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Goal Agreement, Participation Training, and . .

) -
Teacher Participation in Decision-Making - )-

There has been an ncreasing awareness -in-reccnt years that Pafticipative '
decisioﬁ;making Cempia;%r ixfiuence‘aver decisions) is not appropriate for
all organizational decisiun. . Rathe:; contingency approaches stress that the
Value:of*participatian for any given decision depends on charaéteristiés of -
the orgsnizatioh and its environment, of the organization méphérs, aﬁi of
the deéisiop sitgaﬁign (e;g! Dachler and Wilpert, 1978; Lgcke and Schweiger,
in pfessg Lowin, 1968; Vroom and Yéttah, ié?éﬁig Far_examéle; Vroom and

Yettcn (1973) have prasented a prec e formulatior of Sécigign character-
.gistics affecting the viability ﬂf%participétiun from the point of view of a
manager. They cémbinéd seven decision eh%racteristic; (thé*likﬁiihéﬂﬂ that
some decisions wauidibe of iigher quality than others, managerial iﬁfafmaticﬁ ‘
gbéut the problem, the degree to wﬁi;h the problem is gfrﬁztufed, the impor-
taﬁce‘g% decisién'accept;nce; likelihood cf-employee accertance of an avto-

- cratic managerial decision, empléyea agreement with management about argfﬁf
_ v
izational goals‘relévan§rt§ the decision, and employée,agreement en~mé§n“ of
 implementing deéisianégizzd five de:isiqh'stylesrfgrcup parti;ipaticL )1
cénéensus, graﬁp consultation, individual cansﬁltaticn, request for informsa-
ﬁion‘frém individuals, né participation) in a 'decision tree' a manager ﬁ;ght
use to decide haw;mﬁth emplo?eg participation is appropriate for any given
decision. | |
‘In additionﬁta pr esentlng a narmatlve m@del of particlpatlcn Vraom -and
L

Yetton also dESQleé the effects of the seven decision Ehﬂfﬂct&flgtlﬁs on the

amount of partlgipatian managers=say‘theyxwou;§;like their employees tc=haveﬁ
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However, employees also have perceptions of appropriate amounts of partici-
pation. fherefafe. the present resesrch investigates the effects of three
o . " . ' i : -
factors (one organizational characteristic and two decision characteristics)

on employees' perceptions of the amount of participation 1likely to be associ-

- i :
ated with effective decisions (i.e. decisions characterized by high quality

“

and emp}a&ee actgpia$cc; v.f. Maier, 1970; Vroom and Jago, 1978). These

' three factors are 1) participation training: whether the employees have

teé;ived training aimed at improving tﬁeit participation ski{ls aﬁ@;iﬁg%éaging
their participatiaﬁ in decisien—makiﬂg, 2) agreement: the extent of agree
ment among - employees and menagement on issues uﬂderl&ing the dneisicn to be
. madéi and 3) imgg;;aggge the importance of the déeiéhnytﬂ the emplayges (its
relevance to their major intéfests)g |
. Vroom and Yetten (1973) presented case studies af problems containing
’diffetént'dééisian chafggteristics té managers and,askgdvthe managergzhéﬂ//
 much employeée partiéipétion they feit would bé~ép§fapfiate in each case. 15
1.the présent study, a questionnailre which used ,cases similar te those desiéned
by Vraam and Eettan was given’ta empléyees Celementary sckool téachafs) who
Jﬁv  ranked the five de;isinn styles describéd by Vroom and Yetton accnfd;ng to

theif'value in achieving.effective décisians‘

Pazticipatign_Tréinigg

Thexpar;iéipétian training exaﬁined in this sﬁudy was a major component
of a three yeér Dréaﬂizaticn_Develepment (0D) interventian conducted iﬁ é-
large metrapélitaﬁ parochial school system.A The tDtal intsrventiun focused
éﬁ arganizatiéﬂal renewal in a number nf arggs (e g. power shariﬂg, inﬁreas—
éng prﬂfessianal and interpersoaal ggépetencé; developing “shared ggals, and

developimg- more apen_;lassrcﬁm climateg). The intervention is described in

otail by Keys, Martell, Peitz, Bartunek, and Szaflarski. (1975) Training
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compcnents which fgehsed'an participative ﬁecisisﬂ—mskiﬁg included three work-
shops f@fieightsmember principal teacher teams f:cm‘partiéiﬁating schools ané
a workshop cﬂnduetgd for the entire staffs of each pértiéipating school. Dur-

-
ing these workshops, 0D consultants introduced the teachers to the idea that

participatiﬂn in decision-making ténds to imprcvé decision éffectiiéhess.
o .

"The trainers also -described the value of viewing difrerences of opinion among
gf@up members as additional sources of information rather than threats (c.f
Schmuckj Runkel, Saturen, Martell, and Derr, 1972). Durlng the sessions,
'warkéhop members practiced participadion and conflict management 5ki115.

Iﬁ addité@n:tg thevtraining given in the workshops, during the course of
‘the prngptj'tEachers and principals in participating schools both recéived
in-school ccnsultafian on participation ETDmvaﬂjéﬂt stafﬁ members Sﬁd used a -
partiéipative process to désigﬁ shared school goals., The present study exam-
ined the teachers' perceptions of apprcpriate amounts of partlclpatian
. towards the gnd of the third year of the program. -

The participatium training in this intervention was égnsistént)ﬁith the

’ lthéoretical.ﬁresentaticns of 0D practiti@ne?s who focus on dEEisiGn—making;
Tﬁése practitianers stress the vaiue of increasing employee participation in
decisions (Huse 1975). Speclfjcally, they suggest thif cénsensus is the most
:EffECtlve decision technique; it makes the best use of group members' resnur:es,
enhaﬁces the quality of prﬁblem sniv1ng, and elicits tke greatest acceptance
‘and commitment from grgup members (c.f, Johnson and Jahnsaj, 1975; Schmueck,
1972; Schmuck et 31.,719723332These praeﬁitiéﬁers sugéést that conflicts. of
épiniagjhif handled properly, can increase t@e éualityaﬁf group @ecisjans
AEBe@khard, IQEQLHSEhmuck'et al,, 1972).' Thus, they eneouragé grcup members

to surface and confront differences of opinion during their decision-making

' process.
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An assessment of the initial impact of the training (Keys and Bartunek,
in press) indicated that ﬁy the Eﬁd nf its first year the intervention had
been successful in increasing both participation in decision-making and
conflict management abilicy, Teachers in the schools receiving training
rated tiemselves as participating in decisions and gurfacing and dealing .
with conflict significantly more than did control g£chool teachers. Because ¢
of the focus of the training ;Bﬂfgf th;%fesults ob;ained by Keys and Bartunek,
. B} :
it was predicted that tuaché}s in the schools receiving participation train-
ing (hereafter referred to as traiﬂéd teachers) would rate the amount of
participation likely gg achieve ef%ective decisions higher than would
untrained teachers (H1). d h |
Agreement .
| Vroom and Yettgn’C1Q73) devote a considerable amount of time fa a
discussion of manager-employee and employee-employee agreement. For
example, they suggest that wﬁgn there is manager-employee disagféeﬁept on
Grganiza;ional goals, cﬁnsensué‘shﬂuld Ee eliminated as a viable decision
style, because employees' decisions may not further the Qrganizétion's

o

objectives. Ongthg other Hand; when* there is goal agreeméﬁt,_but disagree-
should be employed in ordef to achieve uniformity in Pfqblém éoiutians.
‘But how does thé'awaréﬂésé that there isfdisagfeémentiamang employees
‘and management affect eéplcyees' perceptiénsaaf the amount of participation
' 1ikel§ to achieve éffégtive dEEisions? ‘Amount of agreement should not
affect the tréinéd teachers’ perceptions {H2a). These teachers.learnéd_
to surface Ebﬂfiicts.and fesgive thém as pért of the collaborative process;

they 1&3?%3& that managing conflict was a standard component .of participative

i




decision-making. However, March and Olsen 61976, ch. 3) suggest that the
untrained teachers should rate the amaunt of participation likely to
achieve effective decisions higher thﬁ there is disagreement than when
there is agreement (H2b).  When there is agreement, the employees are .
likely to trust the manager to make decisions in the employees' favor,

so feel iittle’need for participation. When there is disagreement, however,
employees are more likély to anticipate that their participation will make

the decisions more congruent with their-own interests and thus more effective.

1

Several authors teig. Lowin, 1968; @wen5;:1970; Simon, 1976) suggeét"
"that employees have relatively little interest in participating in decisions
of low importance to tﬁém: on these decisions they are more~wi11ing to aécept
decisions made by their supervisori If teachers dislike particiﬁaiing in -
less important dec131ons, they should pé%c31ve the effort they are llkely
to invest in decision- maklng as lcwer on less 1mportant decisions. Thus,
they should rate the amaunt Df particlpatlon likely to achieve efféctive
decisions lower on less important dEElSanS than ‘on more ;mportaﬂt dEClSlQﬁS
(H3). 0D pfaétitioners (e.g. Miles, 1975) ackngwledge that on less
important decisions pé:tiéipation_is not the most effectlve use of employee
‘resources. Thus, the effect of decision importance should hold for both
ﬁrginéd and untrained teachers. i

| Method

Research’ Participants : S "

The participants were 93 teachers from nine elementary schools in a

large metropalltan parazhlal schnol system Thlrty five of the particlpaﬁts

(the trained teachers) were from faur schools that had received partl—
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cipation training. Seventeen of thESE"tEaEhETé wériiin the agreement con-

dition and Is_wgre‘in the disagreemeq} condition. The éesign was a mixed

one. ‘%herefore, all teaihefs were in both importance conditions. «
Fifty-eight of the participants (the unﬁrained teachers) Qere from .

five schools originally designated as control schools for the evaluation -

of the OD intervention. Twenty-nine of these teachers were in the agreement

condition, and 29 were in the disagreement condition. Again, all control

teachers were in both importance conditions, -

'

7 AU : . .
The two groups of schools were comparable in size. Faculty size in

the schools receiving participation training ranged from 9 - 22 teachers,
: gp patio gning rang

while control school faculties ranged from 9 - 28 teachers. Mean numbers
of faculty-membgrs in the two groups of schools were, respectively, 14
and 16. 1In addition, previbus reseurch "(Keys et al., 1975; Keys and

Bartunek, in press) indicated that the schools were equivzlent on a number

a high probability that the trained and untrained teachers c4me from the

same population with respect to the factors investigated in this research,.

The research participants were §11 the teachers at each school who

had ‘been teaching there since 1974 or earligr. The trained teachers had

participated in at least one decision-making workshop. The teachers in
. : i I

all the schools +had participated in at least one evaluation of the intere-
vention. . . -

Design
The expeﬁiyentél design empbéyéd.in this study was a 2 x2 xig,

factorial; participation training x goal agreement x decision importance.

i



) I,.\ ,=‘"‘ = \“ ,
The first two factors were between group measures, the third a within

groups measure. Each teacher, therefore, responded to two decision

situations which varied in importance but were similar with respect to’

-
L]

goal agreement. . ..
y s, =
Materials
Vroom and Yetton describe their five decision styles in’'a form
applicable to managers. Fcr example, théy-descfibe no participatian" as,

* ' qQ
"You solve the prablem or make the decision yOLrself using i farmatlcn

E3

available to you at the tlme (Vroom and Yettcng 1973;wpi 13)." The five _

decision styles were rewritten for this research in a form applicable to

teaeﬁers: For example, ''mo participation" was reworded to”state, "The

principalfsblves the problem herself,.using information available to her

at the time." ) ’

LF

Two case studies were used'iﬁ the research, They were dgsf@néd after

1nterv1ew5 with the prlnclpals 1n the various part1c1pat1ng schauls. The ﬁa 

two cases were based on prablem 51tuat1§n5 leStlﬂg in more than ‘one of the
sch , ‘although neither reflected the actual situation ‘at any part;21patlng
schacli The two decision situations were class_plans Cthe 'frequency with

which teachers 'should turn in class plans and the form the plans Should
£

take) and the dress code (the stringency with wh1:h tEachers zhould enforce
i L

dress ;ode requlréments). Principal and teacher 1nterv1ews, as well as

pil'ot tésting, indicated that the class plans decision was more important
P g P . p

to the feachers than the dress code decision. Thus, the. class pians

=

less important case.

o



Two versiensief;eaeb!eeee were wrig;en. one in which there was &«
dieegreement'emeﬂg the teachers end‘prineipel with the peliey uﬁderl?ﬁng "
the decision to be made Eglsegreement condition), eﬁdﬁﬁie 1n wh1eh all the
'teachers agreed with the policy (agreement cqﬁ§1t1en) A semple case, the\
eleseiblens {more 1mpertent) deelslen under disegreement cond;tlene is

presented in Table 1 (the cases and edepted versions. of the decision siylée‘

EN

are available from the author).

T . _-_e__;a,_e;;e___:__;__ﬁ: \ '; .

PJ Insert Teble 1 ebnut here
Procedure - o

Meeting in their individual schools, the teeehers were _all ﬁfesented

with a packet which included the edepted ver31nns of the Vroom- Yettan

de:151en styles, the two hypethetleel case studiee, end questions designed
to measure the effectiveness of the manipulations end'the'effeete of the
" manjpulations on the dependeit variables, (The order of presentation of

»

‘the' cases was counterbalanced.) The cases &nd questions were deScribed
in detdil, and the teachers then completed and returned the packets.

_ As the packets were returned, .the teachers' estimates of the best. ..
. . R |

3eeieion’ety1es'fer‘ebteining high qﬁelity decisions end:deeisien accep-

tence were quickly tabulated. The teachers were fed beek their eetimetes
ef the beet deci styles fer eeh1ev1ng these outcomes end enceureged
to disciss their méaning. The dls:u551ens were tape recerded end used

ds a qualitative basis fér.;nterpreting the quantitative resulte of the

study.

L
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.o Measures ' R o . g

Manipulation checks.. Three manipulation check questidns were 1 sed.

L.

The first ‘asked the'teachers to rank the five Vraam=Yeftaﬁ*decisian stygés
according to the extent to which the styles were used 'in .their schaal
TiThis questinn measu:ed the trained and untrained teachers' perceptions of

‘the amaqnts of partlcipatiaﬂ in their schnalsi The second quésticﬂ

assessed thg extent of agreement with the policy underlying the declalcﬂ
= ﬁ 3

to be made in the case 5tud§es The thifd assessed the extent to whlch

the decisions 1n the cases were relevant: (1mp@rtant) ta the teachers'

major interests.

DEPEﬁdént variaﬁlési The part;clpants ranked the five Vroom Yetton
- ¥ 7 o

decision styles according ta the degree to wh;ch the styles werc used in
? =
their Sﬁhoﬂlf[ménipulatian'chec@ question) and,according te the degree ' to

-which thé styleé would result-iﬁ the«féliowfng outcomes béiﬁg achieved: -
- 1) a Eiggr ua}é; decision, i.e. all-the ijeétiyexfacts of the case
adequately Ec@sidefég an{ combined for an éffective,gzcisian (z,f..Maia§;t
1970); 2) inﬁividuai accezéaﬁcé ana implémentatinn of the deéisiaﬁ*lSJ*

. total faculiy acceptance and 1mp1émentat;an of the d32151an and 4)

~ .
-according to- the degree to whlch the*%éachers wauld 1ke to use the decision

styles. anam’and Yetton (1973, pi 67) pr@pase that the five decision
styles vary along a pnidimensiénallsgéle corresponding to the amount of

participation cppﬂrtﬁnity affardea to subordinates. . Vrabm and Yetton

) j
assign the f§110w1ng values to these decision processes, based on the B

-

results af th calin g procedures ; no part;glpa%lan = D .00; request !
y : R

for lndlvidual 1nfﬁrmatlan = iszsgriﬁdiviiual cﬂnsultatian = 5.00 ;s group

1 T oo,
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4 consultation = 8,125; group participation or consensis = 10.00, Highe»

valuesafepfesent-greatér opportunity for subﬂfdinagé ﬁafticipakian‘in
decisi@hﬁmakiﬁg " This’ scaling pracedure, wHile gdequately reflecting the
cnmparative degree of participation availuble 1n ach gaci§ien style, dces
nut Tepfe%ent a harmalized dlStrlbutiDﬂ of scores, wh;ch severely limits
.data analysis possibilities. ~Ta circumvent this problem, the actual
dependent variables to(ggsused far‘analy515 wére constructed by corre-
lating the part1c1pants' Dflglﬂal ranklngs of the five styles W1th the
amount of participatioﬂ;appcftunify afforded by each style. CThe”maximum 3

ahdJminimum values of the'cgfrelaficné!were +,98 and é;%S;) !These‘carrela!
tions inaicaiéﬂ the degree to which the teachers rated participation as-
) -y Lo
likely to achievg each of the' various outcomes, and were the dependent vaggables

" used in the TESEZrch.' J ” : - !

Results

A 7 L L
T@é“éffectiveness of the manipulations : )
- . r .
The trained: teaehexs estimated fhaﬁjthey were part1c1pat1ng 'in dEElSlDﬂS

“ []

51gn1flcant1y more than did. the ,untrained teachers (means were, respe:tively,

.73 and .43); t(87)=2.61, p €.01,

1,

The mean scores fgr the questlans ‘assessing agreement 'and 1mpnrtance
%

1

are presented in Table 2; Analyseg 1nd1cated that both maplpulntlans were

Yo

effective. - The teachers per231ved significantly more dlsagreemEﬂt in cases

which’incerpeféted policy disagreement than in éaSES which did not F(1,89)=-
. L ' B J 3 - o= ¢ B ‘Ef .
. 103 31, p (. 6001. They also perceived the %DTE important class plans case.

as significantly more impnrtag;!than the less impcrtant dress code case, F(1,89)

=B.Si!’gg(i004i However, the mean scores for the importance question indicate

i . , .. ‘*
that both cases were perceived as important. 0
, ; -,
- R . 7 | _
- 12 3 f
g = . * Fi '7 .
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__Oufcames on the Case‘Stu

‘~varigbles (amcuﬂts of

;because they do nét requlfe hamagen31ty Qf va.ia 1Ice.

R

, . 7 o . - 7 o
for. the teachers' ratings of the amountsrﬁf participation likely to

3 EQrTESPODdlng to each of the hypoth es 15 presented in Table 4*Hsa§sfs

\H-
] m "
‘L’L

]

The mean scores for the different cgnd1t19n§ on the fnur dependent

art;clpatinn llkeiy ta aghleve h1gh quallty deci-

diVldual and facplty*acceptance of decislﬂns aand the amount of

[V

sions,

tion thg teachers would like tn have) are presehted in Table 3.

-

Becauseuthe.study emplayed a mixed‘des;gﬁ, the predlctians-were testéﬂ by

\

particlp

mﬁans cf multlvar;ate repeated mqasures analyses af varianceé (Finn, 196935
\s

(A Y
-

Mulilvariate ;ests are mast apprnprlate for repeated measures analyses,

4 ‘ - . e s : .
. _ . =
Eﬁ!!!a!ﬁﬁﬂ-ﬁ!ﬁ!ig-!iﬁi—aﬁ

Insext 'Table 3 abaut here R -

Two SEPEI&tE anlayses were caﬂdugted. Thé first used as dependent r

\J‘!E

!var1§ples the three measures reflectlng the amount Df partic;pat;cn likely

tg ach;eve effective deg;s;ans C;.e. hlgh quallty dEClSlDﬂS and’ 1nd1v;duaﬁ

and féculty acceptance nf decisions). Th% second used as the dependent

varig@_e the amcunt ﬂf par igip 'n the tégshers would like to have. The . : é»

two analyses were canducted separately, because pfedicticns-wére made only:

achieve o
. \, o . - _ . E
- 5 _ T T : - . . £ ) A ] .
effective-decisions. ' . _ ¢ o : : .o
’ ' * - ;y - . . 1

3

A summary of the result{ of the analysas of‘zar1anee for the c@ntrasts L oy

]

B L T L T L L R

Insert Table 4 gbout here
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Hypethesie 1 predieted'e main effeet for pert1c1pat10n tralnlng

1

Results ef the enelysee 1nd:éeted that thls hypeth e s was not sepperted o "> :

Hypethe51s 2 predleted an 1nteraetlen between agreement end part1e1-e

petlen tralnlng agreement weuld not affect the tralned teeehers' ret;ngs

i,

- \Qf the ameunt of part;e1pat1en likely to- achieve. effeetive dEC151onS but
untrelned teaehers weuld rate the amount ef pertlelpatlon 11ke1y to eehleve;

effective deeie;ens higher when ‘there was d1sagreemEnt th n when there was

Ta.
[T}

" agreement. Reeults 1nd1eeted that. the pert;elpetlon treinlng - egreement .

‘ 1nteraetlen was e;gn;fleant ‘on the medsures eeee551ﬂg the emeunt ef pertl-;

elpetlen the teeehere rated ae 11ke1y te aehleve effeet;ve declsmneP multi-

ve ate_ FCl 89) =4, 43 p(. 04, -Un1ver1ete enalye i dicated thet the effeet -

¥

\, was 51gn1f;eant or eppreeéﬁed elgnlfleanee fer the measuree ef the ameunt of -

pertielpetlen llkely to eehleve all three 1nd1eee ef effeetive deelelensi

R

high quallty, F(l 89) 3 09 ) ( 08, 1nd;.v1d,uel aeeeptenee, FCI 89) E{' DS
-and faculty eeeeptanee F(1, 89) =5, 35 Ei{ 02. In eddltien,_fhls 1ntereet1en .

Wa elgnif' ent on the measure indicating the amount of part1e1pet1en the:

teaehers weuld f;ke to ﬁave, F(l SQ)gE%%F E.< 02 LT

Seheffe teets reveeled that the interaction effeet thet eeeurred was

’ semewhet more - eemplleated then that predleted On the mere 1mpef;ent'eeee,.
1.*'! ;7

agreement did,net,effeet the amount of pertielpeﬁien the treined eeeeheze

reted as 1ike1y to achieve effective deeisieﬁei ‘On the less 1mpertent case,

o=

tra 1ied teeehersf§eted the amount ef pertlelpetien llkely to eehleve hlgh -éﬁ
L

=2

quellty deelslens and 1nd1v1dua1 aeeeptaﬂee of dee151ene higher when there was N
egreement ‘than when there was dleegreement In addition, the trained teeehere

liked pertielpating more when’there'wee.eg:eement than when there was dis-

,,,,, et A
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On tﬁe m@fe impértaﬁt case,. the Uﬁtrainédzﬁeschefs'rated'the:éﬁaunt'af

N i ¥ :
partlc;patlcn 11kely ta -achieve- effectlve ﬂEClslﬂns (acccrdlng to ail three

=

effect1veuess EIltETlE) h;gher when there was: dlsagreement than when there
was agreementi "In addltian, they ;iked participating'marernn this case

when there was disagreement than when there was ag:eemeni, .On_ the less . d
- important case, agreement had mo effect on the amount .of participation the °
uniiainedhteachers rated as:.likely to achieve{affeetivé decisions or the =

,_’_; . PR *

amcunt af pETthlPatlﬂﬂ they would llke ta have.

F . F1nally,,$cheffa tests also: rev%aled that whenever there was agree-

-~ B

ment tralﬁed teachers 11ked partlc ng mare than did untralned teachers.

1

Hewsver, when there was Jﬂlsagreement on’ the mﬁre impartant case, uﬂtramed

teachers llked partlclpatlng mare thaﬁ did the tralﬂed teachers

"

HYPGthESlS 3 pred;cted a main effect er 1mpartance. Résults af the 1':>
aﬂalyses 1hdlcated that thlS hypothesis was not suppcrted for measures Qf |
the aniounts - uf partlc;patlan llkely tg achleve effeétive declslcns, but was ’:.
suppcrted for the measure of the amnunt of the amount nf part1C1pat16n the

teachers would' like to have, F(1 ,89)=10,90, E(!DOL However, Scheffé tests

1ndlzated that this. effect accurred iny for untr

— .
ed teachers and then

JEr——— - e g e

only whén there was dlsagreement Thus, it appeared that 1mpcrtance had 1ts

prlmary 1mpact ;n 1nteract15n 'with other variables rather than actlng inde~ "

ok . 4

- pendently o L -
~ ‘Qiscussion . _

i : . . e
The results of this study indicate the existenee of a thTEanay

interaction-between partlclpat;en training, agreement and 1mpnrtance,

gDnathe more 1mpurtant case, agreement did not affect the tra;ned teaghers‘




a5

g

N R, 15

4

ratings of the amcuht af partlclpatlon llkeiy to achleve efféct1ve deg ons,

wh113§hn the’ léss 1mpcrtant case; these teachers rated the amount of parﬁ

tlclpat;an llkely te achleve effect;ve decisions hlgher when‘thera was dis-
agreement: than when there was agreement. -Haweve:; the t:ained teachers alwazs
- liked participating more when-there was agreement. than when there was dis-

agreement. - e , L " L e . -

IeN -
-1

'The pattern thresults for the untralned teachers was almcst the app051te

nf the tralneé teache:s pattern_ the more- imFOTtaﬁt case the untrained

ll

:teachers ratealthe amgunt Df part1clpat19n 11kely tg ach;eve efféctlve d53451on5*

. = i

_ aﬂd the amount, gf partlclpatlon they would like to have hlgher when there was

dlsagreement thaﬂ when there was agreement Gn' '_;_he less 1mportant case,

agréement did not- affect thése teachers‘ ratings... In addltlon,rwhen there

- T &

disagreement, the untra1ned teachers 11ked participating more on the more .

3

important case than.less 1mpartant case..

A dlrect comparlscn Df the patterﬁs of the two groups. is reveallng

a i

! L

When there Wwas agreément, ;hé trained teachers liked partic1pat1ng more fhan
did the untrained teachers. Whén ihere was d1sagreement however, at least

on the more 1mpartant case, the untra1ned teachers liked partlzlpatlng more .

t U U S

than dld the trained teachers. : T T ;;i .

=, > R

;mglicatiensfQfAihshResu;tg

Ry

‘The tffect Df‘agregmenthféf the untralned tearhers was somewhat con-
X = x = a
sistent with the hypatheses nf th15 study. - On the more. lmpcrtant case, at

least, these-tea;ths were much less interested in%participating in decisions

they trusted. would be.made in their favor (decisions about which there was ~

‘agreement) than decisions in which'their outcomes could be significantly



;impraveﬂ by their participation. ’ This effeet'dia n&t‘eééur on the lesé' - E;;

vimpﬁrtaht eésaf It is gnns;stent with March and Oisen (1976) line of - j"a

&

o reasanlng tn suggest that agreement shdﬂld have mcre 1mpa;t en more . Important

¥

decislans than less 1mportaﬂt ones. The less: 1m’crtant the declslan, the less

1

llkely are the deci i n nutccmes to be of SuffIEIEﬂt 'alue that extra effort i

ta achleve them 15 worthwhlla. o .A o

' The untrained teachers have been’ partic;pat:ng in décislanimak1ng ' ; R
¢ = = EY v T * ’
51gn1f1¢ant1y less than the tralned teaehe:s. The results suggest that

‘experience in parti;ipatian changgs teacths partlglpatlon prefeIen: es.

' E%en when agreement ¢'d not affect thgir Tat‘nés of’ the.am@unt ﬂf.partié'h'

;;alpatlcn 11ﬂ"i to aEhlEVE effect1ve decis ons, the tralned teachers 11ked \

4 partlclpatlan less WhEﬁ there was d;sagTEEment than when there was, agreement._

~In adﬂ1t10n, on the less 1mpcrtant dec1slpn at least trainea teachers
: 9

appeared to bel;eve that partleipatlnn Wauld'be less llkély to achieve effecs«

tive ﬂEClSlDﬂS when there was dlsagreement than when there was agreement

:These results‘suggest that part1c1patian dur;ng cnnflict situations may have -
Y t

been a palnful experlence for, the trained teachers as well as one that.

fdecreased th31r hape that resultlng deelslnns wnuld always be hlghly effectlve

>0 Cchen and. March C1974) 5uggest that admlnlstratnrs whn w1sh to reduce
DppﬂSltan tu ‘their ideas can best ach1eve that goal by encauraglng sub— ) ; o

’ ;ardlnate partlc;patian 1n cnﬂflict situations and eﬁabling the subardinatesii

"to ascertaln for themselves h@w dlstasteful ,that particlpatlan is. ' The
: 8. -
results ?cr the tra%ned teachers suppert that suggestloni ' o

[
-

<7 The data from the present study IEPIESEnt the tea;hers perceptlans.

b

b




. : . : o
But behavior l\results ebte;ned in a leberetery etudy by Bertunek Benten,;
-end Keys - (1975) are congruent w1th the present results end 1nd1eete their
.valldltyi In the Bertunek et,el! studyj bergeinere who were feeing difficuité:
eenfllet setuetlene preferred to have third pert1es make deeisiene for them

o ' ¥
~about meene of reeelv1ng thelr conflicts. rather theﬂ te meke eueh deels;ene

on their OWN. Mnreever,,thex werermueh ‘more likely te aeeeg; sueh tthﬂ

1

perty suggeetlens then were bergelners eneeunterlng lese dlffienlt eenfl;et

The outcome in that etudy gete;mllar to the traihed teechere* desire 1n the

LR

‘ preseﬂt study for IESSVQeTtieipetien when thére was disagreement than wher

b N = P
. . : \

there was egreement : . T ‘ , '\ - ' SR

Y

In the Bertunek et el study the meehenlsm eeuelng deereeeed 1nterest .

in deelelen maklng was ‘a des;re to save teee‘ The trelned teechers'

’i= [

dlscue i fellewlng dete eeIleetien in’ the preeeﬁt study eﬁggeeted some

hepeleeenese on thelr part that effeetlve greup decisions would ‘be reached

=

when dlsegreement was present ~Thue reeults of beth tﬁe Bartunek et“el, - .
8 S5 \ .
study and the present reseereh;euggeef that dealing with differing opinions
o I ’ - ’ A a Lo . - .
B B 1.

is an emetien-preveking and difficult’ task for a dyad or group. The'teek

[+]

is dlffleuit even when pertielpante ‘have reee1ved training 1n conflict-

: management and the eenfliet er d1segreement revelvee ereund the‘substent;ve
155ues belng dlseussed rather then pereenal differences. . ‘f i v _ ..
The eemperative leek ef&effeet of the importance man1pu1at1en prebebly A
eeeufred because both . cas es addreeeed eleeereem iseuee.' Mohrman , Geekej and
Mohrman (1978) have reeent 'y dig;ded the*typée of deeieiene in whleh teeehers

might partlelpate 1nte twe major demems, elessreem er inetruetlenal, and ' i

L] Q Y ™.

managerial, Mehrmen et al. feund_thet it is more important to teEeueremtev

¥ o ) N

. : u .
A - = : : . . s . N




' mlﬁlmal ‘level cf 1mpﬂrtance, the camparatlve 1mpartance or relevance of the ..

study, the pr1nc1pals rarely descrlbed any d52151cn5 in the manageriai dcman

- T e . a
: S 18
participate .in instructional decisions than managerial decisions. Thus,
. i S . 1

the fact thaf the teathegs rated both cases as important is congrucnt with-

the Mohrman et al. results, Hawever, these authars also nated that teachers

seldém.participaté in managefiai deéi510ﬁs. During the interv;ews with the
prlncipals canducted prlar to the data tclie:tlan phase af the present o ~N
s i,\x

as feasi 1 decisions foy teacher partltlpatlan It wculd appear=that.when .

RS

WSEhbthadministratsrs contempiate the p:ablems for which teacher partlclpatlnn

- teathers liked-?artlclpatlan moré on- the more_ lmpurtant case than on the o

costs to partlcipathn. Thus, whén thera was d;sagreement the untra1ned

= might be appropriate, the range Df 1ssues thEYxEQﬂSldEI is fatrly narrow,

-but does includé the deciszan51n wh;ch teachers express m@st 1nterest ?:a

The rﬁéults of th;s study do suggest that’ when dec151ens bear some

';ssues may not be the prlmary determinant cf empltyee w1111ngness to

part;E1pate in dec151cns. “The prlmary ﬂetérm1nant max be impartante in

canjunctlcn with other factnrs such as d1sagréement which add substantial-

LS

-

less 1mportant case- When partlclpatlan costs are mlnlmal, employees may-

& |

be able to sustain part;clpatlon in cemparatlvely less important decislons.

Implicatlans @f the Iesults far Contlnggncy Mcdels cf Partitpatlcn

Dachler and Wilpert ClQ?S) suggest that orgaﬂlzatianal attributes are

S

likely to 1nteract w1th decision tharatterist;cs ta affsct the efflcacy of

' partltlpatlcn. The results af the present'study lend suppart to that sugges—-

tion., ‘In add;tlan, they indicate ‘one farm such ;nteractluns may take: the -
- \( “\ . . '

it B : .
e e . R Ly

1
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learnings and experiences "of organization members are likely to condition

their reactions to characteristics of the decision they are facing. The

LIRS

' present,results suggest the importance of continued invcstigaticn of the

& interactive effects on participation of decision and organizationdl charac-

teristics,

In the prcccnt study, partlcipat:cn trai ing cﬁd cxpcr1cncc appcarcd

H

;’tc rcducc cmplcf%c dc511cs for part1c1pat;cn whcn thc cmplcyccc wcrc cware cf
»-fthc cxlstcncc cf dlsagrccmcrltf ThlS cutccmc was simi 1 ' to. Aluttc @nd |
Bclascc s (1972) fiﬂdlng that some cmplcyccs may‘rccch a statc cf "decisional,
‘maturatlcn " according t¢ whlch thcy are partlcipatlng in- dcc;s;unc tc a
gccatcr extent than thcy prcfer. Thc prcccnt rcsults suggcét.that”fcr'cm;
plcyces w;th ccn51dcrab1c partlclpatlcn cxpcricncc, thc presence é%’élsa | T f% .
.'agrccmcnt may- 1nducc a statc s;mllar to dcc;clcﬁal scturaticn. Thusyvthc - |
rcsults ‘suggest the 1mpcrtancc of furthcr cxplcrat1cn of factors whlch may
g;

cause cmplcyccs tc dcclrc less- part;clﬁxilcn Thc rcsulté clsc suggcst

Sthc valuc cf cxplcrlng cmpicycc fccllngc and cxpcrlcnccs during partlclpctlcn

: Y wcll as fhc dyncm;cc cf conflict in deci —mcklng grcups. - Inves g,tlcns : %_vf
i ' & .

Such as thcse represent wcys ‘in which ccntingcncy mcdcls cf partlc;pat1cn

N

can usefully be dcvclcpcd

Impllcaticns of the Rcscarch fcr Trainlcg 1n Partccgpat1vc DcclslcnaMak1ng

o Thcrc is little in the Eart;cipativc dcciclcn-maklng or 0D 11tcraturc
- |
which emphasi zes, thc paln that may accompany cvcn succcssful\ccnfllc; mcnagc—

ment, It would be uscful for practltlcncrs to acknowledge more openly that

"dccilng w;th dlcchccmcnt is nct ‘easy, Especially whcn cmplcyccs are not in

1

a wcrkshcp sctting and traincd fac111tctcr5 are not prcscnt In cdditicnntc L ,%;i?




acknawlgdglng such p9551b13 palnful effects of conflict management, prac—
kS

titioners might alsa develop methods of training which decrease the prababll--
ity of Qrganlzatlonal members reduc1ng their. intere®t in cnnfrantlng dlff1=?
R - cult canfllcts over time. These methods-mlght include means Df "ehscklng in" |

with partiﬁipants from tlme to tlme auts;de workshop settlngs, to help the

e [P
-1Partlclpants resalve canfl;cts that arise amcng ;hem and to. reflect on th31r L

1

eanfllct nanagement pro;esse,._é e Co Lt

F;nally, the results suggest that pragt1t1uners WQuid dc well to. in-

=

[ gcrpcrate contlngency madels of partl:lpat1an 1ﬁta th31r tr, ning. In the

present study, untralned teachers appeared better able ‘than tralned teaahers

Ml tq clearly dlstlngulsh acca51aﬁs an whlch participat1an would be mare or

less useful Tralnlng whlch merely emphas es the 1mp§;tance @f;gart;clpafian3 :

may 1ead émpleyees to par rlpatE’%p dec;sin@s of little interest to them .

at first, and‘eventually éV%ﬁ lose interest injparticipaticﬁ, especially

s 3 -

‘when such participating necessitates dealing with conflict,

v ) i B . ) ) I
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ro o Table 1~ ; e o o ;# 

.. sample Case Study: Goal Disagreement, Important Decision ?égsicﬁ Ce %ﬂfg/

R

. 4 z : . . - ) - .
You are a fifth grade teacher, - It is September of your second year

of teaching at your school. You. are one of ten teachers who are affected '

Tk

o by whate%ef.décisioﬁ is maﬂé in this ciséf‘! o . - ’ﬁd; o
'f' o ~ Your sqhngl has a palicy regardlng class pians that was fnrmulated
four yéars ago by the schnal adm1n15trat1nn aﬂd is 5t111 in efféct The

- p@l;cy states that "Class plans must be. haded 1n on, a reguiar baszs, LT el

at 1éast;on:e a month," The PDllEY‘dQES not state that the plans must N e

be handed 1n n;z Qﬂﬁe a manth 'they can‘bé handednln mbre cften Nnr e

h does it state the aﬁount af detall ‘the plins should 1nc1ude (e.g. whether ot ;i}

[ . -

gnly 1ndlcat1an of what is to be- Covered 1s\engugh or. whéther detalled r .

#,
: S I

-
4 behav1cral cb;ecflves -and ways of measuring th51r attainment are ne:essary)

ros

The teachErs‘ handbank states that the Policy is to be rev;ewed annually '

by the adm;nlstratioﬂ with regard to thé exact nuﬂber of tlmes the,plans S

w

are ta be turned 1ﬁ§and the- ferm they w111 take This\dezis;cn 15 tn be

made by Uctober of each xga: fqr\thgt;schcal year@ The facuitifwhq"s;él,;

affectédi5y5the*decisian are expested to abide by it As you know f%om"

~exper1ence, the mgre tlmes ygu turn 1n the plans and the more detall they

i 4
qu;re the mgre work ygu g%ll have tn do to prepare them.

5%

”

.You are aware from 1nfcrmal d142u551ens Qut51de qfﬂéchaai;hith Eﬁéﬁh
other teachers -who are affectgd by the dem;s;an that there is faﬁé
dlﬁagreement a:m;mg them regarcllng the ¢ plans pc‘llcyg-h S::pine teaehergh
fEEl that the pgl;cy is a gend ane and should be malntalﬂed Se§sraitaf‘

. .

these have ldéas as’ to what fnrm the plans should take, and they wguld




L] = B
a . n{ ! s -
. A a
i
i ¥ = ut
of 1 5
i

like these ideas incorperated in some’ way in the final<decisi§n. Other

. ‘teachers disagree with the policy. -They believe that a basic p‘lan shc:uld' ,
) ‘be handed in at the beglnnmg of the year and a-retord of what was - cavered i
Eln GIESsﬁhanded 1n at ‘the énd, buégfeel that subm1tt;ng :lass plans mﬂre ’
' cften ‘than thl§ is a waste of time,  The prlnzlpal did not tgkeapartziq
the 1nfcrmal disc i and ‘thus ‘does not know theeteacﬁsrs' feeliggs.en
the subject, ° SR o ) 5—\ ; §  ‘_' i
. ) ’ £ v ' E : . : = . P
I The PTlﬂClPSl has chlef respan51b111ty fcr thg d321519n tq“be made o .

o

aEaut,;he frequency and farm of the class*plans. chever, therg'gre a: Ty

number of ﬂP she has as to how the. declslen can be made. . B
. B} - ] o o
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Table 2

Mean Scoxes on Questions Assessing Agreement and-Importance of the

Case Stud_i es A

- ) _ ) ) . . o _ L L
——— e

4 - = - e i o = = - - — ——— = =

Case = Decision Characteristic Teachers -

Trained  Untrained
f ‘ f'! / f
. Agreement /More Agreegent 1.64 1228 B Y
Inportant Decision ' ' :
T - Importance /  3.41 - 355"

Agreement /Less 'aﬁ\gi‘eemeﬁt . 2,24 1,96
Important Decision - ‘.
. Importance . 2.88 ©3.17 -

‘Disagreement/More Agreement _ ' 3.67 3.69 ' ;,
Important Decision . . :
: - . Impoxtance . 3.28 3.55

Disagreement/ Less ’  Agreement C, 3.61 - 3.69
Important Decision : o : = o
- Importance = - B TV & T P

%
¥

Note. The range of scores on the questions assessing each of the decision |
characteristics was from 1 to 4, 1 represented agreement and an unimportant ' .

decision. 4 represented disagreement and an important decision,

= - ) £ \ *‘;/




Table 3

Outcomes on the Case Studies (i:;;f/

.

Condition ' Amounts of Participation Likely - Amount of
' to Achieve Effedtive Decisions _ Participation
4 ‘ : - the Teachers
‘high quality - individual faculty Would Like
decisions acteptance acceptance
: . of. - of
R decisions decisions

Trained téa&herS’ | o -
* Agreemént’ |
More Impqrtaﬂt Decision .82 : .\ .74 .77 .88 b
“Less Inportant Decision .81 .88 77 8
Diéagreémeﬂt ) -

~ More Important Decision .75 .69 67 .51

‘ less Important Décision ,58° . .59 64 .57 Y

H

Untrained Teachers | S - o e \
A Agreement
' Mgie Impaftsﬁt’Décisign -, 58 f .62 L62 ‘,61
Less Ihpartant Dééisien .73 70 .74 !._55
Disagreement | | "
More Important Decision .?8“ .82 | 85 17

Less Iﬁpartant Decision ,73 B .82 : 56




Table 4

Summary Table af Analyses of Variance Tssting the Hypéthsses

1. Main effect of

2. Interaction between

agreement (HZa and H2b)

3. AMaiﬂ;éffect of
importance (H3) .

pa;tiéipatign training ().

Dependent Varaibles . Multivariate F p  Univariate F* p
: : ! |

Bffectiveness’® ° KL
Quality ,
Individual Acceptance
Faculty Acceptance

Likeb

Effectiveness® | . 1,43

participation training and

Quality

Individual Acceptance

Faculty Acceptance
Like

Effectiveness® \ ¢
Quality Y

'« Individual Acceptance
Faculty Acteptance

Like?

(.08

10,90,

4001

Wa__t}ek. df s 1,89

a-AﬁﬂUﬂt‘ﬂf participation

likeiy to achiéﬁéfeffective'decisians

> Amount of participation the teachers would 1ike to have




