decision-making authority in areas not related to
classroom management. They preferred that the principal
would have much more decision-making authority than the
external authority had. |

Discrepancy Between Perceived and Preferred
Involvement in Decision-Making

’
This section presents findings on the discrepancy

between the perceived and the preferred involvement of each
of the four decision-making levels with respect. to each of
the fifteen tasks in schools. Analyses were also conducted
to determine whether there were any differences in degrees
of discrepancy regarding decision-making involvement by
length of teaching experience in the present school, and by

teaching experience overall. g

1w
7yl

é

2y

Discrepancy Between Perceived and Preferred Involveme
Decision-Making ‘

in

pesa

3
Research Question 5: What degree of discrepancypexists
between the perceived and the preferred involvement of
teachers in decision-making?

In order to examine the question, the mean perceived

(actual) and the'mean preferred involvement scores of each
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decision-making level regarding each task were computed.

The discrepancyiscore was calculated by subtracting the
mean preferred involvement score from the mean perceived
involvement score for each task. A minus sign indicates
decisional deprivation. Then, the rank order for the degree
of discrepancy for each task was determined by the size of
the discrepancy score in the fifteen tasks.

Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the Individual
Teacher

Table 4.3 shows the discrepancy between the mean
perceived and the mean preferred inVolvement scores of the
individual teacher in determining action for each task.
Significant differences between the mean perceived and the
mean preferred involvement scores were found regarding all
tasks. The largest discrepancy scores were on the following
five tasks: Task 7, Task 14, Task 15, Task 10, and Task 9.
The smallest discrepancies were found in the tasks based on
classroom management and those closely related. These were

Task 4, Task 6, Task 11, Task 5, and Task 8.

Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the staff Group

Table 4.4 preéents the degree of discrepancy in th?/
involvement of the staff group. There were notable
differences in the mean perceived and pfeferred 1nvolvement
scores for all tasks except for one (Task 4), which was in
the aree of classroom management. The smallest discre-

pancies were for the same five tasks as for the individual



TABLE 4.3

Discrepancy Between Mean Perceived and Preferred Ifvolvement

Scores of the Individual Teacher Determining Action For Each Task

TASKS Actual Preferred Discrepancy RO
Determination of
1. School's total program. 2.50 3.42 -0.92 7
2. Detajled content of 2.99 3.70 -0.71 9
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.88 3.56 ~0.68 10
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 4.56 4.69 -0.13 15
presented in class. -
5. Frequency and methods of 3.99 4.26 -0.27 12
classroam testing.
6. Priendliness of classrocm 4.50 4.65 -0.14 14
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 1.83 3.61 -1.78 1
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 3.97 4.34 -0.37 11
students.
9. Teaching load and other 2.19 3.43 -1.24 5
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 2.14 3.39 -1.25 4
teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 3.95 4.14 -0.20 13
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 2.90 3.89 -0.99 6
- materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 2.44 3.56 -0.08 8
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 1.93 3.36 -1.43 2
evaluated. '
15. Expenditure patterns of 1.77 3.07 -1.30 3

school-based budgets.

n =93

RO = Rank Order based an size of discrepancy.
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TABLE 4.4

Disc Between Mean Perceived and Preferred Involvement
Scores og %He Staff Group In Defeﬁﬂﬁi—ng Action For Each Task

TASKS Actual Preferred Discrepancy

Determination of

1.

School's total program. 2.85 3.70 -0.85 7
2. Detailed content of 2.75 3.48 -0.73 9
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 3.43 4.07 -0.64 10
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 2.46 2.49 -0.04 15
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.33 2.73 -0.41 11
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classrocm 3.49 3.80 -0.30 13
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 1.98 3.48 -1.50 1
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 2.88 3.22 34 12
students. :
9. load and other 2.34 3.34 ~-1.00 5
duties. of teachefs.
10. Allocation of money to 2.50 3.58 -1.08 4
teachers for instructianal
aids and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 2.95 3.19 -0.23 14
to discuss their
children’'s schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 2.80 3.55 -0.75 8
materials for subjects. : :
13. Nature of organized 2.77 3.63 -0.86 6
professional development
activities.
1l4. How teachers are to be 1.97 3.44 -1.48 2
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 2.28 3.55 -1.27 3
school-based budgets.
n= 93

RO = Rank Order based on size of discrepancy.



teacher's involvement, only in slightly different order. As
well 4s Task 4, these were Task 11, Task 6, Task 8, and Task
S. The largest discrepancies were for Task 7, Task 14, Task

15, Task 10, and Task 9.

Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the Principal

As seen 1in Table 4.5, there were notable differences
between the mean perceived and the mean preferred involve-
ment scores of the principal for seven tasks. All but two
of these indicate that the principal was actually involved
more than the teachers would have preferred. These were,
from the largest d <crepancy to the smallest, Task 9, Task
3, Task 15, Task 10, and Task 8. The other two tasks which
showed notable differences indicated that teachers would
prefer the principal to be more involved. These were Task

13 and Task 6.

Discrepancy Concerning the Involvement of the External
Authority .

As seen in-Tablé’4.6, there were important differences
between the mean perceived and the mean preferred involve-
ment scores of the external authority for twelve of the
fifteen tasks. Of these twelve tasks, only three of the
discrepandies indicated a desire for greater involvement by
'the external authority. These were for Tasks 4, 6, and 11,
and the discrepancies were among the smallest. All of the

.others indicated that Eeéch # preferred less involvement by

the external aﬁthority. The five largest discrepaﬂéits were
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TABLE 4.5

Discre Between Mean Perceived and Preferred Involvement
_ Scores o% the Principal In Determining Action For Each Task

"TASKS Actual Preferred Discrepancy RO
Dezermination ofk:
.. School's total program. 3.64 3.66 ~-0.02 12
~. Detalled content of 3.32 3.47 ~-0.14 /
- school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 4.30 3.92 +0.38 3
for general student body.
4. The way -a subject is ‘ 2.35 2.38 ~-0.02 12
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.67 2.72 ~-0.04 10
~of classroam testing. '
6. Friendliness of classroom 3.24 3.49 -0.25 5
- teacher-student”
rela{:ionships
7. Size and camwposition of 3.69 3.61 +0.08 8
classes.
8. Orading and pramtion of  3.55 3.36 +0.19 6
students.
9. Teaching load and other 4.28 3.67 - +0.62 1
duties ‘of teachers.
10. Al_location of muney to 4.13 3.78 +0.36 4
teachers for instructianal
aids and equipment. .
11. Arrangements for parents 3.75 3.74 +0.01 13
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.10 3.15 -0.05 9
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized - 2.88 3.31 -0.42 2
profeﬁsiial development .
activiti
14. How teachers are to be 3.70 3.67 +0.03 11
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 4.10 3.75 +0.36 4
school-based budgets.
n = 93

RO = Rank Order based on size of discrepancy.
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TABLE 4.6

Between Mean Perceived and Preferred Involvement

repancy o
Scores of the External Authority in Detemmining Action For Each Task

Discrepancy RO

TASKS - Actual Preferred
Detennination of ‘
1. $chool's total program. 3.51 2.90 +0.61 4
2. Detailed content of 3.05 2.72 +0.33 9
o school's program. . ' -
3. School rules/regulations 235 2.32 - 40.04 14
_for general student body ’ J
4. The way a subject is - 1.95 2.02 -0.07 13
presented in class. ’
5. Frequency and methods 2.60 2.36 +0.24 12
of classroam testing. '
6. Friendliness of classroom 1.84 2.12 -0.27 11
' teacher-student ‘
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 3.76 2.64 1
classes. ‘ o ,
8. Grading and prcxrotion of 2.45 2.17 10
students. :
9. Teaching load and other 3.32 - 2.75 6
Quties of tea?xs - -
10. Allocation of money to‘ 3.08 2.58 +0.50 7
teachers for instructional Ty
. alds and equipment. _ :
11. Arrangements for parents  2.19 2.22 -0.02 = 15
.. to discuss their - v
'8 children's schooling. : .
12. Texts and instructional . 3.51 2.93 +0.58 "5
- materials for subjects. -
13. Nature of organized 3.41 3.00 +0.41 -8
. professional development '
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 4.30 3.47 +0.83 3
' evaluated. R a
.~ Experditure patterns of 3.69 2.85 +0.85 2

\'. (15

- school-based budgets.

- n.= 93

‘ .A,RO Rank Order based an size of discnepancy
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foq.;;Task 7, Task 15, Task 14, Task 1, and Task 12. The

1

smallest discrepancies were for Task 11, Task 3, Task q,

Task 5, and Task 6. It is notable that the last three

i

“involve classroom management.

Summarz

Decisional deprivation was found in all cases for the

‘individual teacher, and for all cases concerning staffw : #ﬁ ¥
. \'0}

group. In each case, the largest discrepancies occurre@/for’*
1 > & a0
tasks not involving classroom management. The largest

decisional deprivation of the individual teacher and the
staff group&involved tasks related to (1) size and composi—‘,
tion of classes» (2) teacher evaluation, (3)\resource
allocation, and (4) teaching load and other duties of
teachers.

By way of contrast teachers considered the principaLo
and especially the’ g#uernal @ugﬁgﬁﬁky to be 1nvolved too
much. 'The principal»was consid to’ be involved too much

Min (1) teaching load and other ﬁes of teachers
(2) school rules and regulations, and in (3) resource

allocations The external authority was considered too
deeply involved ia (1) the size and composition of classes,
| (2) school-based budgeting, and (3) teacher evaluation

’ Differences in Degrees of Disérepancy -
By‘Demographic Variables

- S - )
S A \ :
In this section, analyses were conducted to determine: '

~ 3

B

kY . . . e
3 5. - . . . A



i I
~

whether there were any notable differences in the mean
discrepanéyiscqres of teacher groups categorized by demo-

graphic variables with respect to each task.

o &
Lend¥th of Teaching Experience in Present School

Research Question 6.1: What differences exist in degrees of
discrepancy among teachers according to the length of
teaching experience in the present school?

Concerning the involvement of the teacher, when
teachers were categorized in Euch a way, there waé only one
majdr diffefence in the scores.. That occurred with regard
to“the teaching'load and ?ther duties of teachers. The
least experienced grgup thought £he teacher should be more
involved than didlthe most experienced groug.

| There‘were’more differences between groups when the
staff groupjwaéxinvolved. For three of theytasks,(the
beginning grﬁup of teachers:had much larger decisidnal
deprivation scores than did the most experiénced groﬁp.
Theﬁéginvolved (l)hthe grading‘and promotion- of sgpaents,
(2) allocation of money to teachers for instructional aids 7

and equipment, and (3) arrangements for pafents to discuss

their children's schooling.

Concerning the involvement of the principal, the

4 : -
beginning group felt the principal was too involved in the

wa§ a subject is presented in-class. The third group of

teachers felt the principal was too involved in organizing

profeshionai'dévelppméﬁt activities, and not eQOughvinNolved

o

in school-based budgets. ° \ -

T
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There were no notable differences between groups
concerning the involvement of the external authority. |

Further details cohcerning the comparison of discrep- )
ancy scores by the length of experience in the present

school, may be found in Appendix C.
€

Length of Teachinngxperience Overall

Researchéguestion 6.2: What differences exist in degrees of
discrepancy among teachers according to the length of
teaching experience overall?

. -
T

_fr) In looking at the discrepancy scores when teachers were

rouped according to overall teaghing experience (see

Appen x'CQ, it should ‘lwed that the higher scores

generally belonged to tg f}fachers with the least amount of
experience. This is the case with the individual teacher' s

involvement in deCisioh-making where the least experienced

teachers had tlie highest scores for eleven of the fifteen *ﬁ

‘tasks. The decisional deprivation scotes,of the least

experienced group were especially highe thaﬁ‘those of the

most experience »gfoﬁp_ﬁorojask 3lahd'fask 4. \Concerning #
the involvement of the staff group, there werernotably high

scores by the lﬁast experienced group as compared to the

most' experienced groug for four of the tasks: Task 5, Task

10, Task 13 and i!@k 15. The same was true for Task 15

when” the involvement of the principal was considered. On
. two occasf@hs, the‘middle group of teachers had the highest
deprivation scores. When the involvement of the staff group

was cohEidered,_the middle'gfbup»had the highest score for
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the size and composition of classes. When the involvement
of the principal was looked at, the middle group had the 7
highest score for deciding how teachers are to be evaluated.
The most experienced group had the highest deprivation score
when the external authority's;involvement was considered

regarding the school's total program.

Summary of Discrepancy Between Perceived and

Preferred Involvement in Decisioagpéking

This section dealt with findings on (1) the discrepancy

¢
'whe percerived and the preferred involvement of each

decision-making level fd?ﬂeach of the tasks, and (2) d

.

differences among teachers categorized by demographic

o
oy

variables. 2 : 1 . Y

)
{ —*

Decisional deprivation was predomihant when the«- o //
involvement of the individual teacher *nd the staff grbup ‘%Qt
~ was considered. Deprivatidﬁ-was shown for all_tasks. A
nositive discreﬁancy, showing'tooﬁmuchjinvoivement, was
recorded for eight of'fifteeh tasks, regarding the prin-
~ cipal'¢ rele. Howevef, it should be noted thatxsome of ‘
these were very small. The extzinal authority wéév
¢onsidered too invofvedgin twelve of fifteen cases. To sum
up, then, teachers demonstrated a great desire to be more
involved individually and as a staff group, but they felt
that administrators should generally be less invo%ﬁéd

When teachers wereygrouped according to: the length of
experience in the present school, the greatest differences

were found regarding the involvement ‘of the staff'groqp‘and



¥

the principal. The least experienced group often wanted a
greater involtement by the staff group. Where the principal
was involved, the\ieast experienced group showed the
greatest decisional depriQation when all groups were
compared. However, the thirdéﬁroup also demonstrated
greater decisional deprivation on one occasion. lhere was .

bd e’\.r

little evidence of differences among groups cqghgihing?

involvement of the external authority
\46'

)1
‘
L) O

% x}Satasfaction of Teachers wWith Their Involvement
s in Decision-Making

/
This section deals with findings on mall satis—
faction levels of teachers with their invggvement in
decision making It also deals with the free responses that
téachers made concerning thef} participation in decision-

: making and their satisfaction with the levels of participa;.

tion\they were allowed.

Overall satisfaction Leqel of Teachers With (
Their InvoIvemegt in Decision—Making ‘

g
Research Question 7 What 1§, the extent of teacher satis-
faction With’theii‘g’bsent involvement in. decision-making?

i
N

The scalé of/overall satisfaction of teachers with

their involvement in decision-making ranged from 1 to 6:
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1(very dissatisfied), 2(moderately dissatisfied), 3(slightly
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dissatisfied), 4(slightly satisfied), 5(moderately satis~-
fied), and 6(very satisfied).

Table 4.7 shows the results of the survey.

TABLE 4.7

Overall Satisfactioh Level of Teachers with
Theilr Involvement in Decision-Making

Degree of Satisfactiom - Number Percent
1. Very Dissatisfied 2fj§‘ 2.3 -
af“A“:i‘Nu, ' .
2. Moderately Dissatisfied 14 oy 15.9
3. Slightly Dissatisfied ‘ 7 7.9
4. Slightly satisfied : 6 6.8
. Py gy il
5. Moderately sSati5Tied 39 : ﬁtl ‘
6. Very Satisfied 20 © 22,7
TOTALS 88 100.0

n =93: Mean Score 4.43

The mean score was 4.43, which represents the overall
satisfaction level of teachers with their 1nvolvement in
decision-méking. Therefore, it can be seen that teacheFS"
were, in general, slightly satisfied with their involvement.
However, as Table 4.7 illustrates, the‘scores»ranged from
. very dissatisfied to very satisfied with the teachers' level
of involvement This shows that even though teochers ié‘
general wére slightly satisfied, 26.1% of teachers were

somewhat dissatisfied and 73.9% were relati&ely satisfied
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with their involvement in decision—makinq,‘c

Free Responses

On the topic of "sharing responsibilities for decision-
making®, 39 out of 93 teachers provided their opinions
Content analysis of the free responses was carried out by
diviéing them into two categories: the positive attitude
-and the negative attitude of teachers toward participatiop
in decision-making. Positive attitudes inclﬁded;such>y |
expressions as (1) satisfaction ggth one's involvement, (2)
a positive evaluation of participation, and (3) the
expressed desire to be involved more. Negative attitudes
included such e‘.&essions as (l) the desire not to be
binvolved, (2) administrative reluctance to allow participa-
~tion, and (3) frustrations due to - ~rarchical controls.
According to the content analysis ¢ che free responses,

59. 0% of teachers showed a negative attitude, and 33.33
showed=a positive attitude. The responses of 7.7% of

teachers were not applicable.

OF " Summary of Overall Satisfaction )

This section dealt with the overall satisfaction of

teachers with their iole»in decision making. It was found
that, in general, ‘teachers were ;lightly satisfied with
their involvement in decision-making. Hoyever, ween.

' responses were analyzed more specifically, it was found .that

73.9% of teachers were satisfied to some degree, and that ¢



26.1% were to some degree dissatisfied.

o
]

The free responses were made mostly by those in the

26.1% category who were dissatisfied. Teachers demon-

strating a negat;?e attitude were 59.0% of the respondents,

while there were positive responses from 33.3%.

)

,.?» 'chgﬁﬁdﬁison w;th'Chung's Findings

PUEOE R I A T

Since this gﬁ a replication of a study undertaken by

Chan -Young Chung in 1985 it was appropriate to compare the

results of this sbudy to those which Chung discovered.
should be reMHﬁéﬁred that Chung surveyed teachers from
{}fteen SChpdls fn aslarge jurisdiction Five of the
'schools ihvolved were e;ementary, five were junior high
+five were sehior high}schools In Chung's study, 66
'feacheQS‘taught elementary students, 83fteachers taught
junior high sﬁuﬁénts, and 149 teaéﬁersjiaught in high
schoole,.making a total of 298 teachers involved in his
study.’ For the present study, 100 elementary teacherd fr

<, # » .
22 schools in two small jurisdictions responded to the

It

and

om

survey (46.7%). .Of the total numbers that Chung surveyed,

51.3% were accepted for analysi’. For this study, 43.5%

were accepted for analysis.

Differences Based on the Design of the Study

-

It should be noted that Chung went into much greater

detail than the present study did. He used the following

demographic variables: type of school, sex, length of
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teaching experience, and length of training. He applied
these vaaiables to teacher perceptions, teacher preferences,
the discrepancy between perceg}ions and preferences,»?nd
overall teacher satisfaction. .Id the present study, only P
two demographic variables were used: ;ength of experience
in the present school, and length of teaching experience
overall. These variables were not applied to teacher
satisfaction. Only one of these variables can be compared
to Chung's study: length of teaching experience overall to
Chung's leﬁgth of teaching experiehce.

Chung aiso investigatéd the relatioﬁiﬁ}é between the
overall satisfaction of teachers and the deéﬁsional deprivg-
tion of teachers. AsS well, he det?tmihed the major‘iource;\“
of dissatisfaction of teachers with their involvement in
decision-making. The present study did not deal with these
aspects$. | " |
I A major change in the design\in‘Plygd the decision-
making levels, which Chpng termed "decision—makiné units"
kChung, p. 11). He used three'decision—making units: the
individual teacher, the formal staffvgroup, and the higher
official authority. For the present study, ‘it was felt that
if the "higher official authority" level was divided into
two groups, a more specific view of teacher perceptions
could be gained regarding school administration. Therefore,
four decision-making levels were used: the individual
teacher, the formaékstaff group, the principalﬁxand thg .
external authority. The results of this indicaﬁed that the.



o £
principal's role was much more acceptable to teachers than
was the role of the external authority, as will be shown
later in this comparison.

To compare Chung's findings to those of the present
study, only those areas which were measuring similar types
of data wepe used. Thereﬁgxe in comparing teacher percep-
tions, teacher preferences and the discrepancy between

parceptions and preferences, only Chung findings concern-

ing elementary teachers were compared. '

A Comparison .of Teackher Perceptions '“g
Ty o cog f
Cd

The adding of a fourth decision—making group created a

na#W dimension to the study which Chung did not have. Wwhile
Chung found that one of the three levels could have
significantly glgher scores than the other two groeps) it
did not hdbpen as often with four'decision;making levels.
Thereforé, analysis was!necessarily more specific to
determihe important differences over one or more of the
othefﬁieuels§\QWh;le Chung's analysis revealed no more -than
two major-djfferences for each of the fifteen tasks, and in
three cases, no signif:i-ant d “ferences, the present study
had a minimum of two nc:able differences for each task, and

a maximum-of six. .

Chung found that the individual teacher/hade~
significantly higher scores for the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5,
and 6) in the»area of classroom management, and that there

was no significant differences for Task 2(school's program),
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Task 3(rules/regulations), Task 8(grading and promotion),
and'Task 12(instructional materials) concerning the involve-
ment of the three levels by teacher perceptions. fhe
present study revealed higher scores for the perceived
involvement of the individual teacher for the classroom
management tasks as did Chung, but also for Task 8. As
well, for Task 2 there were no major differences between the
involvement scores of the individual teacher, the principal,
or the external authority. For Task 11, the scores of the

individual teacher were higher than those of the staff group
| and the external authority, but were similar to those of the

principal. It thQfe seen that in the perceptions of

",

.,
teachers, the teache in the small jurisdictions felt that

the individual teacher lightly higher levelgof

involvement than those in Chu g

xih Chung's stﬁdy the elementary teachers percgived that
the itaff group had significantly higher scores than the
individual teacher fd?”g@o of the tasks. Innéhe present ~
study, this was true of five of the tasks. éhung,found_that
there were no tasks for which the staff group had hiéber‘_ o
- scores than thése of the external authority (highéf offiéiéffwﬁﬁﬁ

.o
(SR

authority). The pfesent étudy ;Qvealed the same concerning %%”
the involvement of the‘pfincipal, excgpt“for>on§ task (Task '
6). Concerning the involvement of the external‘authority,

the staff group had notably higher scores for five of the

tasks. ]

Chung's study showed -that the perceived involvement OF-,



the external authority was significantly higher than those
of the other two units for six of the tasks. The present
study revealed that the principal had higher levels of
involvement than the two school-based levels for eight of
the tasks. The external authority‘was to have a higher
level of authority than the individual teacher and the staff
group for nine of the fifteen tasks. For six of the tasks,
there was little difference in the involvement of the
principal and the external authority. Therefore it can be
seen that while the individual teacher had éﬁparently
greater suthority than Chung's study, the principal and
external authority combined hgd greater authority than in
Chung's study. There appearea to bgvfewer times in the
present study where there were no important diff;rences.
The demographic variables, "length of teaching.
experience overall" was compared to Chung's "length of
teaching experiences", to check for differences. Chung:
£ound that there were significant differences when teachers
:were .grouped. according to experieﬁte, in nine out of 135

«43§e$¢9.ﬁ7e) In the preséht stuaY$ aifferences appeared in’

~;jﬁowr ofva possible 186 cases. In Chung s study, there were
"31gn1ficant differences concerning the involvement of the
iddividual teacher for four tasks, nvo;ving the.most
experienced and least experienced group. In the present
study there were.major differences in individual teacher
involvement for none of .the. tgskéh - In the*tdﬁaf‘picture of
L

teacher pexceptions, the preﬁéat study had fewer differences

@ h 3“9'% [§
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according to experience of teachers.

A Comparison of Teacher Preferences

Chung found that elementary teachers preferred to have
a significantly higher level of involvement by the
individual teacher over the other levels, for five of the
tasks. The present study found a preferred involvement of
the individual teacher which was higher for seven of the
tasks. The previous study showed a preference for the
individual teacher to be significantly more involved than
the higher official authority for ten of the tasks. The
present study showed that it was preferable for the
individual téacher to have a higher level of involvement
than the principal for seven of the tasks, and a higher
level of involvement-than that of the external authority for
fourteen of the fifteen tasks. This indicates that teachers
preferred a substantial amount o% involvement from the prin-
cipal, but a minimal amount of involvement from the external
authority. These findings make a distinction between the .
@ﬁ%olvé%éﬂt 8%>théxprihcipal and the external authority,
something which Chung did not do.

Chung's study revealed a pre%erence for the staff group
to be significantly more involved than the individual
teacher for only one task. 1In the present study, 1t was
preferable for the staff group to have more involvement than
the individual teacher for six of the task's. The staff

group, therefore seems to be of greater importance in the
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'»"present study In the former study, teachers preferred that
. the staff group be significantly more involved than the
higher official authority ﬂor four, of the tasks. This study |
_shgyed preferences for\a higher level of involvement by the
staffkgroup over .that of the principalvfor three tasks, and
over that of the external authority for fourteen of the
fifteen tasks.

The previous study demonstrated preferences for the :
higher official authority to have a significantly higher
level of involvement than other groups for none of theq
tasks. 1In this study.- it was preferred that the principal
have a notably higher level of involvement than the
individual teacher for six of the tasks. 'The principal was
preferred to have a higher level of involvement than the
staff group for five tasks, and for ten tasks the scores
.were“similar.’ Teachers involved in the present study wished
a slightly higher involvement for the external authority
over that of the individual teacHer for only one task, which
relates to the evaluation of teachers. When the preferred
inv%%vement scores of the external authority were compared
to those of the.staff group, it was found that teachers
preferred the external authority to be more involved only in
determining the teaching load and in evaluating teachers
(Tasks 9 and 14). Thése results raise the possibility that
in Chung's study, teachers ~may have considered the higher
official authority to be what the current study %alled the

external authority. The results also demonstrate that the
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preferred involvement of the principal was mnch greater than

that of th external authority,‘something that Chung's study
vdid not- demonstrate ‘ N ]

In comparing the length of teaching ekperience and
teacher preferences in the two studies, it was found that in
the previous study there were significant‘differences in
seven of 135 possible. cases. 1In the current study it was

found that there were major differences in twelve of a

possible 180 cases. As Chung found, the differences in the

current study involved most often the group with the least

. #
amount of experience.

A Comparison of the Discrepancy Between the Actual and the
Preferred

Chung found-that there was‘a significant discrepancy
between the mean perceived and the mean preferred involve-
ment scores of the individual teacher for all tasks except
for two. In this study, discrepancy scores were found for
allvtasks concerning the involvement of the individual
teacher. The five largest discrepancies mere’the same for
both studies, though the order were slightly different. In
Chung's study, the five largest”discrepancies were for Task
7,5%ask 1; Task 10, fask 9, and Task 15. /&n the present
/

study, these were Task 7, Task 14, Task 15, Task 10, and

,Task 9. .

It wasipreviously found that significant discrepancies
existed regarding the involvement of the staff group for all
ta%is except two, In this study, there were significant

o
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differences for all tasks. Again, the five largest _
vdiscrepancieé regarding the involvement of the staff group
in Chuhg's study.were Task 14, Task 7, Task 101 Task 15, and
* Task 9. In the present study, the largest discrepancies in
order were Task 7, Task 14, Task_lsf Task 10, and Task 9.
Significant differences between the mean perceived and
mean preferred involvement scores of the higher official
authority in Chung's study were~found for eeven of the
tasks The current study also revealed significant
differences for seven tasks, regarding the involvement of
the principal. The five largest disorepancies are interest-
ing to compare. In the previous study, listed in order of
largest to smallest, they were: Task 14, Task 7,'Taek 10,
Task 15, and Task 9. In the current study, "the five largest
diecrepancies concerning the involvement of the principal

’

were: Task 9, Task 13, Task 3, Task io, Task 6. Two of the
five are sihilar’ When the scores of the external authority
are added the five largest in order are: Task 7, Task 15,
Task 14 Task 1, and Task 12. Three of the five are the
same as in Chungle‘list. "This might demonstrate more

) elearly whioh "higher offioial authority" causes a concern
and in which area. It is also notable that teachersi
‘regarded faskilg (how teachers are to be evaluated)ﬂto still
t»be the responsibility of the external authority, and not of
the principal.u It was the thirdrlargest discrepancy

concerning the external authority, but eleventh on the

principal's list. It should also be pointed out that in the
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current study, discrepancies oifurred concerning- the

.

1hvolvement of-;he external authority in 1 fifteén tasks,
though some were }nsignificant. * |
In comparing discrepancies, it would seem that there
were more in the éurrent study, especially tnvolving the
external authority. On the whole, however, the discrep=
»ancies for the individual teacher and the staff group were
very similar to those which Chungvdiscovered{ The largest
differences involve the administrative levels.
When teachers were categorized according to léngth of
- experience, Chung found significant differences for six
tasks when the individual teadher was involved. The present
study found notable differences for two of the tasks, and
they were different from those Chung found. Differences in
decisional deprivation concerning the staff group were found
for six tasks according to Chung(p. 145) when the higher
official authority was involved. The present study found
. that there were discrepancies among groups for two tasks
when the principal was involved, and for one task when the
external authority was involved. This demonstrates that
when the teachers were grouped according to length of
téaching Experience, there were many fewer significant

differences than what Chung found.

A Comparison of OQOverall Satisfaction

Chung found that:

the mean overall satisfaction scores of teachers

;3.
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with their involvement in decision-making fell

between 3.85 and 4.48, which indicates that \
teachers were, in general, slightly satisfied with
their involvement(Chung, 1985:166). '
The results from this study indicated that the mean overall
satisfaction score was 4.43, also showing teachers to.be
slightly satisfied with their involveaent. |
Table 4.8 compares the percentages of teachers at each

degree of satisfaction

TABLE 4.8

Comgerison of Degrees of Satisfaction in ‘Chung's Study h
“and the Present Study(Percentages)

Degfee of Satisfaction < Chung Present Study
1. Very Dissatisfied 3.4 | - 2.3
2. Moderately Dissatisfied 12.1 15.9
3. Slightly Dissatisfied 14.1 3 7.9
4. sSlightly Satisfied 14.8 6.8
5. Moderately Satisfied 40.8 44 .4
6. Very Satisfied o 15.5 _ 22.7
: . 100.0 100.0

From these figures, Chung found that 29.6% of teachers were
somewhat dissatisfied, and 70.3% of teachers were relatively
satisfied. The current study found that 26.1% of teachers

were somewhat dissatisfied and 73.9% were relatively



satisfied with their involvement in decision-making. Thus
the current. study showed teachers to be slightly more

gatisfied than in Chung's study.

* summary of the Comparison

This study showed many more significant differences as
a result of dividing the "higher official éuthority"
decision-making unit into two decision-making levels. It
meant that while there were many more significant differ-
ences than those Chung fgund, no single level of decision-
making could be as dominant in decision—making.

The present study found that it was perceived the
individual teyéhér haa a slightly higher level of involve-
ment that,yaé found in the previous study. The staff group
was also more involved now than before, and the
« administrative levels combined were more involved than in
Chung's study.

It was discovered that teachers preferred to be
involved more than previously, and also that the staff group
be involved to a greater extent. The current study found
phat-teachers preferred the principal to have decision-
haking authority in five of the tasks, but disapproved of
the involvement of the external authority for all tasks. 1In
Chuhg's study, the dissapproval of the higher official
~authority equalled the disaproval of the external author-
ity's involvement in the present study.

More discrepancies were found between the perceived and

90



the preferred involvement of teache;s in this;sfﬁd9 than
previously. %n spite of this, teachers were more satisfied
in this study than the study undertaken by Chung.

When the results based:on the single demqgrdpnic

varlable were compared, there generélly were fewer

.significant differences in the current study.’

Summary and Conclusion of the Chapter

This chapter'reportéd on the findings of the study,
including teachers' perceptions, preferences, thé discre-
'panéigs between perceptions and preferences, teacher
‘satisfaction, and a comparison with Chung's findings. As
well, two demographic variables were applied to perceptions,
preferences, and the discrepancies between the two.

Teachers perceived'that they were able to exercise
decision-making authority in all hatters concerning class-
room management, and .also for two areas which are closely
related to classroom management. Teachers, perceived that
the staff group hadg@ore decision-making authority than the
individual teacher in fivéwgésk ?reés, and more authority
- than the external authority for/five task areas. For three
of the tééiéj‘there was no significant difference between
the principal and the sfaff-group in decision-making
involvement. The principal was perceived to have more
decision-making authority than the other two school-based
levels for seven of the tasks, and more involQed than the

external authority for a similar number of tasks. Teachers
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perceived that the external authority had more influence
than the individual teacher and the staff group for eight of

L]

the tasks.

1t was preferred that the individual teacher have deci-
siom,-making authority for the three tasks concerning

classroom management, but also for three other tasks which

are related to classroom managemengs. .. l”ers preferred
B 1 M

e e M‘
that the staff group have more authorit§ for decisicﬂf~_;£&kw§,

than the individual teacher for four of the tasks, and mor®®
authority than the principal for two tasks. It was
preferred that the principal be significantly more involved
than the individual teacher for five tasks, and than the
staff group for two tasks. The external authority's
involvement was preferred to be less than the individual
teacher's for twelve tasks, less than the staff group's for
fourteen tasks, and less than the principal's for twelve of
the fifteen tasks.

There were discrepanciles between the actual and the
preferred involvement of the individual teacher for every
task, and for the involvement of the staff group for
fourteen of the fifteen tasks. Concerning the involvement
of the principal, there were discrepancies for seven of the
tasks, and for the involvement of the exférnal authority
there were discrepancies for twelve of the tasks. |

when teachers were grouped acccording to the two demo-
graphic variables, the largest differences were found when

the least experienced group of teachers was compared to the
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most experienced group. Generally speaking, ho&ever, there
were very few differences whenlﬁ’achers were compared in
this way. |

Overall teacher,satisfaction scores showed that 73.9%
of teachers were satisfied to some degree with their role in
decision-mdking, and 26.1% were dissatisfied. Tégchers'
free responées indicated that the majority of those who

responded were dissatisfied with their role in decision-

¥

making.

A comparison with Chung's findinés showed that teachers
perceived that they had slightly more decision-making
authority than Chung found, and that teachers desired to be:-
involved slightly more. The present study found more
discrepancies than Chung found; however, teachers were

slightly more satisfied thaﬁ were the teachers in Chung's
study.



. CHAPTER FIVE
' )
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary(of the Study

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of tﬁis study was to investigate the
distribution of decision-making authority as perceived and
.preferred by elementary teachers in two small jurisdictions.
The éistribution was examined by the percelved and preferred
degrees of involvement of the individual teacher, the staff
group, the principal, and the external authority in deter—n
mining action for fifteen tasks which are associated with
the operation of schools. The discrepancies between the
perceived and the preferred degrees of involvement were
examined for each level of decision-making concerning eéch
task.‘ The overall satisfaction of teachers with their

involvement 1in decision-making was also calculated.

Theoretical Basis

Chung(1985:181) showed that authority to make decisions
is a basic element of organizational structure. The
distribution of authority in formal organizations cannot be
examined solely on the basis of hierarchical arrangemen-
though hierarchy does play a major role. In semi-profes-
sional and professional organizations there are two types of
authority: that wﬁich is based upon hierarchy, and that
which is based upon knowledge and expertise. In schools,

¥
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both types of authority exist, and in order for sc&ools to
run effectively, there must be a bqlance between adminis-
tratlvqjand professional authority(chuhg, 1985118ﬁ).

%ﬁe need for; and the benefits of teacher participation
were examined. If tpachers were not allowed to participate,
the result was a lack of motivation (MacPhail-wilcox, et
al., 1985), greater teacher resentment(Bushing, et al.,
1985), .teacher demoralization(Freedman, et al., 1986), and a
higher rate of teacher stress and burnout(Schwab, et al.;
1986). The reverse is true when participation is allowed.
Bushing, et al. (1985), and Owens (1987:284) pointed out
that motivation and morale would be increased.

Owens(1ibid,p. 284) felt that better decisions would be
arrived at, and Bushing, et al. (1985) thought that a new
professionalism would develop among teachers.

Owens(1987:288) suggested limits to teacher partici-
pation and offered a test to identify which teachers should
be asked to participate.

The rising professionalism of teachers and their subse-
quent push towards greater decision-making involvement has
created problems for the principalship. The principal has
lost much of his power(Gunn, et al., 1988:3), and now must
be content to share his decision-making authority with
tegchers. Pellicer(1984), Rosenholtz(1985), Tewell(1987),
an® Gunn, et al.(lgee), suggest that schools will become
more effective asfﬁriﬁcipals allow participation. Marks, et

al.(1985:99) felt that the principal needs to have a
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democratic style of leadership.

Teacher satisfaction is a factor which affects the
quality of schools today. Kreis, et al.(1985), and
MacPhail-wWilcox, et al. (1985) state that teachers' needs *
must be met before teachers will be satisfied and kefore
schools will be effective. Hoy and Mlskel (1982:339),
‘Brodinsky(1984), Bushing, et al.(1985), Kreis, et al.(1985),
and Marks, et al.(1985:77), suggest that teacher satls-
faction 1s directly related to thelr ability to participate
in decision-making. Raschke, et al.(1985), and MacPhail-
Wilcox, et al(l9é5), explain two types of satisfaction:
intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic satisfaction is gained
by teachers when their students make significant progress,
while extrinsic satisfaction comes when téachers can
participate in decision-making. They suggest that teachers
gain very little extrinsic satisfaction

Because decision-making authority is élosely connected
to school effectiveness, teacher satisfaction, and to the
structure of organizations, it is important to determine the
distribution of decision-making authority in schools on a
continual basis. The distribution can be examined by
analyzing the degree of involvement of four decision-making
levels -- the individual. teacher, the staff group, the
principal, and the external authoxity -- in determining

action for important tasks.



Research M@tngdglggy

In order to carry out this study, the gquastionnalire
used by Chung(1985) was modified and supplemented. The
modified questionnalre consisted of the pursongl Informat fen
section and two parts. Part A was designed to measure the

"%erceived and preferred degree of {nvolvement of each of the
four decision-making levels for the fifteen tasks (n
schools, by using a five-potint scale which ranged from very
low involvement to very high involvement. Part B was
designed to obtain free expressions of opinton from respon-
dents on the topic of sharing responsibilities for decision-
making in education, and also to measure the degree of
overall teacher sétisfaction by using a s! point scale
which ranged from very dissatisfied to very satisfied,

The data for the study were collected by using the
questionnaire, which was sent to 214 elementary teachers t(n
two jurisdictions. The total number ~f rcturns was exactly
1CC(46.7%) of which seven were not accepted for analysis,
making the totaly analyzed, 93. Because of the low return
rate, caution must de exercised i{n interpreting the data.

The data were analyzed in order ~o examine the follow-
ing aspects: (i) the perceived and preferred distribution of
decision-making authority regarding the fifteen tasks, (23
the degree of discrgpancy between the perceived and the

preferred involvement of each of the four decision-making

levels regarding each of the fifteen tasks, (3@ the



differences in degrees of involvement and the discrepancy by
demographic variables, and (4) the overall satisfaction of

teefhers with their involvement in decision-making.

Findings of the Study

‘Perceptions

Research Question Number 1: What is the distributien of
decision-making authority perceived by elementary teachers
(jAn small jurisdictions’

/(1 The individual teacher was seen by teachers to have a
major role in determining action for four of the
tasks,including three in the area of classroom manage-
hent. |

2. 'Teacﬁers perceived that ﬁhey had decisio;—making

e ’authorityAconcerning the detaiied contenﬁ of the
school's program, and in arrangiﬂg for pa:ents to
discuss their children's schooling. | |

3. While‘the staff grqup did net have higher scores for

any of the fifteen tasks, closer examinationvehows that
the staff group had more decision-making aufhority than
- the individual teacher for five tasks -not closely.

related to classroom management. The staff group was

also perceived to have more authority than the externai

authority for five of the tasks. _
4. - The authority for decigion—making by the principal was
greater than that of the other school-based ievels‘fOr
- seven tasks, and the external authority was perceived

- to havemgreater.autho;ity for*eight of the tasks.
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Research Question Number 2: What differences exist in the
distribution of decision-making authority perceived by
teachers according to the following demographic variables:
length of time in the school, and length of teaching
experience overall?

1. In“the perceptions of teachers categorized by the
length of timevin the school, there were very few
differences Between the groups concerning the degree of
involvement of each of the levels for decision-making.

2. There were very few differences between the gronps whed'
teachers were categorized by the length of experience
overall. When notable differences occurred,’ theﬂ
involved the most experienced group of teachers,'who
felt that the individual teacher and the staff group
were involved to a significantly greater extent than:

the least experienced group perceived.

Preferences |

Research Question Number 3: What is the distribution of

decision-making authority preferred by elementary teachers
in small jurisdictions’

1. Teachers preferred the individual,teacher maintain a
| major‘;ole in deciding matters of classroom management
and also to be involved prominently in decision-making
_for three ether task areas: (1) texts and instruc-
tional materials for subﬁects, (2) grading and promo-
tion of students, (3) arrangements for parents to
discuss their childrens' SChooling.
| 2. Teachers preferred the staff group to have a leading

role in determining action regarding only one task:
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the nature of professional development activities. It 1!

was preferred that the staff groﬁp have a greeter level

of involvement-than the individual teacher for three

other tasks; a higher level of involvement than the
principal for the total of two tasks; and a higher
level of involvement for the staff group than for the

‘external authority for fourteen of the fifteen. tasks.

Teachers preferred the principal to be more highly
involved than the individual teacher for five tasks,
and more involved than the staff group for two tasks
They preferred the principal to be more involved than
the external authority for almost all of the tasks.
Teachers preferred the lower~involvement(of.the

external authority in determining'ACtion”cdncerning

almost all of the tasks.

Research estion Number 4: What differences exist in =he

distribution of decision-making authority preferred by
teachers according to the following demographic variables:
length of time in school and length of teaching experience
overall?

1.

The preferred involvement patterns of the four deci-
sion-making levels for the fifteen tasks rﬁen teachers
were categorized by the length of time  in school,
showed almost negligibLe differences between prefer-
ences of_teacher groups.

When teachers were categorized by length of teaching

experience overall there were significant differences

between teaching groups in more cases than for the

first variable. 1In each case the least experienced
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group preferred to have substantially mdre involvement
than did the most experienced group. This was true
concerning the involvement of the staff group, the

principal, and the external authority.

AN\

Research<%uestion Number 5: What degree of discrepancy
exists between the percelved and the preferred involvement
of teachers in decision-making?

1.

Substantial differences between the %ean perceived and
the mean preferred involvement scores of the individual
teacher were found for all of the tasks. The lowest
decisional dep;ivétion-pf teachers was found in the
area of classroom manage%ent, and in related areas.

The highest degree of deEisional deprivation of
teachérs was found in such tasks as (1) the size and
composition of classes, (2) how teachers are evaluated,
(3) resource allocations, and (4).teaching load and
other duties of teachers. |

Significant differences concerning the pergeived and
the preferred involvement of the staff group were found
for all tasks except for one. The largest discre-
pancies were founa for the same tasks as for the

individual teacher. -

-Substantial differénces*concerning the perceived and

the preferred involvement of the principal were found

for seven of the tasks, and for five of these theé

principal was involved too much.
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There weré notable differences between the perceived
and preferred involvement of the external authority for
twelve of the fifteen tasks. All but one of these
differences indicated that the external authority was

1nvolv¢d too much.

Research estion Number 6: What differences exist in

degrees of discrepancy among teachers according to the
demographic variables: length of time in school and length
of teaching experience overall?

l.

When teachers were categorized according to the léngth
of time in the present school, there were very few
differences between the groups conc%rning the involve-
ment of the individual teacher and the external
authority. Concerning the staff group there were
differences in degrees of discrepancy mostly involving’

the least experienced gfoup; Frequently the least

-axperienced group had a substantially higher level of

decisional deprivation tﬁan one or more of the other

groups. -

when teachers were categorized according to the length

of teacnigg experience overall, there were notable
t

differences in the discrepancy concerning the involve-
ment of the individual teacher for four of the tasks.
For thrge.of them the least experienced group }elt é
substantially higher degree of decisional deprivation
then the third group. The same was true concerning the

involvement of the staff group. There were very few

differences concerning the involvement of the principal
M
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or the external authority.

Satisfaction

’

Research estion Number 7:  What is the extent of teacher
satisfaction with thelr present involvement in decision-
. making?

1. The mean overall satisfaction Score of feachers with
their involvement in decision-making was 4.43, which
indicates that teachers were, in general, slightly
satisfied with their involvement.

2. For the entire sample of teachefs the distribution of

\\\\ . scores ranged from 1l(very dissatisfied) to 6(very
satisfied). It was found that 2.3; of teachers were
very dissatisfied, 15.9% were moderately dissatisfied,
7.9% were slightly dissatisfied, 6.8% were slightly
satisfied, 44.4% were moderateiy satisfied, and 22.7% an
were very satisfied. This shows that 26.1% of teachers
were dissatisfied to some degree, ahd 73.9% were
relativeﬁy satisfied with their invslvement in deci-
sion-ma ing.

{ y

Free Responses

/

/

The frée responses showed that 59.0% of teachers Qho

chose to offer free responses had a negative attitude
towards tnéir involvement in decision-making, and 33.3%
showed a positive attitude. The responses of 7.7% of

teachers‘were not applicable.
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Conclusions and Discussion

Oon the\basis of the findings of this study, certain
conclusions can be drawn. Since this is a replication of a
study by Chung, the conclusions‘will be discussed in
conjunction with his study. Other recent studies will also.

be included in the discussion'where appropriate.

The Distribution of Decision-Making Authority

pPsrceptions

As'Chung discovered, teacher autonomy was evideﬁt with
respect to the three_tasks in the area of classroom manage-
ment, while hiefarchical control was still dominant in most
areas outside of the classroom. However, the individual
teacher wast%lso seen to have at least equal authority in
areas such as (1) the detailed content of the school's
program, (2) the grading and promotion of students, and (3)
arrangements for parents to discuss their. children's \4F
schooling. Therefore it can be stated that teachers had a
'significant amount of authority in s;x.of the fifteen task
areas. ‘At the same time, the staff group had the least
amount of decision-making authority. The combination of the
principal and the external‘authority had decision-making
authority in nine of the fifteen task areas.

Compared to Chung's findings, the individual teacher in
the present study had more decision-making authority. Chung
found that teachers had siggificant control only in the
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classroom. This study found that/teachers also had control
in the grading and promotion of séudents. However, this
authority only extends to the q;éas which are closely
related to classroom management. The study basically
concurs with Chung's findings concerning teacher authority
in tasks removed from the class;oom.

Other reéent literature also verifiqs these findings.
Bushing, et al.(1985:5) pointed out that "teacher involve-
ment remains a relatively insignificant force". MacPhail-
Wilcox, et al.(1985:17) reported that "decision partici-
pation beyond the classroom is constricted". Barth posited
that "important decisions that directly affect teachers'
work are made by someone else"(Barth, et al.,(1986:475).
Freedman, et al.(1986:25), stated that "more and hore
administratiye decisions are made for the teacher."

That the staff group is perceived to have little
authority in this study and Chung's, is also verified by
other studies. MacPhail-Wilcox(1985:17) asserted: '
~"Coliegiél interaction is limited". Barth(1986:473) agreed
with this»fact when he wrote: "the least common form of
relationship among adults in schools is one that is

collegial, cooperative, and interdependent."®

Preferences

Teachers preferred to maintain their authority to make
decisions within the classroom, and also to extend their

authority to tasks outside of the classroom. Similarly to



106
Chung's findings, these aréas were (1) texts and instruc-
tional materials for subjects, (2) grading and promotion of
students, and (3) arrangements for parents to discuss their
children's schooling.

Teachers preferred the staff group to exercise almost
the same amount of authority as the principal, and far more
authority than the external authority. Bushing, et al.,
concur with these findings regarding teacher preferences.
They wrote (1985:14) that teachers "are trying to take steps
to increase the scope of their decision-making power™. It
was also found that "the definite trend is for teachers to
require supervisors to involve them in decision-making at
all.levels"(Marks, et al., (1985:502). Concerning the
involvement of the staff group, Raschke, et al., (1985;561)
affirmed: "many teachers indicated that colleagues
constituted a valuable resource in terms of sharing profes-
sional ideas and mutual concerns". It was maintained by
Owens(1987:286) that "somé problems are best solved by a
group because better decisions can be produced in this way".

It would seem that teacher preferences regarding the
individual teacher and the staff group are consistent with
the literature. %hat remains unclear, however, is whether
teachers wish to become involved more%deeply in
administrative decision-making, or if they simply want more

authority in matters directly related to teaching.



Decisional Deprivation

As Chung also discovered, decisionalkdeprivation for

h
1

teachers was low in tasks involving clas§ oom management.

ely related to

However, deprivation was high in areas él_
u.'“‘ﬁ
classroom management, such as in the aregi&f the size and

composition of classes. This large iscr h y existed even
i PQ

Amit 1

though teachers felt they had s%bskakﬁiah@_ﬁt{ority in these

areas.

| Possible conflicts between professional and administra-
tive authority were evident in areas closely related to the
classroom, indicating that‘teachers wanted to extend their
authority to such areas. Some of the written comments of
teachers also reflected this friction. Chung discovered
this to be true in his study as well(Chgng, 1985:196), ;s
did other writers. This friction was also pointed out by
Bushing, et al.,(1985:14), Marks(1985:502, Barth (1986:472),
and Freedman, et al.,(1986:13).

It was also found that teachers who had the least

experience generally had the éreater sense of decisional
deprivation. This could be because the more experienced

teachers were given more freedom to make decisions. This

again was consistent with Chung's findings.

Teacher Satisfaction

About 74% of teachers were satisfied with their overall

involvement in decision-making, and about 26% were dissatis-

-
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fied. 1In the\bresent study of teachers in small juris-
dictions, teachers were slightly more'satisfied than those
in Chung's study, in spite of those suggestions proposed in
Chapter One of this thesis. This is in sharp contrast to an
American study by wWangberg (1984:5), who found that about
40% of teachers in four school systems in the eastern United
States, were digssatisfied with teaching and would not choose
the profession again.

Generally speaking, teachers preferred to have greater
decision-making authority, especially in areas which are
related to classroom management. Teachers in this study
were willing to yield certain authority to the principgl,
but'very little to the external authority. Therefore, there
is a mar¥knd difference between this study and that of ‘Chung,
who found that all authority by the "higher official
authority" (meaning all administrators, 1985:10) was not
accepted by teachers.‘ Teachers also per?eived that they had
more authority than Chung found in his study. This may

account for why teachers in this study were more satisfied.,
Implications

The results of the study may be useful to describe the
kind of decision-making which could be most effective for
smsll jurisdictions. They may clarify concepts such as
proper administrative leadership; teacher and collegial
involvement; decisional deprivatiop and teacher satis-

faction; and teacher professionalism.

i
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For Administrative Leadership

It is evident that teachers will support a principal
who will, in turn, demonstrate that his influence comes from
"administrative skills" and not just from his hierarcHical
position(Gunn, et al., 1988:3). This was not clear in
Chung's study, because the principal was grouped together
with all administrators. In Chung's study the "higher k
official authority" (Chung, 1985:10) w;§ preferred not to )
have a leading role for any of the tasks. When the prin-
cipal was separated from the external authérity, he was \\\
preferred by teachers to have a leading role in decision-
making for five of the tasks., This demonstrates a need for
administrative leadership at the school level, but not
external to the school, in the preferences of teachers. The
literature has pointed out what kind of a leader the
principal should be. He is to include teachers in "manager -
lal decisions"(Lipham, 1983:35), foster a family-like
climate(Renihan and Renihan, 1984:3), be willing to share
power(Brodinsky, 1984:11) (Slezak, 1984:3), be
democéatiC(Marks, 1385:99), and have the proper "peopie
skills" needed to satisfy teachers(Shreeve, et al.,

1987:17).

For Teacher and Collegial Involvement

It is obvious from the study that teachers want to be

involved in decision-making, especially in areas which are
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related to classroom management. What 1is not so clear (s
the extent of involvement they wish to have in matters which
belong traditionally to administration. For example, Table
4.2(p.59) shows that teachers preferred the principal to
have the greatest authority for resource allocations(Tasks
10 and 15), and for teacher evaluation({Task 14).

Teachers are also very busy with their classroom
responsibilities, and a;é not always eager to become
involved in decision-making outside the claSSZOOm. Precau-
tiong, therefore, must be taken against involving teachers
too much. This was borne out by some of the comments that
te;chers made on the questionna re. Therefore, the zones of
acceptance referred to by Owens (1987:288) are important to
use when involving teachers in decislion-making. Owens(ibid,
p. 288) suggested that teachers be polled to discover areas
of interest they might have. It very likely would uncover
the fact that some would not wish to be involved outside the
classroom. |

It was preferred that the staff group be involved in
areas outside the classroom. This points to the need for
principals to involve the staff membe#s who are involved in
areas such as the school's total program and in determining
general rules. In some cases, the principal should suggest
the staff group's involvement, especially when complex
problems arise(oﬁens, 1987:286). There must be a balance

- between "structural and facilitative leadership behavior, on

the one hand, and supportive and particiﬁéti&é behavior on
I

-
-
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the other. . ."(Lipham, 198131:7).
For beclistonal Deprivation and Teacher Satis faction

becistonal deprivation scores were low when both the
individual teacher and the staff group were involved in
tasks concerning classroom manngemént} Hm;evur, deprivation
became high for tasks not related to classroom management .
Though teachers had preferred principals to have the
greatest influence in ttems such as the money issues, these
were also areas In which teachers telt most deprived. When
comparing these results with Chung's, we find little differ -
ence. This indicates that where decentralized budgeting 1is
involved, such as for the sample which Churgy used, teachers
are just as deprived. It seems that decentralized budget ing
does not great.y affect the deprivation of teachers.

Teacher satisfaction was higher for teachers in small
Jurisdictions than for those in Chung's study. That comes
in spite of the fact that there was a discrepancy for every
task involving the individual teacher. This points out that
although teachers would prefer to be more {nvolved, they are
slightly satisfied with their present level of overall

invelvement.,

For Teacher Professionalism

The fact that teachers preferred greater tnvolvement
and collegial control for eleven of the fifteen task areas,

shows that there is a greater move towards teacher profes-



sionalization. This 1is especially significant for the

desired involvement of the staff group }n areas not related

to the classroom. This involvement 1is necessary for true

professionalization(Chung, 1985:199).

For Further Research

It is recommended that:

l.

Research methodology may have to be improved in

order to obtain a higher rate of returns for such

a quesﬁionnaire on participative decision-making.
When Chung surveYedvan urban group of teachers,
which coula be considered a typical group of
teachers fromwa large jurisdiction, he received a
return of 53.0%. Of these he accepted 51.3% for
analysis. For this study, a return of 46.7% was
obtained, of which 43.5% were accepted for
analysis. This places th= accuracy 6f such a
study into jeopardy. Theréfore,.if this topic
were to be further researched, new meéthodologies
should be developed. | |

The sﬁbject of desirable leadership qualities
could be approached with a group of teachers

involved. Teachers could be polled to ascertain

which

Tedchers could be asked to discuss their

The limits of decision-making could be more

Galities would be preferable inAprincipals;

ééirability of being involved in decision-making.

112



clearly defined, and the practicality of both

school-wide and district-wide involvement could be

explored. , ‘/
g \
4. A sthdy could be conducted to discover how

satisfied teachers truly are, and the factors
which‘éontribpte to teacher satisfaction. Reiated
to this could be an exploration of the incidence
of teachegpétress, and how dissatiéfaction might
be related to it.

Concluding Statement

113

School effectivene;s can be ~ed by the willingness.

of higher educational officials :r the traditional
hierarchical relationships inheren. to school systems. As
these administrators share decision-making power especially
with the staff group, schoolé should become more effective.
Teachers should become more motivated and satisfied when
discrepancies are removed as much as possible, and teachers
are made to feel a certain degree of educational "ownership"
(Qwens, 1987:284). Decisiog—making involvement by teachers
can become an important ingredient in creating effective

schools.
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Mr. loward C. -Lund

Box 123, Thorabdy, Alborsn

TOC 210 " .
Dacombexr 2, 19087

Dear

I am ourrently & Hasters studaent in Eduocational Administration
at the University of Alberts, Hy proposed thasis will involva

the investigation of the inoidence - of partioipative deolstion-

making within the elemantary schools of smallar jurlsdiotions,.
It {9 @ plication of a study done by Chung(l985%), vhereby ho
studied/decision-making suthority {(n a largs urban sotting.

The clakcntnry sohools {n tho

have bean selected for this study, This letter is to solloit
your p.E-Lluion and support to conduct tho study in your
Jurisdibtion,

‘The data for the study will be gathered from a quostionnaira
whioh the alemantary teachers could complete in less than

half an hour. No names are required, and nelther schools

nor jurisdiotions will be identified separately., Data analysis
will be done by computar, Thoso faotors will ensure tha
oomplete anonymity of each partioipant,

The elensntary prinoipals will also be ssked to give their
permission to allow this study in their schools. Thn'phrtlcipatins
teachers will havo tho purposa of the study complotaly

explained, and will participate on a voluntary basis,

Will you poermit this study to taka place in your jurisdiction?
If you have more queostions, my homa phona number {a 789-4056.

Yours Sinceraly,

2L )

Howard C. Lund
Hasters student



December 4, 1987

Mr. Howard Lund,
Box No. 123,
THORSBY, AB.
TOC 2P0

Dear Mr. Lund:

Provided principals of the schools give you permission to conduct your
research_in their schools, you have my permission.

Best of luck to you!

Yours truly,

ya

R. MacDonald,
Superintendent of Schools.

RM:jcg
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) .
December 8, 1987

I
Mr. Howard Lund
Box 123
Thorsby, AB
TOC 2P0

Dear Mr. Lund:

Re: Request of Survey Teachers with
Decision Making Authority Questionnaire

As indicated in our recent conversation, you have my
permission to contact our principals and teachers with
your request to involve them in your data collection.

I wish you every success—iﬁ»your M.Ed. program and this
project.’ We would appreciate receiving a copy of the
finding§ when you have completed the study.

Yours truly, ' o
v L) G

W.C. MCCarthy
Superintendent of Schools ] :

"WCM/sr



Mr., Howard €, Lund ,
Box 123, Thorsby, Albarta
TOC 270..

at the University of Alberta, My proposed thesis will involy i
the investigation of the inocidence of partioipative decisionsh
making within the elemantary schools of smaller Jurdisdiotions.
It is & vepliocation of a study donae by Chung(l985), whareby ha

studied decision-making authority in a large urbl?:lottin;.

I am gurrently a MHasters student in Educational Adminfutrui%

-

The elementary schools in the .
have been selected for this study. This letter is to sask Yyour
psrmission to allow this study to bs conducted in your sohool.

The data for the study will bo gatherod fron l'quoltionnnirc
which your elementary teachers ogould complete:'in less than
half an hour., No teachers' namos Are requirod, nor 'will your

- school be identified in any way., Data analysis will ba done
by computer, Thess faotors will snsure the complete anonymity
of each participant and esch participating sohool, ° '

I will soon be getting in touch with You by phonae to 6bntirm
youT approval, Approval has alroady been given by the Superin-
tendent to conduct the study in your county. 4

If-yoéu-decide. to participate, could you please brfanz& t;.havo
one person assigned to collect all of the questionnaires from
the teachers, place then in the envelope provided, and have thenm

ready when I visit your school to plck thaem up? Thank yYou for
your cooperation.

Yours Sincerely,

Howazrd C. Lund
Masters student

127
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Mr, Howard C, Lund
Box 123, Thorsby, Albarta
TOC 2P0.

Dear Teacher}

I hive been a teacher in ‘ L . I am
" ourrently working on my Master's Degree from the University of Alberte,
in the department of Educational Administration. You will hopefully
‘ggres to have & major vole in helping me to completeimy studies, by
f1illing out the accompanying quostionnairae,

Hy thesis will be entitled, Participation In Decision-Making In Small
Elementary School Jurisdictions. It is & voplication of & study donag by
Chung in 1985, in which ha studied declision-making authority in a large

Jurisdiction:

The survey, vwhich is a questionnaire, has baen approved by your suparin-
tendent and your principal. It is designed to maasurs.the dagraee of
. deoision-making you are involved in, and compare that to tha lavel you
would prefer to be involved in, For the purposs of our study, there ave
four levels at which decisions are madet 1) the individual teachor,
2) tha staff as a group, 3) The principal, and 4) the external suthority
Cei. Superintendent, etc.), Thora are fiftaan dacision-making tasks
» T TTEIVER, and you are asked to give your cholce of involvement of ‘cach level
for avery task. .
The questionnaire should take you less than one half an hour to completa,
You should feel fres .to answer 33 you truly fael about any aspact of tha
tople, since the results will be totally confidential., You should not
identify yourself in any way on the questionnaire, nor should your school's
nams or the name of your jurisdiction be used in any way. The data will
be gnslyzed by computer, and you will not ba identified, '

After you have f£illed out your questionnaire, place ig’bﬁck'into tha .envelope,

seal 1t, and take it to the poerson who has been appointed by tho principal
to collect them. ) : :

I hope that you will deoide to participate( note thatfyour parfiéipation ¢
is voluntary, and you may withdraw from it at any time), It will be of
great assistance to me. Thank you for your consf?erntiod and participation!

e

Yours Sincerely,

AL\ .

Howard €, Lund ) N

Naster's dtudent ° %
, 2

A
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Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Individual Teacher in

petermining Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience

in Present School

130

TASKS

Years of Teaching Experience in School

1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
n= 12 30 23 28

Determination of

1. School's total program. 2.00 .67 .35 2.59

2. Detailed content of 2.42 .97 .22 3.07
school's program.

3. School rules/regulations 2.36 2.86 .09 2.96

for general student body. -

4. The way a subject is 4.50 4.45 4.48 4.74
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 3.67 3.79 4.13 4.26
of classroam testing.

6. PFriendliness of classroan 4.67 4.48 4.57 4.41
teacher-student '
relatianships.

7. Size and camposition of 2.00 1.79 1.70 1.89
classes. ‘

8. Grading and pramotion of 4.25 3.79 3.91 4.07
students. : )

9. load and other 2.42 2.31 1.95 2.15
duties of teachers.

10. Allocation of money to 1.58 2.07 2.14 2.50
teachers for instructional »
aides and equipment.

11. Arrangements for parents 3.67 3.93 4.00 4.04
to discuss their
children's schooling.

12. Texts and instructional 2.83 2.67 .09 3.04

: materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized . 3.00 2.10 2.61 2.46
professional development
activities. ‘

14. How teachers are to be 2.09 .86 .74 2.07
evaluated. :

15. Expenditure patterns of 1.45 .79 .91 1.81

school-based budgets.




Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Staff Group in Determining

Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience

‘in the Present School
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Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
N = 12 30 23 28
Determination /jof
1. School's total program. 2.36 3.07 2.83 2.80
2. Detailed content of 2.73 2.93 2.52 2.77
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.82 3.34 3.50 3.72
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 2.60 2.62 2.50 2.17
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.00 2.33 2.55 2.27
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 4.00 3.24 3.75 3.33
teacher-student '
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 2.08 2.00 1.81 2.04
- classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 2.83 2.68 2.91 3.08
students.
9. load and other 2.50 2.43 2.09 2.44
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 1.83 2.44 2.52 2.85
teachers for instructicnal
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 2.91 2.85 2.91 3.12
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.09 2.80 2.87 2,60
materials for subjects. .
13. Nature of organized 3.27 2.61 2.61 2.88
. professional development
activities. .
14. How teachers are to be 2.09 1.85 1.87 2.12
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 2.00 2.46 2.18 2.31

school-based budgets.




Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Principal in Determining

Actlon For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience
in the Present School

Years of Teaching Experience in School
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TASKS 1 2-5 6~10 11
Or More
nm= 12 30 23 28
Determination of qi
1. School's total program. 3.75 3.50 -3.65 3.76
2. Detailed content of 3.42 3.34 3.17 3.38
school's program. :
3. School rules/regulations 4.45 © 4.21 4.36 4.32
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 2.27 2.72 2.13 2.19
presented- in class.
5.. Frequency and methods 2.75 2.86 2.52 . 2.58
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classrocm 3.64 3.00 3.33 3.24
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camwposition of 3.83 3.62 3.68 3.69
classes. -
8. Grading and pramotion of  3.50 3.28 3.83 . 3.64
students.
9. Teaching load and other 4.18 4.00 4.48 4.46
+ duties of teachers.
© 10. Allocation of money to 3.83 3.93 4.39 4.27
teachers for instructicnal
aldes and equipment. :
11. Arrangements for parents 4.09 3.57 3.39 4.12
to discuss their
children's schoaling.
12. Texts and instructianal 3.27 3.18 2.91 3.15
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 3.50 2.70 2.39 3.28
. professiocnal development
activities. :
14. How teachers are to be 3.90 3.29 3.61 4.04
evaluated. '
15. Expenditure patterns of 3.82 .3.83 4.35 - 4.27

school-based budgets.
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Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the External Authorit
in petermining Action For Each Task by Tength of Teaching Expergence
~ in the Present School
Years of Teaching Experience in School
TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
nm= 12 30 23 28
Detemnination of
1. School's total program. 3.33 3.66 3.26 3.65
2. Detailed content of 3.36 3.24 2.87 2.84
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.20 2.50 2.59 2.04
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 1.80 2.32 1.83 1.72
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.67 2.58 2.70 2.50
of classroam testing. i
6. Friendliness of classroom 2.33 1.80 1.86 1.68
teacher-student
relationships.
)
7. Size and camposition of 3.58 3.62 4.14 3.65 ©
classes. , : )
8. Crading and pramotion of 2.00 2.62 2.78 2.21
students.
9, load and other 3.00 3.39 3.32 3.44
duties of teachers. '
10." Allocation of money to 3.80 3.12 3.09 2.76
teachers for instructional -
aides and equipment.
11.. Arrangements for parents 2.20 2.04 2.30 2.20
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructibnal 3.50 3.59 3.52 3.44
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 3.00 3.33 3.70 3.44
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 4.18 4.41 4.57 4.00
evaluated. :
15. Expenditure patterns of 4.10 3.58 3.45 3.85

school-based budgets.
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Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Individual Teacher in
Determining Action For Each Task by Length of Teacher
Experience Overall

Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n= - 18 27 48

Determination of

1. School's total program.

2. Detailed content of
school's program.

3. School rules/regulations 2.65 3.04 2.89
for general student body.

.22 2.37 2.64
.56 3.15 .06

[ SIS
(98]

4. The way a subject is 4.50 4.42 4.64
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 3.72 4.00 4.10
of classroam testing.

6. Friendliness of classrocm 4.56 4.54 4.47
teacher-student relationships.

7. Size and camposition of . 1.67 1.76 1.91
classes.

8. Crading and pramotion of 3.94 4.04 3.94
students. . :

9. Teaching load and other 2.39 1.92 2.26

duties of teachers.

10. Allocation of money to 1.83 2.00 2.35
teachers for instructicnal
aides and equipment. i
11. Arrangements for parents 3.94 4.00 3.91

to discuss their children's
schooling.

12. Texts and instructional 2.78 2.85 2.98
materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized 2.41 2.62 2.37
professional development

“ activities.

'14. How teachers are to be 1.65 1.80 2.09
evaluated. : '

15. Expenditure patterns of 1.29 1.76 1.98

schoal-based budgets.
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Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Staff Group in Determining
Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience Overall

Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n= 18 27 48

Determinatian of

1. School's total program. 2.76 2.74 2.93

2. Detalled content of 2.83 2.76 2.72
school's program. ’

3. School rules/regulations 3.24 3.35 3.55

foK general student 9d

4. The way a subject is i \\::::}.76 2.44 2.35

presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 2.41 2.04 2.44
of classroam testing.

6. Friendliness of classroam 3.69 3.30 3.51
teacher-student relationships.

7. Size and camposition of 1.76 1.95 2.07
classes.

8. Grading and pramotion of 2.94 2.69 2.96
students.

9. Teaching load and other 2.59 2.12 2.40

dquties of teachers.

10. Allocation of money to 2.05 2.36 2.74
: teachers for instructional ' '
aides and equipment.

11. Arrangements for parentg . 2.76 3.08 2.96
to discuss their children's
schooling. } '

12. Texts and instructiaonal £ 3.11 2.73 2.71

" materials for subjects. ¢

13. Nature of organized 2.88 2.69 2.78
professiaonal development
activities.

14. How teachers are to be 1.44 1.88 2.20
evaluated.

15. Expenditure patterns of 1.94 2.12 2.50

school-based budgets.
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Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Principal in Determining

Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience Overall

Years of Teaching Experience Overall
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TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
ns= 18 27 48
Determination of
1. School's total program. 3.72 3.56 3.67
2. Detailed content of 3.61 3.31 3.22
school's program. , .
3. School rules/regulations 4.41 4.46 4.18
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 2.56 2.48 2,22
- presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.83 2.76 2.57
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 3.18 3.36 3.20
teacher-student relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 3.89 3.56 3.67
classes.,
8. Grading and pramotion of 3.39 3.62 3.58
students.
9. load and other 4.18 4.23 4.35
duties of teachers. .
10. Allocation of money to 3.89 4.15 4.22
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 3.67 3.67 3.82
to discuss their children's
schoaling. :
12. Texts and instructional 3.56 3.28 2.84
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 2.94 2.67 2.98
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 3.41 3.60 3.80
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 3.94 4.04 4

school-based budgets.

.17
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Mean Perceived Involvement of the External Authority in Détermining _
Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience Overall o

Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS ' 5 . 6-10 11 -
Or Less Or More
nm= 18 27 48

Determinatiaon of

2. Detailed content of
school's program.

3. School rules/regulations 2.53 2.52 2.19
for general student body. :

1. School's total program. 3£3 3.19 ‘ 3.58
3469

4. The way a subject is 2.35 2.04 1.76
presented in class,
5. Frequency and methods 3.06 2.38 2.55
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 2.00 1.86 '1.78
teacher-student relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 3.44 4.16 3.65
* classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 2.59 2.54 2.39
students.
9. Teaching load and other 3.47 3.17 3.39
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 3.8 3.16 2.78
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 1.94 2.26 2.22
to discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.76 3.64 3.35
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 3.38 3.24 3.53
professional development
activities.
1l4. How teachers are to be 4.41 4.50 4.15
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 4.36 3.83 3.41

school-based budgets.




Mean Preferred Involveament Scores of the Individual Teacher

in Determining Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experlence

in Present School

Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
nm=- 12 30 23 28
Determination of
1. School's total program. 3.33 3.41 3.52 3.38
2. Detajled content of 3.58 3.55 4.00 3.67
school's program.
3. School rules/reqgulations 3.45 3.62 3.73 3.38
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 4.75 4.59 4.70 4.77
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 3.92 4.14 4.50 4.33
of classroan testing.
6. Friendliness of classroan 4.83 4.55 4.78 4.56
teacher-student
relatiariships.
7. ‘Size and camposition of 3.58 3.64 3.61 3.56
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 4.33 4.34 4.43 4.26
students.
9. Teaching load and other 3.58 3.41 3.36 3.44
duties of teachers.
10. Allocatian of money to 3.58 3.31 3.45 3.32
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 4.08 4.14 4.17 4.15
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.83 3.90 3.86 3.93
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized - 3.91 3.03 3.35 3.04
professicnal development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 3.64 3.31 3.17 3.46
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 3.27 2.93 3.45 2.81

school-based budgets.
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Mcan Preferred Involvement Scores of the Staff Group

in Determining

Action For Each Task by Tength of Teaching Experle

ance In Present School

Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
ne= 12 30 23 28
Determination of
1. School's total program. 3.67 3.67 3.95 3.56
2. Detailed content of 3.67 3.45 3.61 3.31
school's pxrogr(a;;i
3. School rules/r ions 4.09 3.86 4.23 4.16
fi ral studage-body .
or general e ! V%
4. The way a subjWglA 2.90 2.66 2.64 2.00
presented in claSw®
5. Frequency and methods 2.91 2.74 3.05 2.38
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroan 4.10 3.56 4.10 3.67
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and campositian of 3.58 3.56 3.45 3.32
classes.
8. GCrading and promotion of  3.58 3.00 3.35 3.16
students.
9. Teaching load and other 3.55 3.46 3.43 3.04
- duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 3.92 3.41 3.65 3.54
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 3.73 204 3.22 3.08
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.67 3.67 3.61 3.28
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 4.27 3.36 3.70 3.58
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 3.73 3.43 3.35 3.40
evaluatad.
Expenditure patterns of 3.27 2.93 3.45 2.81

15.

school-based budgets.
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Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Principal in Determining
Actlion For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience
in the Present School .

Years of Teaching Experiehce in School

. TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
: : Or More
n = 12 - 30 23 28

Determination of

1. School's total program. .3.67 3.60 3.7 3.64
2. Detailled content of 3.75 3.52 3.26 3.46
school's program.—
3. School rules/regulations -4.09 3.97 3.77 3.92
for general student body. .
4. The way a subject is 2.82 2.59 2.17 2.12
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.83 2.75 2.70 2.65
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroan 4.00 3.15 L 67 3.48
" teacher-student ?
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 3.75 3.69 3.55 3.50
‘classes. ‘ ' '
8. Grading and promotion of  3.58 3.24 ° 3.43 3.32
students. -
9. Teaching load and other 3.73 3.59 3.61 3.77
-dutles of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to - 3.75 3.79 3.57 3.96

teachers for instructional
aldes and equipment. i :

11. Arrangements for parents 4.00 3.56 3.6l . 3.92
to discuss their )
c¢hildren's schooling. C

12, Texts and instructional - 3.25 | 3.21 3.05 S 3.12
materials for subjects. ‘

13. Nature of organized 3.30 3.14° 3.39 .32 %

professional development -
activities. . ‘
14. How teachers are to be 3.73 3.57 . 3.74 3.65
_ evaluated. : | .
15, Expenditure patterns of 3.91 3.85 . 3.43 3.85  as
school-based budgets. . s
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Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the External Authorit
Determining Action For

T

Len

O

g

Experience in the Present School

141

Years of Teaching Experience in School

school~-based budgets.

TASKS 1 2-5 .6~10 11
Or More
nm= 12 30 23 28
Determination of
1. school's total program. 3.25 3.10 2.61 2.77
2. Detailed content of 2.91 2.93 2.52 2.56
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.10 2.44 2.64 - 1.96
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is 2.10 2.36 1.91 1.72
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.33 2.54 2.43 2.13
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 2.44 2.24 2.10 1.86
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 2.91 2.32 2.68 2.85
classes. _
8. Grading and pramotion of 1.82 2.07 2.48 2.17
. students. . :
9. ng load and other 2.60 2.75 2.70 2.88
5 duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 2.73 2.68 2.70 2.36
«  teachers for instructional
: aides and equipment. \ ‘
‘11. Arrangements for parents 2.10 2.04 2.52 2.12
- to discuss their
. dren's schooling. - :
12., and instructional 3.09 2.77 2.82 - 3.08
- .. materials for subjects.
13. Naturgof organized 2.64 2.71 3.17 3.20
professional -development
activities.
1l4. How teachers are to be 3.55 3.55 3.43 3.37 .
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 2.80 2.81 2.82 2

.88
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Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Individual Teacher
In Determmining Action For Each Task By Length of
Teaching Experience Overalil

, Years of Teaching Experience Overall
TASKS 5 6-10 1L

Or Less ' Or More

n= 18 27 48

Determination of

1. School's total program. 3.33 3.46 3.44

2, Detailed content of  3.67, 3.77( 3.68
school's program. «\\ -

3. School rules/regulations 3.82 3.65 3.40
for general student body.

4. The way a subject is 4.78 4.62 4.70
presented in class. ‘

5. Frequency and methods 4.11 = 4.36 - 4.26
of classroam testing. ,

6. Friendliness of classrocm 4.72 4.73 4.57
teacher-student relationships.

7. Size and camposition of 3.61 3.65 3.57
classes. ) '

8. Grading and pramotion of 4.28 4.58 4.23
students. :

9. Teaching load and other 3.83 3.36 3.32
duties of teachers. ,

10. Allocation of money to 3.50 . 3.56 3.24
teachers for instructianal 0 1 ‘
aides and equipment.

11. Arrangements for parents 4.17 4.12 4.15
to discuss their children's

~ schoaling. )

12. Texts and instructiacnal 4.17 3.81 3.83
materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized 3.53 3.42 3.00
professianal development ' ‘

| agtivities! ' '

14. ‘Ao teachers are to be 3.47 3.42 3.28
- éypluated. ~ -

15. Expenditure patterns of . 3.00 3.21 3.02

). ;chodl—based budgets.
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Years of Teaching Experience Overall

school-based budgets.

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n= 18 27 48
Determination of
1. School's total pmpgram. 4.06 3.56 3.66
2. Detailed. caitest: of 3.94 3.38 3.3¢ !
school's prpgram
3. School nlles/reguiations 4.24 3.92 4.09
for genéeral student body. ¥
4. The way a subject is 2.94 2.52 2.30
presented in class.
5.~ Frequency and methods 3.12 2.67 2.62
of classroam -testing.
6. Friendliness of classroan 3.74 3.85
teacher-student relationships.
" 7. Size and camwposition of 3.65 3.50
classes.
8. Grading and promotion of 3.29 3.27 3.16
students. :
9. Teaching load and other 3.81 3.31 3.20
duties of teachers. ,
10. Allocation of money to . 3.76 3.56 3.52
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangeaments for parents 3.18 3.38 3.09
to. discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructicnal 3.89 3.70 3.31
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 4.06 3.65 3.46
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 3.75 3.46 3.31
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 3.81 3.56 3.43




Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Principal in Determining

Actlon For Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience Overall
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Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n= 18 27 48
Determination of FaS
1. School's total program. 3.78 3.65 3.62
2. Detailed content of 3.78 3.62 3.26
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 3.88 4.15 3.79
for general student body. .
4. The way a subject is - 2.67 2.52 2.18
presented in class. '
5. Frequency and methods 2.89 2.76 2.63
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam 1.67 1.76 1.91
teacher-student relationships.
7. Size and camposition of 3.72 3.84 3.43
classes.
8. Grading and promotion of 3.28 3.42 3.36
students.
9. load and other 3.53 3.73 3.67
duties of teachers. »
10. Allocation of money to 3.94 3.73 3.74
teachers .for instructional
aldes and equipment. .
11. Arrangements for parents 3.67 3.88 3.69
to discuss their children's
‘ schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.61 3.31 2.86
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 3.38 3.24 3.27
\ professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 3.69 3.88 3.52
evaluated. 7
15. Expenditure patterns of 4.18 3.72 3.60

school-based budgets.
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Teaching Experience Overall
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7 _
‘Years of Teaching Experience Overall
TASKS 5 6~10 11
Or Less Or More
ns= 18 27 48
Determmination of
1. School's total program. 3.28 2.96 2.71
2. Detailed content of ' 3.05 2.81 2.53
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 2.31 2.56 2.17
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is - 2.47 2.08 1.82
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 2.94 2.25 2.20
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroan . 2.13 2.52 1.90
teacher-student relationships. ‘
7. Size and camposition of 2.47 2.88 2.59
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of 2.18 2.24 2.14
students.
9. Teaching load and other 2.65 2.80 2.77
duties of teachers.
H
10. Allocation of money to 3.06 2.64 2.40
teachers for instructianal
aides and equipment. :
11. Arrangements for parents 1.88 2.41 2.22
to discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 3.00 2.88 2.90
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 2.711 2.81 3.16
professional development
activities. '
1l4. How teachers are to be 3.59 3.58 3.36
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 3.47 2.83 2.63

school-based budgets.
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Comparison of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement of the Individual
Teacher In Determmining Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching
Experience in the Present School

Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS ’ 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
n = 12 30 23 ~ 28

Determmination of

1. School's total program. -1.33 -0.69 ~1.17 -0.77
2. Detailed content of -1.17 -0.59 -0.78 -0.59
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations -1.09 -0.76 -0.64 -0.46
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is -0.25 -0.14 -0.22 0.00
presented in class. ' o
5. Frequency and methods ° -0.25 -0.34 -0.41 -0.07
of classroam testing.
6. Priendliness of classroam -0.17 -0.07 -0.22 -0.15
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of -1.58 -1.85 -1.91 -1.67
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of -0.08 -0.55 -0.52 -0.19
students.
9. Teaching load and other  -2.00 -1.24 -1.32 -0.84
duties of teachers. -
10. Allocation of money to -1.17 -1.10 -1.41 -1.29

teachers for instructional
aldes and equipment.

11. Arrangements for parents
to discuss -their
children's schooling. V

12. Texts and instructional ~-1.00 -1.23 -0.77 -0.89
materials for subjects

i
o

.42 -0.21 -0.17 -0.11

13. Nature of organized -0.91 -0.93 - ~0.74 -0.74
professional development /
activities.

14. How teachers are to be 5 -1.46 -1.43 -1.35
evaluated.

15. Expenditure patterns of P -1.18 -1.55 -1.00

school-based budgets. -
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Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Vi Or More
n= 12 30 /23 28
Determination of
1. School's total program. -1.18 -0.62 -1.09 -0.76
2. Detailed content of -1.00 -0.52 -1.09 -0.54
school's program. ‘
3. School rules/regulations -1.27 -0.52 -0.73 ~-0.44
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is -0.30 -0.03 -0.14 +0.17
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods -0.91 -0.41 -0.50 -0.12
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam -0.10 -0.32 -0.35 -0.33
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and camposition of -1.50 ~1.57 ~1.67 -1.
Classes. p .
8. Grading and pramwtion of -0.75 -0.32 -0.43 ~0.0
students.  °
9. load and other ~1.09 ~-1.04 -1.35 -0.60
duties of teachers.

10. Allocation of money to -2.08 -0.96 -1.13 -0.69
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment. :

11. Arrangements for parents -0.82 -0.19 -0.30 +0.04
to discuss their
children's schooling.

12. Texts and instructional -0.64 -0.87 -0.74 -0.68
materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized -1.00 -0.75 -1.09 -0.72
professional development :
activities.

14. How teachers are to be -1.64 ~1-99 ~-1.48 -1.28
evaluated. a é r

15. Expenditure patterns of -1.73 ~1.26 -1.50 -0.88

school-based budgets.
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Teaching Experience in the Present School
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Years of Teac:hing Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
n= 12 30 23 28
Determination of
1. School's-total program. +0.08 -0.10 -0.14 +0.12
2. Detailed content of ~-0.33 -0.17 -0.09 -0.08
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations +0.36 +0.24 +0.59 +0.38
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is ~0.55 +0.14 -0.04 +0.04
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods -0.08 +0.11 -0.17 -0.08
of classroam testing.
6. Priendliness of classroam -0.36 -0.15 -0.33 ~-0.24
teacher-student
relationships.
7. Size and campositian of +0.08 -0.07 +0.14 +0.19
classes. '
8. Grading and pramotion of -0.08 +0.03 +0.39 +0.32
students.
9. load and other +0.45 +0.41 +0.87 +0.69
-duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to +0.08 +0.14 +0.83 +0.31
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
1l1. Arrangements for parents +0.09 0.00 -0.22 +0.19
to discuss their
children's schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 0.00 -0.04 -0.18 +0.04
materials for subjects. . :
13. Nature of organized +0.20 -0.52 -1.00 ~-0.04
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be +0.18 -0.22 -0.13 , +0.38
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of -0.09 0.00 +0.91 +0.42

school-based budgets.




;

Camparison of Mean Dmﬁ%x Scores in Involvement of the External
MAathority De qg on For Tas Lan o)

Teaching in the Present School

149

Years of Teaching Experience in School

TASKS 1 2-5 6-10 11
Or More
n = 12 30 23 28

Determination of

1. School's total program. 0.08 0.55 0.65 0.88

2. Detailed content of 0.45 0.31 0.35 0.28
school's program.

3. School rules/requlations 0.10 0.04 -0.05 0.08
for general student body.

4. The way a subject is -0.30 -0.36 -0.09 0.00
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 0.33 0.04 0.26 0.38
of classroam testing.

6. Friendliness of classroam -0.11 -0.44 -0.24 -0.18
teacher-student
relationships.

7. Size and ~amposition of 0.82 1.25 1.45 0.81
classes.

8. Grading and pramotion of 0.18 0.50 0.30 0.04
Students.

9. load and other 0.40 0.64 0.64 0.50
duties of teachers.

10. Allocation of maney to 1.20 0.43 0.39 0.40
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.

11. Arrangements for parents 0.10 0.00 -0.22 0.08
to discuss their
children's schooling.

12. Texts and instructional 0.30 0.77 0.73 0.36
materials for subjects.

13. Nature of organized 0.36 . 0.50 0.52 0.24
professional development
activities. - ,

14. How teachers are to be 0.64 0.86 1.13 0.63
evaluated.

15. Expenditure patterns of 1.30 0.73 0.64 0.96

school-based budgets.




Camparison of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement of the Individual

Teacher In Determining Action For Each Task by Length of Teaching

Experience Overall

~N

Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
nm= 18 27 48
Determination of
1. school's total program. -1.11 -1.04 -0.78
2. Detailed content of -1.11 -0.62 -0.62
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations -1.18 -0.62 -0.53
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is -0.28 -0.19 -0.04
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods -0.39 -0.40 -0.15
of classroam testing. -
6. Friendliness of classroam -0.17 -0.19 -0.11
teacher-student relationships.
7. .Size and camwposition of -1.94 -1.92 -1.63
€lasses.
8. Grading and pramotion of -0.33 -0.54 -0.30
students.
9. Teaching load and other -1.44 -1.44 -1.06
duties of teachers.
3
10. Allocation of money to -1.67 -1.56 -0.91
teachers for instructional :
aldes and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents -0.22 -0.12 -0.23
to discuss their children's
schooling., '
12. Texts and instructional -1.39 -0.96 -0.85
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized -1.12 -0.81 -0.64
professianal development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be -1.82 -1.64 -1.17
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of -1.71 -1.50 -1.04

school-based budgets.
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f the Staff Group ¢
f Teaching

Years of Teaching Experience Overall
TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n= 18 27 48
Determination of
1. School's total program. -1.23 -0.81 -0.72
2. Detailed content of -1.11 -0.64 -0.63
school's program. ‘
3. School rules/regulations -1.00 -0.58 -0.55
for general student body. ‘
4. The way a subject is -0.18 08 0.05
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods -0.71 -0.63 -0.1@ ».-
of classroam testing. , %
6. Friendliness of classroam -0.25 -0.55 -0.2%}
teacher-student relatiopnships. b
7. Size and campositiaon of -1.88 -1.59 -1.31
classes.
8. Grading and pramotion of -0.35 -0.58 -0.20
students.
9. Teaching load and other -1.25 -1.19 -0.80
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to -1.71 . -1.20 -0.78
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents -0.41 -0.29 -0.13
to discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructional -0.78 -1.00 -0.60
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized -1 Ly -0.96 -0.69
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be -2.31 -1.60 -1.11
evaluated.
15. Experditure patterns of -1.88 -1.50 -0.93

school ~-based budgets.
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TASKS

. Years of Teaching Experience Overall

5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
n = 18 27 48
Determination of
1. School's total program. -0.06 -0.12 0.04
2. Detailed content of ~-0.17 -0.31 -0.04
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 0.53 0.31 0.37
for general student body. ’
4. The way a subject is -0.11 -0.04 0.02
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods -0.06 0.00 -0.07
of classroam testing. )
6. PFriendliness of classroam -0.41 -0.14 -0.24
teacher-student relationships. :
7. Size and camwposition of 0.17 -0.28 T 0.24
classes. : B R
8. Grading and promotion of 0.11 0.19 - 0.22
© students. s g e
9. load and other 0.65 0.50 - 0.67°
duties of teachers. b
10. Allocation of money to -0.06 0.42 « 0.48
teachers for instructional : ‘ o
aides and equipment. : ;
11. Arrangements for parents 0.00 ..0.13
to discuss their children's
schooling. : L
12. Texts and instructianal -0.06 -0.05
materials for subjects. '
13. Nature of organized -0.44 +-0.29
professional development
activities. .
14. kHow teachers are to be -0.13 0.28
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of -0.24 - 0.58

school-based budgets.
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Camparison of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement of the External

Author{ty In Determining Action For Each Task by Length of

Teaching Experlence Overall

Years of Teaching Experience Overall

TASKS 5 6-10 11
Or Less Or More
ne=- 18 27 48
Determination of
1. School's total program. 0.56 0.22 0.87
2. Detailed content of 0.53 0.08 0.40
school's program.
3. School rules/regulations 0.20 -0.04 0.02
for general student body.
4. The way a subject is -0.12 -0.04 -0.07
presented in class.
5. Frequency and methods 0.12 0.13 0.34
of classroam testing.
6. Friendliness of classroam -0.13 -0.67 -0.12
teacher-student relationships.
7. Size and camposition of .2 . 1.06 1.25 1.07
classes. s
8. Grading and pramotion of 0.41 0.24 0.25
students.
9. Teaching load and other 0.82 0.38 0.58
duties of teachers.
10. Allocation of money to 0.81 0.52 0.38
teachers for instructional
aides and equipment.
11. Arrangements for parents 0.00 ~0.09 0.00
to discuss their children's
schooling.
12. Texts and instructional 0.76 0.67 0.45
materials for subjects.
13. Nature of organized 0.52 0.40 0.36
professional development
activities.
14. How teachers are to be 0.82 0.92 i 0.79
evaluated.
15. Expenditure patterns of 0.79 1.00 0.78

school-based budgets.
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