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. T The mva\;jor/purﬁos;e of this study was to determine if patticipation

SR Lo :

o :l.'n educational decision—making affec ted teacher ptoductivity and teacher x“'\

a0 P - ; Y

fv":“ . - saJ)efaction. The data collection l:ook place in April and May, 1976
e e ‘C .
.o using a six part questionnaire. 'l\mn y-five high achools were randomly

selected along the east coast of Newfoundland. This represented a total

RS
1

teaehe::aeample of three hundred and'n'fifty-eight. In all. t:wo hundred

o and eighty. ‘or 78 2 petcent, respondéd i T e
R , e o N
T _ The data -an es consistetf of factor analyses and Pearson )

, - i t)roduct—moment correlét ons.‘. 'l'he two%potheses tested wei-e.. / '

: . o N _‘lv There :ls an inverse relationsh b betueen friction po:int rating

U ; | (FPR) 1dentified by teacher‘s and their Job Satisfaet.;.on.lv,%\:\ft\‘_-,'"4 r :;

7 2: An inverse relationship exists between frictio:n' peinta”rati.né \\\\\ % )
. (m;) ‘and Teacher Prpductivity.: e .v \\

] ) B 'l'he results of the bive;iate analyses were negative. thetefore. both ) . .-'- '_".7 " ™
- ':;‘ hyﬁotheses were rejected. Hwever, the study revealed fout major ’ ' . 1/ '
v 4 ’ findinés. 'rhey way . be sunmarized as’ follows. (1) Thx:ee fricnion point - -
§ ' /'_earege em\ergedv—elassreog m'ahatgetnent. —euzricuivrend—s:a:t n:'.ring and : .‘

% evaluation. (2) A teacher 8 effortris eignificantly related t:o his B ',‘:.' K ‘," ;

“ . | inttinsic t‘omitment to teaching.‘ (3) There was a significant relation-— . : i

i ‘ : etiip_betweeq the f:‘icti‘o‘n point rating in the area of chtriculum and a 7

: 4‘ . .petaon 8 sat:isfa.c(:i.on.~ Finally. (4) there yas a significant reletion-‘ L

Co , ship betveen a person ‘s eelf concept of his teaching ability and the
o : friction point ba"xjea'e/lasetoox’n manaéement. . : ‘ / ' .‘..“ :'. " y
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S Direct: relationship

- 2. 'l‘he ‘PDH—productivity relaﬁionship with the influence

!of PDH and productivity. . C e .‘ "...‘

N og satisfaction.

L

-
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v

Dize\ct relationship of . PDM to sd!isfactiqn which in.

The direct effects of -PDY and satisfaction on- "
pl’oductiﬁ.ty } - _o .l . -? [} l‘:. I !J'\"_ -, ] l,,,:¢' e

'The"'-d'irect effect of PD@! on pum-,"duct::tvit:yl and X
satisfa tion » 4‘-'3'0 o omoLet s ‘l'.’- -\ .- : . ‘."“.,, s ‘e

g D

The relacic(nship o PDM to productivity caking into

tum affects pfodrctivity- . .’ ~)v: L4 c: n_‘ l- -hl .4-* . .-‘o -..'.'—
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Experimental tion-organ:.zational research

s, A

atud es -4n organizationai settings“ R

Experimental studies ‘in organizatiou,. S .
Study Bettiﬂgs \.\ HY "n ", '.f ‘s e n e . “a ':‘l. o : '.a' r e » \o l‘
A job s:;ut:lsfac:t::[oni sys t:em. . ..* '_..-"'.'".,El; :,'; TS }
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Friction point ’;_ating typology v . . . s ‘-:.7'}7," -. .




oy, e

L8
-

U pemse e 20

s o,
e el

. ‘ '/ Dot - X

: ; deciaiou—making, especially in dedsions which directly affeetw .

‘t 3 i productivity. ~Howe\rer. tt\io can be accomplished only by increasing the -

‘f. efficiency of the organiza.tion. According to, Barnard (1938) an efficient

o o AR ¢
N “ . ) hed® |
A / g . S ; ' . v
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‘ ) Participation in organ&ational decision—making, especielly for

. employees :En lwer echelons o‘t the organizatioh is a z‘eletively recent

-

- phenomenon associated with management s endeavours to increase produc-v'

" tivity. Organizations, f-rom conception. have striven to harneas human

'd'

energy more effectively‘in an effort to realize the Fnals;.~ me the

days of Frederick Taylor and the scientific manage nt:l appx:oach orgeni-

"_,yees, by onelmeans or ahother, o

:to‘ increase productivity. 'I'he By atrot and stick" npp oaches- were famili.ar

[ Y
. . ,‘

'ﬁ",:techniques utilized by the proponents of seientific management. . 'I.‘he

! »;-:'./ “. n

‘.,‘Human Relations movement of the md— 920 s advocated that the indivi-z.-

" :

duality of the worker vas important.‘ Oue aspect of wha they suggested

was that if an employee was permitted participa}gon in organizational _' ;

I

,:_-then th:l,s vould heVe a poeitive influer!fze on. individual and. organizational

e

- 'pe:fomance.

'.l'he undetlying cpncern of management hae always been for increasedd

\ _u.

r

.:"orgenization is one in which the emplayees are also happy and satiefied. oo

Recognizing the need for efficiency and tald.ng inr.o account Bamard'
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Yo - organizations have devoted so much time and eff?t‘?’ condueting‘;eseargn o . 1 S
Lk i - ' o . . T I A T
‘ : i inlth'is ’afed. ! o . . ’ P XY
B i ! w ) K e . : : i L?. “ ' .
i '.l'he actual research has beén based on a number of theories, oze 1
.. N . j'
e Co .of vhich_ ya.s advanced egor (’1957) " He refers to his theoty -as ‘ )
| ’ o~ =, - t
'I'heory x,(management s conventional approach to productivity) ahd Theory | ‘ N
. ) I} R * 'Y
{ 5t -
4 Y (the nev'theory of management)r. Theory‘x can be steted broadly in
S terms of three PrOPOSitiCmS.; : " ‘:~ e S J S S
el U e L Hﬂnasement is’ responsible for org izing the elements of SN (R SUNE
S b'\ e productive enterprisa ‘money , 'mate\gials, ‘equipuent.,. and o : ST B
L T people in the’ interest of increased economJ.c rewa.rds. )
e F EVRRTIY N "With respect.'to people, this” 1s.a: process. of directing .
L S ~their ‘efforts, motivating_them, ontrolling ‘their action, cue L M
1 S SR S AU -and modi fylng . their behaviour to fit the needs. of the L _; R -
orggdzation. R et s P .'.:
ST '3, - Without: this - active intervention by management people. T .
e would, be passive and’ resistant ‘to- organizational neadst. -
P 'x,'&p\ey must therefore be persuaded rewerded, punished. and - . ‘
T AETEe controlled their action must 'be directed. This is manage—
A -‘w\ lllEl'lt s task. - - S ‘. S C . - “ BN E
BRI AREDE R T (Mccrego'r, 1957 22) IR i
Conl T T Underlying these propositions are the beliefs that the average BRI P
o \ :
J) o mm by nature is J‘pdoleut, lacks ambition,x dialikes responsibility, 1s I A
) ' indifferent to organizational needs and is ‘;gullible... Hence. the conven- °
o . o ! - SR
i tional organization structures, ,and manageri.all poliCi&e. practices and R R
S programs reflect these assumptions. m:Grego points out: that man :Ls AT (R
S approximately what management perceivee him to: be, but it is not a. conse-; .
. . \ ‘ - ) 4". ,A’ . L.
. quence of pan's inherent nature. Rather ic\ lriVes from the otructure of JRRT W
: : industrial oéanizations of management 8’ ph:l’.l sophy, policy cnd ptactice. x R B i
i The conventional approaeh to Theory X, accoLdins‘to Mccregor, ie ba.sed on’ "
: : nistol;en notions concerning the inherent nature of man. -‘ E 3
. Another way to indicate the 'i.nadequacy of 'l'heory X would be to ;\Jf. . :
5 K consider Haslow 8 hypothetical hierarchy of needs. ’Iheory x 0931'3533 - ,‘._?.';',
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~'providing money;.to purcnas

‘emphasis then shif‘

: seulf-fulfillment needs (self-development. creativity). ‘I'hese are espe- '

.‘to change, and lac of responsibility. ‘: ::' ".--'1 ;,‘

be erplained in four propositions.

’ b 'l‘he essential task of management is to arra.nge organiza-' ‘-

P

"~'strict1y .on satisfying ‘the Zémer ph);siologi'c'al ahd safety- ueeds by "

y ,shelter, food g.othes and a feeling of

]

"j_ob security. If mari- reacts as Haslow suggesta once these lower needs -

; s _ / :

P - : e !
aré sat,isfied then they are no longer important as motivators. The

I
to sqcial needs (to belon[g, for ptance, for

]

'friends p). ego n e&s (self—esteew achievement, compatence) and finally
L "/

cially :I.mporta.nt when e attempt to explain motivation. , Theory X. does

o~
N

. not take these needs into account therefare people are depriveﬁi ' They

"

' behave t:hen as we might predict with indolence\, passivity, resistance ,"

,,,,,

DUe to the difficultiesdllustrated in Theory Xf\HcGregor suggests

that ar new management theory is needed' this he tenns Theory Y, It can

SR R N :
'J:' *1 Hanagement is responsible for orgsnizi g the elemEnts of
' productive enterprise;, moriey, ' materials; equipment and

/people :ln the interests of economic ends. '

-

2 PeOple are not by nature passive ‘or resi an’t to. 'organi~

“zational needs.. They have~ become 80 _as’, result of exper—-

9

/L—!henotivation, the. potential for deve],opnent, the capa-
city. for sssuming responsibility, -and. the: readiness to'

ience :I.n organizations. R S

R direct bBehaviour. towards organizational goals are- all * ‘ .
,f preaent Ad, peoplE. . It s the responsibility of manage- IR

ment to© create a climate uhere these human characteristies' S e

canemerge. L T T .,,‘

: tional conditions and methods of operation so people ‘can.-
~déchieve’ ‘their. own goals best by" directing ‘their own =
- efforts towards’ organizational objectives.. "To- accomplish
this 1t 1s essential that employees experience partici—* -
pation in, arganizational decision making. o v e
: R (HcGregor, 1957. 2N

o B L S e ', B B ..
. ;. e 4

This is a prdcess primarily of. creating opportunity, r&easing

LY (IS

potential, removing obs tacles, encouraging growth and providing guidance‘ Lo

el

~ ._-' .




‘e

. '_ R A., are skilled in all ‘the varioua leadet'ship roles required .'.'

PRy e ) -';. ) el ,;d‘m. e

s ' R -w:ance' R

as

b

o PN

e R vy £ T

-

oppdrtukrfies,_ giving employees a voi.ce, fn. decisions that af'ﬁ:ct the‘m‘ o ,
. v . . «, 6w N . ‘._,'l-',

oo .b o and prov:l.ding for their social ego, and selfvfulfil,lmeut needsu In

i . AP

. . summary ‘we can SCate that: t;he difference between Theory x and Y is’ that EaS % j "
. ; N ~ - . . . ‘
oy 'j : ) ‘ ‘ ' 'fheory X places :excl’usive relianca upon\e;(temal control of human'”u. B . s
o . + - . . ‘e >, L " P
l« L "‘; behaviour and by implication the locus of decision—;nakina lies at the :
S | ’ .y e
) :'(.: . ‘ top of vthe otganizat?ns, while’ 'I'heory« Y relies heavlly on, aéj.f-control

o L and self-difectioh md once again by implication excends decision-making

. . '.".'

ST s

e 2T T I Py

P i Tl Cd

-

paws

. ) o
make conaeructive use of their potential streng.th for develop‘ing ,qnd,

BN ) . i .. Do
- 4““ : ~-’\ N “ ‘v

mobilizing hu.man resourc.es. Only by \Taving whac Likert terms "highly

l

. effective gruups can an orsanizatiou ma.ke the greatest use. of_ humah
: SN o a . S ® " .‘. .
' capacity. : R ] -l ,

l-“ﬂ

2t T i
. - . v

S ’ :' Likert e‘xplaina the workings and' nature of the more effecri,ve

;s v P Preli e
ot group by listing its properties and perfomance charactseristics. ’I‘hey
.
Ll - : cwl L e , "_'. )
S ,pan be summarized thup.- e ° AR ST
T, ‘Ihe‘members., :"'..' S, 3 ‘{ '.-"°"ﬁ Tl A

Lot . "tz‘
. s “ ,v ¢

U P ;-_- for interaction, R v 2 ,., sl -

have de"51°Ped a well est:ablished, relaxed workins rela—ﬂ R
tionship among it? members, ‘ A o

;.-'C. ','are satisfied uith the values and ﬂaals of the organiza-—

B e Y b -'perfom 3 1inking and integrati'ng function with othe:' .
3 e vl .sroupsr R Aot S

E. are’ highly moi:iv‘at,ed in part, from the basic mor.ive. t:o
T .:,a.chi.eve and maintain a, sense of personal worth ‘and import-r
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L B ot .. - . A
- o). R o 2 o
- e i ' i . ‘
. : 1 S L} > * '--*
- ! RRPI . ro W T e L,
e o ?‘anteract continually in a supportive atmosphere, . ;_""_'; .'.F
’\ A have ego’ forces }derivxng from the desire to achieve and s
R S LR B . ' mafntain a sense of personal worth and’ importance which is P
Ly R “ﬂ-' S '
N o LA channelled into construct;.ve efforts; -
IS AR o
AR - o TS - are eé’ﬁer to. help each other and mutuél help is character— T
' : e e istic. o : . S ‘
’i. ‘-“{‘-‘- - 1 ‘kf“ . 'I e, .- -‘ », ' \ . ‘ N ’ v DN . g
R e I att;ach hig‘rf importance to new, creative approaches and . <~ o
. » ST TEEI splutions to their problems a.nd the 4problems of the organ—
T S ization' . i w4 _— .

S '"~:"_~ o :I; feel secure in making decisions because they are provided
’E T 1 with a solid Easis for theix;, )decisions. : .

';" As indicated the group performs many functions o They can be

> ) R ‘9/?1 Group task roles. Th}y are related to the task which the o
.-E .n‘“:."; ‘( group is deciding to undertake og h un grtaken. They are directly ?’
S TR VL :

_s:onc_erned with group effort in selection and defimeeion of a’ cOmmon

: K . n.-w L .

'.

- problem and in the solution to that problem. ) Inherem: in the workings

PO _

. . . v "-_ ) )
-which di"i‘eetly affect them. ,,' L ‘ L
i Co ! ) gy - o e &

2.. Group build‘i‘ng and maintenance roles. These concern the

".'\ >'_~’:,.

. PR :
functiqning of the grou as a group.;, They are concerned with the

group 8 a‘l:tractiveness to its members. its‘ wamth an& supportiveness,

f,..--A . R

‘ment may be,,a _ured of greater effort being expended by its employees. ’

" '

tu.nities “f‘or its employees to have rewarding and fulfilling jobs.g The L

..

ﬁ‘ ~further sqb-di‘yided into two broa.d catesories. T

o of the group is participative dec.isi—on—making. 'rhat is, employees are L

emotiona,l life of the. group. » More specificallﬁr, they deal with the o

involved i'n many of the deeisions of tlfe organization, particdlarly those ;.'M ; o

I'f :Lts motiv J(oms and capacity to handle intellectual problems without bias

‘ a}nd emotions, and its capacity to f:netion as a mature group (Likert, L
1951 170) R T ‘ el R
:./'- By having more effective groups within the ‘organization, manage-; -

Maua/gement,wby encohraging the group mbdel provides the necessary oppob’- EE

i

L .
Sapant et b s preg 5.‘5“”‘{»Tuv--::-‘-:;:;




o eventual reault of this situation is hopefullx a more productive work

e T force whose goals and Values are concurrent with those of the organiza—-

" R .'tion. This is accomplished through the aubstantial influence mémbers

- [ B o exert on the group 's . goals and values. Ae a eonsequence. these goals

- Lo '_~‘-ref1ect the long-range as well as the short-range needs desires, and

: values of the organization s members (Likert, 1961) .
i o I DR .5

TR AN N thir’d management system is the Scanlon Plan, named after 1ts

s :,g. s 4 Jfounder J’oseph Scanlon. l’t is very similar to Hcéregor 8 Theory Y and

Likert s Interaction—-Influence 'i'heory. It advocates broad decentrali-—

- P S RN S -

; zation and genuine delegation of authority throughout the organizatiqn.

This participation in organizational de.cision-making should resuft in
AR . ‘.'
better deciaions. ;As people tend to grow and develop more rapidly, "they

are motivated more effectiveiy" (Lesieur, 1961' '12) _‘",‘ :

'l'here is one fundamental difference in. this plan as eompared with
the previous two. The employees receive a monetary reward in the fom". R

of a bonus for tangible labour savings. The philosophy of the plan is,- ;_'j:""' -

A4 that labour should profit frdm labour savings (for example, a bonus),

3

while the company gains from a better use of its assets (for example,

vy e Lo

lower unit costa) It should also be pointed out that labour collee— L

(T .-l\'_'

' tively benefits. - I'hat 1B,r the bonus ia dot paid tc a 8ection of employees

but rather to all, a basic tenet of the Scanlon syatem. B ‘.:7'.;?

i oot B 'u..

If we were to identify the one underlying principle of the Scanlon }

a -';:-' l’lan it wuuld have to be allowing employees real participation, as ;}.","' S

R

opposed to the more superficial kind which some executives may employ.

This conaists of finding a means by which to reward labour for -an; increase"

TN

in productivity and then in bu lding around this formula a working rela—: ‘ |
‘ tionship between management and labour thrt enables them to become ‘8 Cs,

.-;,\._'
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tean. "6ncelthis ‘concept of a team has heen:establiehed it is found that

labour '8 prime interest just like that of management, becomes produc-

1

T ;CJEH - - tivity"(Lesieur, 1961: 21)

s I each of the theories, the fundamental argument is that parti—

: cipation in decision—making (PDM) leads :8 greater productiviE?“*fhe

7 s EE TR

. . 'jt“
B basic premise appears to be that PDM leads to enhanced satisfaction, ' i
i e
R
L which in tum produces greater productivity b cause employees are moti- i t%
. )i
" - vated'to-work harder or more carefully. Therefore, instead of there o QQ'
ﬂ?‘ being a simple direct relatianship as illustrated below.
‘ .t“}f Productivity —1;l oy e d
' ,'.’. ,, E " AP SRR SR A
L / £ the intervening influence oE natisfactien. LIn the more complex relntion-" e ;7{_f

- ship, in which satisfaction is shown to mediate the PDM—prgguatiyity {.-fifo _;i"’:

‘~:;« . relationship, it 13 unlikely that all the effetts of PDM on productivity \:.“. } QQJE

will be indirect.- Rather, the indirect effects of PDM on productivity f%y."fij'\?T;,~/
R via satisfaction are likely to Supplement the direct PDM—productiVity 'f;{f} f': B
f ,{1} ?fyi_\<"-";;fA
3 1 ?The PDM-productivity relationship with '}; . iff,} ‘
» Ot i

the influence of satisfaction '

)
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N The relationship of PD to;productivity - R
. , takink into account the effects o L o
PO ' ‘ : : of satisfaction ‘ '
y . - ) Figure 6 t .
?- . ' NOTE: Where D = PDM; § = Satisfaction P = Productivity ‘
: v .. and e2 and e3 are the residual terms T -
‘ A "= P o ’ - - \ .
' { Support for the’hypothesized relationships depicted in Figure 6
C would necessitate rejection of the alternative possibilities depicted in
, Figures 3 4 and 5.. The diagrams fqllow the conventions of multivariate
analyais where variables are ordered from left to right in order to ,
'ughniglf illustrate the recursive flow of effectk(ceer, f'f" ;, é f
ljd e “i The relationships as diagramuedin the preceﬁ%ng figures are clear.‘“ o
S 7 ‘
However, 1u is the findings which are ambiguous because the relationships
are not invariable.- In praetice the operation of the model seems to be ) ;
governed by a hoat of situational factors or conditions which ‘80 far ".'? ﬁ;,'{f'.;ﬁ' B
remain obscure.- A major purpose of thisstudy ia to test whether the . ; oo ‘
-~ ‘ . , . “".,‘.‘."*'
theoretical relationships operate as hypothesized in an educational ' ST
“;:1 ; setting.. That is, whether the conditions gOVerning the PDM/satisfaction/ -

productivity relationshipa are operative insofar as the productivity,oﬁ ) JJ{?"”'tL.‘.~‘I‘

..‘,.~. ',‘| i

hiéh sehool teachers are concernéd.li* ;-'fj“;‘:»i ?j':;,}-i,_ﬂ-"b

“ - ’ .;r _‘ N ‘ ‘ ' -.“,. .' _ . ’ ,) .,V_ ‘ { - '- " o : 'e.."" . ‘, .-’_" . , ' | ,
PR VR S S 3;'”:’_?4fSICNIF;CANCE'OF.THEfSTUDi B LTI TN B
.;; The need for this(\tudy and similar ones becomesevidenc when we ;
Y ‘ ‘ :

f;:,‘ acknowledge the paucity of data pertaining to Newfoundland teachers in f'




e S o T

;;" . vity and teacher job satisfaction as it-relates to Newfoundland high

}54 ? 7 school teachers./ It will also include an examination o£. teacherel

fﬁlij N eoncept of teaching ability (Scta), sex, teaching experience and ather

l}il | demographic factors as control variables.‘ In other words, the impact o£
:€1 PDﬁ uill(oe enamined after taking full account of potentially mediating ,,"
;;“: ; ‘}f variablés.‘ .ji‘_;;c ;Z; :.fﬁ"'"‘ s e % AR
i m r
SAER

! F .

- i

e .
A L b FERN - > - - ! “
i N C I
i 8 X L [T
7, R tor
. 2 i
,

L'l
A

réfe}ence to PDM. - In the past feu years there “has’ been some relevant o
data gathered on the Newfoundland elementary ‘teachers: Inkpen (1974).

—Ponder (1974), and. Ponder and Bulcock (1975) To date, there have been

few data collected on the Newfoundland high school teacher. This study

will provide much needed information.for administrators.,

’

Hopefully, it

g vill identify areas where teacher participation will haxe the most influ—'

ence in terms of joh satisfaction and productivity.\ Until such. answers

v

are available we can only content ourselves with marginal suaeess in

plqnning for a more productive and satisfied work force.i’f-“ : j\ 1:
"":s:.'i‘A(rrbmka_f pr : THE Pgoe_rsu SRR

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship

betwaen participation in educational decision—making, teaeher producti—ﬁ‘xﬂi%.'gf

self-:' ‘

-
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'CHAPTER 2 ’
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND THEORETICAL ° < Cha
FRAMEWORK % e E
. - AL

STUDIES INVOLVING PDM.AND PRODUCTIVITY

- B §

it

, / v - ;
The research conducted into the area of PVZM and its relationship Lo

i 4

. o N . "
SRR ,'th productivity.has resulted in the generation of a substantial amount. )
’ 1 . ¢ o't dailta._ Lowin (1968), in an, effort -to sxstematize the findings, used . '
. ‘ / ‘ three categorie‘:. experimental non—organizati nal research, observational '
: ',j_.f-if . 'jstudies in organizational eettings, and experimentalAstudies in organi—‘ o ; h
:"';_zational settings. Hle further subdivides the studieo in each category ., "
/4 :',-under the headings positive Eindings and "problematic findings. , |
; :‘_.Positive findings would include .cases where theioccurrence of or increase Lo

h i : ~: in, decision—making responsibility was coupled with an increaee~ in: o

e productivity and/or other similar indices of organizational perfomance.

o L . o ' e

'j"‘-: , Problematic findings would include those ,cases in which the occurrence = N

l N .o\f‘ -or increase in, decision—making responsibilityﬁ was coupled with : :' ; ‘ T K
. eitP\Ra decline in some measure of organizational or- individuel petfoﬁr:n—w:l v ...'!
ance’ or no recorded difference (Ponder. 1973) e .‘1"", e
. ' ' - The author, in an attempt to illus trate‘ the mixed pattern of ;
) _"\'I‘relsult.f;s in PDM- reseatch ha.s retained Lowin s taxOnomy. The. outcomes "
\ . L are summarized in Figures 7, 8 and 9 | TR 3 | ‘
R “5 g ‘ \- | The results, in each of the areae, reveal en ,a.1m03t.eque1 number
» f ‘ ‘of positiVe and problematic findinge /suggesting at least two altema-' K
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» | a : : 13
o itivq;Findings ‘ . ' Problematic Findings
Bavelaa &'Straui:~(l961) S French Israel & Aas (1960)
o - Coch. & French (1948) , . Freach, Kay & Meyer (1966) :
- - ’
. - Fleishman (1965) °~ =~ 7 \ Motse & Reimer (1951)
Kuriloff (1963) o Tannenbaum & Allport (1956}~ = -
-,ij_; ngrenee & Smith (1955) \ . ‘ ’ - 'W”"ﬂgﬁa
‘ ‘ Rice (1953) = o
" Figure 9 7

,j;tiﬁea.i First, there is eseentia ly no- relationship between PDM and .';1f"

nf.

,’ «/‘ . ,,,/ "_ 2 i . RPN

‘efers to’ two problems in an’ attempt

‘ Nfoné——participation. Ponder\\e973)

- ]
v

:tto explain the contradictory findin s. The lack of any semblanée of .

uniformity on which the studies coul be somehow equated for example

the innumerable different measures o productiviéy utilized. Secondly,:f:“:: ' N “N.;"";f

,he stresses the apparent complexity o the relati%nship between the

L

o

) varianles. ‘ X

= AUIn view of the differences in str cturs, goal, employee populah‘ - 3
".;~tions. levels and kinds of decdsi'ns, :lévels of the organiza—‘- R RIS N
i tioms involved, ‘task . and end result variables, attempting to- | - R

s compare the results of one s tudy ’ith another may be, a_highly

',presumptive undertaking. To. expect to find some" generalizable o
'effect -across’ a. variety of studies ‘may be somewhat naive.’ oL ““'_x: TR L
L Z, AN ¥ \A, el (Ponder) 1973 60) .‘: .-1 ‘:’.t

L ;
‘v

,~ - A sample of tHe dtversity of t1e experimental settings is indi-' T f 3?

cated in Figure 10.‘ In each study the researcher attempts to explain RS ;'f}“ﬂf: "
p'-..‘ - 1.'.3.‘

productivity in terms of PDM irrespeélive of the Setting or population.ﬂ‘j et




o -

L .jchooee to cell partieipation."; - ﬂ_fnz;f'fl"j‘:' '*.5§

'~5.studies in PDH._ Stryker (1956) points out that the deciaion to begin a _V'

participative experiment may be esLentially non—participative. That-iy";'

) they desire t:o be involved. Consequently, the employees view the:. exper— ¥

-

.,’.
4
..[‘
4

Y.
:
“

14
. Study Setting :
Levine & Butler ?d952) Laboratory setting %
Bavelas 6 Strauss (1961) Toy factory
Fleishman (1965) DPress factory N
Sales (1966) - -+ - . . A 4 - . Industrial assembly &ine '
. . |
.] | : \Q"i) \ K in laboratory
Tagnenbaum &iceorgEOpQElgs (19%7)'- . ’ .Hanufacturing plant A j
Lewin (1947) = A \' . . Housewives ~° T ;
" Halpin (1954) - |, - Krplane commanders.
B Figure.10. “ ;

3

R K ]

S L Study‘a'etting:'s';u AP

PRSI S

{ Belasco and Alutto (1972) stress the variability in Ghat writers

o

These authors aﬁpear to impl citly assume a. positiVe linear u{i’.;

_ ‘relationship ‘between increaséd participation and- such? desir—fu o
£y able. organizational Outcomesias willingness. to change, inter~ .
personal trust, productivity, job satisfaction, ‘and’ increased .

' organizational control. - .Clearly, however, partiéipation in

. orga.nizational de:ision-making is -4 -complex phenomenon. Parti-
cipation itself can .range froh the mére presentation’of, an L
opinion, ‘where the final’ authority rests elsewhere, to. membe r-

~ship in -a group whith exercises final control; aover an issue
giving varying shades of the . participation phenomenon. It has
been auggebted that. not all fdtms of participation will produce
identical—or even similar organizational outcomes, -

oo ol (Belasco and Alutto, 1972 49)

. -
' --t‘--

Other researchers‘haVe also discussed the uncertain’outcomes of :

a

o ’ ¢

management may decide to. involve employees without first determining 1€

. ) L AR T

v k . . . ‘.
iment as, another example of management exercising its authority, and may-. ST

resent it.: Under these conditions there is every likelihood that the ,i'j L :f'ﬂi‘:*




' : e’xpe'riment'uill not be successful. /
" ) LO":iﬂ (1958;' Svggests that PDM cannot be expected to bring. about {,
. . increased produc_tivity under all circumstances.. He suggests that .

~ ﬁeelings, beliefs, predispositions’ and behaviours of each of the parties ¥

: [ o .
-
- 3 " -

may all be influential' factors. The complexity of the PDM dilemma is

further conp cated by the findings of Dill (1944) that many subordinates

may not’ desire to parf:icipate in decision making

S ! -~ In summary, the studies reviewed demonstrate the complexity of

$ i
~

the area under inVest:igation. : As illustrated in Figures 7, 8 a.nd 9, the

,studies divided almost evenlyL into positive and problematic findings,

- :supporting this point of view. In t:he following section, literature DT

:

.'-.“pertaining specifically to PDM and teacher productivity is reviewed., IR

Once againf it is evident that the findings are not consistent, suggesting : K r';r

e n . / - s . N . ) e Y

e rather intricate relationships. A Tt . : DI B PR g S

T B :.__ —;: JON - BEEER s A ~:. . . ". . " - _ ,.' . . ) . ‘ . . ‘ “.."...
STUDIES INVESTIGATING THE, RELATIONSHIP OF )

TEACHER PDM’ AND PRODUCTIVITY ] o ,

. h i . . . . . _il L

s .. o In the previous section the studies cited illustrated a number ’ i

s o , ‘ . 2 o

/ o ‘of posftive and problematic findings related ‘to research in PDM and SR ‘\

; ’ productivi-ty.', In the research conducted into PDM and teacher produc- '

P - tivity a twofold problem bebomes evident. ' First, there is a, relative ' RN B
L . P ) " ) /' R ‘ R DR

-y R _'scarcity‘ of data. Second there appears to be a lack of agrexnt among.y ! c r.=7 ;
e ] K _%. e .

“
[ “-

Can b ‘. S ;:. reeearchers on what exactly constitutes educational productivity. Aa in )

R : other organizations, productivity in education has been only operation-— R

'ally defined and where definitions have been advancéd, they have not: ‘
been universally accepted This leaves the resaarcher in the precariOus' :-‘;‘. . VRS

s
e 2t A At

:’_ s position of either accepting a definition which in many instgn\ces repre-‘«-

. N r
. aft
Al N . = .
. . PR . . ot e .
. . N . R
.
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sents only one aspect of organizational productivity (e.g. student
performance on exams) or develooing one .of his own.

" MacKay (1964), in an effort to discern whether organizational

structure was related to teacher performance, used ninth grade exami-

nation results as a measure of pupil achievement and tgacher performance.‘

The results indicated that “teachers in a hierarchicﬂ.system, where the

locus of decision~making lay in central office did not perform at the

“
Bame capacity as those in more decentralized systems.‘ Conversely, where

Hecision—m&%}ng was decentralized, pupils performed better on test _.;

“, results, iﬁdlcating greater teacher productivity..

A i i

In another study Tomekovic (1962)\used si}th grade sahool pupils

S

to determine if productivity wae affected by a group s knowledge of its f' '

‘{gﬁk The task involved the addition of columns composed of trinomial

A

' numbers. The results showed that the group Which received an explanation f

“of its vork had discussed the explanation and 1nstructions, and then

- K

made ite .own decisions, completed a significantly greater number of -

: examples when compared with'a group which had received only instructions.

At the same time no significant difference between the groups as to the

s aceuraey of their work was recorded. The researchers concluded.that

u

) returned questionnaires revealed the following relationship

.

because the students had exercised some eantrol over their environment,v

LN

thia acted as a motivational force, thus increasing one aspect of produc~1_?<

'
roe <
'

Johansen (1967) conducted aﬁ investigation of the relationship '

)

between teacheré' perception of their involvement in curriculum deeision—l

v

making at. the local level and their subsequent implementation ef the »

reSultant curricular decisions. Analysis of- the data obtained from the

,
[

-

------
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_;,_, . y‘—«'-’-(-y—"\‘::‘:.‘"‘-":??"r‘f.““‘.""\"_ 2 Er e
. PO ) .

_.curriculum decision—making had oqﬁfeacher perﬁormancet The study demon-‘i

: fﬂdevelopment leads to higher teacher productivity, greater implementation

) .‘.,‘crf_‘grograms and more provisions for change in. instructional content.‘- ’ ‘

: elementary school principal to change the policy decision—making process

'in his school from a traditional hierarchical model (principal making (“

‘cabinet is a. viable one, if teachers are given the opportunity to. take
"part in meaningful organizational vork not trivia. they will do so and

, will be productive (Blumberg, WEYSon, and weber, 1969) Yo ,:‘:,"
‘;f:teacher produotivity although it is by no means. tlear.. One of the major
' ~"What is productivity’"'and “How is the productivity of teachers measured?“

. This general lack of agreement is further complicated by the overall - -

’ :complexity of the BDHM.- phenomenon as suggested by Ponder (1973) and

T
i

2 . . 17
Individual teacher participation in‘curriculum development
activities in and of itself increases the likelihood of curri-
culum implementation; . L o y

ey pes® T

The perception of teachers that they are influential in the \ -
curriculum. decision—making process increases tHe likelihood of
curriculum implementation; .

g

The perception.by teachers that the hierarchical type of,

authority is influential in the curriculum decisfon-making

process decreases the 1likelihood of curriculum. implementation,
(Johansen. 1967 82)

Miklos (1970) described a study CondMCtﬁé in thirty—one Hisconsin

-
.o

achool systems to determine the extent that teacher participation in :l'

- . A {

P '*ﬂ4 “ AN

)l

P

Blumberg, Wayson. and Weber (1969) described the efforts of ‘am o

the decisions) to a’ participative model (the faculty making the decisions)
=

" In summarizing, the researchers concluded that thc=administrator—teecher . ;_:1’1'

- /

-4
In aummary. the research reVeals a relationship between PDM and

reasons accounting for ‘this could be the general lack of agreement over

Iy

Sr

-

discussed in an earlier section. :»_.

.
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LITERATURE - PERTAINING TO JOB SATISFACTION
. . ‘ ’ ’ - } ) 0 J :.ﬁ'u
Probably the first formal recognition of jobfsatisfaotion as a

’

separate area of research worthy of investigation 1n itstown right was:

« " by Kornhauser (1930) He stated; T v
Voeational selection procedures, training programs and rest Ce e
periods are evaluated in terms of efficiency.. Why not: lalso by: . o

- reference to satisfaction’ 0f, course the two are: not ipdepen— ,
dent; often a.study of morale is highly signifitant in’'its =~ ~ >

' bearing on output. .But even where it 1is not, we may he inter—_- )
ested in the individual snd social effects of the work. R f:;~, ‘

RN B ) _,"‘ ¥ (Kornhauser. 1930 n348) l h; .

i Lster, Kornhauser (1965) conducted another study that stressed the impor-

e .' o o

tance of job satisfactiOn to a person s entire 1ife adjustment. In fact

‘,.\_.

,- - i
‘g the major conclusion wasp mental health varies consistently with the

L showed a’ close relationship to the mental health index, and in addition, {ffi

et
.

the effeet was moderated for better or worse by some individuaI and

4

aituational variables but the genersl Eindings emphasize the importance
' Ty )
- . of job‘satisfaction to life adjustment.‘ .

g'.

In general ‘Kornhauser s results are supported by a'number of'

\_studies showing a positive relationship batween dob satisfaction and job

.\ ! oo FRRS v, -

".status (for example, see Kassarjiam, 1961) ' Ho%ever, the study has been f~?.'

v
v

criticised by Hulin and Blood (1968) ‘on grOunds*that the interviewer maw

sware of the dangers and take every measdre to combat khe possibiligx of

b o L . el Sl ”.-"' RN P
et : o o - L. B o S e
- o f ) DR & N s

,isin'ce'}:he’s'e early studies, a voliminous quantity ¢f data has been. - .,




gathered :tn resp&ct to this area. The research 1iterature indicates that '

at . o 1

o :_ job sat;lsfac).ion is a multi-dimensional complex phenomenon. The 'most -
:;' frequently recurring rubrics Appear to be' . Iy ) i
" i_ the content of the work actual tasks performed and control
. j’-.i‘ P I of HOl'k' .. . _ - ,' RN = .

R supervision of the direct sort] - - e e

*Jthe organization and* .'Lts management,
w opportunities for advancement' o ) .
pay’ and. other financial benefins, R ,
co—workers, vty .},': L s e o .
working conditions. P T I

e Q (Ronen. 1970.',3)3" o

Y PR . v por ‘.

with terms as

ment gives us a good vacation to be answered on’ a ‘Likert ecale, and e

ro,, '. ', Y

,descriptive. as "last year I got (0—4 5—9 10-13, 1:4—15, or more) days

T I ¢ '. .
cluaﬁ:er analysis, eleven category items were intercorrelated and factor

5 .
O R o EEURa .

_ analyzed The most. single importaht correlate of eatiefa#tion wae 1hbour
g:rade, or 1eve1 of skill (Yuzuk 1961) 'I'he more skilled employees "

% : . - ~

'_';j-job and organizat:ion, however,‘ it should be mentioned that they are

.l

-,‘ .

usually at higher pay grades as well. 'in general." however., the study

.

) S , . ..,

of employee perfomance, 7- . ‘;:_ :

H . e

T
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. v . .

X vacation with pay..'.: The itemsv ware categorized and on the basis of a Tl

b L ‘{"‘

rcer ,(,1961) investigated .warehouse workers

Theee factors appear w.ith varyiqg importance depending upon the researther

manage— '-1 S
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production quantity and quality, and job satisfaction. They also con- -

sidered situational characteristics such as: size of work force, city

4‘_"__ . "l .
At
L3

1z, ety
3 Te

size,\ wage rate, unionizat-ion, percentage of male workers, and inter-

g .
-

., action of these measures as determined by profitability, product ‘value,

. producbtivity and ‘employee turnover. One finding of the study was the

.

o . superiority of “rural" location both inm terms of job satisfaction and
« & ,.—'genefe'l 'efficie‘ncy. In general s'ituatio,nal ,and‘p‘erformance measures
o ‘are related through employee needs.

-t

In a. similar setting, Parker (1963) founé that'the large group .

fll

(warehouses) in urban settings are 1ess effective and the employees must L

y

see a reason for better performance : that is of benefit ,to. them before

giving their best effort. ,

_‘I X has been argued by proponents of PDH, that ,

S ot -

decisions becomes clearer.; They haVe ‘an input into what is happening P

s

therefore, 'their:,benefi-ts are more obvious. .'

g

The complexity of job satisfaction has been indicated in the ce

. ,
. : . ,

' atudies cited a.nd it seems appropriate here to mention the Herzberg, R PR

Hausner and Snyderman (1959) "dual factor“ theory of job satisfaction as -

[

' satisfiers ,OF.. dissatisfiers.' Herzberg contends that factors that contri— '

A A o - N
e e . [ .:t .

bute to job satisfaction and factots that contribute to job dissatiafac—l"

o~

V. . “ K
~'... e . \

B exclusive.' ‘. His hypothesis is that some factora are sétisfiers when

present ‘butl not dissatisfiers when absent.. 'l‘he Herz‘ rg hypothesis can K

[SN 2 oL -~._. v

. be illustrated as on the following page.. The opposi ‘ of joh aatisfac— " LY

tion, according to Herzberg,, would: not be job dissatisfaction, but rather " "

i <

no job satisfaction *similarly, the oppoaite of job diséatisfact‘ion is '

. . L ,“

. no job diasatisfaction-—not job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959 L3). / ' i

‘a 1
. 4 ~
- PR

' tion a.re not erranged along a. conceptual continuum but are mutually .;1 w
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: 4 . Work itself’ o : 3
: S Satisfaction '
3 ) . s
{. Condg.tions of work Factors$ present or absent . 7N
; 4 -~
3 Dissatisfaction & (Motivation) A
* Negative or absent factors ’ - § K
(Hygiene) -
A
i

The Herzberg hypothe51s has been the center of much debate. It

has been argued that it presents oversimplified answers to rather complex-

questions. Ronan argUes that S f Tl T T

: oy
o .

FER the weight of evidence v0uld appear to show that Job . NI |
S ,satisfaction is! much more complex In its dimensional’ relationé TN SR
. 7 tham that postulated by Herzberg a.nd in gddition, is related f. S )

: f'to both demographic and situational variables. Sy T

2 v'_n,', R U (Ronau, 197'0J 3)

vl . -‘,,

It should also be remembered that the bulk of the studies which support B

2

B3 . . P

§
‘ R Herzberg used his interview technique. Similar stu;lies conducted in'Ves- T Lo
R tigating the same hypothesis and utilizing a different technique fail to
t o - .

_ support his findiugs (Hulin, 1966 ‘and Vroom, 1964)

A Viewing the dimensions of job satisfaction as a systemati,c rela—

qionship is another vay of conceptualizing a complex idea (Warnimont,

1972) An’anging the variables as: sho\m in Figure ll,sm.akes it easier to :

2

,' visualize certain 1ogica1 and semantic relationships among/ the many

variables involved in job satisfaction._ ’l‘he crucial aspects are the - -

5 AN . differences betveen "feelings about" and "feelings of," plus the directi,on G

B of the causal relationship shown.- ') IR '. L e '-_
3 T It: is olear that the subset of variables called "intrinsic
‘ % P factors (similar to Herzberg ) satisfiers) are not the sama kind of

: TR ;- variables as the subset ca],led extrinsic factots ,; All the intrinsie
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e Cel - IR § '~7-:‘.,‘,",P-é‘f'sjoh :'A{-j-,': ' ’ >

: Domain of: .. . 7 -1 Result- T -'JDomain oft. 1 ] Result *  Domain of:
- 'External’ (Situat:iona.l) } ' in: . . | Intemal (IncErmediate) in: Output Variables
Variables N B .. |¥7 . or’Intervening: - -
L ' Variables . " Level 1 ~ Level 2

j_» I"eelixigs - ; .
Extrinsic Factors o F About: . Ly o Intrinsic Factors

l

Company Po]_icies R DR - R Feelings of._ ’ i
WOrking Conditions o I ifRecognition“ , Absenteeism
Tec‘hnica.l Compe—: | Extrinsié. _ ——-———5, - . Adva.ncementi» ——> [rurnover

. tence af Supervisor .‘Fac:torn Effort?

'.;'Achievement )
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cognizant of, even if we do not fully understand the intricate relation-- :

yhe

23
factors. are internal feelings, while extrinsic‘ factors are external

sitvations, "Feelings about' these “extemal situatious cannot be con-
r o _— -
sidered to be in the same domain as "feelings of," such as of recogni-

-tion, respensibility, ete. "Feelings of" have no meaning except as felt

. b-y a particular person. ° Actual company policy, etec., can exist without

needing a specified person as reference, "Feelings about" external

"variab'les might be c'alled'perceptions, or opindions, ‘ They are uot the same
3 -

"

as gut feelingo; hovever, they -can and do produce‘-'gut' feelings, likelthe

, feelings of recognition. Thus for a given individual "feelings about"

(company policy, working conditions, etc ) are the causes’of "feelings e

of" (recognition, achie‘vement, etc ) o ‘- ;-_'-’-f--'x:' '

'i'he open system approach allows us to visualize at least some of

the possibla relationships that can t:ake place. i Therefore, we become L

Y S Sy
ships that transpire. : Likert (1961) ’ in a sunrmary of the literature,

~_.

.‘ suggested a positive relationship between job satisfactinn a.nd job

. Batisfaction. I‘hey made an impo:tant distinction between overall job

: performance. He even pinpointed certain facets of job satisfection that

\

can be positively correlated with job performance. However, we must bear

:l.n ‘mind that other atudies, such as Foumet et al.. reported tnat. .

~.‘. e research data shows amixture of inconsistent and con-
fusing results from studlés of the relations‘nip between over-‘
) nll job satisfaction and productivity. B

(FOurnet et al., 1966 176)

LY [

- . :..~

'I'he comple:\city of job satisfaction has resulted in a number of
\ 2 :

definitions which have led to it being measured in numetous ways. . Wanous

\ S
and Lawler (1972) reviewed nine different operational definitions of job

A PR .

satisfaction (JS) and sat:isfaction with particular Eacets of one s job,

RN
!

e : 2
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.Jafb fé.cet satisfaction (JFS). The operational definition specifies

. d;ifﬁe.rént ways of measuringfacet satisfaction and different approaches ,

b
i
[
f
1
1
H
3
{
M
B
4
k3
H
4
1

) to combining data from JFS in ‘order' to measur‘e overall satisfaction. ,
Overall job satisfaction.' according ‘t{o Wanous and Lawler (1972), . . ! -
is the sum of job-faceb satisfaction across a‘ll facets of a job; or,, ‘
’ - perhaps, the weighted sum of job fncet satisfaction. ’ .
' . | | | Facet ‘ ’ : )
- Js = 2 (JFS) , . L oe
;o 4 : e S
Job satisfaction has. also been conceptualized as a weighted sum R .
v-\of job facet: satisfaction. hp In oz‘der to account for- individual differences : | :';'_ ,

: *in the “value people place on the facet of a job, some" investigators ha_ve« ‘ U

AN e T A
. PP -

f kS N
ot

A used rat:ings of t:he importance of job fACet to weight the facet satie-,“

o .,V,/.’.,.. .4 \u.‘-

o g faction before aumming ‘them: to obtain an. oVerall satisfaction score'

0.

‘ZQ'L‘:;gi';"f.ﬂ*l}'7”',“,_' Fncets fﬁif;j;?if“i“ e g
t BN T \, IR :":‘J"S - 2 (importance JFS) s 3 BN
:: . . : R [':,’.

Sl g e Job satisfaction has also been operationalized as ‘a discrepancy' :' . -

- . ‘-:lt: is ‘defined‘a‘s the difference bel:ween responses, to a "how ‘nuch’ should | o ’ S
S there 'l;e" item and. responses to a "how much is there nw" 111 connecuon‘ IV Be
_ L ) R with a number of job facets or needs.l The difference between these two - - "
g - )',’ ":";'types ‘of items is computed and the differences are summed 'across the | ‘ . T
L .A : | '."305 facets‘to yi/eld a mea.sure)'f overall job sati.sfection; . ‘, o
o - {\' o 7> R - - Facet B ,. J '
A ‘ ‘. JS - 2 (should be—-is now) . " -/' o ,": ) : R

The last equation might best be éonceptualized as a weighted sum '_ PR 1

S R ,. of the "should be——is now“ diff,erences consrtituting the job facets.‘- In. .t
) B ; R R -
.‘ t:_ P o . "‘ . / 1
s e this way, the relative importance of each of the difference‘s constituting
2D SR D / -

y RIS J'distinctive job facets is included in the overall measure of job satis-“",‘:




faction. This “{mportance” dimension would yield an equation such as: . -

- Facets -
Js = 24 (igportance, should be—~1s now)
: (Wanous and Lawler, 1972:.96)

7/

Bulin (1964) gathered data from a sample of 185 male workera and
75 femaﬁ? workers employed in two })lants of an electronics manufacturing
film in New l:n'glana. The nata‘was Televant to five separate sreas of a
worker s job sacisfaction\(satisfaction with' work, pay, promotion oppor-—
cunities. co—workers and supervision); 'there were also six independent

,' variables (age, aex, ‘tenure on the job tenure with the’ company, job

1evel salary and s;lery minus salaryl rec/eivle.d) Multivariate—regression\l'-':,.f:':"v'"
analyses Were performed to detemine the validity of two hypothesee‘]'that ;'

Tt age end tenure bear U—shaped relationships to job‘satiefaction- -No"-w

»,./ ' D

support was found for these hypotheses. 'l'he results indicated a J.inear = N

| '»., model of job satisfaccion for the male worke.re. ) The. job sacisfaction of T T
v female workers eould not: be upredicted aceurately..

In a later .atudy, Hulin (1966) investigated the high rate of
m wwaa
tumover among female workers employed by a large Montreal. baaed firn.

Job sa:isfaction questionnaires were administered to a sample of- 350 } R

- female employees., The ;ob satisfaction of these women was asseased by - -

\(. ‘._'- . . i

means of a Job Description Index (JDI) 'Ehe JDI is a cumulative-point, A B

. o [
» i o .o . A

N adjective check-list style of scale. ‘ It uas uned to measure4five separa:e o e ‘:,; L

RV '.-l R " e, s

S ';,“’ ~'aspe¢ts of a worker s satisfaction. eatisfaction vith work done. wit.h

PP

S Yoo »

t:he pay. uith pronmtional Opportuniti.eaa and policies, uith t:he co-workers . LRt I ’

FiRax e,

' and with the supervisor. After a lapae of Eive months thirty-one women
' "had quit tventy--six of whom had completed t:he questionnaire. 'rhese

' . twenty-six women reported nignificantly leas satiaf.action w:lth the:lr job , :
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) ~ : <L .
than the 319 girls who remained on the job.' The study was continued for.

1

’ ' seven more wonths. The data from the subsequent‘ seven months indicated
EN Ay L.‘:w

that JOb satisfaction,séores e.xhibit a significant relationship to tum-

.o } =
L ; , over during a twelve month period, The study (cy/l’uded that a dissatig-

fied worker is more likely to leave his/her job than a satisfied worker.‘

i
P NS I U MY R T LR VRS SRV

He also suggested that the results were significant because ". .. females

haye fewer economic reasons for remaining on any job they are dissatisfied

R i S L S

with than a'.t‘:pmpatabls sample of males" (Hulin,". 19663 284). _ .-

‘Pallo’ne., Rittiar'd ,' and 'Hurley ~(l97p) é’urveyed the'lite raturé

e M A

Tl pertaining to jJob satisfaction and grouped the studies under a'ix headings

rep‘bxting both positive and problematic findings.. Their emphasis was Y

- 1

urvey emerged the following conclusions{ i .' - , '4_:{ '; T MR

o T Thete remains insufficient evidence Eo support Herzberg
B , hypothesis that 4ob satisfact:ion 18 generated by ‘one tmelﬁiI
U Coe - +of variables, while dissatd.sfaction is generat:ed by another o
) o ‘ qualitative distinct set; - S, . : :

L o The. relfhtionship between job satisfaction snd satisfaction : C !
R Ty T T sof psychological nnd social needs remains unclear. Some . ' . f
a ..+ workers .satisfy ‘many needs th'rough work; othe_rs satisfy |
. ... 7 7 . ' few.. The extent to which vorkers in certdin occupations -
' " -+ anticipate or seek gatisfaction of psychological needs .

RN . ... .through wotk remains to be resolved' I \ D :
S T30 Litele support <as: reported for the widely held operating
: ERE " hypothesis that- job: dissatisfaction leads to- job change or T
O g career. change. - o L C oy
‘ R (Pallone, Richatd, and Hurley, 1966. 171.) L AP EEu
. : : y RN ,'- S L IR
'Nood (1967) conducted a study concemed with t:wo theories of

‘a

:profeséional job aatisfaction. (1) unidimensional, and (2) multidimen- s

.sional with specific referepce to Herzberg 8: t:wo factor theory. An

L »__r'_overall job satisfactidn index ancl thirty-four questionnaire items were ,'

G- . 'j_evaluated by a national gample ot' over yOO eugineering graduates. Ea‘ch‘_

Tal ) . ".
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engineer indicated tie personal 1mpprtance‘\of each item and the degree

: ‘ 27

!

L . § . . ’
to vhich each charaéterized his current professiorial status, Factor
Ve ' ' . =~

analysis suggested that job satisfaction is l;nultidimensional. Analysis

of result? revealed that jc:;b satisfactidn sedned most related to’: (1) a
- a . ’
general job characteristic factor, and (2) prz}fessional challenges. Five
A-LE U X

" other factors were also identified: Status, Avtonomy, Professional Recog-

nition, Interpersonal Rel/tions and Supervisod Relations .

T

In gummﬂffzing, one is compelled to ackgxowledge the inconsistency-
e

’

in the findings. Lowin (1968) tries to e;cplain the results by saying

- -

and{ultidimens ional

U
and proble-

“that vhenever - reseai'dh 1s bonducted ina comple

area there vill probably be an equal number of"' osi!:ive

PRIt

" -matic" s:udies. Whatever the reason for the mix d findings it becomes

S y

evident that job satis fa.ction is an area wﬁere ‘uch resea’rch is needed

- tions. variables ,which are most influential :I.n determining job aatisfac-

’tion can be identi‘fied .anc_l then man;lpulat;ed to‘pra.duce thel.deaired

"effect, job aa;isfkétian.' “In the .,fdllbwihg gection, literature pertaining

to job satisfaction of teachérs will be reviewed.

i- . i
Ly B : , -

Ce

. . o when’ teachers expectations are fulfilled with regard to R
the 1eadership of adminisl:rators and. supervisors their morale .

soars ; When their expectations are disappointed. morale t;akes
a nose dive. oo . '

(Chase, 1953 3)
The study conducted by Chase (1953) has been cited in- almnst:

every review concemlng teacher satisfaction, due to 'its compfehensive

posit!ive findlngs. The author collectecf evlde.nce throughout the United

H
¢
-_f
4
i
i
5
A
2
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'f stimulating leadetship by the building prim:ipal contributed greatly to.

4 was considered of top importance by nearly as many teachers. Factors :

. ingly.

' to t:he principal. They can be summsrized thus.

.~ . N 28
States in which he interviewed more than 400 teachers in five systeus,
and obtained questionnaire respdnses from another 1800, representing

forty-three states and 216 school districts. One of the significant

=

. Findings was the close relstignship between teachers' ratings of their

superintendent, principal, and S;"P"-.rvisors and the. extent of their satis- - /

faction with the sthool system in which they were working. —
Chase found an' equally close relationship between teachers' “

satisfaction vith their school and their rating of their prinf\ipsls ' . o ,\Q

leadership. The saie holds true of'the relationship between teachers'
opinions of supervision and their satisfsction with the school system. -

- Over eighty-eight percent ‘of the teachers reported that dynamic snd
their sacisfaction in teaching. Similar leadership hy the superintg{ndent',' '

receiving a lower zating includend good salaries and light teeching 1oads. -

Chase concluded that when teachers expectations of leadership

are poorly met, the chances. for enthusiasm are reduced 8s low as ten in

2 hundred; .and the chance for serious diasatis faction rises corre’s]':‘o'nd-

. ’
:

L S

' Becker'»(léSl), in a study of séhogl teachers in the G\icago

Public School System, found 8 definite set of expectations with réspect

N
»

) . ““ . . .il i . ‘- v ' a
The Principsl‘ T o Co : S N

. (l) should protect the' teschers' authbrity vis-a-vis pazlents and
pupils, alwvays upholding the teacher. -no matter who is. st £ault;

(2) should not. Yapy"' on teachem or gi\re arbitrary orders, .

(3) should al.locate righta and. duties "fairly. !
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-ccncetned wit:h determining whether such fad:ors

" the socio-economic background of their school

_of work,

i disaatisfaction. )

29
In conclusion, ‘l}eckevr suggests that teacher satisfaction runs high if
principals have regard for such expectations.
~— .
Scully (1949) 1likewise reported dissatisfaction arising from
attitudes or action of the principal which threaten the individual's
goclal, professidnal, or economic security. On the ‘other hand, he found M

that the most frequently mentioned contributor to satisfaction was if

teachers were pernitted freedom ffdm /Anterference (e.g, decislion~making

responsibility). e

Silirerman (1957) conducted a\gtudy of el'ementary school principals

to determine how they might affect teacher sati action. He was al'so

AN

' size of the school,

th g length of their

R sex influenced the' judgments of the 452 respondents in the eighteen
schools participating in the study. ',I'he results revealed a ma\rked

‘concern on the’ part of the teachers with the need to achieve security.

Of. the five strongest items, four of them were directly coficerned with
7
this basic need. Another point that seeme‘d to stand out was the import-

ance the teachers gave thoae personality and human relations traits that

made for success or lack of Buccess among e‘xecutives, whetever the 1ine

Y

Th#tat,istical_ _analys:la invdicat‘ed 4_t‘hat a principel's person-
ality and human relatio'nl c'tttibctes‘ had ‘more effect cn‘. t\ea.che:r satis— |
faction than any of hia other- Characteristics. ‘ ( .

Silveman s study indicates that “the principal ia dn an especially
strategic position to counteract th‘oSe £actors comributing to teacher

[

T It is possible that he represents the strongest

satisfaction-influencing factot of 311 ' ~'; : - 4 N
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Harap (1959), in a study to determine what factors af fected /

teacher satisfaction, conducted surveirs in twenty school systems. His

main thesis was that high satisfaction makes pecple secure, unafraid,

.
Kl
1
4
M
i
'l‘

:
3
4
i
3
X
“w
9
R
i
“
X

- productive and loyal., Dissatisfaction is what makes peocple unhappy,

insecure and indifferent. ‘Harap realized that it wvas impossible to

‘determine what factors affect satisfaction In every individual case;
' S

ALl Ll e _“A-_-

therefore, the only safe generalizations are those that affect the

teachers' satisfaction most frequently in many different sltuations.
Teachers were asked to estimate their satisfaction on a three-
X . . ) .. , ' Y L o

point s‘c:hle; 'good,‘ average and low. In -‘addition, the teachers‘ v‘ete'askqd‘ -
S

TN

_to suggest, ways of improving theit satisfaction, what t:hey fuund to be the , ' (T )

: most pressing problems, and uhat t:hey thought were the schOol system s {

A RSt b MR St - S Y A i B
. S L .

) at;rengths ~'and weakneSSes- Harap a findings ‘can be summarized thus' )

’

Causes of Dissatisfaction ) Y Causes of Satisfaction'

Large classqs ’ Good aqmini.stration

Poor buildings = ° Sharing in decision-making

' Inadequat:e salaries " Good buildings

e

Poor administration Good welfare policy

_Lack of teaching materials ) :’Good salaries
and equipmert:
. *

Absénce of democratic © - ‘ ‘
administr?t-ion . '

. Lack 'of PDM
- W - C
" Poor grievance procedure

It should be_ polnted out ‘that where the ‘teachers shared in-

decision-making, the 'evi_dence.shouéd that they gre'atly ap'preciate this

'fécogni’t'i'on' they rate it ’frequently among the atmngest points of a o
2.y I
. - Sy .

school syatem" (Harap. 1959 7. o
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g Boyan (1969) hypothesized that teachers are seeking a more central
»role in education;':\l decision-making as a result of two personal charac-
teristics. First, the ratlo of the sexes in the teaching force h;s
',,. . shifted’ dramatically in favg;ir of males; men generally express themselves

more wvigorously than women on career and employment issues, Secondly,

‘ / M —
they are bringing to their work increased levels of preparationﬁﬂ-’
expertise. A similar view was st_a’@'d by Parsons (1962):

o the moré, expert (that is professional) the technical personnel
becone, the more resistant they become about managerial deci-
N ‘ sions conceming technical. activities and ‘about the competence -
’ of the managérial personnel to supewise ‘techinic¢al performance.

’ . (Parsona, 1962: '63). ¢
R A Bridges (1964) in a study of. twenty-eight achools, sought.‘

‘-1. ) to define’ patticipation 1n operétional terms, L

2. to study the personal and situatiunal factors goveming
i the administ:ration s tendency to provide for participa—
' 'tion. . : .

L 3. to examine the effects of participation on attitudes
. * towards the administration. '

[+ . . . - .
He viewed participation in four nodes: An'nouncing'——the‘ administrator

chooses a course of action and reports his decision to the teacher ;

Testing —-he presents his proposed solution to his teachers for their

I reaction and then makes his decision; Sol:l.citing——'he’ has the teachers
'
: suggest some possible coyrse of ac:i.on and from r.his the administrator

0

KA . - chooses the solution he regards as nost promising. Delegating--the

f"’v:‘ administ:rator 1nvalves and passes the right to make decisinns: to thg
S : ' - : : ' A - ‘

T m teacher .
o . The results’ ;indicated. that fadn;inistrat&rs who vere well“lik"é'a b):~, .
t‘egchei"'s were the same ones whé involved teaéhers in decision§ “that-were

. consider‘e’d to be of impoftance.‘ He also found that the type of PDMY was
} - t

affected by the size of the school. the larger the school the less PDM.

'.‘ ' . i -




wag reported.’ oo . o,

- . Serglovanni (1967) undertook a study to deteru_fine, whether or not

. . the factors reported by teachers would distribute themselwves into——mut:aally

exclusive satisfaction and dissatisfaction categories, Purther, if the
. ; .
satisfaction-dissatisfaction phenomenon existed for téachers , would the
g 4 © . a
factors resulting in satisfaction be concerned with the work itself?

Further, would the factors resultidg in dissatisfaction be corcerned with
4 ' o
.the environment of work? , - B - ot

[ : - o~

! , . The populetion consisted of teachere in school dis,tricta iuk’

v,

- N Honroe County, New York. ‘The districts ranged from seni—rural to.’ suburban—,.. '

-

- i.n orientation and the schools ranged 1n aize from a tesch:ing staf,f of u ;' o

.. thirty—si.x to. a teaching staff of five hundred and twenty-eight. . ‘,'

¢

' " — g The deta gathering technique wa.s the same ss thab used by Herzber‘g
o B (1959) ’I'he ‘i'esults indicated that achievement, recognition, and reepnn'-

~ - 1

7 ‘ sibility were the predominant factors which contribute to, :,:eacher job
- p N
aatisfaction. Intex:personal relations (peers), supervision—technical

¥

rQQSchool policy and administration, personal life, qnd Eaimese—unfaimess

were the principal ‘factors which cdntributed 'to teacher job diesatis-— .

) v ) R

faction. L ° s .
' " oo, . P - < «
The, findings auggest that the present emphasis on "teacher-

°

: ‘ . centered" behaviour (aupportive supervision, interpersonal re,lations,,
J " [ * Do
S : effective comunication,,,,and gtoup effectiveness) is an important pre— e
-4 B . . & N '
- g scription foy effective administrative behgviour. '[.‘he "teecher—centered"

t

[

approach, how‘ever, is li'.mited in. that it tends to concentrate on the. T o N

elimination o.f diesatisfaction factors and thus does .not com:ribute )
“ . directly to. teacher job satisfaction. o o

‘ "Task oriented" behaviour (organizing and plarming work, imple- ;

,_»’.."‘ . : . . ’ .
oot . o -

o

~




‘menting gOal achi-evément)* emerges 'as an Aimportant and direct contributor

to teacher Job’ satisfaction., Such' behaviour, on the part of the: admin—

o

istrator, would 1nclude increasing the opportunities for teachers to -
) o exper:.ence personal and professional success. Basic to this undertakmg' '

is the proposition that: aﬂministrators will pemit and encourage teachers -
B . . ‘

”'1,-..{ RN ' R (1) exercise more autonomy in decision- king, (2) increase individu.al

o ‘_ S responsebility in developing and implementin&jeaching programs and e

‘:r

(3) develop professional skills (Sergiovanni. 1967. 80)

x.“-.g"a*‘r""‘:‘,‘w' AT N e
.

P .‘\ "-;',' - In s.nmmary, factors which appear ‘as, Sources of high Job feeliug

e ‘_4,,. -

e T

. . ) ] .T« o

: *for teechers tend to differ from factora which appear aa spurcea of low A

w0 Snc
ﬂ

"‘/job feelings. ;Further, the satisfaction factor tended to focua on the

\
r

- jwork itself, and the dissatisfactiou factors tended to focus on the .

[ ",4‘ N '-, e

‘L »-::co]ndition& of‘work. ) . ,A o 3 et A
“;’;-.1 Wickstrom (1973) replicbated Sergiovapni'a study :ln Saakacchewau )

- ,.using four hundred and seventy randomly selected teachera.: f He reported ; ‘ N ;
B K . e Lta - - B . T ) ., . . - ElM

'that there was no significant evidence tofsupport the Herzberg hypothesis

‘ s

that the fectors Operat@xnidirectionally. Hf’ckstrom also auggests that f.A . N -
Ty At S e : Bt ’

4 "iteacher 8. job satiafaction is cloaely related, to: his perceptién of A .

i

: competence

Qp (oves, ao wiil his job satisfaction.

Parsons (197-0) conducted a.stpdy 'o detemine factors related to

-.satiafactim of teachers, the aurvey covered the following four groups.l

I' . \‘.
i o L -

B A Th% atpden t—,teacl\eru
. teaching experience,

ARG g et b iee et oo e .

. = ‘ 49
Teachefrs in the field who were akv ng evening courses at
';Memorial lTniVersity; g - St

N . .
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v

The results indicated that some aspects of teaching had no signi-

ficant effect on teacher satisfaction. These were: years of tralding,

teaching experience, size of school, student 'grade taught, and age' of

teacher.

' . v

e ,rv"ﬁ-’ At S

S,
In all four surveys, teachers receivedg‘reater satisfaetiﬁi{from

E - intemal rewards (those rewards related to interpersonal relationships,
) e.g. telations with fellow teachers, students, supervisors) than from

IR . extemal rewards (those rewards related to economic security, pay and

_ status) In the three Newfoundland studies women teachers vere relstively

more satisfied than men.4 In a11 four surveys teachers expressed a feeling

s

of deprivation (low satisfaction) when they compared theit salaries to

those of other foccups.tiOns open to people with their 1eve1 of ed{Jcstion

CoVerdale (1973) conducted a study oﬁ a random sample of prsc- S

4 T, o

tising primsry snd secondary s hool teachers throughout New South Wales,

a i

. A L
Australia.. He was interested in teacher’ morale snd hypothesized that

3 . -,;‘ morale would be increased by fsvourably modifying the conditions thsc
| o ) “t : . .l R ..1

S will incresse job satisfsction. The results of the study can- be smar- R

N

et

o ized as. follows o :"" ol S R :t L

';/5'_:" - ": S '.'1‘.: Teachers were dissatisfied with their present inspectorial L
cor o Lot T system., They. felt that, rigid inspeetion by.- the sdmi‘nistra- "_"‘-
' S S .tion destroys*professionsl self-*image.,ﬂ

e o ':.',2‘;‘1_Teachers feit they shéuld have ‘nore ‘say’ in. the eur-riculum -
o e a7 Uthey were: dissstisfied with the functionary role dictated
e s U Lo teachers,f O . \

E «,‘_

- \_vf«Teschers were d:i;ssstisfiedx Hith a: prumotiun system which
‘slavishly favours .'seniority' S . \

.'I‘e\thers vere dissatisfied vith being relegsted to.a util-'_'.,'.':—:
ita an: role with 1ittle or ‘no’ say in policy making,' T




leave policy. v

students and parents. . The greatest aresa of dissatisfaction was salary.
>Women‘were more satisfied thannmen and'elementary teachers were more
Qfsatisfied than secondary teachers. S .:t

flu;¢' Kuhlen (1963) administered the Edwards Personal Preference ’f‘

. : related to need satiafaction to One hundred nnd eight male and ninety—“

x five female teachers in their twenties and thirties. The total group

'owas quite satisfied with their careers but both sexes ngreed that indi—:jz
;viduals with strong needs for autonomy would likely be extzemely frus- :

1vtrated.v Among,the male teechern particularly, high achievement needa ._

.lov morale appenred to be rooted in several areas. (1) disappointment
";7" over. performance of students, (2) autocratic administration, (3) 1ack of s X

"ﬁ academic freedom, and (4) lack of recognitiou and tespect.-;.JfT;".’ ﬁ "
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’ a

rather than establishing an enduring commitment to the

profession causes a low morale. /
- ; - (Coverdale, 1973: 36)

Reinhart and Lawson (1959) studied 1,207 teachers in Illinois.
They found that 87-92 percent were satisfied because of_freedom from

interference with personal life, security, academic freedom and sick .

. '
’ -
. .

, Mason (1961) reported that beginning teachers received their

greatest satisfaction from relations with fellow teachers, supervisors,

P .

" "— .)

Schedule; a, special job satisfaction rating ecale and a questionnaire

' R C L e

L

3 e

i

s

tended to produce dissntisfaetion, but men tended to be satisfied if they
s - \,, : :
perceived teaching as potentially natisfying. A
o . I ‘ oy R
Thompaon (1960) found widespreed diaaatiafaction and low morale

e

3Zamong fifty teachers representing thirty college faculties. Reasons for

NE - .
. L i U VRRR- R
.-_, Ty

N |."..,4. ,- ¥ ; ,I. ”. oo, A -

e EE
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'iiHornstein (1968) conducted a study to investigate the relation— f_;aﬁ~.

- T
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influence certain aspects of organizational (school) decision-making.

! Far this investigation, questionnaire data were 'gathered from three

hundred and twenty-five primary school teachers who worked in fourteen
different school‘buildingS. The ttachers reported greatest satisfaction 3
with their principal and school system when they perceived that they and '

- their principel were mutually influential, especially when their prin-

‘eipal’s power to influence eminates from their perceiving him as an

expert. They also found that student performance will b¢ improved when

teachers perceived themselves as sharing in the process of organizational
'decisidn-making. '

L. ) Tl

h" o The literature reviewed on teacher jab satisfsction identifies a ’

’ .

.3

s

number of variables of varying importance depending upon the particular .

Al

situation of the study. Although the findings are mixed éhere is an e

f‘ﬁ-{ﬂﬁnroﬁiﬁ“}ﬁ’, it ;;“ .
L e

"‘underlying Concept emerging. Jab satisfaction is important and does
' sffect teacher performance. but the answer to questions auch as "How?".
T snd "th?" is clear. The final section reviews studies desling directly

With the relationship between PDM and job satisfaction of' teachers. o S ': .

Agein mixed resulta will become apparent, further indicating the compli-

- [ .
~cated relationship thnt exists between these two variables. I =
. ) l, . ° . . , 1_; ll‘_-
; . . ! SIUDIES CORRELAIING PDH WITH JOB fh ke
£ 1. - SATISFACTION OF TEACHERS.
i. ?7; 3315900 Eﬂd Alutto (1972) collected data through use. df a quea- e.f" }f:flj?”7=lf_ﬂf
: * “ftionnsire survey techniqne of two schaol districts 1acated in weste:n _; o L“!i' .
ki '7'New work State., They examined the relationahip betueen the leveln of e

'--,e:satisfaction experienced by teschers and their stste of deciaionsl psrti-- '
‘{j7cipation.j Building upon much prior research their approach isolsted B . ":i:ff

'Z!i»:.4 ',/
: e
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three states of'decisional participation: depriw{tion (participation in

fewgt decisions than preferred), equilibrium (participation in as many

decisions as degsired), and saturation (participation in more decisions

" than desired). Such a method, they argue, provides -an indication of a

teacher's sense of distributive justice concerning his or her partieci-

£

pation in decision-making.

ter
Iy

Belasco and Alluto (1972) cited research which has.indicated that

‘o N
.3

o

".(mi-x A

neither the desize for increased participatfon har emplcyee satisfaction

i

RE TR b4

-y . . . ' . 1Y .
levels are equally distributed throughou the teacher-population. Rather, -

)

A

: ' certain substrata of teachers desire more participation than they

“

. ® . . . .

e currently enjoy, while others desire lesa while yet others desire no ’ o
SO oy Lo
[ AT C change in the current rate of participation._ Furthermore, other research - pe

oL . R

evidence indicates a wide dissimilarity in the distributionaof gfrious

H

; attitudinal characteristics within the teaching population.z For example. 1f‘.;;;

B R b AT

R 7f?.f~- eadhers who are younger, married male, employed in secondary schools,. T4L‘n

i

’ '}f lj'\.vf and cqming zfém higher-social class backgtounds tend t6 be’ more profes-

sional in q;/ tation. ﬁatisfaction, as one attitudinal charecteristic L “,{_f"-e

_of téachere, has been demonstrated to be differentially distributed

/-

-f‘ throughout an organizationel populetion by Herzberg (1959). Blauner .
,(1930), Kornhauser (1930), and others. On the basis gf this evidence,

’_Belasco and Alutto hypotheaized that their study would reveal a «:li.)ffer'---“'l

:u' 'ential distribution of both the deaire for perticipation end ite rela—-u"aﬁl el e
- . L Lo 4\‘. ; . y ) .‘ ;. . ". : 1 : _J_.: . ‘.:.‘_ '_“
P tionship to satisfaction levela throughout the teeche: grOUp. .'. . : . Lo ~x§“_m-.
:‘ff,"f E In the conclusion of their studyd t‘rxtconfirm that decisional ;; A O
| - e ‘ ’ - [T I

S v

climate is indeed a major factor influencing teacher aatisfaction leveln.

iThey argue. o
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. «

It is apparent that if a given educational organization is to
! sustain itself over time it must concern itself with both the
attraction and retention -of teachers an faithful perform-
. ance of their interrelated role activities . . . for both’
& humanistic and organizational reasons, educational institu-
tions must create the conditions which enhance the probahility

of high satiafaction level among their teaching personnel.
(Belasco and ‘Alutto, 1972: 54)

~

The data collected in their study further indicates that decisional

climate is a major fadtor influencing teacher satisfaction levels. Those

-3

teachers with lower satisfaction levels (e.g. those who are most willing
to consider leaving their current emp loyment) also possess the highest

. . / ' 1 , ‘o ’ .

f - lexel of decisional déprivation.~ Therefore diasatisfactionnassoeiated

-'with decisional deprivation, could have deleterious effectshon the eduga;

tional system. ”f~. ’ - . ;.,avf :_ 5'7”3 o LT
:7h'iA. In concluaion, they suggegt the neceasity for recognizing that a

deciaional patticipation approach will have a varying impact on satia--;n~
o, ..a L -
T faction levela in different strata of the teaching population. For

iy IR 'bxample,,it would seem apparent from'their study that increased partici-

A
i

CF e

' pation ahould be giVen to younger malea in secondary schoola to increase

their levels of satisfaction. The*authors conclude that.: . o :

'.‘.‘. to increase satisfaction levels there is a pressing need

S ] .. for differential participative management approachea to meet .
N i R the differentfal. participation desires of various substrata , . .

. that is- necessary i . . to inéure ‘the ,high quality of perform-

ance of 8 most. critical reaource——the classtoom. ‘teachery .-

"_-" e .

e o s

B ’.“-1' Sharma (1955) in a nation—wide survey of ‘over, five hundred
. ‘.A/.“"v ot . L

ST L teachers investigated thirty—five.activities related to twelve sreas of
' ’ . “

-

¢:~i school operations. Teachers vere asked to indicate who made the decisions

R make the decision.~?r;;f.f::-uﬁ,;n:~-“-f;ﬁi-uj ”' D “'if\g>,5,i

..'.,

regarding each of the thirty—fiVe activities and.then who they f&lt ahould

s

(Belaacu and Alutto, l972l 57) . kl

A

=

.,

h T .

ot S
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following areas: choosing instructional materials (books, films, maps)
and objectives of learning and curriculum conteunt, teaching load and

other assignments of teachers, salaries and welfare provisioys, pupil

? evaluatign and promotion, selection, promotion and retention of teaching

o f‘rﬁ“f;: ft:; o ST and ‘desired level of participation An the five deciaional

e ST TSRy o ey

AY : .
personnel, extra curricular activities, and pupil relations. Heé also

reported that “"satisfaction was related directly to the current practices
/

in‘decisionmmaking in operation in the schools" (Sharma, 1955: 4).

Carson, Goldhammer, and Pellegrin (1967) investigated.teechers'

feelings concerning involvement in sixteen'aréis of achool activities.

The majority of teachers wanted formal partieipation in decision-making

S ) '< .‘ -" 2

) ‘ ) P
o achedule in teacher a own room. selection of inntructional aupplies and

¢ O o 5

v
NP
. r_u - .

'room aseignmenta, and daily schedule for building in uhich they teach

. f
Lt

', on three hundred elementary teaehers.. He was concerned with the amount

Bwe
' n\i’gu- B o

of PDM teachers experienced and the amount they desired. 'The_reaults
ST e Ce . P

'indicated._, S A

. ' . . e e,
‘A . o .. . . -

i
.

: . 1. A aignifieant difference exieted between desired and -
e 5.f-,’ actual levels of partitipation in the decisional areas e
- o 0 ofr chrriculum planning ‘and’ adaptation,elassroom manage-
“iCment, arrangement ‘of the echool inst!uetional program,-
'ngeneral.organization and building conetruction.:h aiﬁ. .

) ZLJ‘With ‘the exception of sex. easentially no_ eigﬁificant R
S interaction “Was’ found between/variables of age,.jui:: h?f .

“}";“3;§Hteaching ekperien&e, profeesional training, size of . -

* j"fiechool, type of board and achool, and’ teachers present

el o aveas. R
SN . (Inkpen,'l974 91)

in-the areas of' Balary scheduling,‘determining the method of instruction 1

/
within the elassroom. curriculum planning and development deternining/

scheduling of supervisory duties. However, they did not deeire partici— ?."'

pdtion in. eelection of new teachera, financing echool plant expansion, L

- »"" ‘ In-a similar study in Newfoundland. Inkpen (1974) collected data .

PP P L

RS

ke -
IO

e J"\’.';il':f“
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......

; such‘ s. stages of the decision—making process, levels of involvement,

: *, 1evels and kinds of decisions, and the form of participation.< He further

"; no participation and will accept deciaions made without question.:'Barnard

71 pation, aa a "zone of indifference._‘ He\stated that if subordinates are. . . _

40

A study by Simpkins and Freisen (1969) revealed ‘teachers want

PDM in certaim areas, but the extent and form of participation should

vary with the task. They reported that teachers preferred to see the
formal staff determine: ' K .

_4. School rules and regulations; ' .

B. Teacher load and duties;

C. Alloccation of money to teachers and departments. '%5

‘ 4

- The individual teacher desired to play a major rele in: «E
A. .Classroom management; ! ‘ ’ _§'

; B. Deciding on detailed content of the curriculum; g
'é. Making arrangements vith parents to discuss matters .E'
concerning their children. W
. (Simpkins and Freisen. 1969 16) 1.

L . . 15,.A

R o Th

5 Ponder (1974) acknowledged the complexity of the PDM relation— DT % Ty

ship and identified potentislly mediating variables associated with: itt4.;

‘h

suggested that PDM is most likely to yield positive results when the

degree of actual involvement enjoyed by teachers matches their desired

Vs

A
degree of involvement. i Qn T - ﬂ o o . S

These atudies support the claim that although teachers desire

participation. it is not psrticipation in all decision areas, “but’ Yather - . .”Zl u'fy
y R KB WP
selective involvement. In certain areas teachers want very little or | R

(1938) referred to, this area. vhere subordihates do not deoire partici— SN ML

.

involved in decision-making vithin their zone of indifference, partici- -»:"

pation will not be as effective as'when they are involved in decision-
I

making outside their zqne of indifference. Purthermore Bridges (1967)
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asserted that 1if subordinates are indiscriminately involved in decision-

making within their zone of indifference, alienation could result. Con~

sequently, before teachers are involved in decision-making their superiorxs

. i
\

must determine how relevant the area concerned is. Too much pressure tg ,
i/

-
obtain participation of teachers in educational planning can become a 1\

source of resentment and dissatisfaction (Chase, 1953:

-
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be happier than teachers who have limited opportunitycso participate
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Similat support can Be found in studies conducted by Guest (1960

g R
. ~

ot Vroom (1960), and Stinnett (1970)

AT NS B S R e U US i S S o -
T Sl e el 0 ]

Ellenburg (1972) conducted a study of teacher attitudes and morale o ‘. )

3

A " ‘”aa related to’ participation in administrative decision-makimg. Analysis o -

f:L ',Vt-; f; of the data revealed the following- : '"If"}; ; ,;‘. ¢_~;,i“ R

b o

o i' T Teachers who partieipate in school administration have higher - L Lo

IENC R morale’ than teachers-who do not participate.” Teachers who - . - - T R
) ' participate in school administration have more positive atti- T ' PO
, tudes towaxrds their principals, towards their colleagues and R

L _ ” towards their pupils. )
: . , . (Ellenburg, 1972: 44)

'
-

Gifford (1964) studied the effecto of involving teachers in
decieion-makingL His aubjects consisted of ninety-nine principals and
four hundred ‘and seventy—four elementary teachers from three Utah school

diatricta. He found that the more teachers were involved in the: decisiou— o

S making process, ‘the more positive were their attitudes towards their _', S ]

A e L - e T | RO
work. e e SR e Yo , S 300

O . : : N : o .;
HoweVer, the results of these atudies should not oVershadow the/
S o Eact that the relationship between PDH and job satisfaction is’ an ' A e

i - .

A S N\
FR RN extremely complex one. This' has been hypotheaized by Ponder (1974) and

1
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illustrated in a study by him conducted in the fall of 1975. Ponder et al.

(1975) could find no statistically significant relationship—-1inear or

However, one must bear in

1

curvilinear--between PDM or job satisfaction.
v N

mind the limitations of the study, such as that the teacher sample was

not’ representative of the teacher population (the majority.here older, h

I E SR

“
~ married females). A second limitation was the size of the sample, as

5 el
N

However, bearing in

2

there were only one hundred and two respondents.

mind these limitations the results indicate that the relationship between

e

RIS
PrERY

PDM and job satisfaction appears to be a complex multivariate one.

z

o SUMMARY

In this review the euthor has attempted to-. bring some order to ~

an almost chaotic area of teeearch., ‘The literature consistently revenls co
B N . X . ‘.A" ‘1.

-

Participative Decision—

;jmixed findings in telation to’ the areas reviewed',

Making " "Job Satiafaction, and,?fﬂﬁah\tivit .'- The reasone for this R B
. 4 ;]_'

9 B
phenomenon are as vari

'"'.:he esults themsélves. - Ronan. (1970) stated
. . [

that a generally accept ble methodology for measuring theae dimensione

has not been agreed upon and thus the results may be as'much_e‘meesure

-

of the inatrument as the variables being meaauted.

-

)]
. In the educational section the problem of measdrement becomes

eapeciallx acute.. Educatora have wrestled in vain with the,ptoblem of

measuting productivicy.- Their efforts have in'many inatances caused . . 1
.._ .‘ . . - ) - N

confusion rather than enlightenmenb. ‘the result being that reeearchers ' o ;iﬁf p

4

i have often generated their own. definitions' houever, they ‘have_ not. alvays . g
: - . ' ‘o i} Scs

Lo been acceptable to others. . N ' o ' o : . KB _< )
Lo . ?'?ﬂi/ '

From the available research findings ‘one could well conclude that

: the only consiatently emetging pattern appeara to be the complexity of

Ao e e h/'

e

SN
Al
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A

S
TN

the area under investigation. There appears to be a relationship betweern

 Sen,

TN
3 TINASRS

PDM and such dependent variables as productivity but the nature and
extent of this relationship is uncertain. Furthermore, it is quite
possible that it is a selective rather than a global relatiounship,

dependent on such factors as: culture, }opulations,_ sex, age, and a host
A

4

of other possible variables.

N

/ . & ' 1
. ' ' FRICTION POINT TYPOLOGY Y : g
- Ry

-

Ooing'to the mixed research findings and associated measurement
difficultiesi,it Qes necessary to select from among a Variety of possi-
.bilities,‘“a thaory," which was at leist intuitively attractive. The
one chosen by ‘the author was the one developed by Pondet (1975)

Ponder theorizes that the application of the Eriction point is

threefold.‘ First, decision ateds whinh are of high importance to ‘75“

employees (teachers) and in which there is a. large discrepancy between

H ~ ¢ >
':ﬁ - ' . sactual and deaired perticipation are likely to yield negative outcomes ‘ j o

. -

- " for the organization,'i.e. have.n‘high friction'point rating'(FPR).
Secondly. decision areas .which' are of high importunce to enployeea and

in which there ‘is relative congruency between actual and desired parti— ' -fﬁfi";

[
: i cipation. increase the chancee of positive organizationnl outcomes, i.e.
! P \ / 4
produce low- friction points. Finally. decision areas. of low importance,.,l

ol . .
P /;5 'I" .". ‘v"! .
T whether diacrepant or- congruent, eppear unlikely to affect organizational
'.Ij. ”performance sigﬁificantly in either direction. Hence they would process
a medium friction point rating (Ponder, 1972 2) .'-.' A ,: ; . e : N
% . ‘ .

As the above indicntes, there are tuq_distinct dimeneions under—

lying the friction point concept' they can be illustrated pictorially as in '

Lo Eguee 120 T o ST T

-
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- 7 Discrepancy ‘
Low Medium High
—y
Low 0 2 3
Importance , Medium 4 5 6 ;
High 7 B 9
: : '
Figure 12 ;;;;’
Friction point rating typology Aé
- -+
. These two dimensions are decision discrepency-and decision importance. ) .f
. R . . ] . . . o ‘ M . 1",
{ On the'discrepancy scale, -each could be classified as high, medium or , b
5 o ' :iow{. Items could be similarly claasified on the importance scale._ Thus, © - 'é Lo
o : . .those items which fall in cells 6, 8 and 9 are important discrepant . - ;gl’pn
.? - _itema and would be given/high FPR'B, those in celln l 2. and k] are : ',; %'-: .
< af L. . q.
: : unimpof!ant and either congruent or. discrepant and would be given a g"‘l’
: medium FPR' and thﬂse in 4 5 and 7 are important and relatively con- ' ) ;
o . .
: i
gruent and would be given a low FPR. ' "Friction Point Rating may then be {
“ : i
Y interpreted as an index or ‘indices of organizational health" (Ponder, - }
1975: 5)', - ! ‘ ,
. . 4
! “HYPOTHESES
. The hypdtheees generated from the frietion pofnt typology are PN
1 two: ) : T T ’ A
b ‘ o | B B o — ‘ 3o
:'i . 1. There is an inverse relationship between'friction point rating “
. i (FPR) identified by teachers and their Job Satiafaction. . .
b An inverse relationship exists between friction voint rating ]
¥

SV L , .

a, -

'(EPR)'and Teecher Productivity.
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’ :
Owing to a rather weak "theory" of PDM, the author was also concerned ‘é
with the relationship of Friction Point Rating and a numb;r of other ‘%
potential independent, depenoent or oediating variaoles. The author is :E
unable to state categorically the nature of these variables beceuse it :%
may well be that, for example, self concept of teaching ability (5CTA) % “
determines FPR, FPR determines SCTA or SCTA mediates tﬂe relationship ) ;
between FPR and productivity or satisfaction. The following)variables Ié
were selpcted as potentielly i?portant ones: the amount of eé ort a %ﬁ
person is willing to put iunto his- job (Effort); the am unt of\satiefac— . %
tion a person receives from ‘teaching as a cereer (Caree_); a pereon's é
own.self concept of his teach g ability.(SCTﬁs; a pers‘olefage; exper- _£:~

N

ience and years with preeent school board (Seniority), a person“s sex

and a person 8’ teaching license (Grade)

T~
.

There are e number ‘of reasons’ for 1ncluding SCTA n the atudy. C v;'f’fJ

R T P

"It is noted in- eeveral importanc studiea that self attitu Fa account for

‘ productivity or achievement outcomes over and above a host\of other

i

predictor variables. Further, the theory underlying.the inclusion of a
' |

self attitude variable has been well deﬁeiopea'by Brookover &}967), and .

is well grouhded in the eymbolic 1nteraction literature which is often

»
traced to the work of Mead (1934) or Cooley (1902). (For a chprehensive‘ .
‘-i ' l review of the ltterature related to self attitudes, i:e Singh\ 1972, -




:‘among Alberta school¢teachers (Eee Appendix A)

:organization and stafffng. Ihe‘specifie'aetivitieé in each of the six

¥

'

CHAPTER 3 . - '
N ¢
DATA DESCRIPTION, COLLECTION AND : ,
: SCALE DEVELOPMENT o foo

' . ’ v Co i
This chapter provides a description of the instrument used, the

sample, the method utilized’to‘collect the data, and scale .dévelopment.

¢
Q

. r !
THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT / -

. ® The instrument used was a revised and extended form of the one :

vemployed by Simpkins and Friesen (1969) in their study of d‘piaion-making

R I

The questionnairev measuring FPR and other fattors, was divided
into six sections. The firat three sections cunsisted of the same nine-

-

teen-decisioﬂrmaking activities grouped An the following decieional

areas: curriculum planning and adaptation, classroom management. arrange-
) N * 1

ment of the school instructional’ program, evaluation, general echooi

¢

decision areas were as follows. i ’,

Curriculum Planning ‘and. Adaptation R

l;"Determination of the baaic outline of the curriculum.

\
R :Determlnation of . the detniled cnntent ‘of the curricuium.

.

R Determinaticn of the texts and instruetinnal material for

'tfthe curricuiumv S o

~

Clasaroom Hanagement

0

" .f '4 Determination of the way subjecc matter ia preaented in claas..ZVH-

At Y] el —an? L wa el
s ? “ . . .

oo L

i
N
[T










career. / ”

Feel 4. The capabilities of most of the people who are in teaching.

©

Feel 5. ' The possib_il:Lties for a teacher advancing to a position of

.gre‘ater responsibility in teaching: R /

Feel 6. ' The level of professional standards msintained by most
teachers, - o . . ¥
. . : - Feel 7'.! . 'l'he.academic' p._erformér_zce‘ of the students in my éresent A

school. T L '/,

3 C " S Tea.chers rsted each item on. the» following four-p\oint scale. very

aatisfied.\ satisfied, slightly dissatisfied and very dissatisfied (see

.

i

, Appendix A«’for item reaponses) After obliqde Ka:l.aer Ro:ation chrea -

\ “t - )

orthogonal d:!.mensions of teacher sqtiafacl:ion emerged from the analysis.

y 5 . o Do

rJob Satis fac tion','l'.. a d ._.':

H B

f

R -, i : .

These were labelled "Career Satisfaction

ot - i, .. R

< "Profeasional Satisfaction.

oo ""' . / e e e
R CEel t:he folloving three scslee were developed Effort:, Intr:l.naic CDmitmenl: .:;‘
C to Teaching (Incomt), and Self Concept of Teaching Ability Scta)

4author has decided not. to include them-in t:his'seccion. .

‘ ".jeyer," included in Appendix A, Part V of the questionnaire.
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-

concepts to my students in comparison vith my colleagues ’ >

s+ o«

~

The procedure used to counstruct these scales iIs discussed at length 4in

. @ / . ‘ ’ .
the section entitled Sca‘le Deve lopuent . ' §
. . , ‘ ‘ ‘
The final section of t:he questionnaire was comprised of general ‘

questions designed to gather infomtion conceming personal and profes—

S B e

/

sional characteristics of the respondents and their ‘school sect:l.ng. " The
informatiau gathered vwas

1) Year of. girt:h R R A

N B - e - RN

Sex

(.'

tuent;y-five schov'ls vrere selected.‘ There w‘as a t:ot:al of 358 teac‘herp in

the queationuaire inscrumenc.' In all. 280. or 78 2 yercenc of the total

o ~,\’




t,
2t
e

.

A S A

B S A )
Yo E v

{)
i
o
T
o,
i

~

\ .
did not respond had no probability of being included in the ultimate

sample _because they had éelected themselves out by refusing to answer,

52

It should be pointed out that the major limitations of this is that no

valid estimates of the risk of error can be obtained.. Table 3.1 provi

.informg.f:ion concerning the respondents' age, lae_x, teaching experience,

‘ years of professional training completed, yeﬁmﬁssional trainl

i

expected to complete, years of residency in community, and _years employed -

in. pres ent board

, v'.jcqncgcri"onf OF _mi: DATA.

vt

' ea‘cﬁ principal 'the purpose a.nd scope of the study was discussed and

¢
" 4

des

ng

questions pertaining to the study were. answered. , The administration of

gach school accepted thé responaibili}:y of distributing snd collec ting !

the questionnaire.l Ihis init:ial viéit was fo11Wed up a. veek later by a ’

B I

. \telephone chll to each principalt .'I'he researcher waited another week

: end the schools who had not .responded to this point were contacted by

phone again. "I.‘he schools in the St. John s area were treated in a

B 5 M

o,

Y%

- anale i gl

S S PCER S UG YL ;'(;=.g$=.;;‘c»;

o et o o
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i in measuring the p/ostulated outcomes, it was essential that precise ’
I ; . indicee of che'factors'bevcops'trlucted. Cgmmon factor-analysis proce-

f{ dufes were used for constructing single factor or unidimerxsional scales ,

:" namely, career satisfaction, effort (vhich ;Jas the approxil.nat'i,on used in

f‘ the study for productivity),- self concept ~»of teaching ability and

i

seniority. Factor analysis produces a table of correlations called

factot loadirigs by comparing each ‘it:em of a get with every other item.

A factor loading, dike a correlation coefficient, has a range of values

4

3

. oo from’ zero to oue, A value of zero 1ndicates no correlation, ‘and a value

A

B T
,

' et o~

K -

of correlntion. , -

w .l # . B

of a prrlncipal components analysis inte't—item correlation matrices were

. a - f - -

[ ok c

cleaned" b‘y elimina.t.ing obviously :erelevant variables. Similarly, -

, o those variables wir_h factor 1oadings belaw O 50 on’ & unidimensional

¢

B

S e L vas employed" (Nuunally, 1967 292) were eliminated '['he author 1n

) "‘-r, .‘A consultation with Hr. Jeff Bulcock arbitrarily decided to use the factor_
loading of 0 50 as a. cutoff poim; t:o enhance the reliability of the

acale. : T

wit:hin a set of items by correlating each item with every other ;Lt:em and

e .
o of one indicatee complete correIar,iom . All values abave Jsl are indica- '

ST tive of aome correlation but the larger the. number the greater the extent

' heoretically more meaningful 'and parsimonious dimensions. On the Basis -

scale, . t:hat is, _ one :ln which- the eigen value grea.ter than one criterion L

s L ln summa.ry, ,a factor 9nalyais indicates the number of. taet:ors )

aee R IA Y L el Ay s WF Ao P It e e AR L

R G RBR  RAN v A
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i P 3
3 Career Satisfaction v §
My [ . )
} This scale attempts to measure the satisfaction a teacher feels ;‘l
P ' ' 1
he receives from teaching. It should be pointed out that the Mitchell !
N i
: .. N
i (1968) 'study utilized three scales to measure satisfaction: Career, ’ ‘
K
Professional and Work Satisfaction. This studv only utilized the items { L
- . 3
. that comprised the career satisfaction.scale, These items are found in 3
: . ‘1
, , : . B
Part IV of the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Table 3.2 outlines the 53 :
| : . - bt
i : . - - . . .
results of the factor analysis after the singlerons were removed. - -3
h‘ft’ort : R o :_' ‘: ' o T oy
L 'l'he literature reviewed clearly demnnstrated the problems " SRR 3
R involved in obtaining a measure of teacher productivity. The researcher, R
o recognizing the differing views, 'decided to use the amount of effort ‘a” ; - '
. teachelr' outs into hia work as’ a measure of teacher productivity. : Effo,rt ~ ;-
therefore, for the purpose of this study was defined as’ the amount of S
. extra time and work a teacher aays he is prepared to give to his job. "". S , ~
" The items used ta engender this scale are found‘ in Part V of the ques- A 1 :
tionnaire (see Appendix A). Table 3.4 identifies the items a.nd provide% o -
y a summary of the factor analysis after the singletons were removed . } P l 1
' ' - ) .' e . S . a -
‘ Intrinsic Conmitment to ‘I,'eaching L ,‘ e e T o IR B
o SO Thia construct emerged as one which was orthogonal to the tareer 4"-.."1-':‘ ‘
o B o aatisfnction variable and was, therefore,k added to the list of relevant o SR

f v -

o model variables. It refere to a teacher s intrinsic connnitment to ‘the =

./._', . L - - EPR

.-:.4'. " . N

teaching professiou. This scale attempted to measure the inherent b

feelings a person assoc:latea with teaching., lt refers to the notion that

f v
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TABLE 3.4

FACTOR ANALYSIS SCALE 2,~EFFORT,
UNIDIMENSIONAL

1tem*

Factor

Factor Score

h2

Eigen

Loading - Coefficient Cpmmunality Valuel
Effort 1 .67 .3 .45 2.14
ffort 3 .79 ;37 .62 ' e 76
tfore 4 - 68 . .m .46 L6k

.78 .

3

l6'1

P .

" *See Appendix A

. ,
A o "
. + !
.
. )
s
. \ .
) P
b . b
‘ . k
[ - "
.~ .
‘ -
- .
> . ‘
/ .

'CORRELATION. MATRIX FOR EFFORT .

»Part V_fof a-deséription of ‘the variables.

- TABLE 3.5

” <
vy
i
T s
’ -
: e .
. .
' i
' P X
.

‘Effort 3

LN

Effort 4

.Effort 5. Mean ‘.

.33

4"'.‘28‘:“”' v‘ .\

42

.41

."‘.. l!ISO '1

R 1

“,5.“3'1 "

349 - (79

3.39,

N

. 1,26




colleagues. 'I'he teacher was asked to rate himself on such items as:.

Himore detailed description of the items is. found in Appendix A Part V.

‘ Table 3 8 contains ‘a sumary of the faccor analysis. e '\‘ ) L
Racher than use age, teaching experience and other variables n N

_ ‘Hhich .are generally indicative of seniority as separate control variables.

'. it was thought that it might be possible. to cons truct a viable unidimen-—

. high ‘factor. 1oadings, there ia a’ common gingle factor underlying these o N O

::Ltems - The negative sign on the f:l.rat: fa.ctor loading stems from the fact

58
in Part V of the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Table 3.6 provides a

. ¢
gummary of the factor analysis after the singletons were removed.

Self Concept of Teaching_Abilitx
The 1literature suggests tHat a person s self comcept is a factor
that should be considered in respect to productivity. For the purpose
of this study self concept of teaching ability (Scta) was measured in
terms of a teacher's rating of his ability as compared to that of his 3

y'l

profesaional training, subject knowledge, communicating skills etc. A

'

FY 7]

aional composite which would effectively apture all the variance in- the L
k)

critexion mea.sdrea attribut:able to senior ty.. As can be aeen from the o

/

- that age vaB; reverse acored For weighting purposea, therefore, the s:l.gn

[ "v

‘on the coefficient was ignored. Table 3.10° gives a summary of the factor

analy.e‘:is.

N ..r_. -

Thia chapter waa eoncemed with four separate aspecta of the

research methodology The chapter included discussions of the various
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: * TABLE 3.6 °
. FACTOR ANALYSIS SCALE 3, INTRINSIC COMMITMENT
TO TEACHING, UNIDIMENSXONAL
Item* ° Factor Factor Score h2 Eigen
em Loading Coef f£1cient Communality Valueﬁ
Incomt 6 '.76 .33 .58 2,29
' Incomt 8 .66 .28 . b 87|
S Incomt: 9 .66 £ .28 I
/ © " [incomt 10 .59 . .26 o .35 o .65
o o+ facomt.1l .69 w300 0 s s L
) T #'Sée:jAppéi\di,:c: & P:ar‘_:' -y".qu;' full des t':iiijtip_n;of'- variabll'eé'.'"." .
1 o } s A ‘ ‘\.’ ‘ . /
; - ‘ C S
.~{ o . ) .; .‘ -
b ‘ , . 3
N TABLE 3.7
o * CORRELATION MATRIX. FOR INTRINSIC COMMITMENT . .
TO TEACHING | - -
i . In;iopié g Iq;_c;mt 9" ""Inco:mt' 10 ' Ing&ﬁ:‘-l; Mean 8.D,
" tacome. 6 A S b0 T3 2066 93
“de 0 fmeome 8. . < - .32 ¢ .S C 38 - S o2.91 .82

S Ipcc}mt:ﬁ'

(SN

;o
o o0 Jidconit, 11

© < [meome 20 e l 31

' L2 3 35
2,66 .92
. . / . n

$3.23° 88T -

T
cAn e

‘o

-,

2\

4
¥
|
2
kg
:
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. Scta 13
IR

S‘c't':é'-‘llg A

: s¢£a515 - xsg;g.ls~=*

" Mean

s . i ) . . : R . . 5
= . ] ‘.‘_‘ - -
i : . . X . ‘ - .
R P ] ’l -~ .
» 60
o : - '
: i , *nms;a ‘ B
r ~’-‘ N . .
. PACTOR ANALYSIS SCALE &, SELF CONCEPT OF TEACHING’ !
: ABILITY , UNIDIMENSIONAL U"' ot
’ : - ' :
» ‘ Ttem* Factor Factor Score  h2 Eigen *-
5 L.oading Coefficient Communality Value|
S Sctaf 12 . ,30 o 5K o 2,46
* |Scta .75 .30 <56 . .63
- . - - . . ) . . N
~ scta 14 ' .'6"5‘ , |27 A ) _.} . , . .‘4’3 ‘. 70 #
Sh setars o ues v aas oL i 48
RN .. Iscta 16 ‘ .33
S .
oy o T
A7 e . ~ .
¥ - w L W RN
S ?‘ S ‘_ ' - a’ _ ,
“ 1 " S TABLE. 3.9 '
‘ . CORRELATION HATRIX FOR SE'LF CONCEPT OF ' - -
s T e TEACHING ABILITY e : Tt

s.D.

= - | | Scta 12 ‘.
i seals il
’ ' Sctalz . ;

R scta 5, R

Scta 16

iLags
‘fz;dL~

,2?'?4.‘1

.81

s

'>.71

.66

2 102
2 35
.55

' .._575, .

(&4
.
.
s
.
)
.
< »
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I } . . . S :
AN '_ 3), the nineteen PDM items on. the questionnaire vere given an FPR D‘D

ife- °

" ", ‘high (3) g medium (2), or- low (1) Following the creation of these

> =

* teen new FPR variablea a number of factor analyses were undertaken to

clean<up)the correlatidh matrix by eliminating obviously irrelevant

‘-variablea. The same procedure was utilized as explained earlier in

. Chapter 3 under the heading of Scale Development. ‘A principal factor’

LI

eolution Pf the resultant matrix—-Table dyl—-was then rotated obliquely

. using a Kaiser oblique solution. The factor pattern which emerged is i

:shovn in Table b 2.- As can be seen three factors clearly emerged. ~The , T

three factors were interpreted as.. .
‘i oo oy : Neoooe T .;, ’

,';}1.” Staff Hiringfand Evaluation._ This factor concerned the involve- ﬁi

i

4-.?.ment oE teachers in the hiring procedures for their echool. The.;”

- EEREE P
D e L P . St

teachers also indicated a desire to he involved in the evaluation

\"

of self and superiors.;

v

=Ty el . .
. B . . . P NI “~.,~,

Clasaroom Management._ This factor was concerned with the amount

of control and autonomy teachers desired in the day-to—day oper—”

T Pt s

w[? atione of their classrooms. : S e

Curriculum.' This third factor was concerned with the teache: g Y{iﬁln' SR

[ > e

z-- role in the implementation nnd development of the curriculum used ,-'

in the school.. _;:”“

It should be pointed out that these three area are not neces—

i \,f:sarily friction dreea with Newfoundland high school teachers now, but

-,
.,.‘lv

“?;‘they are potential areas where friction can and possibly willfarise if



A BTeran T T AT

' CORRELATION MATRIX FOR:THE FOURTEEN FRICTION POINT AREAS*: -
R A T R R S
. 160 -17. 18 19 Mean S.D.

S 077,07
213 - .06

15° .10

6 .05

W05

12

-.02

.014‘
.02

.04
!01

.06
.01
" %05

.02
.41
.49

.08
43
.63

1.69
1.48
1.72
1.17
1.22
1.31

1.40°
1.32"

1.78
.+ '1.81

1,43,

1.55
R 1)
165

.89
.79

.89.
W52

.70
e 72 .
.69

85

.82
.76
.77

.82
.81

varisble. .-

o -

*Sea:Appendix A; Part 1 for a:description of eachs

b e Mo T X o
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u . . . .

TABLE 4 2

%
-

FRICTION POINT RATING. AREAS PATTERN MATRIX o
" FROM OBLIQUE ROTATION : S - /

Can it ae nerctras oy e Tl

h2 A N

. .
1 I L /Rot_ated:’i‘ac’tqr Léadings
: ‘Item* - ——

- . i . ) , :‘4 v -
' S ST 3. Communality] * - N
L ‘ _ y . - _— . . N 3
. [FPR Determina:ion of the basic . i - :

L " outline of the curriculum -02 -0l -41 . f73 ' - > U o

.- PR 2: Deteimination of detailed . _ o g g4 a0 | S |

content of’“the curriculum

T ' . PR 3: Determination’ of texts and .~ . . . AR :
P 'Insti:uct:i'on‘al material ' . .02' _ 0L ,"37 - . '61
G PR 4‘ Determination of wvay sub- © 7 e
NI U ject matter is present:ed :

S '*:5 Frequency and method of Ol .
0 R R class testing _,‘ REETES t
T E'PR‘ 6z ADetemine method of disci— o

»

b "‘j_. - pline used in classroom

R 7 Determine\ elass placement
EARAY 2 pupils

_ Determine pupil promotion
, e : R 12 ‘Evaluation of. administra-

_' tive peraonnel

L : IFPR 13f Evaluation of cent;al/

o o 1 i eyt R S

, : K ‘ office personnel _
L IR - R 16. Detemine school rules
L ,'/' b .R 17. Appointmenl: of teechers

R 18. Appoint:men: of snper—- '
’ visory personnel

-R 19 Appointment: of cen!:ral e 28‘
. W\ offfee’ personnel B 188

. *See Appendix A, Pert-}I for description of variableS‘
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ixigh"'.I.’PRfdiss'ent aréa w_ouid be ‘any area' indic.ajted by more than r;weney

‘p'el"cent of the respondents. l{owever, it should be pointed out t'ha: this T

N v

was ‘an arbi:rary decision and thus if we used fifteen percent as an

s

1ndicator there would be more dissent areas., .Table‘_ls.Z :Ls a factor
P C
matrix for the friction areaS' it contains the factor' loading and - commu-‘

R

R

s
2

et

H e

nality for each it:em.

e
3

I

§

S The next phase of the ana'tysif consisted of e condeseriptive

‘ subprogram Tun on the soales which had been developed to. this point. The
s L7 . f

S v purpose of this program was to determine if t:he variables vere diatributed

r - N o

normally. .-\ normal distribut:ion would have kuttosis and skewness which ,""'f B

Peh s L

ke

approaches zero.. It should be pointed-. ou: :hat: :he base line of compar- Tl

iaon for kurtosis and skewnesa is zero.

moment' correlations were ueed to mea&:re the Btrength.of reletionship
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TABLE 4.3

s

K VARI.ABI;E ' DLSPERSION

7

Variable Variance

Mean  §.D. Rurtosis

Skewness

- T

’ E(ff'ort ‘
] Cﬁrejejf. .
[ seea

'| Income -

v .99 .

Lo i%6

.33
RTINS

. ;:.;5.,1.:4;‘;“;”: :

D ee i igen

126
16
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on the friction area "curriculum;" they are "career" and "seniority." ’

: - ‘ The other five ecaies are not atatieticaily significant at the ,05 level.

Table 4.5 indicates ‘the relatijﬁphip between "staff hiring and
evaiuation and the other variables. Only one variable approaches the
.05 levelnof significance and that ie Self Concept of Teaching Ability

i

- . (Scta). . . ' .

; Table 4.6 reveals the relationship between "classroom maragement"

' w

and the seven variabies. However, only three meet the .05 ievel of
significance; these are Scta, Senlority,~“and Sex. ~ 0 ;

SR .. .7 DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS - . = . ,

The study generated two main hypothesee.ﬁf “j

woE

" . e . ,

:;,1 An inverse relationehip exists between Friction Point Rating;f

(FPR) identified by teachers and their Job Satiafaction.w.;ff'
. An inverse relationship exists between Friction Point Ratingi T

':y.,”’ ' “ g / ' n N " - ’ "“,’: ‘.".4 e :.‘

(FPR) and teacher productivity. . ! '

N BT

The results indicated chat both‘hypotheees had.to be rejectedaa

Vo i

'tThe problem now becomee one oE attempting -an’ ‘ex goet facto explanation. . 'u”‘._ :;A.%ﬁj

- Lo .

_Bearing in mind that the hypotheses~were rejected it muet be pointed

ZZout that this in iteelf does not reflect upon the potential 0h1ue of the‘

L) AR . o A

'fstudy.l The underlying assumption in research of this nature ia to vali~: TR

T LN vu, o N

'.fidate, refute, or even modify theory as advanced

The very fact that theFZ,,.
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) K‘eVDlved and the research“design of the supportive studies.

'ff;?:?{ The theoxy originated in. the early 1920's and‘understandably the

" 73
the theory, and if possible suggest reasons for such findings. There-

fore, in this deductive phase, a new model may emerge which can be the

. basis of further research in tHe area. 5
Before an explanation of the findings is possible, a re-exami- °
nation of the theory and s supportive studies is necessary. The theory .

suggests that 1f organizations fnvolve their employees in the decision-

making.process they can. expect 'a number of bositive organi;ationai out-

) -

comes , some of which have been identified as increased productiVity
. o - 6 -
(Lawrence, 1955), increased satisfaction (Belasco and Alutto, 1922),. ..

gteatet acceptance of decisions (Radke, 1947). snd.a host of other

. ¥ '
' u e

benefits such as increased innovation and greater responsibility to . 7'3 ¢
; ; S

T mention only a fewf‘ We must also consider the base from which the theory ’:J\f;,o

' . i)
‘.

L .
K .:vi
o

industrial setting was the milieu in which much f the research was ~7H 1J;%a:fﬁ; '

o . - _; !

carried out. Therefore it is 1itt1e wonder tha the research producing

' -

L

the most dramatic findings has been reported in this area.' What must be

S PR PN

questioned is whether or not the ssme Eheory, which on occesion'spplies
to induscrial workers, can be conveniently appiied to teaehers.ﬂ The‘ g- :
Ly ~ a C o ST
differences existing between these two groupsvare msny; The industrial o

A RS ke .:-,,

.,

=y o s

involved in.one small aspect of production._ It is possible that he does
. e J

y
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- .

; Ay R ° K <
; questionable nature of this assumption. Ieachéfe do desire oontrol over

their environment. This is shown quite efearly'in the emergence of the

?
'% three frictipn poinq areas. However, i;\is here that the similarity

" ends. The teacher, even though he desires moreninvulvement in certain

- 1

-areas, will not allow this to affeet~hi5“feeling of satisfacbion or the  :. -

R |
i amount of effort he puts'into his joB. Unlike the industrial worker, o “g

- o~

vho in some instances sees the curtailment of productivity as a means of

- <
‘o

" i c getting to management teachers apparently may not jeopprdize the educa— ) 4

tion of their clientele by decreasing their effort. It is supported by -

o the findings qﬁ this study that teachers sge: their wurk as" intrinsically

o . _3f'" rewarding in itself Mitchell (1968) also found this in his Alberta ';Jf‘,lfi';,f .

s

e :?;f_':; study.- Additionally, in the industrial setting a well defined measure

'-i:'i.{,:"ﬂ B of productivity can be arriVed at

x{\ S ".‘" .o, 5'4 "p .
! e o

johe point ia that although the ' h@’e:f'

. i ‘.' wi

4"4 example, personal speculation is that when workers perceive-management :;}~'

P o ."'
v, R . »

‘: o as being happy they (the workers) may feel more seeure ip thetr jobd, _;:{T:l,

there%y removing the stress'which may lead to decrensed job satiafaction. Cﬁ-[

et

«
- -‘ P et
~

e

In.&his example it is evident that the outeomes. incieesed sa;iafection

';".'. 5
PR

indirectly mediated by it..

'..u 3
BRTY ,.

t'uh:}k: and end results,_see Likert (1961) v iﬁﬁ

To simﬁly’state that it is inapproth
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b random occurrences.- .ﬂ;‘s is supported by the. relative~scarcity of

| o
: research dsta in this grea. 'Ihus, this possible Iexplanat on should not

) increased the po

‘teschers. Ho ever, 'it is necessary to remember that in the Johsnsenuj R
:rstudy only ?
"tratingv n)e selectivity of the procedure. 1t may then be suggested that

' fthis stuﬂy on, Newfdundland high school teachers, by its very nature, was - _ L

“ - . ' . . . ; . . . . . P
e A . s oL o PR
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.« the srgiment‘-presented'here is a plausible one and bears. at ‘least cursory - - ] r

o o a. . ”.; .. ° C ’
consideration. L . Yoy e S e ' Lo et T ;
d [} ot . s

Studies involving the industrisl worker were reviewed and a . SRR B .

. . n B o R,
. . .

possible alternative explanation presented. However, the’ researcher 13”

still faced with- the problem of. explaining the positive results in the S ' j

- o

educat‘ional sector using PDM theory. At least two explanations' sre .

[}

possible to account for t{bese findings. First: one could take a rather. R R

«

more dubious stand and ggest that the outdomes were nothing more than
R 4 '

2

‘o a

be minimized-. e Howevle » '3 moTe positive view could be that the- setting o ".' '

snd purpose of the s udy influenced the outcomes. For example -the studf," : J

by Johansen (1967) concemed with only one aspect of teacher involve-— ]

ment rand this was n th“ area_ of curriculum. He cc’mcluded that PDM

: el vf <0

'ibility of implementing curriculum decisions. 'l'his o

.

\ R e ’ N
‘suggests the potential importance of the PDM theory and its effect upon . . o SR

l.- f . ’ PR

o

R vy

be aspect of the teaching perspective was involved, illus-.* Co ) “'I"

O P

: t
ate to test this rather compléx. theory. It examinedoPDM theory

a wide spectrum of decisioh areas 'and likewise in a-number of

different schools (twenty—five) It is quite possible that the situation C - T

between schools varies to such a degree that instead of a micrososmic

3 PR | ty . . -,

view of teaching,a mscrocosmic one of the individual school settings is

necesaary. As Hsrap (1959) sugge"ts%, it.}':»is impossible to determine o

teseher job sstisfaction in every case.‘ 'rherefore, it msy also be -

————
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:l.mpossible to determine teacher productivity in such a general manner. .
It may be necessary to look at individual schools and then only gen ralize L

S : 5 } .
to that school setting. The underlying assumption has been that all

\: teachers will react in a similar manner. This ma.n.be erroneous. Many

other factors such as, personality, school administration, and coxmnunity

. ‘tg..

influence may,aeg\to be taken into accgﬁnt. ) :_' L . ‘ ) Lt

o > : ‘
. . ) '

TR \”orasn'mncms. asrlnnousnrps- Lo e

L e TN Ay

Although the proposed relationships were not supstantiated there.

were some interesting developments. It _waE. indicated that a person s
i - E
effort is strongly related to his intrinsic commitment to teaching

\
Incomt) The relationship was significant at the .001 level. .

'l'here were two other relationships whioh should be eonsidered. 4

i
i

One e isted between the FPR aréd of curriculum and a teacher s satis-. e

factio . 'l‘his relationship was’ signifieant at ; the .05 level and suggests a

et

pation n the area of c.urriculmn Eowever, there was no ind:ication that

Lo S X

the re1 ti.onships were trausferable to other areas. ,Neverthel,ess, the /

) author 1 ‘still faced with the cause—effect 'problem‘.: There'ri‘s_a,'

o T ' 'v:‘—u‘-" i
e’ third significant relationship existed between self concept A

~ .o J'

of teschi‘g ability (Scta) snd the FPR /area. classroom management.‘ Th:ls -L-'/V"

probahly d,sire autonomy 'in the clsssroom setting. Again, however, 'i.t :"‘,”

,‘ is unclear if, high self concept causes desire f.or autonomy or classroom

e
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'very nature is unlike others. Teachers, even~ in a 'rig:l,d system, have :
o - . j

ChTIR IO
STET T

FETTRIT T D T R e g L

e coﬁétdsidn_s

Ihe findings of chls study indicate that the PDM theory is nét

o t:otally supported :ln the Newfoundland hig’h B’chool setting. . The author

-

has attempted to explain these findings in light of the theory and W/

similar, ;studies.- It may be that: et this particular time"Newfnundland ;
S S e ' .-
high school teachera are. not repreaentativé of teachers generally ). due -

B 5

__. to the relatively healt‘hy organizational climate which presently exists

It also bears considerat:ion that thé teacl{ing profession by its R

., it

S

: ,

autoaomy in their own classrooms. Futthermore, teachera today have

.

rogtam of "studies :Lf they feel it is inadequate.‘ ‘Ihis type of autonomy

./".- : .

‘__-' YT .,,,_:v'.

may be unmatched in the :Lndustrial aetting. B

Pinaily, the poesibility of any of the significant relationshipa

- i
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) , — T SUMMAR Y
: 1 e This chapter presents 8 summaxy of the purpose of the study, t?ge‘ B
RS S ma:ln findings the conclusions end the recommendations for further _
- “ 2 '~“' .:eSEa:Ftl. : - - ‘— ,‘,' ~ .- . : V,‘- P =

: o L / c 'l.'he purpose of th:ls atud} waa to accumulate data. pertaining to .' .

Newfoundland teachers in refexence to particip,ntive decision-making

Ry

(PDH) v In t‘he past few yeara there have been some studies coneerning 5 P
. 4' .-; the‘ New;oul;diand elementary teachers. Inkpen (1974), Ponder (1976), and E /
.‘ . \ l’onder and Bulcock (1975). : To date, very few atudies have gathered <
: . :j‘i ‘relevant data pertaining to the Newfoundland high school teacher. 'ThiS{ e
' ‘ study will provlde much needed 1nformat:lon fgr administracore by iden-
R L ' tify:l.ng areas where teacher participation will have the moet influlence:,r_“; v . 1,;
\ e 1n terns of job satisfaction am; ptonuctivity. P s . ,
' Hore epecifically, the purpoee of this‘study vas . to detemine - _

the relationship betVeeh participation in educational dec:Lsion making, R
- A
' teacher productivity and teacher job aatiafaction as it relates to "f PR

Newfoundmd high sc.hool teachera. e BN

oL 3 o Lo - . .o L H i . I - e e

e B b Vo . .

'Nenty—five rapdomly eelecl:et! scﬂoola alqng the eaat coast f.

R} ,‘

., .“ R

This consieted of‘ 358 teachem' 280 Y. 78,
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R _' percent, réepdndea to a seven-part questionr{ai,re‘v’_vhicﬁi formed the det‘a‘ Ny SRR J S

1“'{‘
?’«
| '{ . ’base;l., e s P . R - e% |\
;‘;‘ . Lo v, N - o~ . .". L .\ " _~ _ ','! .-' ] _'.‘ ‘
: ; Princ:l.pal component factor analysis was used to develop the R ‘1 o
: f‘ . appropriate scales. Pearson correlation was used to deternline if there e b
% ) were any statistically significant relationships. Do e ARETU - SO
Y 0 ! co [T . L ’ A : S o *
' :;‘:‘ ‘ - ": N ".‘, P .‘f‘ 4. . .v“‘.' - ", >.— -‘I.x.'..’ '.‘ -/ . o é‘
., . ManEmes '
\ . The study produced four main findings- They are. oot "
¢ SR o 1. . There were three'friction point areas identified. Classroom R
e . P S . . o B i R . .‘.V B

i « Management Curriculum, and Staff -Hiring and Evaluation. T :
L ;-' 2 -,'A teacher 8 eff“t’fs sisnificantly related to his intrinsic .: L al

'q,ommitment to teaching. «' ' J f-' RO

coar TN . " s - o Loy

S TR

v : , T
‘ : "'3-".A aignificant reletionship exist:s between the friction point P
1 . rating in the .area: of curriculum and a person sqsetisfaction. S LR
. A significant relationship exists }:etween e\ person s self cqncept T

| of hi.s tenching ability and ttme friction pbint rating and class-

room management. Voo ".:1 ;' S r )
ya .
2

' concwsxons

’»-_4‘. . - '. T '\

The results of this study suggeat: that the theury as tested is

'J

k. - B :'z" not supported in the Newfoundlfaad context. , There were three friction S

_'ateaa identified but -all hypotheses were rej ected. ' The underlying

o iu the\A{Iu?trial setting and expect it to be further nupported n t" -

"'Ted"miml seccors LTS T L™

One could epeeulategthat atudies reporting £ avorable outcomes

: occur r.'andomly and that the theury doss not apply to education. "l.'he‘v.".
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impr/ovementa in’ job aatisfactidn or productivity would be rather naive. -

!

It, ig the feeling of the author that it is very difficult and ,:‘ .

..

: reactiona from industrial workers and teachers.

' which might indeed exist. .

difference in the way the aexes felt or acted

s T

,' '\"n"q...
environment and vorking conditions are too different to expect similar :

However'. one must -also‘
l

bear in mind that part of the explanation c0u1d reside :I.h the possible

failure of the measures used to discriminate and identify relationships

Yy

The resulta suggest that teachera do desire autonomy in- certain

select areas. However, to give teachers PDM and expect significant

:

@ .
-,

Teachers collectively recognize that certain decisions are made by the

5
v

';"-,‘A,administrati "and. are willing to accept them. It has been suggeated by

.'J,/.

: some that the high percentage of women in the teaching force causes

teachers to be 1ess militant however, thia study showed no significant

— e

i /’ > "
perhaps dangerous to indicate areas where teachers should participate, S

[

It is evident from this etudy that the degree of involvemznt desired

2

varies with the activix;y. §ome teachers may be alienated if forced to

participate in decision—making activities.. Furthermore, teachers could

resent the fact that adminiatrators desite teachera to make deciaions

B whichiﬂ\feel are the provinee of the adminiatrators themselves._”“ '

,‘f R - N NS

e ?.r'
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Dear Fel]ow Teacher. PR S ’-}

[ T@purposeo of th1s questwnnal re is to pr0v1 de data regard1 ng
. the leve1 of participation of Newfoundland ‘School.Teachers in- - =" " .
. educational det:lswn-makmg We' are primarily concerned with theu 3.-_3
- -degree: to which téachers “feel they are involved as coinpared with the .- "
. .degree these same 'teachers feel they should be: mvolved in the
p :;=dec1510n-tnakmg process. -In addition, we are concernedwith the.
. relative lmpor;ance attached to selected decision-making areas. m T Lo
_-education.  Qusstions pertaming,to job’ motivation and: career o oR LT
T \‘sat‘isfactmn are a‘lso mc]uded, as well as a general mfonnatwn R '
'z-j{ssection. T o

g I/ is our hope that you m'll cooperate witﬂ us by comp'let'lng

/the attached tonfidential ‘and anonymous questionnaire. w‘hich\(ll d. .

heip us understand your positmn on these matters. L TN A

:,il; .':{ l thank you for your cooperation.... - e e A
T Yours truly,, TR ) \ L

-

" Gf'je'gory.ﬁl"egg‘iey EREIRTIRE,
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e PART 1

" :.'I_.-.:- s -t \‘ N ) R ]‘ ,:.
.P'lease 1nd1cate by mark‘x ng an X 1n -the bracket contai‘mng the - : §
. appropriate: number, the extent td which you feel %/u)are PRESENTLY " :
'.INVOLVED in dec1s1on-mak1ng re'lated :to .the areas ted belqg .
A",'.Scale""- L - . ;
s f .no 1nvo’| vement ﬂnsdec:lsion-makifrg (.teachers have no. mput
whatsaever to dec1sion-making) : i LT
'2”-‘.-1ow IeveT of 1nvo]vement in dec151on-ma ing (teachers
-1nput tends to be mlmmal) P R L
oL ".j’-.‘.medWm ]eve] of 1nvolvement in- deczs@n-makmg (teachers
B ‘-;'.;,ha,ve equa‘l 1nput with other indwidua‘ls or groups 1n the
el ;,.au;hOr:t_y structure) R \‘e_?_x.\&_ e A
K T8 . tos .‘«' ‘v \u_~.‘~.__-,. - —'~, . >-’.
- "}'h1gh level of 1nvolvement in decislon-makmg (teachers i
. ;have the ‘major: 1nput) SN e e ey U

B iexcluswe lnvolvement in decismn-mak'mg (teachers haVe ‘}

AU '-.complete freedom to make decrswns) o

U The scale “used. reflects ‘a’ cont1 nuum from 10 - mvcﬂvement whatso- NN
ever to exc'lusive 1nvolvement and may be represented as fo'l ows ¢ N

. N 3 5
ol Bl P PP I

- . e . e e v . . . . . . .
ot . 5 v, N S ] i vy

'Medium Excluswe
(Equal) (Autonomous )

No Invo1vement =T Low . oo Migh o
o (Mimmal) (M‘ajor)

EXAMPLE R

<

Selectmn ofStudent prefects ~~--------f-’}'—-—---(1) (2) (!) (4) (5)

u -
ﬂ; In- the above examp]e the respondent marked an X" over the

L number 3 bécause. he felt hig PRESENT INVOLVEMENT in dec1sion-mak1ng -

was equa'l w1th other 1nd1 v13uaTs or' groups in the authority structure.

T AT S G S S
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A o m ll

' R Curnculum P'lanmng and Adaptatwn ; Sl T T o Coe T
' A L , y o v * PRESE‘NT INVOLVEMENT SRR A

N Pl g -
b s IR e PR
'_.\. . - AR I
RS A R v L
4 - e e - o
*w

e s T, Detemnnatwn of the basa,,c outHne . '
S T of the. curriculum --------,------------ (1) (2) (3) (4) () .

v a

(%

s;Detemn nation of the detaﬂed content .
" of' the - curru:ulum 'T‘f‘r""‘__‘ﬁ'.“ff"- ( )

£

A(‘S)I:"l

st gt g 8 A

S 3« Deterrmnatwn of the. texts and R
N " ~instructional material for the'y, -~ -
B o curncu]um “"""'ﬁf“_"“:"".‘-::"f. --‘:-‘ (1) a

o g'", Ciassroom Management _,,

. :Determmation of the way sub:ject matter o B , N
s presented n° Clags m-srososimreians (l.)-v,'(z} (3) (4) ( ) RO

e \ Sj' Detenmnation of the Xeque nd i

Cpe T methods of classrobm s,tingx----'--g'-:-é (I-)j (3) (4) \('5)

T e B ';"‘-Determlnation of t method of. 9‘ PO
WLt w T discipline to beused (in the - Lo Ry

S c]assroom "‘:‘.“".‘*-’E'"?-',"r"’“;'f.""‘""‘-"* ,Q])"' ‘(_2')_.‘_'(3)"'.{(4‘),_‘-‘

N L ) -
SR L T e 'afsn;wggﬁ.mue.‘..., I vy aladnie

‘ ()}~
’ : Arrangement of the Schoo'l Instructwna1 Prjram

s S . ~Determ1 nation of the class p]acement S G
! S of pupils ﬂj'—-.‘---f‘r-?-fv--.--j'-;';j“"'- (1 )( ) (3) (4)_- (5):" .

B L - .
. - oo « - -
ot e e— DTN TR e

-9

‘8. '.-."Detenm nation of ‘the_ préamotion of

. pupils -_'T'f':-‘,-«‘-..'r",'.' __'v'-'f,"“T'T'."'.'-',?:‘.’:i.(”f_(2) (3) (4)-"'. oy
ST i'v'netemu nation of the allgcation of money -', Y 72' -“ U
e teachgr_s@r mstructmna'l ajds and ° S
| R e i L e -(3-3-’.1(5’- B
‘ 'Evaluahop ST e IR S
- 10L e Tme evaluatmn of my performancé as- VI
oA teacher --'-I—-_'f""-.—,--r.---~r‘7r'*'7f'71' (1 ‘f .(2) (3) (4) ~1’:(5)" Co
.\ "--'”,'I'l.-.l : The evaluation ‘of. the performance °f e Ll

»my co'ﬂeagues as teachers PR A S 11) (2) (3) (4) (5) ’ '.

.n'_"‘ N




The appointment of central office
personnei such as consultants;,-

b

A '
a2

BN

C oy N L

"r;-:. - oo ‘ ’ . / ‘ VI '.A ":/(— :*\‘g '. . '.: . ' ";:', .‘ . .: : } "n ~

YL ; . Ny ! 4 AV
. 5,‘\ . .‘ - P . . : . , » . L '

i S R The. eValuation of supervisory and ,"D' S L
s .administrative pgrsonnei within the - Do e Y 4§
B - school’ ~---.------.----,,-------._--7--.-- -- ('I) ( )' (3) "(a) /(5): 2

o A 3; ‘ The evaiuation of central office ]6.;.,- 2. MACEN kR
’ - . - - ~“personnel such as consultants,. L g
ERR O E supervisor:! and the, super'lntendent—-- (1) (2) (3) ) (5) . v
: L , Genera‘l Schoo‘i Organi.zatinn C " o 5
& 14y Deter;aﬁigon of the teach1ng load T -
3 w L x,and O ther: duties of teachers---.‘-----‘-‘-é ‘(1) ( (3) (4) (5) .
’ ER | Deternination of the arrangement.s :'-.;,218- o S e
© 77,7 for_parents’ to-discuss matters'” AR P
... k.. concerning theif children's . T '
Pl 'schoo'lmg '—-‘-f~j-‘.;*f,’;--;f'-jf-f"":f_ _:(1) }Z\B-(-’#) (4) (5)' S .
Detenmnatlon of school rules’and- ( I? pEs
o regu‘lations for the genera'l student P ERRRI AP
5 i S et SUN (z) (3) (4) (5)‘ .
::,: ’ ‘/‘: ST L
;'f The appointment of teachers to v L 20 e "
e L m ( ) () (4) (5).;., PR N
o | The appoiniment of supervisory ) _}21 R . . ' - ¥
. perSonnel such as’ v1ce-pr1nc1pa1 or. D o e
princrpal in. your school L e T (1) (2) (3)(8Y (B) e
L

SRR ‘ . supervisors ;- and'the " district .
A T supen ntendent ----------------‘

. .
LA
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P]ease 1nd1cate by markmg an X in the bracket containi ng the

"4 propnate number, the extent to which ‘ydu feel. -you'would. PREFER TO
JBE: INVOLVED in dec1s'wn-mak1ng related“to the areds”]is ted be'low *

-~ ' s - . L

.. ’ . 4 . . - N \ . I [P Ve

Sca'le. " S T A SR

1 - no involvement 1n dec1sion-mak1ng (teachers hafve no mput

whatsoever to dec1s1on mak’mg) R

"5;2"- low level of 1nvo1vement 1n dec1sxon makmg (teacherj" iTn_put >

tends. to ‘be m1mma1) S
‘ 3'- medwmleve'l of mvolvement in’ decisioq making (teachers have
. @qual- ir{put with other indwidua]s or gr‘oups 1n the authorcty
' structure) S

Nt

. 4- high level of invo'l vement 'ln demsmn ma

: , ..l
LR PR

.'ﬁjg'? <teac.,her;~' hv ;

the maJor mput) o ;
‘ 5 - excluswe 1nvolVement Xn deciswn making ‘(teachers hav 3 S
: comp]ete freedom to make deciswns) DT o
. ,1A a : Co
The scale used ref'(ects a contmuum from no 1nvo]vement ’

'1

L

(MaJor)

'-j

'
S
. .:

‘Lhigh’

ExclusTe\ E

(Autonomous)

Tab,on -,

R .\.‘. SR T ISP PR
et o No Invo]vement “Low " Medium-
e : ) (Mlmmal) (Equa])
' - Se]ection of‘ student prefects ----3-----—-----(1) ' (2) (3) (4) (5)
; ° NIy s I

In the 1.al:;ove examp‘le the respondent marked an “X. over the -

’*"”_—"’“W nurhber 3 because he . felt his PREFERRED: INVOLVEMENT in'deci sion-making

was equa\ wi th other /1ndiv1 dua1s or groups 1n the authorl ty structure. R
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Curriéul'um'P]aﬁning_Vand‘Adanfation" . R . .
BN SR PREFERRED INVOLVENENT

e ,Deterrmnatwn of the bas1c outhne

| ' .2.. ,fbefermmatwn of the detaﬂed content o a

Do . . . A
3. - Determfnation of the texts and .
© 07 instructional. material “for the . -

C'l assroom Management

i

: 4 Determmation of the wa.v SUbJect mﬂttef ~

225‘-'?'«“ Determination of the frequency and

- discipline to be .used in. the :

Arrangement of the School Instructiona] Program

! 7 B Determ nation of—the class pl acement
gl ol "Determmation ‘of" the, promotion of ’

v ~-'9:.."._'f","'Determmatian of the a1locatoriof." 2 ‘,;.'3,'|~ R . w
‘mongy to- teache‘rs for mstructwna]

. m The evaJuatwn of my performance as
T a teacher .’"'v.";:‘T:'?:"T'.-‘TT"'TT'""T?.'. ------ (d') (3) 1 (4)

i3 ]1 : ,The eva'luatwn of the- performance of '
s iy, co]leagues as teachers 4"'?":-'--}'-',,—-“ (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

The evaJuatlon of supervisory and ' o ’ 34
' :.-~adm1nistrative personnel within the L

AR X T D
40 the GUERiEUlim, -reooo - oeoe sl ;ffl). (2) (3). -(a) - (5)

<Of tﬁe Cur‘ricu'lum -’”;'-“-‘f‘f'f'___“'”"‘ﬁ° “) ; (2) (3) (4) (5)’ v

) '~:currtculum --f-“?\---_f-,--——"--h-j-.'f.—-r-'l-.":-- “) (2) (3) (4) (5,)

s presented in: c'lass --fé—-f: -------- ( ) (2) (3) ( ) “(,5)"-:"‘,‘;‘

| ‘_alds and equi pment ---—,7_.--34-+-:r7=-f--- ‘(') (2) (3) (4) ( )

5 va1ua 1on ;:’._ PRI i S ',;A o .

.~

B methods .of classroom testmg “"“t_ Q) (2) (3) ( ) (_5)_5'.51‘:-'.7‘
'{ Detenmnation of the method of Y ,,'128, .’ e e
c]assroom ..---.....-.----... ".“'fj’;"‘ ( ) (2) (3) ( (5)

o -129 SR
o W15"""7"7"“"'-*~-<:--'_-,-.---.---- m (@) W

. :puplls -'."‘_',j‘-."!'!"'—‘..-"".'"-‘:'—':-:'TT-,“'fT"---. ( ) (2) (3) (4) (5) '

: | ':.i-:':‘:.v'schoo1 -,-,-'7‘.,‘..".'??77‘".7",'.' "",-T":'T‘Tf;'.'j(‘,) () (3) (4) () 3

A
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B 13. ,The evaluahon of ; central ofﬁce - o e o ‘
S S . _personnel such -as consultints,lsuper-= . o T
v1sors, and the SUpenntendent —e—es- () (2) ) {4) (5)

2

= *

o . General SchooT Organuation PR PO R \ SR
] 14 . .Determination ‘of the teachmg load e 23 (
and other duti es of t@achers ----7--"-‘-.(]) (2&\ (3) (4) A5 - .

B Lo
S ppe e
- 5 . R
R R L TS W T
*y

Gl

L 15 Dete.rmnation of the arrahgements e .37 )/\[ e ’ 1
LU I J for parents ‘to d1§cuss ‘matters B T DN A g
I ] B concermng t!lelr ‘children's ~:: . e o RS RE T B
L steeing e (D 4@) () (@) g
I 'IS Detenm nation of” sct}oo'l rules e 3B ﬁ
Y L] regulatwns for. the general student” .- - - T s e

N . body: -‘-*’%""*E;":_j'f’iTt"7"'*:"-77'? (@3 - (5)\\J 3

17 The appomtment of teachers to ST lage

yOUr Staff ---'—-*7----*'—-\—'-.-;-“‘-----(‘!) (2) (3)('4) . (5) \

1’8.4.5",:"‘-‘The appomtment of .sipervisory. pérsonnel - Lag- LT
|5 7. . suchas the.vice-principallor- prmmpal e e T
+,- 1N your: schiool .-----~------\-------f¢: (1) (2037 (@) (5

19, The appointment of central ofﬁce R _“",":.41 L
T personnel such as consultants\, super-" .. o
"7 .visors,” and the. district swperin- .

B R PR .-.'tendent ----------~-»--—------‘-------- (1) (2) (3) ( ) (5)

R
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i Curricul uh Planning. and Adaptation > U L ’ |
C o a0 T © RELATIVE IMPORTANCE
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P )
AT St e
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R TP ST e
o
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)

4_ - Determlnatwn o’{’ the basic»outHne - 42 K ’
" of the curnculum -‘--‘----5——- ------- - (1) (2) (3) ‘0(4) (5)

Determingtion of the detailed content - 43~
of th&ghrriculun Sodeemeetooina st (1) (2) - (3) (4) (5)

3 ) Dete mination .of the texts and\%\(‘ﬂ o, 44 o B P
V7 tinstrwctional material. for. the . o ‘ oo

. S . curri culuy. "“"'“.“‘,"v“,"’?-‘-"-"“"‘.?""' (1) (2) (’3) @) (). - Do
R c1assroom Management T A D SR Y S

PRI

~

s e s,
E T NN

PR R T

s, ﬁii;—i,‘—- PPN jf“‘"‘" oo

4 Determination of the way sub,]ect matt
e s presented n c]ass i e

(1) (2) 1(3) (4)(5)

'
{

Co ;5 .'j"',"":"beterm'lnation of the fr"‘ue cy and 2 ', b " BRSNS
SRS ‘j,'methods of . c'lassroom testing ---'-,-_‘ ------ (15 (3) (4) (5),'_ SR

e ‘Deterrmnatlon of the method of ,~ ‘ Coy ./47..'-_ Sl
T 0L discipline to be used i the P L
~ -._‘classroom ---—-----—-—~-----,~---, -------- ('l) ( )(3) '(4) 3

Arrangement of the School Instruct1 onal Program o

7. Detemn nation of the c]ass p'lacement ; ' ‘B

O BUpls oo ~---‘(1> (z> (3) (4) {5). .
L 8.:4’"“' Determ1nat1on ,of the prornohon of ° 8 e N ‘
R pupils -"f":-“"j_'f‘f‘f""-"'.".".-T“‘T'-'?--"’(.l')-'.;(2)_. (3) .‘_(4) (8) -
i ' "o .9.‘ Determmat\on of the ‘allocation.of ‘i RUB6 T
. - money. to’ “teachers for instructiona‘l SRR
"aids andiequipment -~errono=aniecsoo - (D@ (3 (8) 6

L

";."‘ﬂEvaluatwn e
v PR B "’{ o
.. 10 ' .»-The evaluation of my performance as -

- a teacher -."'.:-4',‘”-:‘-?'?-.-f'-'--.-‘-,'-—-“'--,--‘--.-'ﬂ:‘(] ) (3) (4‘)'\\‘ (5)

e o ._11;'“". ""‘The evaluatfon of the’ perfor-mance of . L L
£ o Lo my co11eagues as: teachers -”-7%-‘---,-7-}---“- (l{) () (3) (4) j R

- The evaluation of superv1sor_y and .- . 53‘

© /. “adninistrative.personnél wi thin the- RPN b ‘_‘, NPT
C L schoo'l o ---.---.--.-r~;--r_--/-7-.-,-7:-71,-.:'::"_( ). (2) (3)-(4) ,-.,(5‘),'1-.A R I

At
y




- .. ' . . N . ‘.
- - . Q . - . - ! T

. Q /. .
“13. The eva Tuation of central office / .54
personne'l such as consuitapts, supér- - -
L v1sors. and the supermtendent ----== (1) (2) (3)" (4) (5)

G_enera,l.School Qrgamzatwn o

) . : .
1 - h . PN

14, Determination of the teaching load = - - T
' “and other duties of teachers-—----’--- (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

: . 15, Detertm nation of the arrangements - - ' 56 K \,( :
T : ' for parents to discuss matters, ' : Sy
. . © 'concerning théir children's” : - R
- R 'schooiing --——----7;-—7----7,-'—--7rA—-- 1) (2) (3) (4) ..(5)

\LG,L ,Détenm nation of schoo] ru]es and o K 57, S f’.‘. '
PO ﬁr‘egulatwns for ‘the genera'l student.
R A s o s (i) (2) (3) ) (5)

1 7.' The aPpmniment of tedchers. to o .. G
Lo your staff --—------—-‘------"'"""""““ (]) (2) U (3) (4)'%‘(‘5')1 Lo

-

. S . “The appomtment of supervisory perSOnnel 59 o
: - 7 .- 1 suchas the'Vice-principal or’principal-- .. . .o
- in’your school —'-.,'-,—, ------ '_-----,---""r'\"..," (1) (2):(3) (4) (5)

o, T a9, The appointment of/central office ..~ .60

e ., personnel such as'consultants, super- - . . SR S
" wisors, and the district superin-- S LA EUE
' tendent -*---—/---------------—-------- (1) (2)-(3) " (4) (5) - B

Ao TR RN

e i o A
~,

‘:
e
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" items found belaw. Indi cate your choice by marking an X oveythe e
appmpriate nurnber according to the fo'l'lowlng sca}e' T S
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PART IV
e

Pl ease ‘answer . the questwn. "How to yqu feel " for each o‘F t‘he

B R —a Very Dissahsfied

5‘9'-'-'.

6 .

‘ °The ppssib1ht1es for a. teacher advancing

'j' T “' Very f}atisﬁ ed J '.

2..' Satlsfled K »

! :;l b (-
o ey .".’ Stht'ly D#Ssatisfied

o ol -‘.. _ ' ' o AT
R -~i<'1‘>.i-:‘-(.--’-;') (ERURE R
3 EXAMPLE L e e T
o ' "fa.i How“dop you fee] about the foHowing 1tems?
. .v.'n_f.' T, fee'l with (fol]owed by the Item) e \ e
B . ‘h-f . :“,, ’ .

"‘e top S“afy avaﬂaﬂe to teachers-m— m (z) xs) ()""

Hy chances for receiving salary increases 22 é A
without promotion ----\-------,-----------: (17 (2) ('3) 4)

,Amount of progress which I ani mal%’ing in- R ‘ - ,'--
oy, professi'onal career e (l) (2) (3) ( ) o

The' Capablhties of . mist of . the p,eople g
“iwho"are in teaching .....-..---..--..-_-.---.(1)- (2) L3) (4)

I

“‘to-a position of, greater resﬁonsiblﬁty g .'.‘j.”f:.
-in teaching meemm e e e el el o oS (1) (2) (3) (4)_

. ,.,

The ]evel of pj-bfeSsional standards >
maintaxned by most. teachers--------1----- (l) (2) -(3),\ (4) B

The acadennc perfonnance of’ the s'tudents i
in my prqsent schoo] -----.----"y---""" ( ) (2)‘ (3) ( )
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. - . .
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R
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L]
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py ase 1nd1cate by” marklng an X in’ the bracket opposlte your L
- ‘cho1ce ‘of’ response. [ s e AN

KNI ',\ R SR

A

N
A
-
\
AT

a LT In an 'averége week the number 0 lhours spent at preparat'lon' at. o,
: ‘evdluation’ -and admsmgnstuden S-as compared to the tyne spent . S

by other teachers LN - o ,_(_ :
™ Mucn less than others __.._-___;._,_---.._-___-_.._-___-‘.. ------- (J)
’A l1ttle less than bthers ---------—-------—-—-----‘-----—---r— (2) -
About the same as others ------a-------------l---------—----- (3), 4
'ﬁ l1ttle more than most others ---,c-------------- T et \
2. The amount ) tune you spend readmg\ professmnal matehal m an ..
- effort to- develop new. 1deas to use’ 1n your classroom as compared - N
' mth other teachers ls... B T e S PR
Much less than others---'s-'-‘;-;'-?-'—-'44-;.;,A-.§'—7-V:f:’;="-;‘#ﬂ-:‘-'-‘;iil-'-“{'-"-,-.-'--""_'{l)9
A httle less than others: ---------:-'---------------w------- ¥ (2) .
'?-,\' ..' About the same’ as others ----:--—------:—---— {3) ,
' A h,ttle more: than others et : '__' ‘, k. - "-.(‘4) -‘ E ‘-..{\"",_‘
Much more than othErs mmetenilra "_' e (5) h ;
Some people are completely involved T the1r Job—~they are -:' '-'.‘5: ." i R
,.absorbed in it night.and day. - For others, their job'is simply - NENE ER

one of‘ seVeral 1nterests. How mvolved do you feel 'in your job?
Very little invo‘lved my other 1nterests ar;e more Ce L P
Lo absorb1ng -'_-_j-,-—,-_'_-------_---.---*-'-".".\ ------------- ,---r~-?f::j'r'f'-' (]) i‘. ' .-"“-;, -

' f i . ! .-
¢ . .

Slrghtly 1nvolved~-------------—-—-"—-----’-'—-------—-------f- (2), -

Modera:ely involved;.my. job and my other ﬁnterests NS
_are. equally absorbing to.me --—----—-----------—--»----:--;-,'-.-E--.---' f'_(.3)"'

.o v . . . . e T
= T e e -

Strongly mvolved --------------_‘-5---:-.------———'-_‘----—---—--“-: (4)

o omr,

B g "

Very strongly involved *----‘----,--‘--------------_{-‘-f-"'-‘-.----f-f--"-‘:‘(5), B




required of you? -

About onge & month or less —¢-¢7-QL-34<--+-f--=-e4fp-r---~-~
Abdut once 3 WK == e e

¢

. Once- every few days -—--4-~-—--------------—---77~a——;-—4-4-

Several times Q@ WBEK =omresemceiimm et a e mca e

A'lmost every day' ;T“f‘:,f--;.f;--?:-ff-f-" ------ mecdesmdrnrea—ean

.. C . J

other people d01ng your~ work?

Much iess than others‘"?T;';‘;;;";"';‘;‘;';é;f‘}%T ------

'

A littf@ 1ess hard than most others ----h-------------------

still take up a, career in teaching

Strongly disagree o .
Disagree w1th reservations

'\ R

I would be satisfied if a. son of mine when he reaches my age
~in_the’ ‘same . kind of work I am i’ now..- IR :

: - »

iJStrﬁﬁéfyﬁégféefris A ;------‘---—-- B Rl
Agree‘but With. reservations 4---—---------------4F-~f47%1

Disagree but witb reservations e arr ----------~----~-{7

103

How often do’ you do extra work for ydur Job which really 15 not

(1)

" (2)

1)
(4)

- (5)

'Nould you say you work harder. Iess hard or about the same as.

(1)
(@)
(3)
(4)

: If,Iﬂinherited so much money’that I did not have to work 1 would

<

"

aﬁi-f?&
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L ®

o i . '
9. Tp me teaching is just a way of making money. .
. o : , ig

T . ‘ Strongly agree ------ e bty Se e e e
£ ,‘ Agree but w1th reservatlons e et e b L L et

10. I ha e sometlmes regretted going 1nto teach1ng \ ‘
: 17

Strong1y agree -------------—-----------------—-----—:\i;-- )
: . . N (2)

Agree but with reservations -—-é---f--------—-----e---r--
>~ J - N

- - (3)

D1sagree wWith. reservat1ons -------:;------------------------
~--_--_;;:---_-------;5;;-:;_;-;7 (4

Strong1y disagree ---—--rr7-,3 rmmm————
‘ ffl “T enaoy my spare time act1v1ties much more than my work as a; PN
teacher. ﬁ : s R S TAR I L R

b s o e

coam ol R
W dines
s
A

L

N

el ';'--:” 12. My academ1c background 1n cunpar1son with un1VEr51ty professors ‘ ,,f'"

ST LU Lo ‘S'~7n- ST 2 N e L T e

R P ot ) . L ;.,:‘ I : Ar T gL o e
E ' oo : - : et omee (1) ' 1

o ' NDt aS gOOd as ---_-'--f'--'.'---'."'7---------,-------,-.----r-----j-' . N
§ i-;:e4~;.€ fo:Lf, Equal o of- abdut the' same; as . ---------7-+a---144---r-€ée--= e B
SR sighty better. than mmpimettimde e S Ll

LT
- -
A *

RN Much bet ter than ---e:-r;:~-:--:ff--r-*--rf-f--"ff"'f -

13 My qua11f1cat10ns 1n compaP1son w1th those of my superrors
’ are. - f:e, STl e e T e T

. oo T
e, "un




A

%

8.

" 5.

stLNot as deVe10ped as»------f' ?;-'4--%§€LL};:;&-71, "4~7;{ (1)
'"About the. Same as r--~--7r---------J-?----Bv-------- hfffftr (2)
“:S]ightly better than mmommfemelogesbenlamSondoniiln

BRIA

. Not" as good as’ --—--—----—--~-—-—-----«-&—-:r;‘-~‘-ﬂ-------- (1)‘

.-About the Same as --7éé-~---f--7-;%---17----;-—‘--%4:------- (2) R
*”Better than - . M ' o
.'Much better than'----q-—----. ?*:-f%;-*;f-:?:-:;--{--f- il (4)'ﬁzg}"ﬁf"'

f‘Much better than Tt i) (4)

\How hard are you w1ll1ng to. work in order to‘Become A, better z"< L RS MR
téacher. L N Lo . R TR LT

Not at all. --f-L--;---:----;----------------q-ff-:.--,ﬁ;,--- .

VLTA mlnimum amount ------------~--------—--------—------------.'KZ):é‘.'

'...';‘Very hard ------—-------,-------I-T:-_--:‘;ﬁf£1T'-;%J-'7ii;-;f'fk----g'--:;l.(lé)l‘:f"\“‘ :

Your rating of your own know]edge in your subject area as , A ;:~
compared with your co]leagues in the same area is. : '
21 .

Not as good as --------r-—-—-—-----—-7----—-—----—-;—-----;— ‘(12 R '?t

. Equal to- or about the same as --=----ze--m-moomamoe- S 3 o

Slightly better than- et ).
Much better than ----=-------=-- meeem o maonesme e m e e ()
The rapport I.have with my. studentS/as compared with the rapport

m( ol]eagues have. w1th the same students is. . :
' 22~“

- ;;--_,,_-.;5----;;-sf_;;-_,.g_r;--------- (3)

e

{. The" skills I possess in communicating knowledge ‘and différent .T'{fiﬂiﬁ'f,if;
”‘concepts to my students in comparison W1th my. col]eagues 1s.... o ,{':; RS §

AN -

T
v

- . .. oy

y
- P oo e
T

;How competent do you th1nk you are to teach? {f.;: 1}‘.'i"’lg'il“ﬂ:";f,f{";:h;%:'




" What is your eva]uatlon of teach1ng as a profess1on at the present
t1me? . N

. ) \ .
Very unfavourab]e e Bt - (])
Unfavourable. -----——------------—------------r--------------- (2)
VFaVOurable -‘-‘---;--4‘---“"-1;‘f----;-‘;--ﬂ-—-'--f-F ------ (3)

Very favourable -=-r-=cemmomcmcomcr el ee i e e (4)

.

. Do you feel that there are c1rcumstances in wh1ch a strike would
. bea 1egltlmate means of collective action for the membgrs of o
‘_the Newfoundland Teachers Assoc1at1on7 i ' K

' :iDefiniteiy yes : m= . 3
jprobab1y YES et e e e L it i L (2)

: Probably. rio -----------------------------------a--- ------s (3)

Deflnltely no‘

Many teachers today find that there 1s a demand placed on their
“time: with regard to meet1ngs--1n regard to N T A branch meet1ngs
do you R ,.Ay,, e e . o

-,22‘ WOuld youy g1ven the opportunIty. serve on a connnttee sponsored
Cobythe NTAL . nh Do T R

!

Enthu51ast1c about servlng ----——%{};----------------——----- (1)

Part1C1pate re]uctant]y -~¥-E-~1:%%f€1f*;;;45?-ﬁ7-?{ﬁ;;£;§é{vfwA‘
Refuse to part1c1pate _---._---,-_:1--2: mmsial -~
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) o PART-VI

e X?-r'f}w1~< e

e

gL

Please indicate the re]evant personal 1nformat1on by plac1ng
an X in the approprlate bracket to the rIght .

hd 8 . . A

-
- IR P N

1. “Yéir of birth:. T B
. : ' . o~ L 30
1900 OF before ~----=======eimzzommcmenomcdecoacaeeos (1)

DS SRR R Py ]

: | S 1915 = 1919 mrémcacsmarmrodorccr o masemc oo rtaa e (2) .

MK

. ' 1920 = 28 mmmmte e e (3)

L 1925 - 29»-4-4-----——-7-?--:-;7eff-----------—-a-fi-- (4) -
RS . 1930 - 34 -f--7--¥4--4—-5----é-79¥------—-7---;------ (5)
5 'e. e Ma]e~"T"JT""‘f’""75"""""'7“""7;";""‘ (])
: E AN L EOPRNI Fema'le ""‘-;"‘;Tﬁ‘;",'l,‘.,'j_"‘"‘f""'";"'"f"‘:"""f"" *2)
- Soem e :”" S LT U T SIS g
A3 - Teachlng\Experlence.- : ; .

A A K :
v None (flrst year teach1ng) D S taaiinturtoinrcta SO € F M
SECAER | f Oné. year ‘”";""""f""T"'ff:f'f""'ff?"""”““""‘ (2)
*k:i;‘ e .,7: Two years ----—----—----4----J----1-v----:---j;r.. :

1 Three to f1ve . years 1—---——----—--—---(-—-——-:—-—-——5---










e APPENDIX s -
" 'DESCRIPTION OF. mum.e mqusncus

" - |Hnemonic.

VLrtable Descriptlon

L ‘f

~

SD.

i Kunsosis

Sk&yness;

Range’

- ACTUAL

* “loantictpition

1: 1s

N Furrjl.cu_lyp_ Ogt_l-ipg o

2,457

R .1.]73;‘..'

<0741

0.399 .

15

- Curriculifi Content. -

12826

21080

’ -0.868":

0127

1S -

.. '_(i{:iricul.d—.l" Text, ete.”

2440

| 65 .-

-0.559. |

0.519 :

: IS

ol ow e

e

:‘,SHbjne.ét‘AHdtte‘ri Pres. ¢ —

4198

.§1 002

-2.096 .|

-j.522

Los

]

- Meth. C)a;s:}est»- -

- 3.924

0.990. -

0189

<0.838. |

1S

“pisciplfne in Class -~

a8

" .088

BRI

-0.620

1S

Pupil :_P:I Sc;mgn,t:

e |-

‘1.070 -}

-0.534.

“0.096 .

- Promotion of Puptls

2.982..

oo

Q.18 -

-=0.330°

N

- -Money Allocation’, '

2.0% -

0:923

£0,596_

njoulon]jau]luntoelnlin

Teacher ‘Evaluaticn:

- 2.394 ;.

1:085

20,644 -

- 0273

- Colieague - Pe_nfomanﬁe

. 163

| 0.881

"y

“0;529 -

L 1.238)

" Superior's- Evaluation

. N.582

0,874 |)

1,431
. 1/

1,490

“Central uffice Evaluatfon *

.'~,lo§9_‘ i

-0.898

2,082

1,721 -
b]

)

"." Teacher Load

© 1,967 -

0,964 -

~ 0,307

0.886

1'qar€hi”ﬁfgéuiiién_'

03910

.~0.166 -

- 0.028

alafe|slajalejalalasjalrlsls

" Determine™Sch. Rule -

- 0,008

S
-

ool mila] o

'
. e
- .
o arihae o o 2.
B 5
R
= . e

73'2;654,§

" 0:986 - -

. =0:265.

ort




"5 | eARTICHPATHON
T Jasne

© ARPENDEX-B (continued) . :

e

ISR

P ORERERERE———

- C'a‘tegqﬂl".y-. .

}?lerr'agni'c.:. .

V:a‘i'hblze-l)es'cr‘l:ption -

s

&dntos 15

Sk;:ivpess,.

Range

Maximum

c|ocdsar |

- Appointments

0.892

- “3.414

.-2.051

- l -7 5

15 18"

- 'Adpqipu_feht' of Super

»;'.-0.-8.29

2.2

R AL I

", Appointment of. Centfal Office -

0,890 -

v3he

12.208

-} . eRéFeRRED

. o ‘: -5:-,.‘.3'-,~ "~‘
e

B :-'-bugi\'t;w. :

“{Ought 1

{77 - Curricu)um OutTine

. 0.883 -+

" =0.098

T-p.321-

. [Ought.
{0ught’ -

2|

. ‘Curriculum Content

0.913 "

0,273

7-0.609

.. gurrfculum Test, ‘etc.

-0,882 -

0,439,

L0.624

Qught

| oo subject Matter-Pres. - .-

0.802. -

0,872

=] ;.9_84

Qught. -

Vo Method of Class Yest. oo .

0:0d0.

0,283

=0.8757- )

~[omlw) e ow

A3

. " Discipline in Class

‘0,765 -

0,610

| 0678 /1

Duéht .

o]

SR Pupt Placesent -

10,879

0,410

Ougn;'\‘s A

" Promotion of Pupfl 7 -

0.795.5:

1 0.275

-D. 2#'

Ought °9 |

;.. ¥oney Allocation- -

|-0:828

o,

-=0.296

~{ougnt 10

* Yeacher Evaluation

|o.8as

.0,930°

~0.308 -

Joushe 1]

Coj_\_e}gﬁg”?e_i‘férﬁume" R

anz

-=0.796__|.

0.203

Superior's Evaluation.

0376

Y-0.017"

aslajla|leajajelajeljajealolala] s

—
nmjolon]ju]lowlu|lv]jv]lvwjun]jrnjrujoln

e -t -

2 Jougnt 1z |

pna

2.4810
. - - N N ' N
- N - S - » 1
~."_ <o . - -
. " -
‘w a . : s
. i N . s
-~ T - o
. el
.l‘, :A
N ~ 9 -
-5
.
- —
- N -
—
g L
. "' . - -
.
Py R
N : R ) . e e e T
' L - T SPRCIR DVt e A oy AR, o s
’ B N -
L [
3 - - l -
r ) ) ° : .




R e . e . [N - N C
PRD D B o . T e e
PO . [ARRNNES “tf‘ B "\ rl'\‘t“*‘m’—w_..-g-‘. P L e N

LT e e .

\ - e :
‘ L ST _ A‘P?E.N'lejl(.cnh.ti'n;iae:cwl)i'_;'..:._:. : ; ) : :
A ‘ ". p ,b'f:aieg"or:y'__'.' ; F'Inem’ﬁl's' N »_-"VA‘ri_:abjl.e Gescription ) [X . ;S,D; a Ku:'!"_t'os-l‘l_sn Skefﬁﬁ:es‘s:j Range |'Minimum |Maximum .
: . .. |ought 13| " central.OFfice Evaluation | | 21807 '- 1030 |-0353 | <0030 | 4 | 5 '
DTS T Jouge 1 [0 7 Teacher load - . | 3.244 | 0.825 | 0.612. ] -0.399 'R 1 5 ‘
U Clovene s [ - parent oiscusston [ 3301 | o7a | 743 | o.0r5 | ) 5 :
Ty Ought 16 | .~ .Détermine Sch. Rules | 3380 | 0.735 .| ‘0.496: | =014} 4 - 1 5 ° S
' " [ought 17 'i-AppG.inUneni"of Teacher | 2.487 - |y 1,061 |.-0.737 | -0.954 | 4 1 5
P o _“‘\ byg&:t'l;a Appuintment ‘of-Super. " . 2.610 °. _'~1'.q_19'-._ .=0.757_ - (-q.jbzw' : q 1 5 !
R E " {ought 19 | Appotntrent of Central Ofﬁce 2493 | <1090 | -0.917° [0y | 4 1 5
. 2 T e e T curefculum Outline - 3841 | 747 | D3zs. Z0.700. ] 4 ] 5 .
S hz;iijjyc '.mp.i:zi: . ,-'. Curriculum Content _' - BEXTE -;‘b.'s'gs_ | -b.227 [-o.623. | - 4 1 5. i
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DIX B (continued)
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. : APPENDIX C :
DEGREE OF CONSENSUS IN FPR'S. FOR' NINETEEN DEcxsiou-MAKING ITEMS
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