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ABSTRACT
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based on theories of decision-makiang, leadership, and job
satisfaction. Researchers examined the relationship between staff job
satisfaction on the one hand and the amount of decision-making and
the staff's perceptions of principal leadership behavicr on the
other. Survey instruments, administered to the schools' entire
professional staffs, looked at the extent of staff participation in
decision-making, staff perceptions of the principal's leadership
qualities (in terms of svpportiveness, interaction facilitation, goal
enpha51s, and vork faciiitation), and nine facets of job
satisfaction., The major findings of the study were that both staff
involvement in decision-making and staff perceptions of principal
leadership vwere significantly and positively related to job
satisfaction. In addition, school .staffs did not feel satisfied with
their arount of decision-making. They rated principals highest in
support behavior and lowest in work facilitation. Future studies
might measure decision-making participation more directly or
enphasize different aspects of leadership behavior or job
satisfaction. An appendix includes questionnaires, forms, and survey
results. (Author/JH)

ek ek e ok ok ok ok ok ok e ko ok ok ok ok ok dkokok koK ok ok sk ook ok ok ok ok ke ok ok ook o e ok 3 o K KK X ok ek o o o R ok ok ok

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
Aok S o ok o oK o oo o RO o R o o R oK o Sk o R ok R ok ook ok Rk o ok o oKk o ok ok ok oK Kok ko

Q




( U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIDN
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)
-~ x This document has been reproduced as
m : :)c:‘;::‘l"t:r:m the person or organuzaton
Minor chanqges have bieea made to improve
N & reptoducton Quality l o
‘-—{ & Points 0f view 0f OPIMONS s1ated 1n s oy
mant do not nece nly represen IC:
N position ():)pol:yw yrepresent ofeatg
O
N Technical Report No. 571
o |
L
THE RELATIONSHIP OF DECISION INVOLVEMENT AND
PRINCIPALS' LEARERSHIP TO TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION
IN SELECTED SECONDARY SCHOOLS
L ]
A
4
by
James Lipham, Jeffrey Dunstan, and Robb Rankin
P »
Report from the Project on
Studies of Administration and Organization for Instruction
James M. Lipham
Faculty Associate
L]
»
“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
) . ' MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY
~ Wisconsin Research and Development Center MAS BEEN GRANTED BY
[ for Individualized Schooling
D University of Wisconsin R Roes olles
Madison, Wisconsin
2 TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
> February 1981 INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) "
< ~
(- o
ERIC : S
&

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




*
A
L
-
- 5
}}
‘v
€
L
-
-
. Published by the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Individualized Schooling.
The project presented or reported herein was performed pursuant to a grant from the
National Institute of Education, Department of Education. However, the opinions
expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education, and no official endorsement by the National Institute of
Education should be inferred. :
Center Grant No. OB~NIE-G-81-0009
| O . . -
‘ « ii v
-~ ERIC

.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

WISCONSIN R&D CENTER
MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center

is to understand, and to help educators deal with, diversity
among students. The Center pursues its mission by conducting
and synthesizing research, developing strategies and materials,
and disseminating knowledge bearing upon the education of
individuals and diverse groups of students in elementary and
secondary schools. Specifically, the Center investigates

e diversity as a basic fact of human nature, through
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¥ Abstract

The. purposes of this study were to ascertain the relationships of
extent of staff participation in educational decision making and staff
. perceptions of the principal's leadership to staff job satisfaction in

four selected secondary schools engaged in a cooperative program with

the Wisconsin Research and Development Center to provide programs of
individualized schooling. The conceptual foundations of the study were
based on theories of decision making, leadership and job satisfaction.

The study utilized a survey instrument administered on site in the
fall AE 1979 and again in the fall of 1980. Data were gathered on the

o decision condition of staff, measured as the difference between the actual

and desired‘extent of participation in decision making; staff perceptions
éf the principal's leddership, measured in terms of supportiveness,
interaction facilitation, goal emphasis and work facilitation behavior;

A

. and staff job satisfaction, measured as the sum of the following job
facets: administration/supervision, co-workers, c;reer future, school
identification, financial aspects, work conditions, amount of work,

v student-teacher relations and community relations.

The following null hypotheses were subjected to empirical test:

1. The job satisfaction of secondary staff will not differ according
to decision condition.

2. The job satisfaction of secondary staff will not differ according
to staff perceptions of the leadership behavior of the principal.

The study sample consisted of all professional staff members in the

four selected schools--two middle schools and two senior high schools.

N

O
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Each school had established administrativé\énd organizational arrangements
] N ! \
to maximize.staff participation in decision makidg at managerial (school-

’

wide) and technical (teaching-learning) levels. ,
Pasd

The analytic procedures utilized included deagriptive analyses, tests
of :eliability, correlational analysis, one-way and gactorial analysis
of variance and multiple linear regression. The probabili%ty,level for
all tests of signi.ficance was @t at- .05.

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. Regarding involvement in decision making, school staffs were
gehérally'{n a state of decision deprivation. They felt more aeprived
of making manégerial or sch;olwide decicsions than they did in making
technical or classroom type decisions.

2. Regarding staff perceptions of the princibals' lgader;hip, they
rated principals highest in support behavior and lowest in work facilita-
tion.

3. Regarding staff job satisfaction, they were most satisfied with
relations with pupils, co-workers ard the administration and least satis-
fied with financiai aspects and community relations.

4. Staff involvement in decision making was signif. cantly and
positively related to staff job satisfaction.

S. staff perceptions of the leadership behavior of the principal

were significantly and positively related to staff job satisfaction.

6. The combination of svaff perceptions of the principals' leader-

ship and specific school was the best predictor of staff job satisfaction.

Implications for further research suggested that the decision

conditionn of staff be measured directly, rather than derived; thdt the

I 9

xii

¢
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assesoment of 1cadersﬁ3p behavior concentrate on work facilitation and

hY . . s .
support behaviof’ and. that the measure of job satisfaction concentrate on

’
.

manaéerigl and technical job aspects that are most directly under the

control of the principal and staff. Implications for practice were that
.\?y .

.

| schools should explore and examine the effectiveness of their structures
SN

and proecesses for participative decision making, since the staffs felt
generally fpvolved at a low level; that principals should give increased,

4
1 emphasis to their work facilitation behavior; that additional attentiog/

pé given to the s~lary, working conditions, and community recognition of

, staff and that principals should adapt their leadership behavior to the .

‘ .

" situatidhal demands of the school.

'y
/-
§

’
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INTRODUCTION

During the 1970's a substantial amount of research was conducted in
the research unit on the Administration and Organization for Instruction
/at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center. Its purpose was to
identify the interrelationships of importanti variables in the organization
and operation of elementary schools that facilitate educational programming
for the individual student. Participation in the decision-making process,
the leadership of the principal and the job satisfaction of staff emerged
as potentially powerful variables that would be further investigated as
the scope of the studies was expanded in 1977 to include middle, junior
and senior high schools engaged in individualized schooling.
. From studies of elementary schools, the following major conclu-
sions were drawn:
1. The,philosophy, administration and organization of the school
affect the decision-making process (Feldman, 1977; Holmquist, 1976;
Wriqht, 1976). Hence, schools should be structured to provide opportuni-
ties for those aifected by a decision to participate in making it.
2. There is an increased desire on the part of school staff members
to become involved in the decision-making process on managerial as well
as technical issues (Kawleski,.l977; Moyle, 1977; Nerlinger, 1975). Hence,

the appropriate levels of staff involvement in decision making should be

determined.

~ "

(v)
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3. The appropriate involvement of the staff in decision making is
significantly and pPSitively related to job satisfaction (Feldman, 1977;
Mendenhall, 1977; Wright, 1976).

4. The quality of the principal's leadership behavior (Gramenz, 1974;
Mendenhall, 1977; Smith, 1972} is significantly and positively related to .
staff job satisfaction.

The present study was designed to test empirically certain of the
foregoing conclusions by examining relationships of staff involvement in
decision making and st?ff pérceptions of the principal's leadership to
staff job satisfaction in selected secondary schools.

In this chapter the theoretical bases and the rationale for selecting
the independent and dependent variables are presented. Relevant theories

are surmarized and, on the basis of theory and research, the major study

hypotheses are derived. The chapter concludes with a brief overview of

the study report.

Background of the Study

c The theoretical bases for this study include decision making, leader-

ship theory and job satisfaction.

Decision Making

The decision-making process is a complex phenomenon that has been
analyzed extensively from both organizational and individual perspectives.

March and Simon (1970) analyzed decision making from a rational organizational

perspective. Rational decision making, according to their premise, involves

making optimal choices in a clearly defined environment. The rational
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decision-making process allows for decision makers to know the whole set \
" of alternatives from which they will choose their action, to understand
the consequences that will follow the selection of each alternative,
¢
. rank order the sets of consequences from the most preferred to the least
- preferred and select the alternative leading to the preferred set of
( consequences. This rational process includes alternatives as "givens",
) but does not explain how these alternatives are obtained.
Lipham (1974) developed a rational model of decision making which
addressed the need for formulating alternatives within the decision-making
process as it occurs in schools. This model allows the decision maker to
enter at various points and provides opportunities for the appropriate
involvement of others in the decision-making process. It was based on the
premise that decision making is a process which is influenced by information
and values; a problem is identified, alternative solutions are formulated 1
~and weighed, and a choice is made that is subsequently implemented and ‘
evaluated. As shown in Figure 1.1, three basi.c dimensions of thezhecision-
making process include decision content, decision stages and decision |
involvement. Decision content refers to "what" a decision deals with and ‘
|
relates to the following functional areas of the school: curriculum and i
instruction, staff, students, finance and business marnagement, school
- plant services and home-school-community relations. Decisions, depending 1
on their complexity, may deal with one or more of the content areas. |
|
Regardless of content, attention also must be given to the dimension ‘ j
|
of decision stages, or "how" a decision is made. .As shown in Figure 1.1, }
the major stages of decision making include identifying the problen,

defining the problem, determining alternati&%s, making the decision choice,

implementing the decision and evaluating the effectiveness of the decision.
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The third dimension, directl;\related to this investigation, 1is
decision involvement. Decision involvement concerns not only who is
involved but also the level of their participation in the decision-making
process. As shown in Figure 1.1, the intraorganizational individuals
and groups that can be involved include the board of education, the
school superintendent, central of“ice personnel, principals, teachers and
students. This study focused on the involvement of teachers and other
certificated staff members in m;king decisions in selected secondary
schools.

Level of involvement is assessed by determining how often an individual
or group actually participates in decision making. One also must consider
the extené to which ;n individual or group desires to participate in
decision making. Alutto and Belasco (1972) stated that decision involve-
ment should be assessed in terms of the discrepancy between the actual
and desired levels of involvement. This discrepancy can result in three
conditions: (a) decision deprivation--in which people are involved in
fewer decisions than desired, (b) decision equilibrium--in which people
are 1nvolved in as many decisions as they desire and (c) decision
saturation--in which people are involved in a greater number of decisions
than desired. They examined the relationship between the condition of
decision involvement experienced by staff and their level of job satis-
faction, defined as a willingness to remain within a school despite induce-
ments to leave, and found that desire to participate was related to
teacher job satisfaction.

Mohrman, Cooke and Mohrman (1978) examined involvement in decision

making in relation to Parsons' (1951) technical and managerial decision

[



DECISION INVOLVEMENT

DECISION CONTENT

DECISION STAGES

Figure 1.1. Basic Dimensions of the Decision-Making Process.

Adapted from: Lipham, J. M., Improving the decision-making skills of
the principal. In J. A. Culbertson, C. Henson, & R. Morrison
(Eds.), Performance objectives for school principals. Berkeley,
California: McCutchan, 1974, p. 106.
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content issues. Their findings supported Alutto and Belasco's assertion
that the desire by subordinates to participate in decision making is not
evenly distributed throughout the organization. Furthermore, they concluded
that teachers desire greater involvement in technical issues than they do
in managerial issues.

Numerous other investigators (Bridges, 1967; Davis, 1978; Feldman,
1977; Mendenhall, 1977; Speed, 1979) have shown that a relationship exists
between level of involvement in decision making and staff job satisfaction

in a variety of educational organizations. Hence, a major purpose of

this study was to examine the relationship of decision involvement to

staff satisfaction in selected secondarv schools that had developed
organizational structures for staff participation in decision making. 1In
examining this relationship, one must also consider the leadership behavior

of the principal as an importént moderating variable.

Leadership Theory

Leadership has been examined from a variety of perspectives,
including psychological, situational and, more recently, behavioral
approaches (Lipham, 1973). Within the behavioral approach, leadership has
been variously described in terms of the following factors: autocratic,
democratic and laissez-faire (White & Lippitt, 1960); initiating structure
and consideration (Halpin & Winer, 1957); nomothetic, idiographic and
transactional (Getzels & Guba, 1957) and support, interaction facilitation,
goal emphasis and work facilitation (Bowers & Seashore, 1966).

The four-factor measure of leadership by Bowers and Seashore (1966)

»

was utilized in the present study. These factors were defined as follows:

1)
g
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1. Support--behavior that enhances someone else's feelings of
fersonal worth and importance.,

2. Interaction Facilitation--bchavior that encourages members of the
group to develop close, mutually satisfying relationships.

3. Goal Emphasis--behavior that stimulates an enthusiasm for meeting
the group's goals or achieving ekce;lent performance.

4. Work Facilitation--behavior that helps achieve goal attainment
bv such activities as scheduling, coordinating, planning anc providing
resources, such as tools, materials and te;hnical knowledge.

Many researchers (Gramenz, 1974; House, 1971; Likert, 1961;
Mendenhall, 1977; Smith, 1972) have documented the relationship between
the behavior of an organization's leader and the job satisfaction of sub-
ordinates. Hence, in this study the leadership of the principal was
examined in relation to the job satisfaction of staff members in the

selected secondary schools.

Job Satisfaction

The theoretical foundation for the assesément of job satisfiftion
is social systems theory which defines satisfaction as the degree of
conqgruence between the role-expectations of the organization and the need-
dispositions of the individual ia the organizatién (Getzels & Guba, 1957).
Since the school is a dynamic social system (Getzels; Lipham, & éampbell,
1968), staff satisfaction was used as the major dependent variable in this
study.

As is the case with decision making and leadership, so also has

job satisfaction been defined and measured in a variety of ways. The

13
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interest of many researchers in job satisfaction results from its presumed
relationship to prized organizational outcomes, including job periormance
(Patchen, 1970). This presumption is quite evident in research concerning
participation in the decision-making process as a strategy to improve job
satisfaction and thus to increase productivity (Powell & Schlacter, 1971}).
Whereas many researchers make the implicit assumption that job satisfaction
and performance are related, others make similar claims explicitly.
Katzell et al. (1975) cited a number of studies that reported significant
relationships between participation in decision making and job satisfaction.

Vroom (1964) hypothesized that job satisfaction and job performance
are caused by quite different things: He developed the theory that good
per formance leads to the attainment of rewards and that the attainment
of rewards, particularly intrinsic ones, results in an increased level of
satisfaction. When satisfaction is viewed in this way, the reasons for
consideriné it to be important are quite different from those that a;e
proposed when satisfaction is considered to cause good performance. Vroom
(1964, p. 99) defined satisfaction as positive attitudes tcward the many
facets of one's job.

Overwhelming evidence suggests that ovgrall job satisfaction can ge
measured by the sum of the satisfacqions one derives from particular

-

aspects of the job. The best known measure of job satisfaction utilizing

the job facet approach is the Index of Organizational Reactions (Dunham,

Smith & Blackburn, 1977) which Menderhall (1977) used to construct the

Job Satisfaction Survey to measure the job satisfaction of teachers. Through

the use of factor analysis, Speed (1979) revised Mendenhall's Job Satisfaction

Survey to include 27 items that assess teacher job satisfaction with the

v

< (s



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4
following nine job facets: administration/supervision, co-workers, career

future, school identification, financdial aspects, work conditions, amount
of work, nupil-teacher relations “and community relations. Speed's

revision of the Job Satisfaction Survey was utilized in this study to

assess the job satisfaction of secondary school staff members.

Statement of Hypotheses

In this study the following null hypotheses were subjected to
empirical test:

1. The job satisfaction of secondary school staff will not differ
according to decision condition.

2. The job satisfaction of seccndary school staff will pot differ
according to staff perceptions of the leadership behavior of tge

principal. ’

Overview of the Study Report

In this chapter the theoretical background, r..lated literature and
t*.e major hypotheseyv of the study were presented. Chapter II includes
the design of the study, khe selection of schools, a description of each
school, the instrumentation, the procedures for data collection, the
methods used’to analyze the data and the limitations of the study.
Chapter III presents the basic data and tests of the study hypotheses.

Chapter TV includes a brief summary of the study as well as the major

d .
findings, conclusions and implications for further research and practice.

oo
ko
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DESIGN AND METJODOLOGY

The design of the study, procedures uzed to select the sample of
schools, descriptions of each school, instruments used, procedures for
data collection, methods of data analysis and limitations of the study are

presented in this chapter.

Design of the Study

This study utilized survey procedures to gather information relevant
to staff participation in decision making, staff perceptions of the
principal's leadership and staff job satisfaction in four selected
secondary schools. The study was part of a broad research involvement
planned and conducted by the staff of the Wisconsin Research and
Development Center (R & D Center) with the four selected secondary schocls.
That involvement included close collaboration with curriculum and learning

theorists, extended over a two-year period of time, utilized a blend of’

empirical survey and field methodology techniques and provided the schools

-~

with feedback of initial survey results (Lipham, 1980).

A survey instrument was used to provide the necessary infermation to
test the hybotheses po;ited. The methodology was ex post facto; that is,
inferences were drawn concerning relationships that were thought to exist.
The survey was directed by hypotheses designed to test relationships of

staff involvement in decision making and staff perceptions of the principal's

leadership behavior to staff job satisfaction.’ Although suitable for

11

§®)
LoV
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mailing, the study instrument was administered by the researchers in the

four selected schools to insure response, save time in data collection and
N N ¢

\
allow some control dver- the_conditions in, which respondents, completed the

—

questionnaire. :

7]

. . . . e
This quantitative study was conducted by the three ir‘¢searchers in
conjunction with two qualitative studies (Dunsian, 1981; Rankin, 1981) to

give a comprehensive view of decision-making processes and leadership
~ e -

v

thaviors as they might relate to staff job satisfaction in the selected

schools. g s

Selection cf Schools

The study samnle Eonsisted of all pr ssional staff members in-
four sglected secon&ary schools--two middle and two ééﬁior high schools.
All professignal staff ‘'members, othe= “zhan the‘principal, were included.
All four scnools had been associated with the R & D Center égd were

working toward lmplementing the 10 comprehensive and enabling.objectives.\

of the Wisconsin Renewal Program for the Improvement of Secondary

Education {Klausmeier, Lipham, & Daresh, 1980), as shown_{ngkppendix A.
: e

In addition, each school had in place an active schoolwide decision-making\
=)

body and was organized ir.to groups of teachers and sctudents for instruction

and advisement.

The willingness of the four schools to participate in the study ;&s~
. o
confirmed by the researchers after initial agréement was reached at a ’
€Onferenqe held at the R & D Center in‘July, 1979. The-two middle and
two senior high.schools invélved in the study we;e éeIécted wiéh the

following considerations in mind: .




1. The number of schools should provide a sample of teachers

sufficiently large enough to ‘ensure an acceptable quantity of data from

<,

which reliable and valid conclusions could be drawn.

2. The schoois should be implementing administrative and organizational
. arrangements that g;ovide for shared decision making at schoolwide and
instructional leveis.

—
3. The scthl ffs should be willing to complete the question-

naire on twa occasions, separated by é\BEIied\Q£\£E~months.

——

) {'} Descriptions of the Schools T

This section conta ns descriptions of z2ach school and includes the
district and school background data, administrative arrangements and the
organization for instruction within each school. Table 2.1 provides
background information about the schools and Figures 2.1 through 2.4

provide organizational charts of each school.

4
School A

Schocl and community background. School A, an urban school enrolls

approximately 900 students in grades six, seven and eight. The school

was the first in this urban district to exclude grade nine and to intro-
. duce grade six into its structure. The school achieved this change so

successfully that it became the prototype for middle school development

in the district. During the period of transition, the staff was stible

and manyxof the teaghers have served for more than ten years.

Administrative arrangements. As shown in Figure 2.1, the principal

- and two assistant principals comprise the administrative team which meets

Q
L 2.
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| Table 2.1
|
i Background Information on Schools in the Sample
\ ' 2 |
‘ School A School B School C School D
| _
| Location Urban Suburban Rural Suburban
|
| Type of School Middle H.S. Middle H.S. Senior H.S. Senior H.S.
l Enrollment 900 700 750 1,250
Grade Levels 6, 7, 8 6, 7, 8 10, 11, 12 9, 10, 11, 12
Administrative Principal Principal Principal Principal
Team 2 Asst. Prin. Dean of Students 2 Assoc. Prin. 2 Asst. Prin.
Curriculum Instructional Local Vocational
Coordinator Consultant Education
Coordinator
(LVEC)
Number of Staff 65 42 44 80
dent Day 8:25 - 2:40 7:45 - 2:45 8:30 - 3:10 7:40 - 2:40
Teacher Day T{__8:00 - 3:33 7:45 - 3:30 8:00 - 4:00 7:25 - 3:25
\.
TN
Name of S3chool- Instructional Faculty Cabinet Educational
Wide Decision- Improvement Advisory Improvement
Making Bodv Committee Committee .- Committee
(SWDMB) (IIC) (FAC) (EIC)
Meeting Time Wednesday, Monday, Exec. Committee Irregular.’
of SWDMB 7:45 a.m. 3:00 p.m. Tuesday Couvened when
weekly weekly 10:00 a.m. necessary. ’
weekly
s .
Communication Minutes Verbal Minutes Mirutes {
of Action of Verbal Verbal .
SWDMB Recording tape
Organization 9 Academic units 8 Academic units Broad Fields Traditional
for Instruc- 3 support units Support team Subject Subject -
tion Allied arts team Departmencs Departments
ContZinuous
N Progress
Alternative
Basic Skill
# Alternative

Other Meetings
at Scnoolwide
Level

Admin. meeting

Admin. meeting

?""
Ag;in. meeting
Curriculum
Committee
Faculty meeting
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at School A.
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weekly to consider issues that arise from the schoolwide decision-making
body, the Instructional Improvement Committee (IIC) or which are related
to their responsibilities for student personnel services, scheduling,

data’-processing or other concerns. The principal, as head of the

¢

school, chairs the IIC.

The curriculum coordinator has the responsibility of curriculum
/‘

.
e

planning, implementation and evaluation in the academic and support
P =
{ T
units. He works closely with’fgéchers and members of the administrative

team.

. ‘ .
The IIC is the major decision-making body at the schoolwide level.

It comprises representatives from each of the academic and support units,

the principal, curriculum coordinator, teacher union representative,

teacher aide representative and student representative; this body meets .

4
.

weekly to make decisions on schoolwide issues. No decisions are made by

the IIC unless an issue shas first been referred to the staff for consider-

~

ation. Full staff participation is invited prior to schoolwide decisions

being comsidered. The agenda of the IIC is open to all staff members who
-~ - Vs i hed

use it as a forum for<£96blving schoolwide issues.

&

‘The administrative arrangéments at Schdol A are planned to ensure

¢ . »

Ehat administratoérs, unit fepresentatives, teachers, students and others
participate in decisien making, and are involved in and informed about

scheolwide, policies and practices.

Organization for instruction. School A comprises nine academic units,

six of which consist of approximately 12Q students, four teachers and a
teacher aide, and three of which consist of approximately* 60 students and

two teachers with teacher aide support. Unit teachers are responsible

2,
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for instruction in English, reading, mathematics, science and social
studies. Whether units are single-graded or multigraded is the cooperative
decision of the unit teachers, principal and curriculum coordinator.

In addition to the nine academic units, there are three units
consisting of 27 specialist teachers of physical education, industrial
arts, home economics, art, music and special education. These teachers
consult regularly with academic unit teachers to plan, implement and

evaluate student progress in the school's educaticnal program.

School B

School and community background. School B is located in a middle-

class suburban community 15 miles north of a large midwestern city. The
community has a small business district, but most residenté are employed
in the neighboring urban center. There are virtually no minorities in
the school district. )

School B is a middle school that enrolls 680 students in grade§ six
through eight. It is the only middle school in the district, which
also includes three elementary schools and a senior high school. When
School B opened in 1973 it replaced the junior high school. The new

<

kFuilding implemented a philosophy, curriculum and instructional arrange-

ments to help each student develop academically, socially and creatively.

Administrative arrangements. As shown in Figure 2.2, the administrative

arrangements at School B include a leadership team and the Faculty
Advisory Committee (FAC). The principal coordinates and manéges the
entire school operation, but he is assisted by a dean of students and an

instructional consultant. The dean of students, a guidance counselor,

&

23
~/
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Figure 2.2. Administrative Arrangements at School B.
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organizes and coordinates class scheduling, testing, student records,

N

student activities and the counseling program. The instructional

consultant coordinates curricular offerings and instructional materials,
assists in diagnosing student needs, plans special units of instruction,
initiates curricular innovations and assists in evaluating student and
program progress.

The FAC comprises one member from each academic team, two members
of the allied arts team, the guidance counselors and the three members
of the leadership team. It meets weekly to disseminate information and

.

involve the staff in decision making on schoolwide issues.

Organization for instruction. The school includes eight academic

units, referred to as "pods." Each pod is composed of 80 to 105 students
and a team Of three to four teachers, Teachers in each pod teach their
specialties of mathematics, science or language arts, but they teach social
studies and reading cooperatively.

The primary functions of the teachers in each pod are to plan, teach
and evaluate instructional programs appropriate for each student. The
staff of each pod decides the use of time, facilities, materials and
Jrouping patterns. Instead of using permanent team leaders, responsibilities
are shared for serving as representative to the FAC, team recorder and
pod council advisor. Formal weekly meetings are held with the instructional
consultant and a guidance counselor to discuss student personnel, instruc-
tional and curricular concerns. Minutes of pod meetings are\taken by the
team recorder and given to the principal. Teachers have a daily, two-

hour blockx of time to plan lessons, conduct meetings, hold parent confer-

enceg or conduct other school affairs.

N
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" ing disabled and emotionally disturbed students.

ERIC

In addition to the academic units, an allied arts team includes 12

teachers in industrial arts, music, art, home economics and physical
education. A support team cornsists of two guidance counselors, a half-

time reading consultant, a librarian and three resource teachers of learn-

School C

School and community background. School.C is located in a rural

district with the major town hgving a population of approximately 5,000.
The economy consists primarily of agriculture and lumbering. The socio-
eéconomic level ranges from low-income farm workers to high-income managers
and professionals. The minority population is very small.

School C opened in the fall of 1970, providing one central facility
tor high school students in the.,district. This senior high school enrolls
750 students in grades 10 through 12. The staff consists of the principal,
two associate principals, three guidance counselors and~appr0ximately 45

<

teachers.

™

Administrative arrangements. As shown in Figure 2.3, the administra-

tive arrangements at School C include the leadership team, the schoolwide
[ -

decision-making body, (cabinet), the cdbinet's executive committee (the

-

coordinators' meeting) and the curriculum committee.
The leadership team consists of the principal and associate principals.
The principal is responsible for the overall management and operation of
L3

the school. One associate principal is in charge of student activities

and discipline; the other oversees building operations and scheduling.

o

The two associate principals divide responsibilities for curriculum

supervision.
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The §choolwide decision-making body, the cabinet, consists of the
principals, ‘area coordinators and team leaders. It has policy-making,
coordination and managerial decision-making responsibilities in all
functional areas of_thé school's program. The coordinators' meeting,
comprised of the leadership teaé and area coordinators, takes place
weekly to review decisions made by the cabinet, make decisions that do
not require full cabinet consideraticn and set agendas for future meetings J
of- the-full -cabinet. A major responsibility of this group is to ensure
that the school's philosophy regarding individualized instruction and
continuous progresg is implemented. The curriculgm comqittee comprises

é‘the principal and nine representative teachers from various curricular

areas, usually team leaders. The function of this group is to deal with

all changes in the curriculum. : ¢

Organization for instruction. The staff is organized into five areas:
math/science/physical education, humanities, vocational education,
<

counseling and the resource center. Each area is headed by a coordinator.
If there are four or more teachers of the same subject, a team leader is

appointed. Responsibilities of the area coordinator include assigning
LY

' - - - - T .

teaching duties, coordinating use of instructional space, reviewing and

-

recommending action on proposed new learning units, compiling budget re-
. - 4

s

' quests, allocating funds for suppiiésh observing teachers and completing N
administrative "papeigﬁgpk." Area meetings rarely occur. ™gam leaders e

o
assist coordinators {in carrying out such respénsibilities as arranging

’

ea meetings. Team leaders serve as the link between
\

and chairing subject

coordinators and teacHers.




Each teacher, in addition, has responsibilities as a guide and has
instructional responsibilities for five periods. One period is provided

for preparatior, for teaching or other related activities.

School D

School and community background. School D is a suburban senior
high school located 25 miles from a large city in the midwest. The school
offers instruction in grades 9 through 12 to approximateiy 1,250 students,
most gf whom come from white, middle-~ to upper-middle class backgrounds.

<

The school district includes three elementary schools, one middle school

-

and the senior high school.
Three programs operate simultaneously in School D; the traditional
departmentally organized program, a continuous progress alternative

program and an alternative program where emphasis is in a few basic

skills.

Administrative arrangements. As shown in Figure 2.4, the principal-

and two assistant principals comprise the admini§tra€1ve team. Prior to
the principal's resignation,iregular meetings of the administrative team
were not scheduled and required business was transacted informally. Even
so, responsibilities were clearly delineated. The principal was }espon-
sible for overall coordination of the two alternative programs and the
general instructional programs in foreign languages, music, art and
'gu%gance. In addition, he was responsible for all schoolwide mapagement
and in;truqt%onal coordination.

One assistant principal was responsible for student personnel services,

as well as monitoring instruction in social studies, science and English

.
i~
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Figure 2.4.
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in the traditional pwogram. The second assistant principal assumed
responsibility for overseeing instruction in mathematics, physical
education, health and driver education. He also administered school-
community relations, staff development and student personnel programs.
A full-time Local Vocational Education Coordinator (LVEC), althougk

not a member of the administrative team, accepted responsibility for
;nstruction in industrial. arts, home economics and business education.

The administrative team at School D has undergone significant changes
during the past two years. Although two assistant principals responsible
for the alternative programs transferred from the school, only one re-
Placement was appointed. 1In addition, the resignation of the school
principal was accepted in the spring of 1980 during the course of this
ctudy. Thus, the administrative team of four in 1977-78 was reduced to
three by 1979-80, and temporarily to two during the final year of this
study.

The role of departmental chairperson was reintroduced to the school
during the 1979-80 year after an absence of seven years. Chairpersons
were selected by the administrative team. Although the chai:ierson's
role was a limited one in 1979-80, firm role specifications were developed
for the next school year.

The schoolwide decision-making body at School D is the Educational
Improvement Cormmittee (EIC). Its membership comprises the two assistant
principals, one teacher from each of the subject departments and one
teacher from each of the two alternative programs. In addition, an open
invitation is extended to any other staff member to attend. Although

scheduled monthly, the EIC met on a very irregular basis during the
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1979-80 gchool year. - .. '

School D is the only senior high school in a district where all other
schools have deQ;loped substantial programs to meet the needs of
individual student;. The alternative programs, in their third year of
operation, were an endeavor to extend the same philosophy into the
genior high school. To address emerginé iss;es in this process, a
district-wide committee on individualization was established during the g
1979-80 school year under the chairmanship of the school district supec-
intendent. Several issues affebting decision making at School D were
considered and resolved by that committee--thus, the administrative
arrangements at School D were influenced by two transfers and one resigna-
tion of members of the administrative team, the re-iﬁtroductiop of the
role of departmental chairperson, the continuing expansion of the alter-

native programs and the establishment of a district-wide committee on

individualization. ’ ¢

Organization‘for instruction. The organization for instructign is
based on the three school structures: traditional, continuous progress
and ?asic skills. The traditional program is organized by subject
departments. The ninth grade level, however, has three interdisciplinary
units for teaching English, mathematics and social studies. The rationale
for this "block" program is to provide the students with a transition from
middle school to a more structured high schoo; program. Each block has
three teachers with academic responsibility for as many as 106 gtbdents.
Departmental chairpersons in English, science, social studiesnand

mathcmatics are selected by the administrators and are continuing

appointments. Chairpersons are chosen by the administrative team.

ERI!
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Although the chairperson's role has been limited, £irm role specifications
were planned to be implemented during the 1980-1981 school year.

The continuous progress program began in 1977-1978 with 100 nintn-
grade students working with a team of four teachers and one aide. It
was extended to grade 1l with thr: = cdunctioning units, each containing

. A
four teachers and approximately 80 students. Each teaching team is

.responsible for instruction in English,- science, social studies and

mathematics, and for providing student advisement for 20 to 25 students.
Additional subjects are selected by students from the range of elective
courses in traditional subject departments. The coordinator ‘of the
continuous progress program deals with program-wide cgncerns, handles
conferences with parents of new students, is a member of the district
committee on individualization and takes care of other organizational
matters.

Four téachers in the basic skills program provide instruction in
English, mathematics, social studies, career education, reading and
science for groups of approximately 30 students at the ninth grade level.
In grades 10 and 11, work experience programs are used and the academic
load of the student is lightened. Two teachers handle instruction in
reading, English, social studies and gcience for the 10th and 1llth
graders. Eleétive subjects from the traditional program supplement the
specialized basic skills teaching for students. The coordinator of the
basic skills program, a full;time teacher in the unit, takes care of the
administration of the program. .

The instructional day for the entire school is organized into seven

periods of 50 minutes. Teachers in the traditional program teach six

.
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classes and have two preparations. Block teachers have four periods

allotted to divide as- they decide to meet their instructioQ%} gee?s. :

one five-hour block of instructional time is allocated té t@e:n{hth—grade
continuous progress unit each day: In the basic skills ﬁrogr;m, each .
teacher has two classes’ in the traditional program, a cémmon team

preparation periodJand five periods devoted to instru;tion qnd individual

,

teacher planning.

e}

Instrumentation

The instrumentation used in this study ‘consisted of three parts: :
(a) the Decision Involvemen: Analysis, (b) the Principal Leadership
. . ‘ ’
Assessment and (c) the Job Satisfaction Survey. A complete copy of the

instrument utilized is included in Appendix B.

Decision Involvement Analysis

part I, the Decision Involvement Analysis, consisted of two questions
designed to ascertain respondents' actual and.desired extent of partici-
pation in the decision-making process regardiné 20 issues. @he response
format consisted of a four-point Likert scale wherein 1 equals no involve-
ment, 2 equals little involvement, 3 equals some involvement ané 4 equals
great involvement. The 20 decision items were factor—énalyzed éarl}er
by Speed (1979) and Thierbach (1980) resulting in managerial and technical
factors. The instrument included 11 managerial.issues that concerned
schoolwide activities and nine technical issues ghat ceﬁtered on’
teaching and learning activities. Designation of the 20 issues according

to the tw~ domains is chown in Table 2.2.

¢
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. R Table 2.2
Decision Issues by Domain )
- - J
Issues Technical Domain
01 Specifyipg the learniég_objectives for each Bpit of instruction.
03’ Develdpiﬁg procedureé for reporting student progress to parents. )
04 Developing procedures for assessing student achievement in your’
_subjects.or courges. A R -

o7 Assigning students to instructional groups within your classes h ,

or department. “\
09 repariﬂé the budget for your subject department or instructional

team. . -
13 Planping student record-keeping procedures and practices.
14 Selectiny textbooks'and other instructional materials.
16 Determiring grading procedures for evaluating the progress of

your students. .

. 19 Evaluating how well your subject department or team is operating.
. .. 5 . Managerial Domain

02 Determining the administrative and organizational structure of

ypur school. ®
05' Establishing disciplinary policies in your school.
06 \’Bbyeloping inservice programs for teachers in your school. .
08 Planning the student advisory progrém in your school.
10 Resolving problems or issues in school-community relations.
11 Setting and revising the goals of your school.
12 Determining the érocedures to be used for the evaluation of teachers.

N 15 Allocating materials and equipment to subject departments or teams.

17 Selecting department chairpersons or team leaders. -
18 Deveioping procedures for involving parents in planning the

student's learning program.

. 20 Hiring a new fatulty member to teach in your su™ject department

. or instructional team.

.
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Principal Leadership Assessment

O
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Part II, the Principal Leadérship Assessment, measured staff percep-
tions of the principal's leadership behavior using a revised version of
the instrument by Bowers and Seashore {1966). A factor analysis by
Bowers and Seas;ore determined that leadership consisted of phe following
four ﬁactofs: support, goal emphasis, work facilitation and iéteraction
facilitation. The scales, along with each of the items, included the
following:

Support

To what extent is your principal friendly and-easy to approach?

When you talk to your principal to what extent does he or she
pay attention to what you are saying?

To what extent is your principal willing to listen to your

problems?

Goal Emphasis

To what extent does your principal encourage people to give
their best effort? )

To'what extent does your principal maintain high standards of
per formance?

To what extent does your principal show you how to improve your

per formance?

wWork Facilitation

To what extent does your principal provide thé help you need
so that you can schedule work ahead of time?
To what extent does your pgincipil offer new ideas for swlving

job-related problems?

YaN
oo
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Interaction Facilitation

To what extent dozs your principal encourade people who work for

him or her, to exchange opinions and ideas? P

To what extent does your principal encourage the persons who work

for him or her to work as a team?

The response format for the indices of leadership was a four-point
Likert scale: 1 equals no extent, 2 equals little extent, 3 equals some

) a
extent and 4 eguals great extent.

-Job Satisfaction Survey

p

Part III, the Job Satisfaction Survey, was developed on the assumption

N -

that overall job s%tisfaction could be defined as a function of the sum of
job facet satisfaction. The 27-item instrument consistedibf nihe subscales
of three quéstions per scale, as shown in Table 2.3. Both Speed (1979) and
Thierbach (1980) had previously factor-analyzed this instrument using the
SPSS varimax orthogonal rotation program to obtain the nine factors. The
response format consisted of a four-point Likert scale: 1 equals very
dissatisfied, 2 equals dissatisfied, 3 equals satisfied and 4 equals very

satisfied. The overall job satisfaction measure, rather than a single facet

or combination of facet scores, was used to test the study's hypotheses.

.

Procedures for Data Collection

.

At a conference held at the R & D Center. in July, 1979, the instrument
wefs discussed with prinbipais of the selected schools. THeir'approval was

s

given to administer the instrument in the fall of 1979 and 1980, -and the

date for the initial visit to each school was set.

- | 4.
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Table 2.3

<

Job Satisfaction Survey Questions Distribution Across Scales

Scale Question: How satisfied are you with.
1. Administration/ 05 the opportunities provided to discuss problems with
Supervision -~ building adminjistrators?
06 the trust you have in your building administrators?
16 the professional competence and leadership of your
building administrators?
2. Co-workers 01 the amount of work done by other teachers in your school?
08 the quality of work of other teachers in yourﬂschool?
25 the personal and social relationships you have with
other teachers? .
3. Career Future 03 your opportunities for growth in your profession?
10 your future in your school district?
14 the opportunities that you have to develop your areas of
special interest?
4. School 07 the general reputation of your school?
Identification 18 your awareness of what is "going on" in your school?
' 27 the goals and objectives emphasized by your school?
5+ Financial 04 the amount of money you make?
Aspects . 19 the salary schedule in your school district? .
« 24 fpe fringe benefits in your school district?
6. Work Conditions “15 “the physical facilities of your school?
' 20 the arrangement of space and equipment in your school? ,
22 thé availability of appropriate instructional materials
and equ%pment? .
7. Amount.of Work 02 the number of students for whom you are responsible?
17 the number of courses® for which you must prepare?
. 23 the amount of work you are expected to do?
8. Pupil/Teacher 11 the extent to which you are able to meet your students'
Relations affective needs? - .
13 the guality of your interactions with your students?
21 the extent to which you are able to meet your students'
academic needs? .
N -
9. Community 09 the understanding of your school's program by parents
Relations and the community? .

12

26

the extent to which the community recognizes and appre-
ciates its educators?
the community's involvement in your school's program? -

4.




The researchers visited each school in October, 1979. The purposes
of the study were explained, questions were invited and answered and the
instrument was distributed and completed. Copies were left with the
principal for completion later by staff who Yere absent. At two schools

- the questionnaires were completedrsimultaneously by the entire staff.
At the other schools the instrument was administered to smail groups of
_staff throughout the school day. An informed consent form (Appendix C)
was signed by each respondent to guarantee anénymity.

After the initial data gathering visits, the researchers analyzed
the responses from eac; school and calculated‘mean scores for each vari-
able. Results were synthesized and the results sent to the principal of
each school (see Appendix D). Although principals were requested to
make the outcomes known to their staffs, the researchers subsequently .
found that respondents' awareness of the results was minimal. Because
of staff interest, an individual copy of the outcomes for their 2wn school
was then sent to each respondent (see Appendix E).

Two qualitative studies (Dunstan, 1981; Rankin, 1981) were conducted
from February to May, 1980, to describe and explain the decision-making
processes and associated leadership behavior in each .of the four schools.

Selected staff were interviewed and various oryganizational meetings were
. observed for these studies. Feedback to schools on outcomes of these
qualitative studies will occur in the spring of 1981.

At another conference at the R & D Center in September, 1980, the

principals and researchers agreed on dates for the October, 1980,

administration of the survey instrument. Procedures similar to those used

in 1979 were followed in 1980

ERIC :
4.




Data Analysis

The analytic procedures used in this study included descriptive
analyses, tests of reliability, correlational analysis, one-way and fac-
torial analysis of variance and multiple linear regression.

The descriptive analyses revealed distributional characteristics on
the independent and dependent variables and these data were used to

test the study hypotheses. Reliability (internal consistency) of the

q

instrumenpation was established using the Cronbach Alpha formula.” The
relationship between decisional condition and job satisfaction was tested
by use of a correlational analysis and a Oone-way and factorial analysis
of variance. The relationship between principals' leadership and staff
.job satisfaction was tested through correlational analysis, multiple
linear regression and factorial analysis of variance.
The ANOVA statistical p;ocedures were performed using SAS by an'

IBM 370 computer at the Administrative Data Processing Center (aDP) at

= the University of Wisconsin‘- Madison. All other statistical procedures ~
were performed using SPSS by the Uhivac 1180 computer at the Madison
Academic Computing Center (MACC) at the University of Wisconsin - Madison.
The probability level for all tests of significance was set at the .05 _ -

\\

level.

. Limitations of the Study

The'major limitations of this study relate to generalizability of
the results, uncontrolled variables and methodological limitations.

Regarding generalizability, the sample was deliberately selected to

%
. ERIC . ‘ 45

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




35

include only those schools that had established formal administrative

and organizational structures for shared decision making. Hence, t'.e

¢ findings may not be applicable to other secondary schvols.

As is typical.with studies of dynamic organizations, many inter-
¢ [4

- vening variables undoubtedly influenced the findings of the study.

These included such factors as the éifferent use made.in the schools of
the feedback data from the first-year survey, the involvement of the
schools in other R and D Center activities and personnel changes in the
schools.
A majo; methodological limitation was that becau;e of the many
3
intervening Jériables, the first and second year data were considered as

separate surveys. Moreover, the hypotheses and statistical procedures

were designed to examine relaticnships rather than to infer causality.

ERIC 45
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7 ¢ III
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA -

This first section of thi's chapter includes a descriptive analysis

of the data. The second section includes the Statishical analyses and

tests of the study hypotheses.

Description of the Data

This section includes a summary of the basic data utilized to test
the major hypotheses of the study. The data were aﬁalyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, Nie et.,al., 1979) and

the Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS, Barr et al., 1979). Tables 3.1

through 3.10 include the data on the independent and dependent variables.

Independent Variables

The theoretical construct of decision condition was derived from the

following questions on the Decision Involvement Analysis:

1. What is your ACTUAL EXTENT of participation in making this
decision?
2. What is your DESIRED EXTENT of participation in making this
decision?
From scores obtained from these two questions, a discrepancy score was
obtained using the difference between actual and desired extent of parti-
The decision involvement scales and!the

cipation in decision making.

other major variables were tested for reliability (internal consistency)

37
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Table 3.1
Reliability (Internal-Consistency) Coefficients

Negarding Decision Involvement Analysié‘Scales

- Cronbach Alpha Coefficients

Scale ’ 1979 1980
Actual Extent .80 .85
Dé%ired Extent .84 .88
Discrepancy (Actual-Desired) .88 .86
Principal's Leadership .89 .90
Job Satisfaction .89 .88
N = 146 N =




Table 3.2

Distribution of Means for Actual, Desired and Discrepancy Scales on Decision Participation

¢ - : .
7 -
Total Schools
. 1975 I 1980
Technical Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy | Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
1 Specifying the learning objectives for o
each unit of instruction. 3.472 .828 3.665 .620 -.193 3.538 .788 3.656 .658 -.118
: ‘a _')
3 Developing procedures for reporting
student progress to parents. 2.774 .971 3.198 .687 ~.424 2.774 .958 3.129 .794 -.355
4 Developing procedures for assessing stu-
dent achievement in your subjects or 3.483 .789 3.711 .532 -.228 3.564 .718 3.601 -723 ~-.037
courses.
7 Assigning students to instructional
groups within your team or department. 2.590 1.188 3.134 .926 ~.544 2.578 1.173 3.057 .950 ~.479
9 Preparing the budget for your subject
department or instructional team. 2.580 1.151 3.170 .903 -.590 2.544 1.172 3.175 .911 -.631
13 Planning student record-keeping .
procedures and practices. 2.564 1.112 3.009 .903 -.445 2.513 1.071 2.927 .938 " -.41°
14 Selecting textbooks and other
instructional materials. 3.283 .966 3.576 .755 ' -.293. 3.246 .891 3.513 .769 ~-.267
16 Determining grading procedures for . .
evaluating the progress of your students. 3.161 .972 3.592 .651 -.431 3.287 .947 3.544 .784 -.257
19 Evaluating—how well your subject
depar tment or team is operating. 2.443 1.071 3.242 .813 =-.799 2.495 1.039 3.196 .797 -.701
Mean Score -~ Technical 2.928 1.005 3.366 .754 -.438 2.949 .973 3.311 .814 -.362
(continued on next page) o
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Table 3.2 TContxnued)

- RN
- o
Total Schools ¢
1979 1980
Managerial/Schoolwide Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired | s.p. Dic repancy | Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy,
2. ——
2 Determining the administrative and
organizational structure of your school. 1.788 .795 2.712 .752 -.924 1.903 .841 2.677 -863 -.774 R
5 Establishing disciplinary policies ‘
in your school. 2.166 .860 |, 2,957 .764 < -.791 2,191 .876 2.902 .805 -.711
-
6 Developing inservice programs for .
teachers"in your school. T 1.774 .841 2.750 .784 -.976 1.927 .933 2.660 .948 ~.733
8 Planning the-studerit advisory program H .
in your school. : 2.019 1.060 2.664 .944 - 645 2.021 1.060 2.648 .936 -.627
10 Resolving problems or issues in
sbhool—community relations. 1.957 .841 2.621 .821 -.664 1.959 .8667 2.538 .826 -.579
f{ Setting and revising the goals of
‘Y?ur school. 2,226 .885 2.892 .737 -.666 2.149 .866 2.865 .738 -.716 .
o N
12 petermining the procedures to be usged )
for\the evaluation of teachers, 1.344 .660 2.943 .841 -1.599 1.808 .946 2.902 .902. -1.094
15 Allocaking materials and equipment to -
subject ‘departments or teams. 2.146 1.059 2,755 1.001 -.609 2.129  1.086 2.677 1.095 -.548
17 selecting department chairpersons or
unit leaders. 1.397 . 809 2.647 1.069 ~1.250 1.594 .982 2.756 1.069 -1.162
18 Developing procedures for involving
parents in planning the student's 2.062 .967 2.768 .810 -.706 2,051 .999 2,758 .875 -.707
learning program.
20 Hiring a new faculty member to teach
in your subject department or instruc- 1.455 .874 2.873 .987 -1.418 1.438 .807 2.830 .975 -1.392
tional team.
Mean Score - Managerial 1.849 .877 2.780 .865 -.931 1.925 .933 2.747 .912 -.822 :’3
s
Scales «1 = no involvement, 2 = little involvement, 3 = some involvement and 4 = great involvement.

A -
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Distribution of Means for Actual, Desired and Discrepancy Scales

Table 3.3

on Decision Participation

. School A
. 1979 % 1980
Technical Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
1 Specifying the learning objectives for . -
each unit of instruction. 3.327 .985 3.615 .661 -.288 3.396 .793 3.472 .749 -.076
3 Developing procedures for reporting . .
student progress to parents. 3.019 .779 3 365 .715 -.346 2.811 .982 3.135 .742 -.324
4 Developing procedures for assessing
students achievement in your subjects 3.346 .905 3.788 .412 ~-.442 3.434 .797 3.472 .799 -.038
or courses.
7 Assigning students ‘to instructional
groups within your team or department. ©2.846 1.227 3.442 .826 -.596 2.698 1.186 3.113 .974 -.415
L J
9 Preparing the budget for your subject
department or instructional team. 1.904 1.142 2.827 1.024 ~.923 1.811 1.144' 2.717 1.045 -.906
L)
13 Planning student record-keeping
procedures and practices. 2.673 1.150 3.173 .879 -.58230 2.472 1.049 2.868 .878 -.396
14 selecting textbooks and other
instructional materials. 2,750 .988 3.365 .768 ~-.615 2.604 .840 3.189 .761 -.585
‘16 Determining grading procedures for
evaluating the progresséof your students. 3.173 . 985 3.673 .585 -.500 3.132  1.110 3.358 .847 -.226
19 Evaluating how well your subject
department or team is operating. 2.647 1.110 3.333 .841 ~.686 2.415 1.100 2.92% .958 -.510
Mean Score - Technical ' 2.854 1.030 3.398 .746 ~.544 2.753 - 1.000 3.139 .863 -.386
(continued on next page)
S
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Schocl A i
1979 1980
Managerial/Schoolwide Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired -~ S.D. Discrepancy 9é;ual S.D. Desired S.D. Daiscrepancy
- 2 Determining the administrative and
organiza*tional structure of your school. 1.923 .788 2.808 .658 -.885 1.887 .870 2.528 . 868 -.641
(5 Establishing disciplinary policies 1in
your school. 2.288 .915 3.327 .678 -1.039 2.283 .841 3.132 .785 -.849
6 Developing inservice proyrams for
teachers in your school. 1.731 .795 2.846 .751 -1.115 1.962 .854 2.509 .891 -.547
8 Planning the student advisory program
d4n your school. 1.942 1.162 2.865 1.067 -.923 1.811 .900 2.491 . 869 -.680
10 Resolving problems or issues 1in
achool-community relations. 1.885 .900 2.692 .940 -.807 1.868 .941 _2.566 .772 -.698
11 Setting and revising the goals of
your school. 2.327 .857 3.019 .727 -.692 £2.346 .883 2.827 .734 -.481
12 Determining the procedures to be used
for the evaluation of teachers. 1.173 .430 2.769 .962 -1.596 1.269 .660 2.528 1.030 -1.259
15 Allocating materials and equipment to
subject departments or teams. 2.058 .998 2.865 1.010 ~-.807 1.868 1.001 2.547 1.084 -.679
17 Selecting department chairpersons or
unit leaders. 1.608 .940 2.804 1.059 -1.196 1.865 1.155% 2.538 ).163 -.673
18 Developing procedures for involving .
parents in planning the student’'s learn- 1.904 .869 2.808 .908 -.904 2.038 1.018 2.755 7939 -.717
ing program.
20 Hiring a new faculty member to teach in
your sub)qe; departnent or instructional 1.096 .358 2.615 .993 -1.519 1.189 .681 2.283 1.063 -1.094
team, ;
Mean Score - Managerial 1.72s .819 2.856 .887 -1.044 1.85? .891 2.609 .927 -.756 ~—
_ )
o

ERIC

Scale: 1 = no 1nvolvement, 2 = little involvement, 3 J’Eggzﬁlnvolvement and 4

= great irvolvement.
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Distribution of Means for Actual,

Table 3.4

Desired and Discrepancy Scales on Decision Participation

. School B
1979 1980
Technical Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
1 Specifying the learning objectives for
each unit of instruction. 3.333 .798 3.578 .657 -.245 3.618 .697 3.73% .618 -.117
3 Developing procedureg for reporting
student progress to parents. 3 244 .830 3.289 .757 7245 3.382 .604 3.412 .657 -.030
4 Developing procedures for assessing
student achievement jn your subjects
or courses. 3.578 .657 3.667 .603 ~-.089 3.647 .691 3.697 .637 -.050
7 Assigning students to instructional
grouos within'vour team or department . 3.178 1.051 3.356 1.004 -.178 3.485 .906 3.758 .502 -.273
9 Prenaring the budget for your subject
department or instructional team. 2.667 1.187 3.178 . 886 ~-.511 2.676 1.173 3.382 .733 ~.706
13 Planning student record-keeping
procedures and practices. 3.133 .815 3.222 .823 ~-.089 3.147 .784 3.485 .667 -.338
14 Selecting textbooks and other
instructional materials. 3.333 1.022 3.533 .842 ~-.200 3.412 .857 3.647 .774 -.235
16 Determining grading proceaures for
evaluating the proqress of your students,. 3.000 .977 3.400 .780 ~-.400 3.382 .739 3.533 .743 -.206
19 Evaluating how well your subject
department or team is operating. 2.955 .963 3.244 712 ~-.289 3.059 .886 3.412 .743 ~-.353
Mean Score - Technical 3.158 .419 3.385 .785 -.227 3.312 .815% 3.568 .676 ~.256
(continued on next page)
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* Table 3.4 (Continued)
' School 8
1979 1980 .
Manaaertial/Schoolwide Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
"2 Determining the administrative and
organizational structure of your school. 2.178 .860 2.556 .841 -.378 2.147 .784 2.588 .857 -.441
5 Establlshing disgiplinary policies in
your school. . ’ 2.477 .821 2.818 .724 -.341 2.735 .898 3.059 .776 -.324
6 Developing inservice programs for .
teachers in your school. 2.244 .857 2.667 .674 -.423 2.485 .004 2.909 .805 ~-.424
8 Plarning the student advisory
program in your school. 2.689 .925 2.867 .869 -.178 2.853 .925 3.088 .866 -.23
10 Resolving problems or i1ssues 1in .
school-community relations. . 2.114 .784 2.614 .754 -.500 2.206 .880 2.647 .849 -.441
11 Setting and revising the goals of
your school. 2.289 .895 2.756 .743 -.467 2.529 .706 '3.029 .717 -.500
12 Determining the procedures to be used
for the evaluation of teachers. 1.556 .785 2.733 .863 -1.177 2.647 .917 3.088 .830 -.441
15 Allocating materials and equipment to
subject departments or teams. 2.222 .085 2.556 .035 -.334 2.588 .076 3.000 .044 -.412
17 Selecting department chairpersons
or unit leaders. 1.591 .948 1.977 .067 -.386 1.727 .098 2.152 .202 -.425
"%
18 Developing procedures for involving parents
in planning the student's learning 2.422 .941 2.778 .735 ~.356 2.412 .821 2.794 .770 -.382
program.
20 Hiring a new faculty member to teacn in
your subject department or inst-uctional 2.133 .100 3.178 .834 -1.045 1.971 .937 3.294 .836 -1.323
team.
Mean Score - Manager:al 2.174 .909 2.682 .831 -.508 2.391 .913 2.877 .868 -.486
Scgle: 1 = no involvement, 2 = little 1nvolvement, 3 = some 1nvolvement and 4 = great involvement.
S
O
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Table 3.5 .

Distribution of Means for Actual, Desired and stcrepancy Scales on Decision Partxcipatxon

School ¢
1979 1980
Technical Decision Issues , Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
1 Specifying the learning objectives for '
each unit of instruction. 3.756 .609 3.800 .457 -.044 3.707 .602 3.854 .422 -.147
3 Developing procedures for reporting
student progress to parents. 2,778 .951 3.156 .520 -.378 2.683 .934 2.976 .821 ~.293

4 Deve loping procedures for assessing
student achievement 1n your subjects 3.556 .813 3.689 .514 -.133 3.683 .521 3.756 .489 -.073
or courses.

7 Assigning students to instructional

groups within your team or department. 2,568 1.108 2.884 . 905 -.316 2.780 .852 3.000 .775 -.220
9 Preparing the budget for your subject

department or instructional team. 2.911 .973 3.311 .763 ~.400 2.854 1.085 3.268 .807 -.414

13 Planning student record-keeping
, procedures and practices. 2,578 1.158 3.022 . 866 -.444 2.683 1.035 3.049 .893 -.366

14 Selecting textbooks and other

instructional materials. 3.600 .720 3.698 .638 -.098 3.610 .666 3.707 .602 -.097

i\

16 Determining grading procedures for

evaluating the pProgress of your students. 3.067 1,095 3.600 .539 -.533 3.146 .823 3.659 .575 ~.513
19 Evaluating how well your subject

department or team 1s operating, 2.178 1.007 3.178 .886 -1.000 2.575 1.035 3.300 .648 -.72%

A
Mean Score - Technical 2.999 .927 3.371 .676 -.372 3.080 .839 3.397 .670 -.317

{continued on next page)
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Table 3.5 (Continued)

H
A o T " ————— . i et e . -t et oy e . — - - - hd hd c\
School C
1979 1980
Manager:ial/Schoolwide Decision Issues Actual sS.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
2 Determining the administrative and
organizational structure of your school. 1.778 .765 2.778 .704 -1.000 2.195% .928 2.878 .842 -.683
5 Establishing disciplinary policies
in your school. 2.156 .824 2.933 .720 -.777 2.268 .837 2.927 .685 -.659
6 Developing inservice proérams for
teachers in your school. 1.667 .905 2.644 .857 -.977 1.659 .855 2.463 .25 -.804
.8 Planning the student advisory
program in your school. 1.932 .925 2.523 .821 -.591 2.024 1.037 2.659 .825 -.635
10 Resolving problems or 1ssues in
school-community relations. 2.178 .806 2.711 .589 -.533 2.366 .829 2.561 .743 -.195
11 Setting and revising the goals of
your school. 2.467 .944 3.089 .701 ~-.622 2.293 .873 2.850 .700 -.557
12 petermining the procedures to be used
for the evaluation of teachers. 1.267 . 580 3.111 .682 -1.844 1.756 .888 2.925 .730 -1.169
15 Allocating materials and equipment to
subject departments or teams. 2.400 1.116 2.933 .889 -.533 2.2366 1.135 2.805 1.077 -.439
17 Selecting department chairpersons or
unit leaders. 1.455 .820 2.705 .930 ~-1.250 1.625 .925 3.000 .707 ~-1.375
I'8 peveloping procedures for involving parents
in planning the student's learning program. 2.556 .813 2.864 .734 -.308 2.390 1.070 3.000 .742 -.610
20 Hiring a new faculty member ‘to teach in
your subject departme'r or instructional 1.568 .974 2.911 . 996 ~1.343 1.561 .896 3.073 .818 "~ ~1.512
team.
Mean Score - Managerial 1.948 .861 2.837 .784 -.889 2.046 .934 2.831 .799 ~.785 IS
- *“;

(S Scale: 1 = no involvement, 2 = lit*le ipvolvement, 3 = some 1nvolvement and 4 = great involvement.
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ERIC

s , . , ,



Distribution of Mcans for Actual,

Table 3.6

Desired angd Discrepancy Scales on Decision Participation

School D
) 1979 1980
Technical Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy | Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
1 Specifying the learning.objectives
for each unit of instruction. 3.486 .812 3.671 .653 . =-.185 3.507 .911 3.642 .690 -.135 *
3 Developing procedures for reporting 582//,////7;7
student progress to parents. 2.286 .995 3.043 .690 -.757 2.493 .975 3.075 .858 - \
4 Developing procedures for assessing
student achieveme:at in your subjects or 3.478 .759 3.696 .577 -.218 3.552 .764 3.561 .806 -.009
courses.
7 Assigning students to instructidnal
groups within ycur team or department ., 2.029 1.057 2,913 .870 ~-.884 1.892 1.077 2,692 1.014 -.800
9 Preparing the budget for your subject .
department or instructional team. 2.814 1,054 3.329 .847 -.515 2.866 .998 | 13.379 -818 -.513
13 Plaﬁning student record-keeping .
procedures and practices. ~2.101 1.045 2.743 .943 -.642 2.119  1.080 2.621 1.004 -.502
14 Seiecting textbooks and other
instructional materials. 3.443 .911 3.686 .733 -.243 3.448 .822 3.582 | .801 -.134
3 16 Determining grading procedures for ’
evaluating the progress of your students. 3.319 .866 " 3,652 .660 -.333 3.448 .958 3.600 .844 -.152
19 Evaluating how well your subject i \%
department or team is Operating. 2.143 1.011 3.214 .815 -1.,071 2.224 . 966 3.239 .720 -1.015
Mean Score - Technical 2.789 .946 3.327 .754 -.538 2.839 .950 3.266 .839 -.427
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Table

3.6 (Continued)

. School D
1979 1980

Managerial/Schoolwide Decision Issues Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy | Actual S.D. Desired S.D. Discrepancy
2 Determining the administrative and

orgenizational structure of your school. 1.443 .629 2.700 .787 -1.257 1.612 .695 2.716 .867 -1.104
5 Establishing disciplinary policies in

your school. 1.886 .790 2.786 .797 -.900 1.788 .734 2.621 .837 ~.833
§ Developing inservice programs for )

teachers in“wyour school. 1.571 714 2.800 .827 ~1.229 1.788 .©03 2.776 1.042 -.988
8 Planning the student advisory R

program in your s<hool. 1.700 .968 2.471 .928 -.771 1.761 1.060 2.538 1.032 -.777

H

10 Resolving problems or issges 1in

school-community relations. 1.771 .820 2.514 .897 ~.743 1.657 .685 2.448 .909 -.791
11 Segrting and revising the goals of ’

your school. 1.957 .806 2.757 731 ~.800 1.716 .755 2.821 .777 -1.10%
12 Determining the procedures to be used

for the evaluation of teachers. 1.386 .728 3.100 .783 -1.714 1.833 .887 3.090 .848 ~1.257

4
15 Allocagan materials and equipment to .

subjedt departments or teams. 2.000 1.036 2.686 1.029 -.686 1.955 1.044 2.537 1.119 ~.582
17 Selecting department chairpersons o

or unit leaders. 1.086 .442 2.926 .997 -1.840 1.299 .718 3.075 .958 -1.776
18 Developing proced“res for involving parents .

in planning the student's learning program. 1.623 .925 2.671 .829 ~1.048 1.672 .894 2.591 .928 -.919
20 Hiring a new faculty member to teach in .

your subject department or instructional 1.214 .635 2.843 1.030 -1.629 1.288 .627 2.879 .869 -1.591

team. * ”

Mean Score - Managerxal 1.603 772 2.750 .876 -1.147 *1.670 .818 2.736 .826 -1.066

6"

Scale: 1 = no involvement, 2 = little involvement, 3
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some involvement and 4

great involvement.
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Table 3.7

for the Total Sample

Distribution of Means for Principals' leadership Scale

1979

1980

Standard
Deviation

Issues Mean

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Support 3.498

1 To what extent is your principal

friendly and easy to approach? 3.611 .635
2 when you talk to your principal

to what extent does he or she pay

attention to what you are saying? 2.432 .686
3 To what extent is your principal

willing to listen to your problems? 3.452 .700

Goal Emphasis

2.870

4 To what extent does your principal
encourage people to give their

3.570

3.539

3.146

.610

.643

.629

hest effort? 3.254 .813 3.418 .745
5 To what extent does your principal
maintain high standards of
per formance? 3.034 .813 3.482 .662
6 To what extent does your principal
show you how to improve your perfor-
mance? 2.322 .838 2.539 .887
Work Facilitation 2.674 2.916
7 To what extent does your principal
provide the help you need so that you
can schedule work ahead of time? 2.675 .971 2.863 .831
8 To what extent does your principal
offer new ideas for solving job-
related prcblems? 2.673 .952 2.969 .801
Interaction Facilitation 3.242 3.435
9 To what extent does your principail
encourage the persons who work for
him or her to work as a team? 3.225 .878 3.373 .794
10 To what extent does your principal
encourage people who work for him
or her to exchange opinions and ideas? 3.258 .872 3.497 .638
3.094 3.281

Scale:

v
i
b\l

1 = no extent, 2 = little extent, 3 = some extent and 4 = great extent.




Table 3.8 .
O\
Distribution of School Means for Principals' Leadershy; Scale \\\
School A School B ’
1979 1980 1979 1980
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Mean Deviat:ion Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation
1 To what extent is your principal friendly
and easy to approach? 3.750 .519 3.642 .558 3.186 .764 3.088 .668
2 When you talk to your principal to what
extent does he or she pay attention to
what you are saying? 3.654 .590 3.547 .607 3.465 .550 3.353 .734
3 To what extent is your principal willing
to listen to your problems? 3.692 .544 3.566 .605 3.465 .631 3.324 .727
4 To what extent does your principal
encourage people to give their best effort? 3.462 .641 3.434 772 3.512 .736 3.088 . 900
5 To what extent does your principal
maintain high standards of performance? 3.235 .681 3.472 .608 3.465 .667 3.500 .707
6 To what extent does your principal show
you how to improve your performance? 2.692 .673 2.792 . 840 2.628 .817 2.412 .8G2
7 To what extent does your prircipal provide
, the hely vou need so that you can schedule
work ahead of time? 3.212 776 3.212 .848 3.140 .832 2.824 .758
8 To what extent does your principal offer .
new ideas for solving job-related problems? 3.412 .804 3.216 .808 2.837 .754 2.765 .781
9 To what extent does your principal
encourage the persons who work for him or
her to work as a team? 3.615 .690 3.604 716 3.535 .667 3.265 .828
-
10 To what extent does your principal { a
encourage people who work for him or her
to exchange opinions and ideas? 3.654 .738 3.679 .581 3.581 .663 2.8 -729
- S SN
(h
Scale: 1 = no extent, 2 = little extent, 3 = some extent and 4 = great extent.
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- Table 3.9

Distribution of School Means for Principals' Leadership Scale

School C Schocl D
1979 1980 1979 1980
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviat:ion Mean Deviation
1 To what extent 1s your principal friendly
and easy to approach? 3.727 .525 3.725 .506 3.696 .551 3.642 .569
2 When you talk to your praincipal to what
extent does he or she pay attention to
what you are saying? 3.455 .761 3.450 .783 3.224 .735 3.773 .457
3 To what extent is your principal willing
to listen to your problems? 3.500 .762 3.513 .601 3.232 .750 3.642 .595
4 To what extent does your piincipal
encourage pecple to give their best effort? 3.068 .925 53.350 .700 3.057 .832 3.612 .602
5 To what extent does your principal
maintain high standards of performance? 2.886 .841 3.125 .723 2.714 .819 3.697 .554
6 To what extent does your principal show
you how to improve your performance? 2.279 .854 2.564 .852 1.886 .753 2.385 .913
7 To what extent does your principal provide
the help you need so that you can schedule
work ahead of time? 2.659 .965 2.667 .806 2.000 .761 2.723 .801
8 Tc what extent does your principal offer
new ideas for solving job-related problems? 2.773 .803 2.900 .810 1.971 .761 2.924 .771
9 To what extent does your principal -
encouraje the persons who work for him or
her to work as a team? 3.341 .745 3.425 .636 2.671 .928 3.212 .226
10 To what extent does your principal
encourage people who work for him or her to
exchange opinions and ideas? 3.500 .699 3.550 .552 2.614 .822 3.515 .614
Scale: 1 = no oxtent, 2 = little extent, 3 = some extent, and 4 = great extent. %
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Table 3.10
Mear, 3¢ores on the Job Satisfaction Survey
Total 3chools School A Schoul B Schcol € Scnouol D
How satisfied are vou with: 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 198v 1979 1980 1979 1980
Administration/Supervision 2.922 3.029 3.240 3.195 3.230 3.118 2.755 2.891 2.583 2.935
5 the opoortunities provided to discuss problems with
building administrators? . 2.919 3.026 3.170 3.189 3.023 2.882 2.977 3.049 2.623 2.955
6 the trust you have 1n your buirlding administrators? 2.899 2.995 3.192 3.170 3.295 3.061 2.674 2.925 2.559 ?2.266
16 the vrofessional competence and leadership of your
building administrators? 2.947 3.067 3.358 3.226 3.372 3.412 2.614 2.700 2.567 2.985
Amount of Work 2.781 2.764 2.944 2.832 2.985 2.745 2.085 2.944 2.461 2.611
2 the number of students for whom you are responsible? 2.766 2.777 2.679 2.577 3.070 2.794 3.023 3.150 2.478 2.701
17 the number of courses for which you must propare? 2.816 2.831 3.077 3.038 2.930 2.853 2.905 2.976 2.493 2.567
23 the amount of work wvou are expect.d to do? 2.760 2.684 3.077 2.882 2.955 2.588 2.727 2.707 2.412 2.567
) Career Future 2.7¢2 2.657 2.695 2.655 3.084 2.735 2.751 2.829 2.617 2.512
3 your owportunitivs for growth 1in your profession? 2.705 2.557 2.755 2.673 2.955 2.382 2.630% 2.829 2.551 2.388
10 your future in the school district? 2.649 2.613 2.404 2.423 3.047 2.794 2.595 2.75¢6 2.61¢ 2.582
14 the ovportunities that you have to develop your areas of
specilal 1nterest? 2.933 2.80C 2.925 2.866 2.250 3.029 3.023 2.902 2.681 < 567
Community Relations 2.270 2.526 2.162 2.276 2.682 2.382 2.083 2.056 2.209 2.114
9 the understanding of your school's program by parents
and the community? 2.394 3.335 2.500 2.538 2.795 2.647 1.977 2.9000 2.324 2.224
12 the extent to which the communlty recognizes and
aopreciates 1ts educators? 1.990 1.871 1.755 1.943 2.409 1.912 1.977 1.875 1.912 1.791
26 the community's involvement 1in yeur school's progran® 2.426 2.371 2.231 2.346 2.841 2.588 2.295 2.293 2.391 2.328
Co-Workers 2.977 2.943 3.023 3.024 3.333 3.333 2.853 2.934 2.790 2.686
1 the amount of work done by other teachers in your scho»sl? 2.854 2.778 2.863 ?2.904 3.364 3.235 2.767 2.902 2.574 2.373
08 the ~qualitv of work of other teachers in your school? 2.976 2.948 2.922 2.942 3.386 3.412 2.814 2.900 <. 855 2,746
25 the personal and soctal relationships you have with
other teachers? 3.100 3.103 3.283 3.226 3.250 3.353 J 2.977 3.000 2.942 2.949
e e e e - - —— e b
r7 ; (Continued on next pagr)
O
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Table 3.10 (continued)

Total Schools School A School B School ¢ Scnool D
How satisfied are you with 1979 1980 1979 1980 | 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
]
Financ:ial Aspects 2.140 2.143 2.245 2.552 | 2.212 1.667 2.152 2.439 2.005 1.880
t
T
4 the amount of money you make? 2.029 2.010 2.094 2.358  2.021 1.529 2.114 2.390 1.928 1.74¢
19 the salary schedule in your school district? ' 2.005 2.015 2.094 2.491 ¢ 2.07 1.559 2.070 2.341 1.855% 1.667
24 the fringe benefits in your school district? 2.386 2.404 | 2.547 2.808 . 2.545 1.912 2.273 2.525 2.232 2.227
! ! B
Puonil-Teacher Relations 3.022 2.996 [ 2.818 2.849 3.302 3.137 | 3.073 3.106 2.972 2.974
— :
11 the extent tc which you are able to meet your student's ; |
affective needs? ‘ 2.922 2.851 : 2.717 2.698 I 3.209 2.941 3.000 2.951 2.855 2.866
13 the quality of your interactions with. your students? 3.255 3.200 3.038 3.075 1 3.442 3.324 3.364 3.366 3.235 3.134
21 the extent to wh'ch you are able to meet your student's
academic needs? 2.889 2.938 2.698 2.774 | 3.256 3.147 2.860 3.000 2.826 2.924
School Identification 2.961 A-939 3.056 3.037 3.432 3.351 2.859 2.919 2.660 2.667
7 the general reputatisn of your schooi? 3.019 3.021 2.981 3.132 3.773 3.758 2.545 2.610 2.870 2.821
12 your awareness of what 1s "going on" in your school? 2.889 2.903 3.113 3.057 | 3.04%5 3.000 3.095 3.073 2.493 2.62
27 the goals and objectives emphas:ized by your scr .ol? 2.976 2.892 3.075 2.923 | 3.477 3.294 2.909 3.073 2.618 2.552
Work Conditions 2.680  2.671 2.79¢ 2.791 3.560 3.500 2.454 2.650 2.174 2.164
15 the physical facilities of your school? 2.610 2.649 2.811 2.849 3.636 3.676 2.500 2.732 1.870 1.909
20 the arrangement of space and equipment 1in ycur school? 2.488 2.497 2.635 2.679 3.477 3.382 2.318 2.512 1.855 1.896
22 the availability of appropriate instructional materials
and equipment? 2.943 2.866 2.943 2.846 3.568 3.441 2.545 2.707 2.797 2.687
2.724 2.741 2.775 2.801 3.091 2.885 2.651 2.752 2.497 2.505

All averages are based on a four point scale: 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = satisfied

Q . }’\;
ERIC
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and 4 = very

satisfied.
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using the Cronbach Alpha formula. The coefficients (see Table 3.1) were

consistently high (> .80), indicating that items within each scale were
ﬁeasurinq the same construct.

Means were computed for actual and desired level of involvement for
each of the 20 decisional issues. Tables 3.2 through 3.6 sﬂgw the scores
of the total sample and individual schools by managerial and technical
domains and by specific issues. The mean scores of the discrepancy measure
(actual minus desired) revealed a general s:tate of staff deprivation across
all issues in all schools. 1In each analysis staff expressed a higher
actual and desired extent of participation recarding technical issues than

managerial issues.

In this study the overall reliability of the Principal Leadership

Assessment was .89 in 1§79 and .90 in 1980 (see Table 3.1) and was,
therefore, satisfactory. For the principals' leadership measure, all scores
were summed to compute mean scores {or the total sample. The distribution
of.means on the leadership scale for the total sample and by school is shown
in Tables 3.7 through 3.9. 1In general, principals were rated highest in

support behavior and lowest in work facilitation.

Dependent Variable

e reliability (internal consistency) of the Job Satisfaction Survey

~#1s determined by use of Cronbach Alpha coefficients (see Table 3.1). The
confficients were high, .89 in 1979 and .88 in 1980, indicating that the

instrument was internally consistent. Table 3.10 presents mean scores ‘or
cach school and the total sample for each of the 27 questions® for the nine

subsciles and overall job satisfaction. Overall, stafi werc most satisfied
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with pupil-teacher relations and leasc satisfied with the financial aspects

of the job.

Statistical Analysis of the Data

This section presents the statistical analysis of the data in relation
to each of the major hypotheses posited in the study. Correlation
coefficients were computed prior to testing the hypotheses of the study to
determine whether significant correlations existed between the variables.
Tables 3.ll‘and 3.12 present the correlational matrices for the variables.
The low and moderate correlations indicated that the relationships that
existed between the independent variables warranted their use in separate

analyses.

Decision Involvement and Job Satisfaction

To investigate this relationship initially, the researchers plotted
scattergrams of the data and derived Pearson product-moment correlations
between sunmed job Eatisfaction scores \ “nge of 36 to 101 out of a possible
27 to 108) and summed discrepancy scores (range of -51 to +24 out of a
possible -60 to +60). Those results are shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2.

A positive linear relationship was found to exist for both 1979 and 1980,
but the correlations were only moderate and the standard error terms were
large, making prediction from the independent variable to the dependent
variable difficult. . %K

The general decision condition of all respondents was determined by
considering both their actual and desired levels of involvement. The

decision condition was calculated by subtracting the respondents' desired




Table 3.li

Correlational Matrix for Independent and Dependent Variables

1979

Actual Desired Discrepancy Principal's Job
Scales . Involvement Involvement Measure Leadership Satisfaction
Actual 1.000
Involvement
Desired. .428 1.000
Involvement
Discrepancy .581 -.488 1.000
ﬁeasure
Principal's " .
Leadership .281 .062 .216 1.000
Job

.210 -.157 . . . .
Satisfaction 1 15 344 323 1.000
N = 213
[




Ved

Tab{e 3;12

Correlational Matrix for Independent and Dependc-.t Hariables

\ﬁ -
D)
g
Actual Desired Discrepancy |, Principal's Job -~
Scales Involvement Involvement Measure Leadership Satisfaction
Actual ,
Involvement 1.000 ' -~ -
Desired
dnvolvenerie -494 1.000 .
N . \ v
Piscrepancy .538 -. 467 1.000
Measure
Principal's N
Leadership .160 927 .137 1.000
Job
Satisfaction .402 -:009 .417 .337 1.000
N = 195 \
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60

extent score from the actual extent of participation score. A regative
result indicated deprivation, a zero indicated equilibrium and a positive
result indicated saturation for each item. Table 3.13 provides the fre-
quéncy distribution for the decision condition scores. The decision
condition scores ranged from -51 to +24 (possible range was -60 io +60) 1
and had a mean of -14.042 in 1979 and -12.103 in 1980. The scores
lhéicath that a general state of decisional deprivation existed among
staff and that the pure states of equilibrium and saturation, as defined
by Alutto and Belasco (1972), did not exist. Consequently, the data were

trichotomized into three decision conditions: low involvement, medium

f(\
rnvolvement and high involvement. N

Determination of the relative decision conditior ¢ all respondents

allowed the first hypothesis of the study to be tested.

Hypothesis 1

Thee job satisfaction of secondary school staff will not differ
arcording to decision condition.

Uo test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance was computed
to derermine whether the mean job satisfaction scores aiffered fov cach of
e delrsion condition groups; low involvement, medium involvement or nigh
tnvolvement ., The results of these analyses are presented in Tables 3.14

ind 3,05, It was found that significant differences existed between

reanonderts' decision condition and level of job satisfaction. To find

*he soure of difference in the decision condition effect, the researchers ’
itneffels post hoc method for multiple comparisons. The results (sece
Tapies 314 and 3.15) indicated that for 1979 significant differences 1in

job satisfaction existed between staff with low involvement in decision
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Table 3.14

1979 . e-way AMOVA of Job Satisfaction by Decision Condition

Mean of Job Satisfaction

Low Decision Involvement 66.000
Medium Decision Involvement 72.347
High Decision Involvement ‘ qﬁg 76.740
. Nverall Mean 71.916
Source D.F. MS F
Between groups 2 3987.444 1993.722 11.885*
Within groups 210 35227.035 167.748
Total 212 39214.479

*

si1qnificant at the .05 Alpha level

s 'heffe post hoc comparisons for groups significantly different in job

satisfaction at the .05 level.

Low Medium High
N Decision vecision Decision
Involvement Involvement Involvement
Low Decl 1oa Involvemeno
Modiiam 1 310on Involvement
tiredh " ision Involvement
*
lenots 3 syynificant differences

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

r

s

(al

A




\

Téble 3.15

1980 One-way ANOVA of Job Satisfaction by Decision Condition

Mean of Job Satisfaction

Low Decision Involvement 68.000
Medium Decision Involvement 72.603
High Decision Involvement 77.694

Overall Mean 72.687

ANOVA
Source D.F. ss gé_ F
Between groups 2 2982.470 1491.235 17.317*
Within groups 192 16533.454 86.112
Total 194 19515.924

&
signi ficant at the .05 level

scheffe post hoc comparisons for groups significantly different in job
satisfaction at the .05 level

Low Medium High
pecision Decision Decision
Tnvolvement Involvement Involvement
3
Low Decision Involvement
Medium Decision Involvement *
. High Decision Involvement * *

|

| ,

} denotes significant differences
|

|
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"

making and staff with either medium or high i1nvolvement. Results for 1980
indicated that significant differences in job satisfaction existed between
all decision groups. Generally, the higher the decision involvement of

staff, the higher their job satisfaction.

Principals' Leadership and -Job Satisfaction

Table 3.16 shows the correlational matrices indicating the relationships
between the leadership factors analyzed in this study. The coefficuiencs
reflected moderate to strong relationships between the four leadership
factors. 1Initial analyses therefore, used the summed assessment of the
principals' leadership scale plotted against the summed staff job satis-
facticn scores (see Figures 3.3 and 3.4). Pearson product-moment correla-
tion voeffilcients were computed and found to be significant, indicating a
positive linear relationship between staff perceptions of the principals'
leadership and staff job satisfaction. The correlation coefficients were
onlv moderate and the standard error terms large enough, however, to make
prediction difficult.

7o i1nvestigate further the relationship between principal leadership
wmid staff job satisfaction, the researchers utilized multiple linear
roqrestion (see Table 3.17). The overall regression equations were found
tH e vleauate for predicting staff job satisfaction from staff perceprions
f urin-ipals' leadership. Both work facilitation and support behavior
wore found to be significant factors in the regression equations, with
wor< facilitation accounting for most cf the variance in job satisfaction

a0 AL




lable 3.16

Correlation Coefficients between Leadership Factors

65

1979
Goal Work Interaction
Support  Emphasis Facilitation Facilitation
Support 1.000
Goal Emphasis . 681 1.000
Work Facilitation .599 .737 1.000
Interaction Facilitation | .623 .723 .693 1.000
1980
Goal Work Interaction
Support  Emphasis Facilitation Facilitation
Support 1.000
Goal Emphasis .719 1.000
Work Facilita-ion . 557 .663 1.000
Interaction Facilitation .652 .677 .631 1.000

|
!
i
i
|
|
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Table 3.17

o
®
Regression of Perceptions of Priripals' Leadership on Staff Job Satisfaction
Multiple R Simple R Beta F Value

Variables - 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980

Work Facilitation .362 .372 .362 .372 .278 .264 7.596% 7.982*

Interaction Facilitation . 370 . 386 .307 .317 .121 .168 1.451 2.871

Support Behavior . 385 .403 .160 .165 -.184 -.236. 4.097* 5.556%*

Goal Emphasis .394 .420 .316 . 320 .148 .202 1.779 3.374

* -

significant at .05 Alpha level jg§§§§: 1272: df = (1,208) 1930: d4f = (1,190)
1380 Reqression Eguation: 1979 Regression Eqguation:
JS = .597 + .165WF + .117IF - .130SB + .994GE JS = .597 + .198wr + .887IF - ,106SB + .843GE
ANOVA ANOVA

Source ar Ss MS F Source ar Ss Ms F

Regression 4 6090.109 1522 527 9.561% Regression 4 3449.464 862.366 10.198* 0

Residuals 208 33124.370 159.252 Residuals 190 16066. 454 84.560 e

Total 212 39214.479 Total 194 19515.918




69

The relationship of leadership to job satisfaction was examined in

terms of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2

The job satisfaction of secondary school staff will not differ
according to staff perceptions of the leadership behavior of the
rrinciial.
Testing the hypothesis included examination of the separate factors
’ of leadership, support, goal emphasis, work facii;tation and interaction
facilitation and was accomplished through the use of a factorial analysis
of variance. This model! enabled Hypothesis 2 to be tested and Hypothesis 1
to be retested., It also exemined the interaction between principals’
leader snip behavior and stéff decision éondition by school with regard to
staff job satisfaction. Each leadership factor was splait inté high and

low levels, to have approximately 50 percent in each category as follows:

. Factor Split Range
Support Low 11/12 High 0-12
Goal Emphasis | Low 9/10 High 0-12
Work Facilitation Low 5/6 High 0-8
Interaction Facilitation Low 7/8 High 0-8

- ] Tables 2.18 through 3.21 indicate the relationships among perceptions
of principals' leadership (by factor, high and low), decision conditions g
(low, medium and high involvement) and school. A 4x3x2 factorial analysas
of variance was utilized, revealing main effect job satisfaction differences
among perceptions of the principals' ieadership, decision conditions anc

schools (see Table 3.22). Om™the Duncan'< multiple range test, (see Table

3.23) significant differences existed for the 1979 data between “he high

- . . ¢
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Table 3.18

Tob Satisfaction Scores by Decision Conditicn and Perceptions of Principals' Leadershap

Low Involvement Medium Involvement High Involvemen
Leadership Behavior 1979 1980 1979 1980 - 1979 1984
Support - High 72.794 71.308 74.935 73.633 81.125 80.00
(N) 34 26 31 30 24 . 31
Low 66.212 65.795 71.905 71.789 78.148 75. 38
Ny 52 39 42 38 27 ¢ 31
Goal Emphasis High 73.583 71.688 76.138 75.067 " 85.960 79.63
. (W) 24 32 2977 30 25 39
Low 66.968 64.424 71.250 " 70.658 73.385 "74.30
o - (N) 62 33 44 38 26 23
‘ ’ 1 .
Work Facilitation High 73.353 71.028 76.000 74.526 82.543 78.83
: (N) 34 36 38 38 35 42
Low 65.846 64.241 70.143 70.167 73.000 75.30
(N) 52 29 35 30 16 20
Interaction Facilitation High 74.815 73.231 76.107 74.800 82.607 79.68(
(N) 27 26 28 30 28
( Low 66.068 64.513 71.378 70.868 75.826
; (N) 59 39 45 38 23
3
oV




Table 3.19

Job Satisfaction Scores by School and perceptions of Principals’' Leadership

Schools

School A School B School C School D
Leadership Behavior 1979 1980 1979 198¢C 1979 1980 1979 1980
Support High 77.50 79.39 86.85 80.00 72.00 76.28 70.47 70.49

(N) 32 28 13 6 23 18 21 35
Low 69.43 70.12 81.32 77.21 68.95 72.17 65.54 64,25

(N) 21 25 31 28 21 23 48 32
Goal Emphasis High 77.3% 79.48 86.50 83.07 72.07 76.06 71.45 70.10
(N) 28 29 24 15 15 18 11 39 -

Low 70.32 69.63 78.70 73.47 69.76 72.35 66.21 63.89

(N) 25 24 20 19 29 23 58 28
Work Facilitation High | 76.20 78.95 84.96 79.74 72.00 75.95 73.90 68.36
(N) 44 38 28 19 25 20 _ 10 39

Low 65.00 65.07 79.44 75.13 68.63 72.10 65.88 66.32
(N) 9 15 16 15 19 21 59 28

Interaction Facilitation High 77.22 78.51 84.83 83.00 71.35 75.00 72.50 70.25
(N) 36 35 24 7 27 15 6 24

Low 68.12 68.22 80.70 76.33 70.03 73.38 66.52 65.98
(N) 17 18 20 27 17 26 63 43

v g,
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Job Satisfaction Scores by School,

Table 3.20

Decision Condition and Perceptions of Principals' Leadership

(1979)
Work Interaction
Supporc Goal Emphasis Facilitation Facilitation
Decision
School Condition High Low High Low High Low High Low

- LI 77.50(14) 65.30(10)| 77.10(10) 69.07(14) | 75.11(18) 64.33(6) 76.67(15) 65.33(9)

A MI 75.54(13) 72.14(7) 76.62(13) 70.14(7) 75.67(18) 62.50(2) 76.64(14) 69.00(6)

HI 82.60(5) 75.00(4) 82.60(5) 75.00(4) 79.88(8) 74.00(1) 79.57(7) 78.00(2)

LI 84.50(2) 79.00(3) 84.00(1) 80.50(4) 84.50(2) 79.00(3) 84.50(2) 79.00(3)
B MI 81.33(3) 78.38(13) | 80.29(7) 77.89(9) 80.00(7) 78.11(9) 79.50(6) 78.60(10)

HI 89.50(8) 84.33(15) | 89.38(16) 78.71(7) 86.84(19) 82.75(4) 86.88(16) 84.43(7)
¢ LI 67.57(7) 67.08(13) | 67.40(5) 67.20(15) 67.78(9) 66.82(11) | 66.67 (6) 67.50(14)
C MI 74.44 (9) 73.20(5) 73.00(6) 74.75(8) 74.20(10) 73.50(4) 74.50(6) 73.63(8)

HI 73.28(7) 70.00(3) 76.50(4) 69.50(6) 74.67(6) 68.75(4) 73.20(5) 71.40(5)

e )
LI 68.00(11) 64.65(26)| 71.75(8) 63.97(29) { 72.60(5) 64.56(32) | 75.25(4) 64.48(33)
53:3 D MI 171.17(s) 66.47(17) | 70.67(3) 67.25(20) 74.67(3) 66.65(20) [ 67.00(2) 67.76(21)
HI 76.25(4) 67.00(5) () 71.11(® 76.00(2) 69.71(7) () 71.11(9)
N for each cell.

ERIC
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Table 3.21

Job ‘Satisfaction Scores by School,

P

Decision Condition and Perceptions of Principals' Leadership

(1980)

Work Interaction
Support Goal Emphasis Facilitation Facilitation
Decision
School Condition High Low High Low High Low High Low
LT 80.00(7) 67.88(8) 78.11(9) 66.67(6) 80.56(9) 63.00(6) 81.11(9) 62.17 (6)
A MI 75.78(9) 70.60(10){ 76.71(7) 70.22(12) | 76.58(12) 67.00(7) 74.85(13) 69.17(6)
HI 81.75(12) 72.00(7) 81.92(13) 70.00(6) 79.76(17) 64.50(2) 80.38(13) 73.33(6)
w»
LI ( ) 74.83(6) 92.00(1) 71.40(5) 83.67(3) 66.00(3) 92.00(1) 71.40(5)
B MI 80.00(1) 75.28(7) 81.75(4) 70.00(4) 77.00(6) 72.50(2) 84.00(2) 73.17?6)
HI 80.00(5) 79.07(15) | 82.70(10) 75.90(10) { 80.20(10) 78.40(10) 80.25(4) 79.06(16)
%
LI 73.00(3) 69.67(9) 69.25(4) 71.13(8) 71.00(4) 70.25(8) 67.67(3) 71.44(9)
C MI 72.75(8) 72.56(9) 72.83(6) 72.55(11) | 73.71(10) 71.90(10)| 72.71(7) 72.60(10)
HI €1.71(7) 76.00(5) 81.88(8) 74.25(4) 79.89(9) 77.67(2) 82.60(5) 77.00(7)
, $
LI 67.19(16) 59.19(16)| 67.89(18) 57.14(14) 64.85(20) 60.42(12)| 67.62(13) 60.16(19)
D MI 72.08(12} 70.17(12)§ 73.15(13) 68.73(1l1) 71.92(13) 70.18(11)| 74.25(8) 69.56 (16)
HI 75.29(7) .66.75(4) 70.13(8) 77.67(3) 72.33(6) 72.00(5) 71.00(3) 72.63(8)
Numbers in parentheses ( ) are the N for each cell.
Jut: 1_L’1
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Table 3.22
4x3X2 ANOVA Factors School, Decision Gondition

and Principals' Leadership Factors,

General Linear Models Procedure

School

Decision Condition

Support

"7 SCH * pC
SCH * Support
DC * Support

SCH * DC + Support

*
significant at .05 alpha level

School

Decision Condition .
Goal Emphasis

SCH * DC

SCH * Goal Emphasis
DC * Goal Emphasis

Sch * DC + GE

*
significant at .05 Alpha level

10

(continued on next
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Table 3.22 (Continued)
dr F Value PR > F

'79 '80 1979 1980 1979 ’ \1980
School A 3 3 10.85 5.78 . 0001%* .0010%*
Decision Condition 2 2 2.56 4.87 .0797 .0088*
Work Facilitation 1 1 12.86 20.25 .0004* . 0001*
School * DC 6 6 .83 l.47 .5474 .1900
DC * WF 2 2 .02 l.61 .9829 . 2021
SCH * DC * WF 6 6 .22 .65 .9712 .6898

*significant at .0§ Alpha level -

dF F Vi lue PR > F

t79 '80 1979 1980 1979 1980
School 3 3 8.98 7.49 .0001* .0001%*
Decision Condition 2 2 4.40 4.22 .0135%* .0162*
Interaction Facilitation 1 1 5.76 18.32 .0174% .0001*
School * DC 6 6 .47 1.59 .8286 .1519
School * IF 3 3 1.83 3.28 .1418 .0223*
pC * IF 2 2 .30 2.12 . 7406 . 1232
SCH * pC * IF 5 6 .59 1.56 .7103 .1608

*

significant at .05 Alpha level

)



Table 3,23
buncan's Mult:iple Range Test for Main Effect Job satisfaction
Differences 1n Principals’ Leadership, becision Condition and School

Principals' Leadership

Sapport Goal Emphasis Work Facilitation Interaction Facilitation

1979
H1jh 75.787 . .880
Low 70.851 . .17
1980

High 75.207 75.782 .000 75.802
Low 70.657 69.362 69,291 70.474

High and Low significantly differunt from each other 1n each case (by factor and year}.

Declsion Condition

~5
Job Satisfaction Scores

1979 1280

Low Decision Involvement 68.814 68.000
Medium Decision Involvement 73.192 72.603
H:ah Decision Involvement 79.547 77.694

1979 1980
Medium ! Medium High
Inv. Inv. Inv.

Low Delision Involvement
Medium Decision Involveme nt
Hi4h Deciiion Involvement

L
denotes s1q9nificant differences.

Job Satisfaction Scores

1979 1980

Shool A 74,302 75.019
Sehool B 82.955% 77.706
iehond 79.545% 73.976
37nool o 67.043 67.507

”n

nool A
Senool R
School ¢
sohonl D

R .
Denctes sygnificant differences.

ERI
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and low classifications Of the principals' leadership factors, each decision
‘ . . !
condition and each of the four schools. Similar differences in pri;E)Qals'

‘\

2y

leadership ai?/decision conditicns were also found to be sTgnificant 1n

1980. schools A, B aﬁa C were found nof to be significantly different from

» '; . -
each other regafafhg job satisfaction of staff. 1In-I1980, significant

. /‘J
interactions were found between school and principals' leadership, 1LQ&:~

cating the low involvement group in School C and the high involvemgpt gro;;\'
in School D differed in job satisfaction from the main effect results.
ihe relative leadership bg&evior of the érinpipals in those facfbrs—fgoal
e@phasis, work facilitation énd interaction facilitation--changed amoné

- . . N

schools. Therefore, one cannot ignore the interaction effects of school

and principals' leadership behavior in considering the outcome of staff

y\/ . -~

job satisfaction. Generally, stoff who rated the principals' %eadefship

as hiqﬁ had higher job satisfaction sboqes than did those who rated the

=

principals' leadership behavior as low.

st

10
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SUMMARY , FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS }

This concluding chapterkconsists.of an overview of the study, an,

. . N Y . . . -
enumeration of th® Major findings and the lmplications for future research

<

and practice.

‘ummarz

N - l

This study was conducted to investigate ,staff involvement in decision

«

making and staff perceptions of the prinéipal's leadership in relation to

staff job satisfaction. Previous studies of elementary schools conducted

in the research unit on Administration and Organization for Instruction at
the Wisconsin Research and Development Center (R & D Center), had revealed
involvement in decision maging, the principal's leadership and jcb satis-

faétion SP be important variables in schools providing individualized

educational programs.

The basic hypotheses of-.the study were:

”

1. The job satisfaction of secondary school staff will not differ

according to decision condition.
2. The job satisfaction of secondary school staff will not differ

according to staff perceptions of the leader'ship behavior of the

Ul
principal.f
o
These hypotheses and the procedures utilized to test them were derived

from previous research related to theories of decision making, leadershi

and job satisfaction.

'\Elifc-—~ 7 -
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The decision condition of staff was determined as low, medium or high
involvement, based on the discrepancy between the actual and “he desired
extent of participation in making managerial and technical educational
decisions. Staff perceptions of the principals' leadersnip were chtained
by'studyinq the leadership behaviors of suppo;t, interaction facilitataion,
goal ewmphasis and work facilitation. sStaff job satisfaction was measured
according to the followihg job facets: administration/supervision, co-
workere, career future, school identification, financial aspects, work con-
ditions, amount gf work, pupil-teacher relations and community relat:ions.

The study was conducted in four secondary schools (two middle and two
senior high schools) engaged im a cooperative effort with the R & D Center
to provide individualized secondary schooling. As a part of this effort,
each school had deliberately established formal organizational struccures
to facilitate staff participation in decision making. At the schoolwide
level, 1instructional improvement committees or councils were established;
it the teaching-learning level, groups of teachers shared responsibilities
for planning, implementing and evaluating the instructional proy.am. Hence,
the study sample was positively skewed toward maximizing one of the major
independent variables, staff involvement in decision making.

The study utilized a survey instrument, administered on site, to
obtain measures of the indeperndent variables of staff involvemenL in
decision making, staff perceptions of the principal's leadership and
the dependent variable of staff job satisfaction. The instrument was both
valid and reliable (Cronbach Alpha coefficients ranging from .80 to .90).

The analytic prpcedures used in this study included descriptive

analyses, tests of reliability, correlational analysis, one-way and factor:ial

' IL,.'.
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analysis of variance and multiple linear regression.

Findinqs

The major findings of this studv, derived from both the descraiptive
and analytic treatment of the data, were as follows:

l. kegarding involvement in decision raking, school staffs were
generally in a state of decision deprivation. They felt more deprived in
making managerial or schoolwide decisions than they did in making technical
or classroom-type decisions.

2. Regarding staff perceptions of the principals' leadership, they
rated principals highest in support behavior and lowest in work facilitation.

3. Regarding job satisfaction, staffs were most satisfied with
relations with pupils, co-workers and the administration, and least satis-
fied with financial aspects and community relations.

4. staff involvement in decision making was significantly and
positively related to staff job gatisfaction.

5. Sstaff perceptions of the leadership behavior of the principal were
significantly and positively related to staff job satisfaction.

%. The combination of staff perceptions of the principals' leadership

and the specific school was the best predictor of job satisfaction.

Implications

From the foregoing findings, several implications can be drawn to

enhance future research and practice.

v,
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Implications for Research

The study's findings were based on empirical data obtained during two
successive school vears. Futuce research might well utilize analytic pro-
cedures to determine changes over time, as well as exXperimental procedures
to determine cause-effect relationships. Moreover, qualitative approaches
might be used to illuminate further the relationships among the variables.

In this study, the measure of staff involvement in decision making w;s
derived from the discrepancy between actual and desired levels of involve-
ment resulting in a general state of decision deprivation. A direct
measure of decision condition could be obtained by asking staff members
whether Ehey feel under involved, appropriately involved, or overinvolved
in decision making.

The leadership instrument utilized in this study obtained staff per-
ceptions of the principals' leadership on four factors: support behavior,
goal emphasis, work facilitation and interaction facilitation. Two of
these factors, work facilitation and support behavior, emerged as fruitful
dimensions for future research on leadership. ‘

The measure of job satisfaction in this study was obtained from a sum
of the following facets: administration/supervision, co-workers, career
future, school identification, financial aspects, work conditions, amount
of work, pupill-teacher relations-and community relations. These facets
included institutional, managerial and Fechnical influences on job satisfac-
flon. Future research at the local school level should concentrate on the
maneqerial and technical aspects of job satisfaction, since these are most

directly under the control of the principal and staff.

1y
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Implications for Practice

Although the schools ln this study had devoted serious and sustained
attention to involving staff in decision making, staff members generally
felt a low level of involvement, particularly in schoolwide issues. Even
— though this deprivation ma;.have resulted from the discrepancy measure
. utilized, it also may have resulted from the inadequacy of the formal

structures established or the inappropriate use of these structures.
Hence, schools should explore and examine carefully the extent to wnich
their scructures and processes for participative decision making are being

effectively utilized.

Since staff involvement in decision making was significantly angd

positively related to staff job satisfaction, opportunities for participa-
tion should be maximized. Staff members wish to move from a level of 1little
or no involvement to that of providing information, input and suggestions

to decision making.

Alfhough the principals in this study were rated highest on supportive
leadership behavior, work facilitation had the highest relationship to staff
job satisfaction; Hence, principals should become actively involved in
assisting each staff member to perform his or her job.

The staffs of the schools in this study generally were more satisfied
with such intraorganizational factors as relations with students, co-workers

and administrators than they were with extraorganizational factors such as

financial aspects and community relaticas. Hence, additional attention

should be given to the salary, working conditions and community recognition

of staff if job satisFfaction is to be enhanced.

9
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The final implication relates to cthe fact that the best predictor
of staff job satisfaction is the leadership behavior of the principal
according to school. Hence, no one leadership style is best, and principals
must be able to adapt their leadership behavior to the situational demands

of the school.

ERI
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COMPREHENSTVE. OBJECTIVES FOR SECONDARY EDUCATION

Source: Klausmeier, H. J., Lipham, J. M., & Daresh, J. C.
The renewal and improvement nf secondary education:
Concepts and practices. Madison: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Tndividualized Schooling, 1980. . .

s

COMPREHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 1. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMING FOR THE
INDIVIDUAL STUDENT.

An individual educational program of course work and other
activities is arranged for each student each semestér that satis-
fies the student's developmental needs and characteristics and that

also meets district ang stat: requirements.
¢

COMPﬁEHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 2. CURRICULAR ARRANGEMENTS

A comprehensive and flexible curriculum is developed that
meats state and district requirements and that facilitates educa-
tional programming for the individual student.

COMPRFHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 3. EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING AND CAREER
EDUCATION

Career education is arranged for all students; experiential-
learning activities and/or work experiénces in the community are

arranged for each student who can profit from them.

COMPREHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 4. STUDENT DECISION-MAKING ARRANGEMENTS

t

Students progreésively assume more responsibility for plan-
ning, implementing, and ‘evaluating their programs and activities

with a lesser amount of adult direction and control.



<

COMPREHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 5. EVALUATING STUDENT LEARNING\AND
EDUCATTONAL PROGRAMS -

The individual student's progress toward attaining his/her
course objectives, the student's instructional program in each
course, the student's” total educational program, and the school's

total educational program are evaluated systematically.

COMPREHENSIVE. OBJECTIVE 6. ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS

Th% school's administrative arrangements provide for cooper-
ative planning and s.ared decision making by the persons responsible
for implementing the plans and decisions that are made, mainly
administrators, counse;ors, teachers, and students.
COMPREHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 7. ORGANIZATION FOR INSTRUCTION AND

STUDENT ADVISING v

The faculty and students are organized into groups so that

an effective educational program is arranged for the individual

student each semester and advising is personalized.

COMPRL.ENSIVE OBJECTIVE 8. HOME-SCHUOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Effective communication and cooperative educational efforts
between the school and the community are carried out as part of a
program of home-school-community relations.
COMPREHENSIVE OﬁJECTIVE 9. INTERNAL.AND EXTERNAL SUPPORT
ARRANGEMENTS
The environm;nt.for learning and instruction in the school

and, for work and other educative experiences in the community is

X
-

112 7
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enriched through the intellectual, technical, and material support
provided by school and school district groups, and by external
agencies, such as regional educational laboratories, the state

education agency, intermediate agencies, teacher-education: institu-

tions, and professional associations.

e p————t g e =~

., COMPREHENSIVE OBJECTIVE 10. CONTINUING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

' Student learning and personality development, instruction,

advising, administrative arrangements, and other educational pro-

L} + ‘

N cesses become better understood and are improved through continuous
research and development conducted by‘school‘pe%Sonnel and cooper-

\ ]

ating individuals and agencies. .

<

o~
N




APPENDIX B

DECISION INVOLVEMENT ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE

/
Iy
P
- ~“‘,l ™
1.
& -4
¢

) . ) -
ERIC & L

™ '

-



Decision
Involvement
Analysis

{

Studies of the Organization of the School

James M. Lipham e
. Faculty Associate
> . 1
- >

WISCONSIN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER
FOR 'INDIVIDUALIZED SCH,OOLING

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MAD'SW SCHCOL OF . EDUCATION
1025 W _Jotinson + Street - Madison. Wxstpnsm 53706  (608) 263-4200

-

Q'




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

-~

© 1979 - The Regents of the University of W

INSTRUCTION SHEY 1

The purpose of this research is to determine teacher involvement in the decisfon-making
process, teacher perceptions of the principal’s leadership, and teacher Job satisfaction
in secondary schools.

This {nstrument consists of FOUR PARTS:

Part 1I: Decision Involvement Analysis

Part II: Principal Leadership Assessment

Part III: Job Satiafaction Survey
Part 1v: Personal Data

The mmnmmtsMMdtﬂenwnmmmdy

.

30 minutes to complete,

Please 1.- READ THE DIRECTIONS on each’ part of the instrument,

2

2 ANSUER ALL QUESTIONS {in the spaces provided:
¢

P

All responses will remain confidential and none will be identified by person, school, or
school listrice,

. THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

P < ’

{sconsin System for the Wisconsin Resecarch and

J
Devalopmeént Center for Individualized Schocling.

Copyright is claimed only,duriné the period of development,
authorization i{s received from the N
the final materials.

test, and evaluation, unless
ational Institute of Education to claim copyright on
For the current copyright status, conta

ct either the copyright
proprietor or the National Institute of Education.
Centgr Contract No., OB-NIE-G-78-0117 ‘
\
/
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school,

: m-u’ml-nlng the proc v‘!\fr.-u (',' h.-”u“ ol

_subject departaent or fnstructtonal team,

the ¢ 4y

.
N

DELLLIONAL Laibn

Specifying the lvlr‘nln* uh)u‘(lvvs tor Cach ounit

of fostruce fon —
Deter=109g the admini«tr o ive
Strusture of your schoal, o .
Teveloping procedures for re Porting studone
Progress to parents . .
Yevelopiag dro edurex tor nsessian st afont
Achievement in Your subtoits or Luurses .
fatablishing f,u. tplinary poli ses In vour s hou!

ind organtzationat

tevelopioy laservy e PrORE ifs Tor "4 dihira in
your << hooj, .

Assigning students €1 {nstr e tonal 2EON
within Your team or dipartment
Planniny the stoudent

fdvisog, pr.;grm rorovur
<

Prepiring the budget tor

or 1ndtractional tewm, L. L.

Resolving problems or fswues in o hool-cormunity

relations R . R

Setting 10d revising the goile of your school,

vou m’b]w( department

e the
£Valust1on of teachers ~ .
Planning student Fecord-keeping procediures

and practices e L .
Selecting texthooks and other instruc tional
@aterials _ - e N L .
Allocatink waterials and equipsent o subje.t
department s N teams, Lo . .
Detereining grading procedures for eviluating
the progress ot Your students
Selecting department chatrpersons »r team
lewders o . ~
Develuping procedures for involving parents tn
plinntng the student 's_‘lel.n\i'n& progras
Fvalnatlog how well voar shbfer U departee et
tean {s operating . .

HIfTing a new facyltv menbur to e h dn your

or

PART T,
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sstonad

0l 1
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*
PART UL PRINCIPAL T AOBR ilP O s asMiN

DIRECIIONS:  Indicate vour teelings concerning the 1y r<hip of the
principal of voar school. For each item please answer
by circling the number In the (olumn moot accurately
describing vour feelings,

0l To what extent is your principal friendly
Aand_easy to_approach’

02 When vou talk with vour —pl’in(‘ipdl to what extent | 1 [ 27173777777
. -.40es he/she pay attention to what vou're saying” | R I, L
.13 To what extent is vour principal wllliu;, 1 2 3 4
o _to listen to your problems”? ]
04 To what extont doex your prim(pul Lnu)umg,n_ 1 2 3 4 "
{___DPeople to give thelr best effort” U SN SR W SRR
05 "To what extent does your principnl maintaln 1 2 3
__high standards of performance”? U SR -

06 To what extent does your principal .show you 1 r 2 3 4
__.how to improve vour performance? I JY S NS SN B
07 To what extent does your principal provido The 1 [ |

help you need so that you can schedule work
ahead of time?

08 To what extent does your principal offer new 1 2 3 4
ldeas for solving joh related problems’ | |
09 To what extent doos your principal encourage 1 2 3 4

the persons who work for him/her to work
.28 A team? —
10 To what extent does your’ prfucipal encourage 1
people who work for him/her to exchange

_opinions .nd ideas’

[3%]
—
&

*Adapted with permission from:
Bowers, D. G. + & Seashore, S, E. Predicring organizational effectiveness
with a four-factor theory of leadership, Administrative Science Quarterly,
1966, 11(2), 238-263.
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PART T1I, JOB SATISEACTION SURVEY

I)_IRF.(‘TION_S_: Please answer the following questfons regarding your satisfaction with your

- « teaching posidion by marking the most appropriate response to each question,
) l{.‘bl)n:}scs
. PR
. IS /
4444444444 - \\ & >
fof s : » & O3NS
4 How satisfied are vou with: ~ LS
‘\ =T
o

o1 the amount of work done by other teachers in 1 R 3 4
- ___Your school” : N
N2 the number of students for whom you are

1 2 3 4
__ .. Xesponsible”
03 your opportunities for groweh in your profession? 1 2 3 4
04 the amount of money you make? 1 2 3 4
ns —Th.o“oppnrzunitios provided to discuss problems 1 2 ) 4

with buflding administrators?

- 06 the trust vou have in your bgildxng administrators? 1 2 3 4
0 the general reputatfon of your school? 1 2 3 4
08 the quality of work of other teachers in your school? 1 2 3 4

»

79 the understanding of your school's program by 1 5 3 4

.___Pparents and the community” N

10 vour future 1n your school district’ 1 2 3 4

T “the wxtent to which you are able to meet your 1 5 3 .

students' affective needs? - ‘

12 the extent to which the cotmunity recognizes and 1 “ 3 4
- ) apprecfates its educators” ¢

13 the quality of your interactions with your students? 1 2 3 4

T4 the opportunities that you have to develop your

> 1 2 3 4

. _Aareas of specfal interest

15 the phystcal facflities of your school” 1 2 3 4

T "the professfonal competence and leadership of your ] 3 ,

.. building administrators” - N

17 ~ the numb€r of courses for which you must prepare’ 1 2 3 4

13 “your awareness of what fs “going on" {n your school”? 1 2 3 4

19 the -;_(1.::1.1'7 wchedule fn your school district? 1 2 3 4

20 the arrangement of space and equipment in vour ) s ) 4

.. _schooy? -

. 21  the extent to which you are able to meet your 1 s 3 4

__ _students’ academic needs” -

22 the availability of' appronriate tnstructional ) N 3 4

B materfals and_equipment? -

23 *he amount of work you are expected to do” 1 2 3 4

% the fringe benefits in your school district”’ 1 ¥ 3 4

55 the personal and socfal relationships you have 1 N ]
_with other teathers” | £ 3 4

26 the comnunity's fnvolvement 1n your school's ' . n 4

program” 2 3

27 the goals and objectives emphasized bv “~ur school? 1 2 3 4

R —_——— - _—

IS

12
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Poets hsedt sne toll

Tt Ml 2 p sttty o Py g

Wit e . ul e
LR AN ‘
At i3 vour sex? .
D] Male 0 tenale
How many e1rs have vou been te i hiny’
Yr (I8
How man. seifs 1 ave sou heen ted Mim A vonr presant o o0 ] ’
Years
Af vou 4 depart wental Cnairpers o’
o Yes 1Y No
Afe you 4 tewn 5r unft leader’
M res JANN T
«
What grade(s) do you currently teach®

[3 ! 8 9 10 1 12

“hat s the maln subject that vou teach' (Utrole anly one response )
91  Busi{ness bduc 07 Phy. rd
92 toglishfiang, Arts N8 Math,
a3 Are 09 Music
N Foretgn tang, 10 Sclence
2% Home Economir s 11 Sec, Studfes
06 Indus. Artsiigrd, 2 Spec. Hd.
11 Other

B9 What s sour highest educatlonal qualitication’

(Circle onlv one responsed

01 Ieachers' tertifteste 94
9 Bachelor's Depree 0%
DY Master's Degree

specialist Degree
Doctoral Degree

O

RIC

il

Fina

o

il

j—
o
[

INsertin. b

. rsest oo relerre 0 gy

WP Priate answet

Whooh srade range best Jdes pihos vour certityoatton”
01 b-3 95 7-12
1) w-8 MW T-9
ST TN Ny 9-1 .
0% K=Y 08 -}
0% urher

TRk beat descrfbes coLr te nt ing asstenment

M Interdisciplinar  tea o1 goge
A Demartmentalized by <ubject marter
3 Other

fonenly, how often do vou
W oetings,

itend team or
ind ordtaartls how lon, lo 1h

tepar ent
[ I
a momh ‘or

Ipproximate b minngtes

When vou participite dn miking decisions that acfect the

91 You (hoose to be involved

02 You were elected by (olleagues

03 You were selected by the principal
N4 Other

When vou participate dn making dedistons that atfeet the
1, to what extent duv vou tedl our partiyipazion
1

s Inflaen

M No {nfluence

02 Ifttle influence
3 Soeme intluence
V% Great influence

Yhen you participate {n making decisiens that affect Lour
tear or ('l__cp:irr‘l_n_‘('_llt‘, to what extent do vou teel vour
participation is {nfluential’

91  No influence

72 Uittle fnfluence
03 Some influence
M Great influence
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Research Study

STUDIES OF ADMINISTRATION AND ORGANIZATION FOR INSTRUCTION:

ORQKNIZATLON OF THE SCHOOL FOR INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Informed Consent Form ' . -

¢

The rescarch study in which you are participating is designed .
to ascertain the extent of teacher involvement in decision making,
N teachers' perceptions of the principal's leadership, and staff job
satisfaction in selected secondary schools. The purpouse of the
study is to refine decision theury and leadership theory in schools.
Implications for practice in the operation of secondary schools will
also be derived. Questionnaires will be administered to gather
information regarding the major variables of the study

The anonymity of all participants is guaranteed and no individ-
ual, school, or school district will be identified in any reports of
the research. It is expected that the results of this research will
have both theoretical and practical value to the field of education
and to the public at large.

The University of Wisconsin-Madison has formally assured the
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) .
that it will assure the prctection of any human being exposed to
risk in any projent or program that DHEW or any of its agencies has
been requested to support. A copy of this assurance will be made
available to you upon request.

There are no known discomforts or risks associated with any of
the procedures in which you will participate and such procedures
are in conformity with accepted professional practice.

Any questions you may have concerning the procedures to be
utilized in this study will be answered. You are free to withdraw
your consent and to discontinue participation in this study at any
time. )

Please sign below to indicate your consent to participate ir
the study. ’
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School A {"} -
‘. : . . a . ' -
. . : (1979-1980 data) e
. ' Decision Involvement Analysis f 4/jr/
Mean Scores for each {ten aécording to Decisfonal Issues and Total for Total Units} Speclalists, and Total Sahool.. . .
Scores {ndicate responses to Desired involvument..Aclpal Involvenent, and Discrepancy.* Administered: 10/30/79 2;_
. ' R P
Scale [tem: o o Total Unies ceemeon e Specialists - e Total School __
Desired Actual . Discrepancy% Desired Actual Discrepency# Desired Actual Discrepency®
Involvement Involvement - Involvenment Involvenment Involvenent Involvement
Technical 01 3,72 3.48 . L2 3.48 3.13 .35 3.62 3.33 .29
Tasues 03 3.35 3.07 .28 3.35 2.96 .39 3.35 3.02 g Lo
0l 3.86 3.52 .34 3.70 a 3.27 43 . 3.79 3.35 N x
: . ; ~ .5' v . ., : ' - -
07 3.48 1731 e 17 3.39 “2.26 I R YA . 2.85 R A
" 09 . 2.59 1.69 .90 3.13 2.22 .91 ©2.83 1.92 .91 ’
13 j.21 2.86 .35 3.13 2.44 .69 3.17 2.67 .50
14 3.28 2 66 .62 3.48 2.87 .61 3.37 2.75 .62
16 3.76 3.45 31 3.957 2.83 274 3.67 3.17 .50
19 3.38 2.66 72 3.2 2.64 63 3.33 2.65 " 68 .
Technical (Mean) 3.40 2.97 .43 3.39 2.74 65 3.40 2.86 54
Manager{al 02 2.69 1.93 .76 2.96 1.91 1.05 2.81 1.92 .89
Issues
0S 3.35 2.35 1.00 3.30 2.22 1.08 3.33 2.29 1.04
06 2.59 1.62 97 3.17 1.87 30 2.85 1.73 1.12
08 2.97 2.14 83 2,74 1.57 1.17 2.87 1.89 98
10 2.76 2.04 72 2.61 1.77 84 2.69 1.89 .80
11 2.93 2.38 .55 3.13 2.26 87 3.02 2.33 69
12 2.62 1.14 1.48 2.65 ’ 1.22 1.43 2.64 1.17 1.47
15 2.66 1.90 .76 3.13 2.26 .87 2.87 2.06 81
17 2.79 1.68 1.11 2.83 1.52 1.31 2.80 1.61 1.19 -
18 2.86 2.07 79 2.74 1.70 1.04 2.81 1.90 9 (3 V] -
20 2.52 1.10 1.42 2.74 1.09 1.65 2.62 1.10 1.52
Managerial (Mean) 2.79 1.85 .95 2.91 1.76 1.15 2.85 1.81 1.04
TOTALS 61.37 47.05 14.40 62.50 44.01 18.59 61.88 45.60 16.28
Mean 3.07 2.35 .72 3.13 2.20 . .93 3.09 2.28 .81

*Discrepancy score {s computed by subtracting the Actual Tnvolvement score from the Desired Involvement acore. Discrepancies may range fn value from

43.00 to -3.00. A positive value {ndicates a state of "Decision beprivation” (i.e., respondents believe that they are not as fnvolved as they would

like to be), a npegative value ind{cates a state of "Decision Saturation” (i.e., respondents are involvel more than they desire), while a zero indicates .
a state of "Decision Equilibrium" (i.e., respondents want nfl:her more nor less involvement).
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Principal Leadership Assessment

Medan Scores for Scales, Item Mean Scores, and Scale Mean Scores and Ranks for

Unit Teacbers, Specialists, and Total--Aduinistered: 10/30/79

<. TThITLOITTT L. LT L T o T T T L T I Tl LI T T L I I T
-t Scale Quest fon _Lnit Teachers - __Specialists _.Total
_ Itenm Scale Scale ltem Scale Scale ltem Scale . Scale
Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
1. Support 01 3.71 3.66 1 3.79 3.68 1 3.75 3.68 1
. 02 3. 64 3.58 3.62
03 3. 64 3.68 3. 66
2. Goal kmphasis 04 3.39 3.10 4 3.47 3.10 4 3.43 3.10 4
-
05 .22 3.16 3.20
06 2,68 2.68 2,68
3. Work Facil- 07 3.14 3.33 3 3.16 3.21 3 3.15 3,28 3
itation
08 352 3.26 3.41
- - 4, Interaction 0y 3.64 3.64 2 3.47 3.53 2 3.58 3.60 2
Facilitation
10 3.64 3.58 3.62
H
oy
12 0
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1.00 = No extent
2,00
3.00 =
4.00

Some extent

Little extent

Great extent

b
‘w“'

Schopl A
(1979-1980 data) ™~
' Principal Leadership Assessment
(Totals and Means for each unit, total units,
" specialists, and total school) Administered: 10/30/79
a
Units (by code) Total Total
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 Units  Specialists School
Total ‘'on 10-item
Principal Leadership 32.00 31.50 33.75 37.17 37.50 '35.75 32.00 37.34 34.63 33.83 34.54
Assessment (Highest
possible = 40.00)
Mean Score (Highest 3.20 3.15 3.38 3.72 3.75 3.58 3.20 3.73 3.46 3. 38 3.45
possible = 4.00)
Scale

oy




School A

(1979-1980 data)

Job Satisfaction Survey

ltem
Mean

3.15
3.15
.33

2.86
2.93
3.23

2.69
2.41
2.88

.96
06
.04

- PO

2.06
2.06
2.50

2.73
2.66
2.94
2.65

3.02
3.06

2.71

3.04
2.69

2.47
.73

—

73.99
2.74

Moan ries tor Scales, Item Mean Scores, and Scale Mean Scores for Unit Teachers, Specialists, and Total
Administered: 10/30/79
- - - - - LSSl LTIl ) ... Tl IoTg
Seale Quest fon —.. _Unit teachers e Specaalists
Item Scale Scale 1tem Scale Scale
Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
1. Administration/ 05 3.18 3.25 1 3.10 3.15 - 1
Supervision 06 3.15 3. 15
16 3.43 3.20
2. Co-Worker« 01 2.91 3.01 3 2.80 3.00 2
08 2.94 2.90
25 3.18 3.30
3. Career Futare 03 2.54 2.66 7 2.90 2.65 7
10 2.52 2.25
14 2.93 2.80
* 4. Sschool o 3.00 3.06 2 2.89 2.98 3
Identification 18 3 00 3.15
27 3.18 2.90
5. Financial Aspects 04 1.96 2.20 8 2.20 2.22 8
19 2.07 2.05
24 2.5%7 2.40
6. Work cond{tions 15 2.82 2.83 5 2.60 2.70 4
20 2.70 2.60
22 2.96 2.90
7. Anount ot Work 02 2.57 2.93 4 2.75 2.88 4
17 3.04 3.00
23 3.19 2.90
8. Pupil-Tead her 11 2.68 2.80 6 2.75 2.83 5
Relations 13 3.04 3.05
21 2.68 2.70
9. Community 09 2.4l 2.12 9 2.55 2.12 9
Relat1ons 12 1.75 1.70
26 2.21 2.10
POTALS 74.61 73.59
Mean 2.76 2.73
.. 137
ERIC '

Total
Scale Scale
Mean Rank
3.21 1
3.01 3
2.66 7
3.02 2
2.21 8
2.78 6
2.91 4
2.81 5
2.12 9




School A

(1979-1980 data)

*Job Satisfaction Survey
(Totals and Means for each unit, total units, specialists,

Very Satisfied

and total school) Survey administered: 10/31/79
Units (by code) Total Total
0z 03 04 05 06 07 08 Uri'ts Specialists School
Total on 27-item Job
Satisfaction Survey 69.55 73.33 75.84 81.50 79.50 74.67 74.33 74.61 73.99
(Highest possible=
108)
Mean Score (Highest 2.58 2.72 2.81 3.02 2.94 2.77 2.75 2.76 2.74
possible=4.00)
Scale
1.0Q = Very Dissatisfied
2.00 = Dissatisfied
3.00 = Satisfied 12
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School B

. (1979-1980 data)
Decisfon Involvement Analysis -

Mean Scores for each ftem according to Decisfonal Items and Total for Total Pods, Support Teqp, Allied Arts Team and Total School.
Scores indicate responses to pesired Iuvolvement, Actual Involvement, and Discrepancy* Administered: 1G/31/79

SCALE Total Pods L Support Team = = Allfed Arts Total School
ltems Desired Actual Discrep- Desgired Actual Discrep- Desired Actual Discrep- Desired Actual Discrep-
Involvement Involvement . 8ncy*  Involvement JInvolvement ancy* Involvement Involvement ancy# Involvement TInvolvement ancy*
Tech- 01 3.62 3.48 .14 3.00 2.86 .14 3.77 3.35 .42 3.58 3.33 .25
oical 3.48 3.4 0 3.57 3.71 -.14 2.94 2.77 .17 3.29 3.22 .07
Issues 0% 3.62 3.57 .05 3.28 3.14 .14 3.88 3.77 11 3.67 2.58 .09
07 3.52 3.52 0 2.57 2.43 .14 3.47 3.06 B 3.36 3.18 .18
09 2.86 2.19 .67 3.28 3.28 0 3.53 3.00 .53 .18 2.67 .51
13 3.48 3.33 .15 3.57 3.57 0 2.77 2.59 .18 3.22 3.09 .13
16 3.76 3.52 .24 2.71 2.71 0 3.59 3.35 .24 3.53 3.33 .20
16 3.62 3.24 .38 3.00 2.86 .14 3.29 2.77 .52 3.40 3.00 .40
19 3.19 291 .28 2.71 2,71 0 o383 3.00 .53 J3:24 2091 .33
T'E’;L‘:S“ 3.46 3.25 .21 3.08 3.03 .05 3.42 3.07 35 3.39 3.15 .2
Mana- 02 2.62 2.19 .43 3.14 2.86 .28 2.18 1.88 .30 2.53 2.18 .35
87 o5 2.81 2.57 - .24 3.00 2.57 .43 2.75 2.31 a4 2.82 2.48 .34
. 06 2.67 2.38 .29 2.86 2.57 .29 2.59 1.94 .65 2.67 2.24 .43
Issues 55 .95 2.91 .04 3.57 3.57 0 2.47 2.06 .4l 2.87 2.69 .18
10 2.57 2.14 .43 3.50 3.00 .50 2.35 1.77 .58 2.61 2.11 .50
11 2.86 2.52 .34 2.43 2.14 .29 2.71 2.06 .65 2.73 2.29 .44
12 3.10 1.76 1.34 1,86 1.29 .57 2.65 1.41 1.24 2.73 1.56 1.17
15 2.48 2.19 .23 2.57 2.57 0 2.65 2.06 59 2.50 2.20 .16
. 17 1.90 1.45 .45 1.29 1.14 .15 2.41 1.88 .53 2.00 1.57 .43
18 2.81 2.71 .10 3.43 3.28 .15 2.47 1.88 .59 2.78 2.49 .29
o0 3229 2.19 L0 3.28 J2:43 --=88 3:.00 . ___. 1.94 _._.1:06 3:18_______2.M3 105 |
Hanager {al 2.73 2.27 .46 2.81 2.49 .32 2.57 1.93 .64 2.68 2.18 .50
(Mean)
TOTALS 61.21 54.25 6.96 58.62 54.69 3.93 59,00 48.85 10.15 59.95 52.25 1.75
Mean 3.06 2.71 .35 2.93 2.74 .15 2.95 2.44 . 3.00 2.61 .39

*Discrepancy score is computed by subtracting the Actual Involvement score from the Desired Involvement score. Discrepancy values may range from +3.00 to
-3.00. A positive value indicates a gtate of "pecigion Deprivation” ({.e. respondents believe that they are not as {nvolved as they would like to be); a
negative value indicates a state of "Decision Saturation” ({i.e. respondents are fuvolved more than they desire); while a zero fndicates a state of "De-
cisfon Equilibrium” (i.e. respondents want neither more nor less involvement).

o | 14:
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Allied Arts Teachers, and Total--Administered: 10/31/79
Scale Juestion Pod Teachers __Support Personnel Allied Arts e ___Total |
ltem Scale Scale Item Scale Scale Item Scale Scale Ttem Scale Scald
Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Hean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
1. Support 01 3.05 3.28 2 31.43 3.62 2 3.25 3.38 2 3.19 3 38 2
02 3.40 3.71 3.44 3.47
03 3.40 3.71 3.44 3.47
2. Goal Emphasis 04 3.45 3.15 3 3.71 3.52 3 3.50 3.13 3 3.51 3.20 3
05 3.40 3.86 3.38 3.47
06 2.60 3.00 2.50 2.63
3. Work Fa- 07 3.15 2.98 4 3.14 3.29 4 3.13 2.68 4 3.14 2.99 4
cilitation
08 2.80 3.43 2.63 2.84
4. Interaction . 09 3.50 3.53 1 3.71 3.86 1 3.50 3.47 1 3.54 3.56 1
Faciiftation
10 3.55 4.00 3.44 t 3.58
1 ‘I o
Gy
" ¢
Q ) ”

School B
(1979-1980 data)

Principal Leadership Assessment

Mean Scures fur Scales, Item Mean Scores, and Scale Mean Scores and Ranks for Pod Teachers, Support Personnel,

ERIC ’

A FuiText provided by Eric N .




School B
(1979-1980 data)

Principal Leadership Assessment
(Totals and Means for each pod, total pods, support

personnel,

specialists, and total school) Administered: 10/31/79
Pods (by code) Total Support Allied Total
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 Pods Personnel Arts School
Total on 10-item 28.00 31.67 30.50 35.34 29.50 36.34 29.00 37.34 32.30 35.70 32.21 52.84
Principal Leadership .
Assessment (Highest .
possible = 40.00)
Mean Score (Highest 2.80 3.17 3.05° 3.53 2.95 3.63 2.90 3.73 3.23 3.57 3.22 3.28
possible = 4,00)
Scale
1.00 = No extent
2.00 = Little extent
3.00 = Some extent
4,00 = Great extent

€TT
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

School B
(1979-1980 data)
Job Satisfaction Survey

..r 5cales, Item Mean Scures, and Scale Mean Scotes and Yanks fur Pod Teachers, Support Personnel, Allied Arts Teachers, and Total

Administered: 10/31/7¢

e ——— e e e e e m ettt i m———— — -

Total

Scale Quest {on ____Pod Teachers __. Support Personnel ____Allied Arts _
Item Scale Scale Item Scale Scale 1Item Scale Scale -Item Scale Scale
Mean Mean Rank Yean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
Ad:ninis_rration/ 0s 3.14 3.25 4 3.00 3.52 4 2.88 3.07 7 3.01 3.28 4
Supervision 06 3.29 3.86 3.06 3.40
16 3.33 3.71 3.27 3.44
Co-Workers 01 3.26 3.2 5 3.57  3.62 3 3.44  3.34 2 3.42 3.40 3
08 3.19 3.86 3.44 3.50
25 3.29 3.43 3.13 3.28
Career Puture 03 2.67 3.05 6 2.71 3.00 S 3.06 3.10 5 2.81 2.92 I
10 3.05 3.00 3.06 3.04
14 3.29 3.29 2.19 2.92
School ldent{fi- 07 3.81 3.45 2 4.00 3.67 2 3.63 3.32 3 3.81 3.48 2
cation 18 3.05 3.43 2.88 12
27 3.48 3.57 3.44 3.50
Ttnanclal Aspects 04 2.67 2.34 9 2.29 2.48 9 2.06 2.29 9 2.34 2.37 9
19 1.91 2.57 2.06 2:18
24 2.43 2.57 2.75 2.58
Work Cond{t{ons 15 3.71 3.63 1 3.86 3.76 1 3.44 3.36 1 3.67 3.60 1
Y 3.62 . 3.57 3.25 3.48
22 3.75 - 3.86 3.38 3.63
gy U S — - '... — e — - - - r
Anount of Work 52/5 3.00 2.90 7 3.00 2.90 6 3.19  3.10 5 3.06 2.97 6
17 2.76 2.71 3.06 2.84
23 2.95 3.00 3.06 3.00
Pupll-TEEEhcr 11 3.2 3.38 3 2.71 2.86 7 319 3.27 4 3.05 3.17 5
Relat {ons 13 3.57 2.86 3.31 3.25
21 3.33 3.00 3.31 3.21
Community 09 2.62 2.48 8 2.71 2.62 8 3.06 3.06 8 2.80 2.72 8
Relat {ons 12 2.14 2.43 2.75 2.464
26 2.67 2.71 3.38 2.92
TOTALS §3.02 85.28 83.73 83.73
Mean 3.08 3.16 3.10 3.10
SCALE =~ 1.00 = Very Dissatisfied J—‘1‘
2.00 = Dissatisfied Lo
3.00 = Satisfied '
4,00 = Very Satisfied

s




N S
School B
(1979-1980 data) - . .
Job Satisfaction Survey
(Totals and Means for Each Pod, Total Pods, Support Personnel,
Allied Arts Teachers, and Total School) Admin%stered: 10/31/790
- S
Pods (by code) . Total  Support Allied Total
o 02 03 04 05 06 - 07 08 Pods - Personnel Arts School

Total on 27-item Job  79.33 84.66 83.50 8§.67 75.00 87.68 79.00 84.02 83.02 85.28 _ 83.73 83.88
Satisfaction Survey '

(Highest Possible

= 108)

Mean Score (Highest 2.94 3.14 3.09 3.17 2.78 3.25 2.93 3.11 3.08 3.16 3.10 3.11
possible = 4.00) .

Scale

1.00 = very Dissatisfied
2.00 = Dissatisfied
3.00 = Satisfied

4.00 = Very Satisfied

STT

140 - A 146




Schoonl ©

(1979-1980 bata)
Decision Involvement Analysis
Mean Scores for each ftem according to decisional i{ssues and total for subject field arcas and total school

Scores Indlcate respunnes to Desired Involvement (DI), Actual Involvement (Al), and Discrepancy (D15).* Adwinistered: 11/14/79
L - Z = T - T I Sy T LI o LT -l ;
Humanities Math/Science Vocational PE & Driver Ed. Others Total S:
Scale Hem T TR bl DI Al DIBK n: Al DIT B AT DISE pT AT DIS# DU R T PISH
Technical N1 4.00- 4,00 0.00 .88 31.88 0.00 ) 3.7 3.62 W15 . 3. 60 .60 .00 3.50 3.5¢ 06.GO 3.82 3.78 .04
Issues 03 3.27 2,20 1.07 3.00 2.50 .50 3.15 3.62 .53 3.40 3.60 -0.20 2.75 2.25 .50 3.16  2.53 .63
. 04 3.93 3.87 .06 3.88 3.88 0 3.46 2.92 .54 3.60 3.60 O 3.50 3.50 O 3.71  2.87 .84
07 3.15 2.47 .66 2.00 3.00 -1.00 2.50 1.69 .81 3.25 2.75 .50 2.5 2.50 O 2.70  3.26 34
09 2.93 2.47 .46 2.38 2.88 -0.50 3.62 3.23 .39 3.80 3.2 .60 3.50 3.50 O 3.18  3.00 .18
13 2.60 2.53 .07 3.25 2.75 .50 3.15° 2.31 .84 3.40  3.00 .40 2.75 2.75 O 2.98  2.58 .40
. 14 3.93 3.80 .13 3.75  3.62 .13 3.50 ° 3.69 -0.19 3.60 3.20 .40 3.00 3.00 O 3.66 3.60 -0.06
16 3.73 3.27 .46 3.75  3.37 .38 3.46 2.54 .92 3.60 3.20 .40 3.25 3.25 0 3.60 3.07 .53
19 3.33 2.33 1.00 3.00 2.38 .62 2.92 1.46 1.46 3.20 2.00 1.20 3.75 3.7 0 3.18 2.18 1.00
e et
Technicai (Mean) 3.43 31.00 .43 3.21 3.14 .07 J.28 2.68 60 3.49  3.13 .36 3.17 3.11 .06 3.25 2.88 .43
Managerial 02 3.00 1.60 1.40 2.33 2.00 .38 2.54 1.77 .77 2.80 2.00 .80 3.25 2.2 1.0C 2.76  1.82 .94
Issues 05 2.87 2.00 .87 3.1? 2.38 .75 2.85 1.77 1.08 3.00 3.00 O 3.00 3.00 O 2.93 2.20 .73
06 2.80 1.60 120 229 1.5 .62 2.46 1.31 1.15 3.00 2.60 .40 3.00 3.060 O 2.64 1.76 .88
% 08 2.43 1,93 .50 .00 2,38 .62 2.39 1.46 .93 2.80 2.60 .20 2.50 2.50 O 2 57 2.00 .57
10 2.6/ 2.20 .47 .88 2.00 .88 2,69 2.08 .61 3.20 3.00 .20 2.75 2.75 0 2.57 2.00 .57
11 31.33 2.60 .73 275 (DY} .38 2.92 2.23 .69 3.00 2.60 .40 3.50 3.50 0 3.09 3.52 .56
12 3.47 1.33  2.14 2.63 1.13 1.50 3.08 1.92 1.16 2.86 1.20 1.60 3.25 3.25 0 3.11 1.62 1.49
15 2.8) 2.20 .67 2.38 2.38 0 3.15 2.69 .46 3.40 2.20 1.20 3.00 3.00 0 2.93 2.44 .49
17 31.14 1.53 1.61 2.13 2.25 .88 2.69 1.3 1.30 2.80 1.40 1.40 2.25 2.25 0 2.71 1.49 1.22
18 2.13 2.60 .13 2.75 2.62 .13 3.00 2.23 .77 3.00 2.80 .20 3.25 3.25 0 2.89 2.58 .31
20 3.00 1.31% 1.67 2.38 1.25 1.13 2.92 1.46 1.46 3.00 2.00 1.00 3.50 3.25 25 2.91 1.62 1.29
Managerial (Mean) 2.94 1.90 1.04 2.61 1.95 .66 2.79 1.85 .94 2.98 2.31 .67 3.02 2.91 .11 2.85 2.01»_ .82
TOTALS 63.16 w86 15,30 57.55 49.65 /.90 60.22 44.39 15.83 64.25 53.55 10 70 61.75 60.00 1.75 61.31 48.30 13.07
Mean 3.16 2.39 .17 2.88 2.48 .40 3.01 2,22 .79 3.21 2.67 .54 3.09 3.00 .09 3.09 2.42 .65

AD{screpdancy (DIS) score is computed by subtracting the Actual Involvement (Al) score from the Desired Tavolvemeat (D1).

from +3.00 to -3.00.

ciates a state of "De
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Distrepaucies may range {n value

A positive value indicates a state of "Decision Deprivation” (i.e., respoudents feel that they dare not as jnvolved as they would like
to be); a negative value indicates a state of "Decision Saturaticn” (i.e., respondents are more involved thaun they would like tu be); while a seru tndi-

cision Fauilibrium" (i.e., respondents want neither more nor less involvement).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T e e e e

Scale Quest ion

1. Support 0l
02

03

2. Goal Emphasis 04
05

06

3. Work Facflitation 07
08

4. Interaction 09
Faci}(tn&lon 10

Mean Scores for Scales,

School C
(1979-1980 data)

Principal Leadership Assessment

Item Mean Scores, and Scale Mean Scores according to Areas and Total

Administered: 11/14/79
_Humanities Science/Math Vocational Others Total
Item Scale Scale Item Scale Scale Item Scale Scale Item Scale Scale Item Scale  Scale
Mean Mean Rank Mean  Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
3.86  3.55 2 3.86 3.67 1 3.44 3.26 1 3.60 3.60 2 3.71 3.50 1
3.36 3.57 3.22 3.60 3.40
3.43 3.57 3.11 3.60 3.40
3.07 2.69 3 2.71 2.28 3 2.67 2.56 3 3.80 3.13 4 3.00 2.64 3
2.93 2.57 2.78 2.80 2.80
2.08 1.57 2.22 2.80 2.12
2.42 2.57 4 2.14 2.14 4 2.56  2.45 4 3.50 3.25 3 2.53 2.54 4
2.71 2.14 2.33 3.C0 2.5
3.50 3.57 1 3.29  3.36 2 2.67 2.73 2 3.80  3.90 1 3.29  3.36 2
3.64 3.43 2.78 4,00 3.43
' -
[
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School C
(1979-1980 data)

Principal Leadership Assessment

" (Totals and Means for each Area and Total School)
Administered: 11/14/79

possible = 4.00)

— Humanities Vocational Science/Math Others Total
;Total on 10-item 31.00 27.80 28.90 34.50 30.20
Principal Leadership
Assessment (Highest
possible = 40.00)

Mean Score (Highest 3.10 2.78 2.89 3.45 3.02

No extent
Little extent
Some extent
Great extent

N

o

o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Mean Scores for each {tem and scale,

School C

(1979-1980 data)
Job satiefection Survey

an scale ranks for teachers according to Areas and Total

, Administered: 11/14/79
Humanities Vocat ional Math/Science Others Total
Scale Question Itewm Scale Scale Itenm Scale Scale Item Scale Scale I[tew Scale Scale Item Scale Scale
Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean  Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank Mean Mean Rank
1. Adminiscration/ 05 2.92 2.67 6 2.40 2,63 7 3.00 2.70 4 2.80 2.73 5 2.91  2.67 5
Supervision 06 2.62 2.90 2.67 2.80 2.59
16 2.46 2,60 2.43 2.60 2.51
2. Co-Workers 01 2.62  2.74 4 2,90 2.87 3 2.57 2.7¢6 3 3.00 3.07 1 2.74 2.83 4
08 2.69 2.90 2.57 3.00 2.80
25 2.92 2.80 3.14 3.2v 2.97
3. Career Future 03 2.46  2.71 5 2.70 2,70 6 2.00  2.45 7 3.00 2.87 4 2.51  2.67 5
10 2.69 2.50 2.33 2.60 2.56
. 14 3.19 2,90 3.00 3.00 2.96
4, School 07 2.62  3.03 2 2.30  2.713 5 2.29 2,67 5 2.80 3.00 2 2.49 2.87 3
Identification 18 3.31 3.10 2.86 3.25 3.15
27 3.15 2.80 2.86 3.00 2.97
5+ Financial Aspects 04 1.92  2.08 7 2.40 2.40 8 2.00 2.10 9 2,00 2.00 9 2.09 2.16 8
19 1.85 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.09
24 2.46 2.30 2.29 2.00 2.31
6. Work Conditions 15 2.15 2.08 7 3.00 2.80 4 2.43 2,62 6 2.40 2,20 7 2.49 2.4 7
20 1.92 2.80 2.57 2.00 2.31
22 2.23 3.00 2.86 2.20 2.57
7. Amount of Work 02 3.08 2.85 3 3.20  2.97 2 3.00 2.95 1 3.00 2.64 6 3.09 2.88 2
17 2.92 2.90 3.00 2.50 2.88
23 2.54 2.80 2.86 2.40 2.66
8. Pupil-Teacher 11 3.19 ) 3.32 1 3.20 3.13 1 2.71 2.81 2 2.60 2.93 3 3.01  3.11 1
Relations 13 3.62 3.40 3.14 3.40 3.43
21 3.15 2.80 2.57 2.80 2.89
9. Community 09 1.92  1.95 9 2.10  2.1s 9 2,00 2.19 8 1.80 2.13 8 1.97 - 2.08 9
Relations 12 1.85 2.10 2.00 2.00 1.97
26 2.08 2.20 2.57 2.60 2.34
TOTALS 70.20 73.44 68.85 69.66 71.28
Mean 2.6 2.72 2.55 2.58 2.64
SCALE - 1.00 = Very Dissatisfied
2.00 = Dissatisfied
3.00 = Satisfied
4.00 = Very Satisfied
15
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School C
(1976-1980 data)

Job Satisfaction Survey

Totals and Means for each Area and for the Total School
Administered: 11/14/79

Areas _ Tocal
Humanities Science/Math Vocational Others School
Total on 27-item Job 70.20 < 68.85 73. 44 69.66 71.28
Satisfaction Survey '
(Highest possible =
108)
Mean Score (High- 2.60 2.55 2.72 2.58 2.64

est possible = 4.00)

SCALE
1.00 = Very Dissatisfied
2.00 = Dissatisfied
3.00 = Satisfied
4,00 =

Very Satisfied
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School D

(1979-1980 dara)
Decfsion Involvement Analysis
Medn Scores 1or vach stem according to Decisional Issues and Total for Alternative Programs and Total School
Scores inditate responses to Desired [nvolvement, Actual Involvement, and Discrepancy.* Administered: 10/31/79

™~

Scale ltem Trad tional PACE STAE Total Schooi

Desfred  Actual  Discrépancy* Desired = Actual Discrepancy* Desired Actual  Discrepancy®* Desired  Actual Discrepancy*

Technical 0i 3.6l 3139 .22 4.00 4.00 0 3.67 3.50 17 3. 66 3.48 .18

03 2.95 2.11 b4 3.44 3.1 .33 3.17 2.83 .34 3.03 2.30 73

04 3.6% 3.61 - 4.00 3.6l .39 3.67 3.50 17 3.69 3.44 .25

07 2.67 1.93 .74 3.1 3.00 11 3.17 2.50 .67 2.77, 2.11 .66

09 3.13 3.00 13 3.11 2.66 .45 3.33 2.33 1.00 3.14 2.90 .24 ,

13 2.89 2.02 .87 3.64 2.66 .18 3.33 3.00 .33 3.00 2.18 .82

14 3. 64 3.48 15 3.89 3.44 .45 3.67 3.33 .34 3.68 3.47 .21

16 3.59 3.34 .25 3.78 3,64 .34 3.86 3.60 20 3.63 3.37 .26

19 3.21 2.11 1.10 2.89 2.33 .56 3.50 3.00 50 3.20 2.21 .99
Mean (Technical) 3.26 2.75 51 3.52 3.14 38 3.48 3.07 41 3.31 2.83 48
Managerial 02 2.68 1.43 1.25 2.78 1.78 1.00 2.83 1.33 1.50 2.70 | 1.47 1.23

05 2.75 1.82 .83 3.00 2.44 56 3.17 2.00 1.17 2.82 1.92 .90

06 2.79 1.61 1.18 2.89 1.44 1.45 3.17 1.67 1.50 2.83 1.59 1.26

08 2.50 1.45 1.05 3.00 2.55 45 3.17 2.17 1.00 2.62 1.65 97

10 2.5 1.75 79 2.22 2.00 22 3.00 1.83 1.17 2.54 1.79 75

1 2.36 2.09 71 2.78 2.22 56 3.1 2.33 .84 2.87 2.13 74

12 2.96 1.45 1.51 3.11 2.22 89 3.33 1.00 2.33 3.01 1.51 .50

< s 2.91 2.16 .75 2.22 1.78 44 2.67 1.83 .84 2.80 2.09 g1

17 2.98 1.16 1.82 2.55 1.55 1.00 2.67 1.00 1.67 2.90 1.20 1.70

18 2.63 1.54 1.09 3.00 2.55 .45 2.33 1.50 .83 2.65 1.66 .99

20 2.89 1.32 1.57 2.22 1.89 .33 3.00 1.00 2.00 2.82 1.37 1.45 .
Mean (Managerial) 2,77 1.62 1.15 2.1 2.04 67 2.96 1.61 1.35 2.78 1.67 1.1
TOTALS 59.82 42.57 17.25 61.43 50. 68 10.75 63.82 45.25 18.57 60.36 43.84 16.52
Mean 2.99° 2.1 .86 3.07 2,53 .54 3.19 2.26 93 3.02 2.19 83

*Discrepancy score s computed by subtracting the Actual lnvolvement score from the Desired Involvement score. Discrepancy may range in value from +3.00 to
-3 00. A posftive value indicates a state of "Decision Leprivation"” (j.e., respondents believe that they are not as involved as they would like to be), a
negative value fndicates a state of "Decision Saturaticn” (i.e., respondents are involved more than they desire), while a zero indicates a state of
"Decision Equilibrium” (i.e., rospondents want nefther nore nor less involvement).
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School D
(1979-1980 Data)
Principal Leadership.Assessment

Mean scores for Sceles, Trem Mean Scales, and Scale Ranks for each Alternative Program and Total School
Administered: 10/31/79

Scale Quest fon Traditional S.TAE PACE Total
Item Scale Rank Item Scale Rank Ttem Scale Rank Item Scale Rank
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
1. Suppé&t 0l 3.65 3.32 1 3.78 3.63 1 3.67 3.28 1 3.67 3.34 1
02 3.16 3.56 3.00 3.20
03 3.14 3.56 “ 3.17 3.20
2. CGoal Emphasts 04 3.02 2.53 3 3.11 2.63 3 3.00 2.44 3 3.03 2.52 3
\, .
05 2.70 2.89 2.50 2.70
06 1.89 ‘ 1.89 1.83 1.87
3. Work 07 1.95 1.94 4 2.22 2.22 4 2.00 1.02 4 1.99 1.97 4
Facflitation
08 1.93 2.22 1.83 1.96
4. Interaction 09 2.5% 2.59 2 3.00 2.83 2 2.83 2.75 2 2.66 2,62 2
Faciliftation
10 2.59 2.67 2.67 2.61
TOTALS 26.60° T 28.90 ©26.50 26.90
Mean ' 2.66 2.8 i 2.65 . 2.69
AY

El{lC .

s s \ ,




Totals and Mean Scores for each Alternative Program and Total School

1

School D

. "~ A
(1979-1989 data)

Principai Leadership Assessment

Administered: 10/31/79

Traditional STAE PACE

*

Total

Total on 10 item Leadership

Mean Score "(Highest possible=

4.00)

26.65) 28.90 26.50

2.66 2.89 2.65

26.90

2.69

0
0
0
0

0 = No extent

0 = Little extent
0 = Some >xtent

0 = Great extent

s

/‘




Schon! D .
(1979-1950 data)
Job Satisfaction Survey
. Mean Scores for Sicales, Ttem Mean Scores, and Scale Runks for cach Alternative Program, and. Total
Adminisntered: 10/31/70 ’
N R - B -2 - .. . It I LTt VTl T
[%g
__ Tradftiopal .. STAE _ | o PACE ... Total
Seale Question Item Scale Rank ltem Scal Rank Item Scale Rank Ttem Scale Rank
Mean Hean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
1. Admfnilstration/ 05 2.61 2.517 5 2.33  2.47 6 3.00 2.83 2 2.63  2.59 5
Supervision 06 2.53 2.50 . 2.88 2.56 ,
o 16 2.56 2.00 . 2.63 2.57
- - - - e e e et e ee e g em e e o e e e e e
2. Co-Workers' 01 2.55 2.73 2 2.83 3.06 3 2.63 2.83 2 2.58 2.17 2
03 2.71 3.17 2.88 2.77
25 2.93 3.17 3.00 2.96
1, Career Future 03 2.55 2.62 4 2.33 2.50 5 2.88 2.79 4 2.56 2.63 4
10 2.65 2.50 2.63 2.64
14 2.66 2.67 2.88 2.69
g = et e e e e e e ——— e et o e e e e o]
4. School 07 2.89 2.65 3 3.00 2.65 4 2.88 2.67 5 2.89 2.66 >
Identificatton 18 2.46 2.17 2.50 2.44
27 2.63 2.80 2.63 2.64
5. Financial Aspects 04 193 1.938 9 1.50 1.83 9 2.25 2.29 8 1.93 2.00 9
19 1.86 1.50 2.13 1.86
24 2.16 2.50 2.50 2.23
6. Work Condftions * 15 1.93 2.17~ 8 1.33 2.00 3 2.00 2.46 7 1.89 2.19 8
20 1.86 1.50 2.25 1.87 ,
22 2.71 3.17 3.13 2.80 :
- - - = e e e Y & Joi. - - e mem e i e et e o e m———— e mm v o e e e e e = o+ o —
7. Amount of Work 02 2.34 2.37 6 3.33 2.93 3 3.00 2.67 5 2.46  2.45 6
. 17 2.46 2.67 v 2.63 ' 2.50
23 2.36 2.83 2.38 2.41
8. P::;:il;rearlxg-r 11 2,88 2.98 3 2.67 3.06 1 2.88 3.00 1 2.86  2.99 1
Relations 13 3.25 3.50 3.25 3.27
21 2.80 3.00 2.88 2.83
9. Community 09 2.35 2.22 7 2.33 2.11 7 2.13 2.21 9 .32 2.21 7
Relat fons 12 1.95 .67 1.88 1.91
. 26 2.38 33 2.63 2.40
TOTALS 65.96 67.77 . 71.28 67.77
Mean 2.48 2 l t) 64 2.51
O
. . . .




schonl D
(1979-1980 data)
Job Satisfaction Survey

Totals and Mean Scores for each Alternative Program and Total School
Administered: 10/31/79

TAE

Traditional PACE Total

Total on 27 item Job Satisfaction 66.26 67.77 71.28 67.77
Survey (Highest possible = 108)
Mean Score (Highest possible = 4.00) 2.48 2.51 2.64 2.51
SCALE

1.00 = Very Dissatisfied

2.00 = Dissatisfied

3.00 = Satisfied

4.00 = Very 3atisfied

1,




APPENDIX E

RESULTS SENT TO INDIVIDUAL STAFF

MEMBERS FOR THE DECISION INVOLVEMENT

ANALYSIS - 1979
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June 2, 1980

Dear Colleague:

Last Friday we concluded our visits to the schools with which we
have been working. Thank you sincerely for your willing cooperation -~
with us during our two visits. They were worthwhile experiences
indeed, due largely to the time allowed us so readily by school
staff. Your professional support and personal friendship are greatly
appreciated. We were glad to be able to interview a large number of
teachers at your school during the project, but we are conscious that
not all staff could be included because of the limited time available
to us and the nature of the study design. However, the opportunity
for you to participate in the Decision Involvement Analysis Question-
naire tou be administered again in October-November this year will
ensure continuing input from all teachers. Some teachers have
expressed an interest in outcomes of the questionnaire administered
in October-November 1979. A copy is attached for you.

It is intended that the findings of the studies will be made avail-
able to your school when they are published as Technical Reports in
the spring of 1981. These findings will include decision making and
leadership factors at schoolwide and departmental levels in secondary
schools.

It has been a pleasure to work with you in your school. Thanks again
for your kind assistance.

Cordjially youry,

A/{M e .

Robb Rankin
Project Assistant

bl 14
SRy =
,//////}} o
Jefif Dunstan
oject Assistant
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Actual
[nvoiverent

AVALYSES

Discrepancy
*

Interest

'xnertise

tlves Yor o, 4w unte
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t !
AN ' ' tat VT far nialone
\ ' ) " t r
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3.62
3.35

3.79
3.44

2.83
3.17
3.37
3.67

3.33

3.33
3.02

3.35
2.85

1.92
2.R7
2.75
3.17

2.65

.29
.33
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.59
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.50
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.50
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3.64
3.44

3.68
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2.92
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2.32
2.86
2.96
3.32

2.96
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3.40
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scores are

2.86

based on a four

.54

3.39
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3.02

None = 1
Some = 3
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Great = 4 ) . _
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vour oo b ol

for tea biers in
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ity Vs revasing the peals of /out school,
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2.81

3.33
2.85
2.87
2,69
3.02
2.64
2.87
2.80
2.81
2.62

1.592

2.29
1.73
1.89
1.7°9
2.33
1.17
2.06
1.61
1.90
1.10

.89

1.04
1.12
.98
.80
.69
1.47
.81
1.19
.91
1.52

2.90

3.41
2.72
2.64
2.74
2.14
©2.94
2.78
2.92
2.78
2.80

2,84
2.24
2.18
2.28
2.54
2.32
2.52
2.61
2.30
2.46

6C1

MANATETAL AVFRAGES

A posiiive value {ndicates a

2.85

1.81

1.04

Actual Involvement (A1) score from the Dunired Involvement (DI). ol
state of "Deciston Deprivation" (1i.e., respondents feel that they are not as {nvolved as they W:‘lji‘“e
sion Saturation” ({.e., respondents are more involved than they would like to be); while a zero (ndi~

" (i.e., respordents want neither more nor leas {nvolvement).

2.89

2.42

1%

A
Discrepancies way range in value



SCHOOL A
PRINCIPAL LEADEPSUIP ASSFSSMENT

_ w
O\
SCALE OUFSTION ITEM RANK
AVERAGE
Support To what extent is your principal friendly and easy to approach ? 3.75
When you talk to your principal to what extent does he/she pay 3.62 1
attention to what you are saying ?
To what extent is your principal willing to listen to your 3.66
problems ?
Goal Emphasis To what extent does your principal encourace people to give 3.43
their best effort ?
To what extent aoes your principal maintain high standards of 3.20 4
performance ?
To what extent does your principal show you how to improve your 2.68
performance ?
Work Facilitation To what extent dees your principal provide the help you need so 3.15
that you can schedule work ahead of time ? 3
To what extent does your principal offer new ideas for solving 3.41
job-related problems ?
Interaction To what extent does your principal encourage the persons who 3.58
Facilitation work for him/her to work as a team ? 2
To what extent does your principal encourage pesple who work 3.62
for him/her to exchange opinions and ideas ?
scale 1.00 = No Fxtent -~
2.00 = Little Fxtent IR
3.00 = Some Extent TOTAL AVERAGE 3.45
4,00 = Great Fxtent

AN




SCHOOL A 131
. JOP SATISTACTiION SURVFEY Buildine
How satisfied are you with: n ] Averace Rark
\ Adminlstration/Supnrwisioq 3.21 1
the opportunities provided to discuss problerms with building 3.15
administrators? 3.15

the trust you have in your building administrators?
the professional competence and leadership of your building 3.33
administrators?

Anount of Work 2.91 4
the number of students for whom you are responsible? 2.65
the nurber of courses for which you must prepare? 3.02
- the armount of work you are expected to do? 3.06
Career Future 2.66 7
. your opportunitie; for growth in your protfession? 2.69
your future in the school district? 2.41 ' )
the oprortunities that you have to develop your areas of 2.88

special interest?

Cormunity Relations 2.12 9
the understanding of your school's program by parents and the 2.47 )
cormunity?
the extent to which the community recognizes and appreciates 1.73
its educators?

' the community's involvement in vour school's program? 2.17

Co-Workers 3.01 3
‘the arount of work done by other teachers in your school? 2'89
the quality of work of other teachers in your school? 2.93
the personal and soeial relationships you have with other teachers? 3.23

Financial Aspects 2.21 8
the amount of money you make? 2.06
the salary schedule in your school district? 2.06
the fringe benefits in your school district? 2.50

Pupil-Teacher Relations : 2.81 5
the extent to which vou are able to meet your student's affective 2.71
needs?
the quality c¢f your interactions with your students? 3.04

’ the extent to which you are able to meet your student's academic 2.69
.needs?

School Tdentification 3.02 2
the general reputation of your school? 2.96
your awareness of what is "going on'" in ycur school? 3.06
the roals and objectives emphasized by vour schocl? 3.04

Work Conditions 2.78 5
the phvsical facilities of your school? 2.73
the arrangement of space and equipment in vour school? 2.66
the avaflibility of appropriate instructional materials and 2.94
equiprent?

*All Averages are based on a four point scale : 1.00 = Verv Dissatisfied

2.00 = Dissatisfied
00 = Satisfied

Verv Satisfied

El{llC [60 4.00




School B
N TTer TRVOLV MY NT ANALYSIS

Teslireld Actual Discrepancy Interest Fxrmereise
[ Rrw 0 LT e In olveroent Invo.verent *
‘ o Lo ~ .
‘ 3.5# 3.33 .25 3.52 5.55
' Lo : 3.29 3.0 b 3. 34 3.05 =
- - . N _ 1)
, 3.67 3.58 19 3.66 3.5
' : : NS RTINS SR 3.36 3.18 .18 3.27 3.13
‘l:r. ‘:": :1 r--‘lA?-‘.rv.I-‘-TI-”\T— vey gt
CL L A 3.18 2.67 .51 3.16 2.86
1 IR U PR B SN O T Ooandare P
o e cR praentunes 3.22 3.09 .13 3.23 3.0
\.l Dother fastzaotionad 3.53 3.33 .20 3.55 3. %A
b Tt Y L ates 1T evaluating 3.40 3.00 JLO 3.59 3,14
e ot « ot lenes,
tviluatir, tow wols your sudblect departnent or 3.24 2.91 .33 3.48 3l
teldn s oneratine, )
7
INSTRUCTIONAL VWVRAGES 3.42 3.22
3.39 3.15 .24
(A1l scores are based on a four point scale : None = 1 Lit:le = 2
VAVACTETAL 1SCITS Some = 3 fre =4
ey o the g simasteatdee and orgailzatlonal 2.53 2.18 .35 2.50 R
SN R AN SR TILEETLS I
St r s he dpdtaary poldcdes (noyoar sobooll 2.82 2.48 . 3¢ 2.84 2.6%
et g Powivioe pro,ra 0 tor toaainrs {n 267 2.2-’- 43 2.57 2.&3
st S '
Ple cos e wratoet wdviery program in 2.87 2.69 .18 2.71 2.57
S
EYREEE N rran! RIEEE S TN . u -t 3 “
Lo e en et dn ool niey 2.61 2.11 .50 2.73 2.39
N N T A O A 2.73 2.29 L64 2.93 2.73
el .7‘{. M A A ‘\I'Z'i' B . G } ‘I' 5 ’ 5
g TR e e e fer 2.73 1.5¢ 1.17 3.05 2.52
}I'.». el ’ '—(:i'-r':li. il qudpeent to sehject 2.50 2.20 .34 2.64 2.61
(L3 T Y PO S R CHALT e rson . or {ean
L. 2.00 1.57 43 1.95 2.29 .
vewet oy rion laree tar tasolviag, pareats dn 5 L
Al oy, b G e n Joarntdng Do, 2.78 2.4() -29 2.86 2-)0
lt‘., HErint o mew favalty ml ter to teadh in vour 3.18 2.13 .95 3.46 3.95
Y Seblect depariteat or oy sliruitional fem,

VAVA T TAL AT ERACHS 2.68 2.1 .50 2.75 2.55

‘{H\\r(‘,».mcy (DIS) swore {& conputed by eubitae ticy the Aczual Tnvolvement (A') score from the Demired Tavoiveme.t (C1). Discrepancies may Tu e in vuluc/
U m +31.00 to -3.Cu. 4 ponttive value fadicate . 3 state of "Deciwion Dearivation” (1.e., respordents feel that they are not ag dnvolved as ¢y would H/xe
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¢8 3 state of "dectision Equilisbriua® ff.c., respondente want nefther more nor less ilavolvement). 4
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/ SCHOOL B
PRINCIPAL LEADEPSIHIP ASSPSSMENT

SCALE OUFSTION ITEM R*NK
AVERAGE
’ 1
Support To what extent 1s your principal friendly and easy to approach ? 3.19 )
When you talk to your principal to what extent does he/she pay 3.47
attention to what-.you are saying ?
To what extent 1is your principal willing to listen to your 3.47
problers ?
Goal Emphasis To what extent does your principal encourape peonle to give 3.51
their best effort ?
: 3
To what extent does your principal maintain high standards of 3.47
pcrformance ? (\\‘
b~/
To what extent does your principal show you how to improve your 2.63
perforrance ? )
Work Facilitation To what extent dees your principal provide the help you need so 3.14
that you can schedule work ahe~d of time 2- 4
: To what extent does your principal offer new ideas for solving 2.84
Job-related problems ?
Interaction To what extent does your principal encourape the persons who 3.54
Facilitation work for him/her to work as a team ? 1
To what extent does your principal encourape people who work 3.58
for him/her to exchange opinions and ideas ?
Scale .: 1.00 No Fxtent
2.00 Little Extent 3,28 =
3.00 Sore Fxtent TOTAL AVERAGE ©e o
4.00 Great Extent

172



SCHOOL B

134 . N . ’ P
JOR SATISVACTION SUPYYY ~ B E}D}‘fz‘w
- - . ) . - Pui) .
How satistied are vou with: y%vesavc Rark
. 1

Adrintsiraticn/Supervision -1 2,28 4
the opportunities provided to discuss problers with building 3.01
adminfstrators? .40
the trvst you have in your building adminlatr tors? ‘
the professional corpetence and leadership of your building ’ 3.44 -

v . - .
adrinistrators?

Arount of “ork’ < 2.97 6
N v N~ _ ;
the nurber of students for whom you are resp 1sible? " 3.06
the nu~ber of courses for which you must prepare? 2.84
the arount of work you are exmected to do? 3.00

Carcer Future 2.92 7
your opportunities for growth in your profession? ‘ 2.31
your future in the school districc? 304
the oprortunfties that you have to develop your .areas of . 2.92
specis  interest?

Cormunity Relations 2.7 8
the understanding of your school's propram bv parents and the 2.80
corrunity?
the extent to which the community recognizes and apnreciates 2.44
fts educators?
the comunitv's involvement in vour school's proprar? 2.92

Co-Workers 3.40 3
the armount of work done bv other teachers in your school? 3.42
the qualitv of work of other teachers in vour school? 3.50
the rersoual and social relatiornships you have with other teachers? 3.28

Financial Awpects 2.37 9
the arount of roney vou make? 2.34
the <alary schedule in your school district? 2.18
the "r.nye benefits in vour school district? 2.58

Pupil-Tead or Felations 3.17 5
the estent to which you are able to meet vour student's afrective 3.05
necds”? .
tae quality of vour interactions with your students? 3.25
the «otent te which you are able to meet your student's academic 3.21
nee o7

Schivol ot tication 3.L8 - 2
tue yeaeral repoatation of vour school? 3. 81
voar cwrreness of wnat {s "going on" in vour school? 3,12
the ol and ohiectives emphasized by vour school? 3.50

4

Vork Contitior, 3.60 1
tne prowrcal ractlities of your school? 3.67
the ar-anserent of space and equiprent in vour school? TO3.48
the asaiainilitv of appropriate instructional materials and 3.66
eouin~ent’ .

* Acerapes are based on a four point scale @ 1.00 Verv Dissatisfied

o 2.00 Dissatisfied

[ERJ!:‘ - 1'" 3.00 Satisfied

.
o\

4.00 Verv Satisfied
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3.82
3.16
3.71
2.70

3.18
2.98
3.66
3.60
3.18

3.78 '
2.53
2.87
3.26

.04
.63
.84
.34

3.73
3. 14
3.61
3.99

3.él
3.09
3.50
3.55
3.41

3.00
2.58
3.690
3.07
2.18

.18
.40
-0.06
.53
1.00

3.66
3.11
3.43
3.02

2.84
g 3.00
3.27
3.46
3.14

quTRVCTI”NAL \WIRAGTS 3.25 2,88 .43 3.37 3.21
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Some = 3 Great = 4
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ot e devasany the ol ot sour schoul, 3.09 3.52 .56 3.02 2.82
‘: ,.-' l:-;.'!.v_”;- ,.:l,:rlvl..lz.n-x. Uy e aad tor the 3.11 1.62 1.49 _*3.23 2.80
LT e et o e 2.93 2. 44 .49 2.75 2.67
“ ..I :“.\, depreent it one or Lean 2,71 1.49 1.22 3.14 -2.81 ‘
T S N N T T fnvolviag, pareats in
~1 T st e T Toaradnge Do, ram, 2.89 2.58 -31 2.84 2.77 :
rand g ned facalty moober to teadh ' v
sl Ject \}.'p_gr{.-\-n( or i.]l,[ru\:l().i‘tl lh.:m?our ?.91 1.62 1.29 ’;.27 5.j)0

YAVATTY AVIRACT ©

Tt

coancy (DIS) score {8 ¢ mipuled by subtracting the

+3.00 to «3,00. A ponit{ive value indicates a state

2.94

Actual [nvolvement (Al) score from the Desired [avolvement (DL,
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SCHOUL C

PRINCIPAL LEADEPSHIP ASSISSMENT

Great Fxtent

‘P -
(v
&
SCALE OUFSTION ITEM RANK
AVERAGE
Support To what extent 1is your principal friendly and easy to approach ? 3.71
When vou talk to your principal to what extent does he/she pay 3.40 1
attention to what you are saying ?
To what extent is your principal willing to listen to your 3.40
problems ?
Goal Emphasis To what extent does your principal encourage people to give 3.00
their best effort ?
To what extent does your principal maintain high standards of 2.80 3
perforrance ? ’
To what extent does your principal show you how to imnrove your 2.12
perforrance ?
Work Facilitation To what extent does your principal provide the help you need so 2.53
that you can schedule work ahend of time ? 4
Re
To what extent does your principal offer new ideas for solving 2.54
job-related problems ?
Inceraction To what extent does your principal encourage the persons who 3.29
Facilitation work for him/her to work as a team ? 2
To what extent does your principal encourage people who work 3.43
for him/her to exchange opinions and ideas ?
igglg 1.00 = No Extent Y
2.00 = Little Extent " 1 7
3.00 = Some Extent TOTAL AVERAGE 3.02
4.00 =
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JOB SATISFTACTION SUPVEY Build 137
How satisfied are vou with: AL lcine Ra-l
verare Rarx
Administration/Supervision 2.67 5
the opportunities provided to discuss problems with building 2.91
administrators? 2,59

the trust you have in your building administrators?
the professional corpetence and leadership of your building 2.51
alninistrators?

i —

Anount of Work 2.88 2
the nurher of students for whom you are responsible? 3.09
-the -nurber of courses for which you must prenare? 2,88
the arount of work you are expected to do? 2.66
Career Future 2.67 5
your opportunities for growth ..i1 your profession? 2.51
your future in the school district? 2.56
the ovprortunities that you have to develop your areas of 2.96
speclal interest?
Community Relations 2.08 9
the understandine of your school's propram by parents and the . 1.97
corrunity?
the extent to which the community recognizes and appreciates 1.97
its educators?
the comrunitv's irvolverent in vour school's program? . 2.34
{o-Workers . 2.83 4
the arount of work done by other teachers in your school? 2.74
the quality of wor: of other teachers in vour school® 2.80
the personal and social :ielationships you have with other teachers?| 2.97
Financial Asperts 2.16 8
thre amount of money vou make? 2.09
the salary schedule in vour school district? R 2.09
the frinpe benefits in vour school district? 2.31
Pupil-Teacher Relations 3,11 1
the extent to vhich you are able to meet vour student's affective 3.01
needs? 3.43
the quality of your interactions with your students? *
the extent to which you are able to meet your student's academic 2.89
needs?
Schooel Identification 2.87 3
the general reputation of your school? 2.49
your awareness of what is "poing on" in your school? 3.15
the poals and obiectives emphasized bv your school? 2.97
Work Conditf{ouns . 2.42 7
the shysical facilities of vour school? 2.49
the arrangement of space and equiprent in vour schoonl? 2.31
the avallib{lity of approrriate instructional materials and 2.57

equiprer . ?

* Aii Averapes are based on a four—point scale : 1.0% = Very Dissatisfied
2.00 = Dissatisfied
o 3.00 = Satisfied

ERIC 7. 400

. .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: v/

Very Satisfied



SCHOOL D

DECTTToN INVOLVEMINT  ANALYSITC ’
Feufrad Artnal Discrepancy Im,erest I'vrertise
A AR E A A AN G Intolverent  Invoiverent * _
S —— R Wt }.FA }.48 1 v 40 3.3
R L R 3,93 2.3 .73 (ST 2.88 g

) ' e Cob L et 3.69 3,404 .2 2.55 2.0

: N T 2.77 2.11 .66 2.37 2.70

~ et L
s

PO i tor v . td ot
. EEIL M 7osr wun)e et doparimong

L S N 3. 14 2.90 L26 3.19 3.00

s e b e o R b procedune -

Co ' 3.00 2.18 .82 2.65 2.61

N [T I 3.68 3.47 .21 3.54 3.28
(T:‘ ' ‘. :‘. ,‘rzn_.f“.’.':, ,:‘f ;4:'«;:-\.::5 tor evaluating 3.63 3.37 .26 3.55 3.38
:\t.‘~“<‘t‘“h Ll:(\-\ll your subject departaent or 3.20 2.21 .99 3.23 2.80

[NSTPLCTICNAL AVFRAGFS

3.31 2.83 A '3.23 3.04

(A1l scores are based on a four point scale: None=1 Little - 2
MAVACERIAL ISCITS Some =3 Great = 4 )

Deror oty the alndolstrative and onanizational
AR S 2.70 1.47 1.23 2.66
N T T T yoour school 2.82 1.92 .90 2.79
PR -SAT I o8 RN HETE S SR TN TOE SN 2.83 1.50 1'24 2'55 2.21

St T e etdeet vl ey pragr i 1o 2.62 1.65 .97 2.30 2.25

o)
—
\f\

N
Rl
w

SR e b s wol=cae ey

A 2.54 1.79 .75 2.34 2.19
ot g o 2.87 2.13 74 2.6] 2.43

\ 3.0] 1.51 .50 " 3.15 2.55
T T e e e b e 2. 80 2.09 70 2.69 2.45
‘ SETE o tean 2.90 1.20 1.70 3.05 2.68 1
Setb b ot b ton DoOIv o, sarcats in 2.65 1.66 .99 2.55 2.31

rot aln R AT FRTATE S nro,r oM,

{ «s R N T A T S PP your 2.82 1.37 1.45 3.08 2.6H7

st Lo aritaat Wr Lasiz wtior 1] tem,

PTer T ng PR pro e L r ek 1) he taed for gl

o LN <o, fare

AT UL ATERAGEY 2.78 . 1.67 1.11 2.7 2.40

PObsereinnty (Wi, sevsc tn ot by subtzactfig the Actual Involverent (Al) ncore foom the Dunlred Tavolvemont (o0 Jg.repancies way rangze in value
v { [ e . . )
o 30U R0 =3 Lus A Uit se value Ludicates a stare of “Lec . qion Boarivat lon' ce., respundents foel thet thes 0t a6 favolved as they wuld 1ike
g « €.y sp Y el ; ,
E lC ©re 4 avaitive value Indicates 8 state of "Docinfon saturution” (l.2., repondents are more favolved than they wo. . Like o be); while a zero fndi=-

£ " . . K
e & 4 At of "Duectafon L‘I““fbfiuf'-' (.i.,., Tespondenis want neither mor2 nor less {nvols ement).
L4 L}



SCHOOL D

PRINCIPAL. LEADERSHIP ASSFSSMENT

SCALE OUFSTION ITEM RANK
AVERAGE
Support To what extent is your principal friendly and easy to apprecach ? 3.67
When you talk to your principal to what extent does he/she pay 3.20
attention to what you are saying ? 1
To what extent is your principal willing to listen to your 3.20
problems ?
Goal Emphasis To what extent does your principal encourage people to give 3.03
their best effort ?
To what ex. nt does your principal maintain high standards of 2.70 3
performance ?
To what extent does your princinal show you how to improve your 1.87
performance ?
Work Facilitation To what extent does your principal provide the help you need so 1.99
that you can schedule work ahead of time ? 4
To what extent does your principal offer new ideas for solving 1.96
job-related prcblems ?
Interaction To what extent does your principal encourage the persons who 2.66
Facilitation work for him/her to work as a team ? 2
To what extent does your princi,,al encourage people who work 2.61
for him/her to exchange opinions and ideas ?
2.69 o
TOTAL AVERAGE . &

I
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140
JOB SATISS ACTION SUPUEY Buildine
Pow satisf{ied are vou with: Pa~-
Averare ar<
Administratlen/Supervision 2.59 5
the opvorturdties provided to discuss problers with building 2R3
adninistrators?
the trust you have i{n vour building administrators? 2.6
the professional corpetence and leadership of your building 2.57
adrministrators?
f=ount of “ork 2.45 6
the number of students for whom you are resmonsible? 2.46
the nurber of courses for which you must prepare? 2.50
the arount of wnrk you are expected to do? 2.41
- oY \ ’
Carver Future 2.63 *
.. . 2
your opjportunities for growth in your profession? 2.56
. it /
your future in the school district? <. 64
the oprortunities that you have to develop your areas of 2.69
special interest?
- >
Comminity Relarions 2.2 7
the understanding of your school's propram by parents and the 2.32
cormunity?
the extent to which the cormunity recognizes and appreciates 1.91
its educators? 2 40
the communitv's invelvement in vour school's prograr? il
v 2.77 2
fo-Workers
) . ' . . » 2.58
the arcunt of work done by other teactvrs in your school? .77
the quality of work of other teachkers in vour school? )
the pversonal and social relationships you have with other teachers? 2.96
Financral ‘srects . 2.00 9
tie amount ot monev vou make? 1.93
the salarv schedule in vour school district? 1.86
the frinee henefits in vour school district? 2.2
Pupirl-Teac et ®elations 2.99 1
tne extent to which vou are able to meet vour student's affective 2.86
needa?
tae quality of vour interactions with vour students? 3.27
the extent to which you are able to meet your student's acadenmic 2.
nieents
Ser ool Teratication 2.66 3
thie seneral reputation of vour school? 2.89
. o)
your aworeness of what 1s "yoine on" in vour school? 2.44
the vor' o md objertives emphasized bv vour school? 2.64
Vors (opdot oons 2.19 "
the onvsical facilities of your school? 1. 89
the arrinrserent of space and equivrent in vour school? 1.87
the avail.bil{ty of aporopriate irstructional raterials and 2. 80
eqinmeons?

tverapges are bhaseéd on a four-point scale : - Very dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Satisfied

- Very satisfied

v
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