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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to investigate primary school 

teacher participation in decision making in Western 

Australian Primary and District High Schools. 

The study had three major aims. The first was to identify the 

main decision maker in each of five decision areas: 

(1) School Administration; (2) Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences; (3) Pupils and Pupil Activities; (4) Teacher and 

Teacher Activities, and (5) School-Community Relations. The 

second aim was to determine the state of decisional 

participation (deprivation, equilibrium or saturation) that 

exists among primary school teachers in Western Australian 

Primary and District High Schools in relation to these 

decision areas. The third aim was to examine issues 

concerning the relationships that exist between certain 

demographic variables and the decisional states of teachers 

in each of the five selected decision areas, the demographic 

variables being gender, teaching level, school location, 

number of years teaching experience, qualifications, and 

desire for promotion. 

Data were collected from two hundred and two randomly 

selected primary school teachers by using an adapted form of 

the Decision Point Analysis instrument. In addition, fifty of 

the two-hundred and two respondents were randomly selected 

and interviewed over the telephone. The data from the 
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Decision Point Analysis instrument were analysed both in 

tabular form and by inferential statistical calculations. 

Data from the telephone interviews were used to reinforce 

information highlighted in the analysis of levels of 

participation in decision making. 

The main findings of the study were: 

The principal is seen as the main decision maker across all 

five decision areas. 

The majority of respondents indicated decisional 

deprivation across all five decision areas. The findings 

suggest that the desire for increased participation is not 

distributed equally throughout the sample group. 

The study suggests that any one of the six demographic 

variables may interact with a teacher's desire for more or 

less participation in any one of the five decision areas. 

Female respondents experienced higher levels of decisional 

deprivation than did their male colleagues. 

Linked with decisional deprivation and dissatisfaction with 

participative decision making is a need for more time to be 

allocated to allow for more effective decision making 

processes. 
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Teachers with less than ten years teaching experience 

experienced higher levels of decisional deprivation and 

dissatisfaction with decision making processes. 

Respondents in country schools have significantly more 

involvement in participative decision making than did their 

colleagues teaching in the metropolitan area. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This study draws upon the work of Jansen (1979) and is based 

on the view that an in-depth study on teacher participation 

in school based decision making provides documented evidence 

of the extent to which the Ministry of Education's policies 

are being implemented in Western Australian government 

schools. 

In 1979 Sandra Jansen completed her Master of Education 

Thesis titled Teacher Participation in School Based Decision 

Making: A Case Study. The purpose of Jansen's study was to 

"investigate the possible relationships that might exist 

between certain demographic variables and teacher 

participation in school based decision making in selected 

decision areas" (Jansen, 1979, p.  iii). 

Jansen's 1979 case study was carried out in one South 

Australian Primary School involving twenty-three classroom 

teachers. The research instrument used to collect data for 

the study was an adapted form of the Decision Point Analysis 

(DPA) developed by Eye, Lipirian, Gregg, Netzer and Francke at 

Wisconsin University between 1956 and 1965. 
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The DPA was derived from some four hundred administrative 

functions identified by researchers from the available 

literature. A developmental study by Eye et al. (1966) 

reduced the number of tasks to forty-four which were 

ultimately reduced to the final twenty-five, following a 

pilot application of the instrument. The decision items were 

arranged in random order but grouped in terms of the 

functional task areas from which they were drawn. 

The consistency of the DPA was tested by Eye et al. (1966) 

using a test/retest after an interval of six months. To 

describe consistency of measurement, they assigned points 

according to the degree in which respondents replicated their 

original assignations to three of the ten position cells. An 

examination was also made of the degree of similarity between 

the number indicative of each respondent's original 

perception of participation in decision making, and the 

number indicative of his or her perception of participation 

at the time of the retest. By random assignment, the 

probability of selecting the same three cells from the 

available ten is: 

1/3 + 1/3 + 1/3 = 1/6 or 0.16 

Thus the probability of selecting the same three position 

cells in the same order is: 

0.00833 x 0.16 = 0.0013 
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Eye et al. obtained a mean index of consistency of 0.569, 

supporting their conclusion that the DPA obtained consistency 

significantly greater than that which could be achieved by 

chance assignment of responses, and that the instrument could 

be considered highly consistent in its measurement (Telfer, 

1976, p.  7 156). 

Telfer (1976, p.  151) states the "DPA was applied in an 

investigation of the relationship between instructional 

change and the extent to which school administrators and 

teachers agreed on the location of responsibilities for 

administrative decisions". 

In 1972, Ross Telfer adapted the DPA instrument for use in 

New South Wales schools by modifying the phraseology of some 

of the items and by changing the names of some of the 

positions of the decision makers. The alterations were 

determined by a "trial of the application of the instrument 

to a group of school administrators who came from three 

different schools. The DPA changes required were related to 

the orientation of both decision items and the points of 

decision to the New South Wales system of Secondary 

education" (Telfer, 1976, p.  152). Telfer's research was 

"aimed at investigating the agreement of school 

administrators in their perception of responsibility for 

decision making" (1976, p. x). 
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Jansen (1979) adapted Telfer's DPA instrument by making 

alterations to the wording of some of the decision items and 

altering the personnel characteristics in the ten positions 

to suit the South Australian education system. Jansen added 

PART D to her research model to examine the desired level of 

participation in decision making by teachers. Jansen states: 

The DPA was chosen for this study because it had previously 

been used in an Australian study on decision making. In 

particular, it elicited vital information concerning the 

prime decision makers in a school, the level of participation 

in a decision by the particular respondent. Therefore it was 

a simple task to add another question to elicit information 

concerning the participants desired level of participation in 

school based decision making (Jansen, 1979, p.  84). 

The purpose of Jansen's study was two fold: 

1) To determine which state of decisional participation 

(deprivation, equilibrium, saturation) exists among school 

teachers in one South Australian Primary School in each of 

the following decision areas: 

School Administration, 

Curriculum and Learning Experiences, 

• Pupils and Pupil Activities, 

• Teachers and Teacher Activities, and 

• School-Community Relations. 
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2) To answer six research questions concerning the 

relationship that exists between certain demographic 

variables and decisional states of teachers in each of the 

five selected decision areas (1976, pp.  5 - 6). 

Jansen (1979) identified each demographic variable by using 

the following research questions: 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

engaged in either the junior primary or primary level, and 

their decisional state in each of the five decision areas? 

Is there a relationship between the responses of male or 

female teachers and their decisional state in each of the 

five decision areas? 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

with less than ten years or greater than ten years 

teaching experience in this education system and their 

decisional state in each of the five decision areas? 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

with less than ten years or greater than ten years total 

teaching experience and their decisional state in each of 

the five decision areas? 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

who have been or have not been assessed as eligible for a 



first promotion position and their decisional state in 

each of the five decision areas? 

f) Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

with academic qualifications of less than three years, 

equal to or greater than three years of teacher training 

and their decisional state in each of the five decisional 

areas? (Jansen, 1979, pp.  6 - 8) 

Data was collected by three means: 

an adapted form of the Decision Point Analysis instrument, 

semi-structured interviews, and 

observation of teacher activity in general staff meetings. 

All twenty-three teachers completed the DPA and twenty out of 

the twenty-three were interviewed. 

Jansen's research drew the following conclusions: 

1) Teachers with less than ten years teaching experience 

desire greater participation in the decisions pertaining 

to the professional issues of teachers. Associated with 

this relationship was the fact that teachers with higher 

qualifications desire greater involvement in decision 

issues relating to (a) teachers and (b) the curriculum. 

1.1 



Teachers who have been assessed as eligible for promotion 

desire a greater level of involvement in all areas of 

school based decision making. 

Primary teachers wish to be more involved in decision 

issues relating to the community while junior primary 

teachers desire greater involvement in decision issues 

affecting pupils (Jansen, 1979, pp.  128 - 129). 

This led Jansen to observe: 

These conclusions would suggest that primary school 

administrators should look more closely at involving their 

staffs in decision making in areas where they indicate such a 

desire for more participation, namely teacher and teacher 

activities, curriculum and learning experiences, and 

community - school relations. This study has revealed that 

the level of desired participation in decision making varies 

with the decision area (p.  129). 

As part of her final conclusions Jansen suggested that her 

research model may be taken further by: 

carrying out a wider study using a larger sample group, 

and 

modifying, or adding more demographic variables e.g. 

rural and urban schools. 
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It is from these suggestions that the researcher's own 

research project takes direction. 

1.2 BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

This thesis is a research study based on Primary School 

Teachers and Participative Decision Making in Western 

Australian Government Schools. Literature on Participative 

Decision Making in Australian Schools goes back for several 

decades. For the West Australian Government system it may be 

useful to commence with developments in 1977 at the National 

Conference on School Based Decision Making in which Western 

Australia was a participant. 

The conference was held in Sydney and "demonstrated the 

principles of openness and participation which the Schools 

Commission believes to be vital in the development of 

improved schooling" (Connors, 1977, p.  iii) . The conference 

was supported jointly by the Commonwealth and the States and 

the participants were drawn from all groups involved either 

in the running of schools or influencing what happens in 

them. The aim of the conference was not to produce specific 

resolutions for action but rather to establish a basis for 

continuing dialogue among all the participants in schooling. 

K.R. McKinnon, the chairman of the conference, wrote: 

It is significant that the conference was seen by 

participants as the beginning of a process rather than a 



single event, In most states groups have continued 

exploration of the possibilities for further action (In 

Connors, 1977, p.  iii). 

The conference noted that decisions which affect the 

situation in which children learn in schools had been taken 

largely at the government central office level. It was now 

being argued that those directly involved in teaching and 

learning need to share more actively in many of these 

decisions with a view to promoting effective learning and a 

more efficient use of resources. 

The following arguments were put forward by the conference in 

favour of school based decision making: 

Democracy is not a static system of government because it 

is constantly being redefined. Recent developments in 

Australia pointed to the fact that many people were 

wanting to exert more direct control over the 

circumstances of their lives. Participation in decision 

making in education was seen as one area where people 

wanted to exert more control. 

Whether schools perform their functions properly and meet 

the needs of the community was a matter of real concern 

for a large proportion of the population. The conference 

concluded that "there was a general strong belief that 

involved and informed people can, and should, participate 
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in making decisions which will affect them" (Connors, 

1977, P.  7). 

3) Several conference members argued for school based 

decision making in specific educational terms. It was 

noted that "when schools are able to make decisions 

affecting their own teaching-learning situation, they will 

be more likely to meet the educational needs of each 

student" (Connors, 1977, p.  7). 

There was consensus at the conference that a particular 

danger in school based decision making was that minority and 

culturally disadvantaged groups could be threatened by a 

devolution of power to the school and its community. 

When discussing who should participate in school based 

decision making the conference responded by using a policy 

statement issued by the Victorian Education Department in 

1973 which states: 

No one party or group is fitted to be sole arbiter of the 

nature of an educational program. Each party has vested 

interests and is subject to different pressures. Involvement 

of all parties appears to be the most likely way to arrive at 

a balanced solution (Connors, 1977, p. 23). 

Participants also saw a clear and legitimate role in decision 

making for parents and teachers in each school. They noted 
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that there were some doubts as to the ability of all parents 

to take a direct share in school government. 

Several speakers stressed that the key elements in the 

process of decision making were "to promote improved teaching 

and learning in schools, together with more effective use of 

resources" (Connors, 1977, p.  31) . Areas of decision making 

identified by the conference were: 

principles, 

aims and objectives, 

• curriculum, 

• staffing and staff 

development, 

• evaluation and assessment, 

• buildings, and 

• finance and administration. 

In drawing the proceedings together Connors reported that the 

conference made the following conclusions: 

Participation in decision making should be increasingly 

widened. At school, regional, state and national levels, 

formal and informal structures should continue to be 

established to foster consultative approaches to decision 

making. 

There was a national movement across Australia to redefine 



the process of governing schools. 

This movement varies from the States and Territories but it 

draws strength from a number of sources. It is not just the 

demands for participation in schooling from students and 

parents which are affecting change, but the expanding view of 

professionalism being taken by teachers, the political trend 

to consultation in decision making, and the search by 

administrators for increased effectiveness and sensitivity in 

providing services (Connors, 1977, p.  48). 

In 1983 the state government established The Committee of 

Inquiry into Education in Western Australia known as the 

Beazley Committee. This committee had fourteen terms of 

reference which were extremely wide ranging in scope. In 

discussing the sixth Term of Reference, "the involvement of 

parents and the community in school level decision making", 

the committee declared: 

It is necessary to determine the meaning of terms such as 

community, involvement, and the additional term of 

participation . . . For the purpose of the Inquiry, community 

refers to individuals and groups who are interested in, and 

can have influence or potential to influence, the operation 

of the school. Whenever the term school community is used it 

includes students, teachers, school administrators, parents 

and other individuals and groups in the community . . . the 

committee introduced the term participation in its 

12 



discussions. The term refers to the process in which members 

of a school community have an active role in decision making 

over a wide range of issues including, school policy, 

staffing and staff development, budget, grounds and 

buildings, management of resources, and the school curriculum 

(Report of the Committee of Inquiry into Education in W.A., 

1984, pp.  256 - 257). 

It had previously noted that: 

The effectiveness of an organisation and its output will 

increase substantially if individuals within an organisation 

are given an opportunity to participate in decisions which 

affect them directly as individuals, and in those decisions 

which guide the operation of the whole organisation (1984, p. 

243). 

The Beazley Committee accepted the following principles: 

The whole school-community has a right to participate in 

decision making. 

The authority and power structures within schools which 

are strongly hierarchical are not conclusive to genuine 

participatory decision making. 

Participatory decision making is desirable in the school 

situation, schooling processes being more effective if 

13 
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students have a more direct input into decision making. 

Moreover, teachers have a greater sense of job 

satisfaction and are more likely to support decisions they 

have helped to make. 

The initiative for increased community participation will 

come more readily from school personnel who themselves 

have the opportunity to participate in school based 

decisions. 

People affected by decisions made in any institution 

should have a voice in preparing, discussing, planning, 

deciding, implementing and evaluating these decisions. 

People will be more committed to decisions and changes 

that affect them if they have been involved in bringing 

them about (1984, pp.  244 - 245). 

From the outcome of the above principles the Committee drew 

up Recommendation 149 which stated: 

That the principal of a school be responsible for all staff 

having opportunities to participate in policy making (p. 

245). 

In 1987, as a follow-up to the Beazley Report, the Minister 

of Education presented the "Better Schools in Western 

Australia" document which set a six year timeline for change 
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in W.A. government schools. The Rationale for Change reported 

that: 

The administrative style of education, as for other 

Government departments, must be one of: 

Responsiveness and adaptability to the needs of 

the community and to Government priorities, 

Flexibility in the use of resources to meet these 

goals, and 

Accountability to the Government and the 

community for the standard of service and 

funding" (Western Australian Ministry of 

Education, 1987, p.  5). 

As part of the rationale of the Better Schools document the 

concept of Self Determining Schools was seen as a key factor. 

The Ministry of Education concluded "it is now recognised 

that good schools make a good system" (1987, p.  5). It 

concluded that the efficiency and effectiveness of the system 

can be improved only if schools have sufficient control over 

the quality of education they provide. It was accepted that 

it was only at the school level that: 

the professionalism of teachers can be exercised, 
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meaningful decisions about the educational needs of each 

student can be made, and 

programs can be devised which reflect the wishes and 

circumstances of local school communities (Western 

Australian Ministry of Education, 1987, p.  5). 

As part of the move towards greater self determination and 

greater responsibility the Ministry of Education included the 

notion of a School Development Plan which "would aid 

curriculum planning and financial and resource management, as 

well as constitute a focus for cooperative decision making by 

school staff, community members and central administrators" 

(1987, p.  11). 

The Better Schools document also ensured that schools were 

accountable to the local community by the formation of a 

School Based Decision Making Group. School Based Decision 

Making Groups were to be established in each school to 

represent the community and staff, and to allow appropriate 

participation by students. The intent behind this move was to 

allow for a more collaborative approach to school management. 

As a part of the timeline set by the Better Schools Report, 

four "Policy and Guidelines" statements outlining School 

Decision Making, School Development Plans, School 

Accountability, and School Financial Planning and Management 

were to be drawn up and in schools by the end of 1991. 
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In October 1988 the Ministry of Education presented a 

discussion document titled "School Development Plans and 

School Based Decision Making Groups". This document was 

written to provide schools with further information in 

developing participative decision making processes. The 

document stated: 

The key of participative decision making in schools is the 

enhanced quality of the individual student's education. This 

outcome is achieved when the school is able to shape more 

relevant and effective programmes based on greater 

understanding of the students' and community's needs. Since 

these needs must be addressed through the various teaching 

learning programmes, the participation of teachers in the 

process of school management must also be secured. Indeed, 

this participation is a means of enhancing the professional 

status of teachers . . . Participation should enhance the 

interests and expertise of the participants. It should not be 

excessive and burdensome (Western Australian Ministry of 

Education, 1988, p.  3). 

The School Decision Making Policy and Guidelines statement 

was sent to schools in 1990. A two clause policy statement on 

decision making in West Australian Government Schools was to 

be enacted. The policy reads as follows: 

1) Principals have the responsibility of enabling staff to 

participate in school decision making. 



2) Principals have the responsibility of enabling parents to 

participate in the planning process, in accordance with 

the Education Act Regulations (Western Australian Ministry 

of Education, 1990, P.  1). 

The State School Teachers' Union of W.A. re-confirmed its 

Policy on Democratic Decision Making in Western Australian 

Government Schools in 1992. Under Section 5 of the Union 

Policy Guidelines, under the heading of Democratic Decision 

Making, the following clauses have been set in place: 

that the role of administrators at all levels in our 

educational system be concerned with facilitating 

decision making and not necessarily making all decisions. 

that the responsibility of school level administrators be 

to ensure that the process of decision making involves the 

whole school community. 

that ultimate responsibility for decisions made in the 

school should lie with the school community and not with 

the principal. 

that when decisions are being made, those parties who will 

be affected be directly involved, and 

that all school meetings be conducted along democratic 

lines, with an elected chairperson, an agenda provided and 
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minutes kept (State School Teachers' Union of 

W.A., 1992, p.  19). 

In 1991 Dr Rod Chadbourne reported on the findings of his 

study carried out on behalf of the West Australian Ministry 

of Education. Chadbourne's report looked at ways of removing 

obstacles to devolution and decentralisation in W.A. 

Government Schools. He found that the feeling of most 

teachers was that teaching had become extraordinarily and 

unnecessarily complex. Teachers claimed that it used to be 

possible to be left alone most of the time in their classroom 

to get on and teach. Teaching is no longer like that and 

teachers are "expected to attend meetings of various kinds on 

how to improve school, participate in decision making that 

was previously the province of the principal, write their own 

curriculum, involve the community, and all this showing no 

signs of abating" (Chadbourne, 1991, p.  53). 

Chadbourne concluded that what has worked so well in the past 

for teachers who were unconvinced about the need for change 

was emerging again - "if you wait long enough the pendulum 

will swing back and all the consultants will go away" (1991, 

p. 53). 

The final perspective to this Background to the Problem lies 

with the June 1993 release of the Devolution: The Next Phase 

-Discussion Document. This document, written six years after 

the Better Schools Report, is a discussion paper to clarify 
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and plan for the further devolution of responsibility to 

schools. The document notes that schools are well on their 

way to full implementation of the polices on school 

development planning, school decision making, school 

financial planning and management, and school accountability. 

The discussion paper states that "devolution of authority to 

schools is a system's way of improving the learning of 

students. Schools can improve the performance of their 

students if they have the flexibility and authority to do so" 

(Western Australian Ministry of Education, 1993, P.  1). 

The document points out that: 

Previous attempts at generating educational improvement 

centred on tighter specification and supervision of what 

occurs in the classroom. Devolution works from a different 

set of premises. Working in a more developed way means there 

are fewer controls by Central Office about how people do 

things in schools but greater specification about outcomes to 

be achieved. 

This has benefits for teachers in two ways: 

The outcomes that teachers direct their efforts 

towards are clearer. 

Teachers have greater scope to use their 

professional discretion in devising the best way 
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to achieve these outcomes (Western Australian 

Ministry of Education, 1993, p.  1). 

Finally, the document notes that "if staff within schools are 

empowered to make decisions about how to deliver the school's 

programs, the ingenuity of those closest to the students is 

brought to bear on the design and implementation of those 

programs" (Western Australian Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 

1) 

1.3 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

As it can be seen from the literature provided under the 

heading of "Background of the Problem" there has been a 

steady move towards encouraging teacher participation in 

decision making at the school level. 

In Western Australia this move towards devolution in decision 

making started with the "Report of the Committee of Inquiry 

into Education in W.A." in 1984. Recommendation 149 of the 

Committee stated "that the principal of a school be 

responsible for all staff having opportunities to participate 

in policy making" (1984, p.  245). This was followed in 1987 

by the "Better Schools in Western Australia" paper which set 

a timeline for implementation of the School Decision Making 

Policy and Guidelines document. A key factor of this policy 

is that the principal has the responsibility of enabling 

staff to participate in school decision making. 
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In a 1992 edition of the Journal of Education Administration, 

Brian Caidwell wrote that: 

In 1970, the principal was working in a highly centralised 

system with stable and centrally determined curriculum 

By 1992, there had been a radical change in almost every 

aspect of the role. The principal is now working in a highly 

decentralised setting although the centrally determined 

framework is more sharply focused than before . 

Hierarchical forms of decision making are quickly 

disappearing, with principals now expected to consult and 

reach consensus with a wide range of individuals and groups" 

(1992, p.  7). 

The Australian Effective Schools Project complements 

Caldwell's observation by stating: 

Issues of devolution and centralisation, of autonomy and 

control, are at the centre of the structural changes 

currently taking place in Australian education, a process of 

change that is both widespread and epidemic . . . The 

managerial impetus for change reflects the theoretical and 

instrumental assumptions of corporate managerialism, imported 

from private sector management theory and familiar in the 

current rash of industry restructuring: leaner central 

management, strategic planning, unit autonomy and networking 

rather than hierarchical structure, and deregulation in 

return for more stringent accountability. The focus for 
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decision making is thus shifted from the centre to the 

periphery, and from leadership to management, although 

ironically in a climate of centrally imposed change (McGaw et 

al., 1992, pp.  138-139). 

The West Australian trend is represented by both of the above 

statements. Teachers are now called upon to participate in 

decision making in their schools. There has been little 

research in Western Australia to determine how teachers and 

administrators are responding to this new responsibility. 

After an extensive search through the available literature 

only one paper could be found relating to participative 

decision making in Western Australian schools. This paper, 

titled Ideal Decision Making Styles Indicated by Deputy 

Principals was written in 1992 by Savery, Soutar and Dyson. 

As Jansen (1979, p.  3) writes "much has been written about 

the positive outcomes of increasing teacher participation in 

administrative decisions" but she quotes Inkpen (1974) as 

stating: 

It seems that before increasing the level of teacher 

involvement in decision making, it is necessary to know their 

present level of involvement, their desired level of 

involvement, and in which decisional areas they desire to 

participate" (in Jansen, 1979, p. 3). 



Inkpen concluded that research conducted on the effects of 

increased teacher participation in decision making had 

revealed mixed feelings. Several studies have shown that 

increased worker participation in decision making has 

demonstrated desirable outcomes while other studies have 

shown no beneficial effects occurring from increased worker 

participation in decision making. 

In line with the views of Alutto and Belasco (1972), Teifer 

(1978) and Jansen (1979) the position taken here is that 

there is a definite need to determine teacher participation 

in decision making and the decisional state (deprivation, 

equilibrium or saturation) of Western Australian primary 

school teachers. In accordance with this view, there is a 

need to examine the influence of certain demographic 

variables (Teaching Level, Gender, Teaching Experience, 

Career Level, Qualifications and Country or Metropolitan 

Teaching Service) that may influence the decisional state of 

the teacher in each of the five decisional areas defined by 

the research model (School Administration, Curriculum and 

Learning Experience, Pupils, Teachers, and Community 

Relations). 

As Jansen (1979, p.4) states "once this information has been 

established, a more systematic approach can be taken to 

teacher participation in decision making". An administrator 

may then be able to take full advantage of the positive 
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outcomes cited in the literature with reference to teachers 

participating in decision making e.g. 

greater job satisfaction, 

better quality decisions and more effective 

implementation, 

• increased efficiency, 

• greater sense of ownership and more commitment to 

its successful implementation, 

• better communications, 

• higher school productivity, 

• more willing acceptance of decisions, 

• enhanced sense of belonging, 

• enhanced human growth and development, 

• stronger work motivation, 

• improved school climate, and 

• teacher loyalty towards the principal. 

1.4 JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 

Australian based literature and data on teacher participation 

in decision making in our "own government school systems" is 

relatively limited compared to the literature available from 

international sources. As indicated above, the only Western 

Australian study located by the author was that undertaken in 

1992 by Savery, Soutar and Dyson. This reported the results 

of a survey of 136 deputy principals employed by the Catholic 

Education Office of Western Australia. The research looked at 



the perceived and preferred styles of leadership of the 

principal in that particular education system. 

Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992) reported: 

It can be concluded from this study that there is a need for 

school management to recognise that differences exist 

concerning the preferred decision making styles because of 

subordinates' perception about the impact of the decisions on 

their work life. . . Management should, when considering how 

to improve an organisations' productivity, take account of 

the fact that staff are not only interested in helping make 

decisions which influence their workload but also in areas 

which have tended to be traditionally made by experts (p. 

24). 

It is evident that, though there has been research carried 

out on the topic of teacher participation in decision making 

on an international and, to a lesser extent, on a national 

basis, the Western Australian education system lends itself 

to further exploration and research. An in-depth study of 

teacher participation in school based decision making would 

provide documented evidence of teacher decisional states, 

variables which may have influence on a teacher's decisional 

state and the success or failure of Ministry of Education 

policy being implemented into W.A. Government Schools. 
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Jansen (1979, p. 5) states: 

Before advocating a change in the level of teacher 

participation in school based decision making it is necessary 

to determine the decisional state of teachers, because it is 

quite possible that they may be participating in decision 

making areas where they do not wish to be involved. 

1.5 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Because this study was based on Sandra Jansen's 1979 work the 

direction of her original research model has been followed. 

Thus, for the purpose of this study only slight modifications 

were made to the wording of her purpose statements to include 

reference to the Western Australian Education system. 

The purpose of the research was threefold: 

1) To determine the main decision maker in each of the 

five decision areas: 

School Administration, 

• Curriculum and Learning Experiences, 

Pupils and Pupil Activities, 

• Teacher and Teacher Activities, and 

School-Community Relations. 



To determine the state of decisional participation 

(deprivation, equilibrium or saturation) that exists among 

primary school teachers in Western Australian primary and 

district high schools in each of the decision areas. 

To examine and answer questions relating to the 

relationships that exist between certain demographic 

variables and the decisional states of teachers in each 

decision area. 

1.6 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The following research questions were drawn from Jansen's 

1979 case study. Questions 1 and 2 have been taken directly 

from the Jansen model. Questions 3, 4 and 5 have been 

modified to suit Western Australian conditions. Question 6 

was added as a suggestion made by Jansen in her research 

conclusions. 

Question 1. - Teaching Level 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

engaged in either the Junior Primary or Primary level and 

their decisional state in each of the five decision areas? 
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question 2 - Gender 

Is there a relationship between the responses of male or 

female teachers and their decision state in each of the five 

decision areas? 

question 3 - Teaching Experience 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

with less than ten years or greater than ten years teaching 

experience and their decisional state in each of the five 

decision areas? 

stion 4 - Career AsDirations 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers who aspire for promotion and those teachers who do 

not aspire for promotion and their decisional state in each 

of the five decision areas? 

question 5 - qualifications 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers with academic qualifications of three years and less 

status and those who have qualifications of greater than 

three year status and their decisional state in each of the 

five decision areas? 
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question 6 - Country of Metropolitan Teaching Service 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers who are teaching in country areas and those who are 

teaching in the metropolitan area and their decisional state 

in each of the five decision areas? 

1.7 IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

A number of writers have commented on the possible benefits 

which may be attributed to teacher participation in decision 

making. 

Knoop and O'Riely (1977) state: 

In the field of education, numerous studies indicate that 

increased teacher participation in decision making processes 

in areas directly affecting their lives is not only desired 

by teachers but leads to higher productivity and increased 

teacher satisfaction (in Jansen, 1979, p.  9). 

The researcher has attempted to emulate Jansen's research 

model. Again many of the changes made to the researcher's own 

research model are to suit Western Australian conditions. 

Jansen (1979) listed six reasons for the importance of her 

research. Three of these reasons are related to the 

researcher's own study and are as important now as they were 

when Jansen carried out her case study in 1979. 



This study is important because: 

There is little reported research on teachers' decisional 

states and their desire to participate in decision making 

in Australian schools. Research related to this topic has 

mainly come from the United States of America and Canada. 

These two education systems, depending on which state or 

province the research has been carried out, can vary 

greatly from the Australian education system. 

The findings of the research may prove to be helpful to 

educational managers and school administrators by making 

them aware that in certain decisional areas teachers may 

desire a greater, equal or lesser level of participation 

in decision making. Related to this may be certain 

demographic variables which may have an effect on a 

teacher's perceived and desired level of participation. 

To the writer's knowledge, no study has been conducted in 

Western Australian schools to determine teachers' present 

level of participation or their desired levels of 

participation in certain decisional areas or to determine 

if certain demographic variables influence a teacher's 

decisional state. 
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1.8 DEFINITION OF TERMS 

For this research project the following definitions were 

accepted: 

Teachers 

Teachers are defined as those educational professionals 

employed by the Western Australian Ministry of Education with 

a teaching commitment to a class or classes at any Primary or 

District High School from Years Pre-Primary to Year 7. 

Decision Making 

Gorton (1987 p.  5) defines decision making as: 

A process influenced by information and values, whereby a 

perceived problem is explicitly defined, alternative 

solutions are posed and weighted, and a choice made that 

subsequently is implemented and evaluated. 

Participation 

Owens (1987, p. 17) defines participation: 

As the mental and emotional involvement of a person in a 

group situation that encourages the individual to contribute 

to group goals and share responsibility for them. 



Participative Decision Making 

Conway (1984, P.  12) quotes Lewin's definition of 

participative decision making as: 

A mode of organisational operations wherein decisions, as to 

activities to be implemented, were arrived at by those who 

were to execute the decisions. 

Decision Areas 

Telfer (1976, p.  152) defines decision areas as: 

Those areas where participatory decision making by teachers 

can occur to improve teaching and learning in schools. These 

decision areas are defined for the purposes of this study as 

Educational Administration, Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences, Pupil and Pupil Activities, Teacher and Teacher 

Activities, and School-Community Relations. 

Collaborative School Management 

Caidwell and Spinks (1988, pp.  3-4) define Collaborative 

School Management as having the following characteristics: 

It integrates goal-setting, policy-making, planning, 

budgeting, implementing and evaluating in a manner which 

contrasts with the often unsystematic, fragmented processes 
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which have caused so much frustration and ineffectiveness 

in the past. 

• It secures appropriate involvement of staff, students and 

the community, with clearly defined roles for governing 

bodies where such groups exist and have responsibility for 

policy-making. 

• It focuses on the central functions of schools - learning 

and teaching - and, accordingly, organises the management 

of the school around programmes which correspond to the 

preferred patterns of work in the school. 

7) Decisional Participation 

Belasco and Alutto (1972, p. 45) define decisional 

participation as "a discrepancy approach which compares 

current with preferred levels of participation". Three states 

of decisional participation have been identified: 

Decisional deprivation: participation in fewer decisions 

than preferred. 

Decisional equilibrium: participation in as many decision 

as desired. 

Decisional saturation: participation in more decisions 

than desired. 



Desired Participation 

Jansen (1979, P.  22) defined desired participation as: 

The ideal level of participation at which a teacher wishes to 

be involved. 

Perceived Participation 

Jansen (1979, p.  22) defined perceived participation as: 

The actual level of participation at which a teacher feels 

currently involved. 

School Based Decision Mak 

Jansen (1979, p.  21) defined School Based Decision Making as: 

Decision making concerning school matters involving teachers 

and administrators. Although other groups are involved, 

particularly parents and other community groups which offer 

an important contribution, they do not constitute the focus 

of this study. 

Functional and Nonfunctional ParticiDation 
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Nonfunctional participation - the involvement of individuals 

principally for the sake of having them involved. 

Functional participation - the involvement of individuals in 

decision making because of the contribution they can make to 

improved school operation. 

1.9 SCOPE AND DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The scope of this study is limited to the participation of 

primary school teachers in West Australian Government Primary 

and District High Schools for the following reasons: 

The researcher was only concerned with participative 

decision making strategies implemented in the West 

Australian Government education system. Due to this, 

primary school teachers from Catholic, Independent or 

other educational alternative systems were not included in 

this study. 

The views and opinions of secondary school teachers were 

not sought as this research was primarily concerned with 

the responses and attitudes of primary school teachers. 

The views of "other" groups (parents, students, ancillary 

staff and the wider community) involved in participative 

decision making in the West Australian education system 

were not sought as this research was primarily concerned 
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with "teacher participation". 

In terms of the scope of participative decision making, this 

research is limited to: 

Five general decision areas: 

• School Administration, 

• Curriculum and Learning Experiences, 

Pupils and Pupil Activities, 

Teachers and Teacher Activities, and 

School-Community Relations. 

Other decision areas in which teachers may participate in 

decision making were not considered by this research. 

Within these five decision areas only twenty-five decision 

items were used to determine the decisional state of each 

respondent. Other decision items which teachers may 

require more, less or the same amount of participation 

were not considered. 

1.10 OUTLINE OF THE STUDY 

The remainder of this research paper is arranged in the 

following order: 



Chapter 2 - Literature Review - This chapter provides a 

review of the related literature using a number of focusing 

themes as a framework. 

Chapter 3 - Methodology - This chapter explains the 

theoretical background to the research methodology and the 

strategies used to collect and analyse the data gathered. 

Chapter 4 - Findings - This chapter provides a complete 

analysis of the data collected related to each of the three 

purpose statements indicated in Section 1.5. 

Chapter 5 - Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations - This 

chapter provides a summary of the research, along with the 

conclusions. In addition, the limitations of the study are 

discussed and suggestions for further research are proposed. 

1.11 SUMMARY 

The purpose of this chapter was to introduce the background 

and basic parameters of this study in outline form. The major 

focus of the study was identified as being teacher 

participation in decision making related to five decision 

areas and six research questions. 

The need for this study was outlined as providing data on 

teacher participation in decision making in West Australian 

Government Primary and District High Schools. The study will 
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provided documented evidence of teacher decisional states and 

data on demographic variables which may have influence on a 

teacher's decisional state. 

The study is argued as being significant as it may provide 

educational managers and school administrators with the 

knowledge that, in certain decisional areas, teachers may 

desire greater, equal or less participation in decision 

making. Related to this may be certain demographic variables 

which may have an effect on a teacher's perceived and desired 

level of participation. 

Finally, a definition of the key terms has been provided and 

an overview of the complete study outlined. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The theoretical background for this study is concerned with 

decision making and participation in decision making. It has 

to be noted that much of the current literature on 

Participative Decision Making and Decision Making draws from 

information and data collected from research over a span of 

fifty years or more. It is because of this that it was 

necessary to include some literature of a similar historical 

background to show how current literature and research has 

developed to its present day form. 

This literature review focuses on: 

decision making, 

stages of decision making, 

• decision making - constraints and values, 

• participative decision making, 

administration and participative decision 

making, 

teachers and participative decision making, 

related research, and 

summary. 
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2.2 DECISION MAKING 

Decision making processes represent the brain and nervous 

system of the organisation (Daft in Owens, 1987, p.  267). 

Decision making has been defined as: 

A process influenced by information and values, whereby a 

perceived problem is explicitly defined, alternative 

solutions are posed and weighted, and a choice made that 

subsequently is implemented and evaluated (Gorton, 1987, p. 

5). 

MacPhail-Wilcox and Bryant (1988, P.  7) define decision 

making as a "multistaged, information processing function in 

which cognitive and social processes are used to generate a 

set of outcomes." These outcomes include: 

affective states, particularly satisfaction, frustration, 

acceptance, loyalty, and commitment, 

cognitive states, including the accuracy, quality and 

quantity of beliefs and intentions, and 

behaviours, including effort and implementation actions. 

MacPhail-Wilcox and Bryant (1988) say that decision making 

literature is normative or descriptive. Mormative literature 
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prescribes how decisions should be made to attain particular 

standards or desirable end-states. These standards are more 

or less explicit and objective. However, they also observe 

that "often decision makers are consciously unaware of their 

own decision process and outcome standards. Only occasionally 

are they explicated prior to or during decision making" (p. 

7). Descriptive literature documents how decision making 

occurs in empirical terms. Studies of descriptive decision 

making have been classified according to their focus on 

individual decision styles, tracing or mapping decision 

processes, and fitting mathematical models to decision 

outcomes (MacPhail-Wilcox and Bryant, 1988). 

Gorton (1987) pursues this notion further by saying that two 

theories on the nature of decision making have dominated 

social science thinking over several years. The first theory, 

generally called the "normative" or "rational" view, sees 

decision making as a process that begins with a problem or 

need which the decision maker then logically addresses by 

engaging in a series of sequential steps that culminate in an 

effective solution or decision. The theory is normative 

because it prescribes what steps or actions should occur for 

an effective decision, as contrasted with describing the 

steps or actions decision makers usually take. It is called a 

rational approach because decision making is seen as a 

logical and sequential process, and because it assumes that 

the decision maker will be rational in following the steps in 

the process. 
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The second theory of decision making takes quite a different 

view of the process and the decision maker. The descriptive 

theory focuses on the way administrators actually make 

decisions rather than how they should make decisions, and 

whether circumstances allow an administrator to proceed in a 

rational or sequential manner. Critics of the rational 

approach believe that the organisational context in which 

decisions need to be made reflects much more complexity and 

uncertainty than the rational theory of decision making seems 

to acknowledge. These critics also tend to see the decision 

maker as possessing limited control over the organisational 

environment and as being influenced by personality, values, 

and previous experience more than by reason or intellect 

(Gorton, 1987). 

Studies, both with administrators and non-school executives, 

have tended to confirm the critics' reservations about many 

aspects of the rational-normative theory of decision making. 

Such studies have revealed an organisational environment that 

is frequently more dynamic, complex, and uncertain for 

decision makers than the rational-normative theory of 

decision making has recognised. Many studies have raised 

doubts about how rational or sequential most administrators 

are in their thinking as they proceed to make a decision 

(Gorton, 1987). 
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2.3 STAGES OF DECISION MAKING 

Simon (1965), Drucker (1966), Bridges (1967), Lipman and Hoeh 

(1974), Hoy and Miskel (1982), Imber and Duke (1984), 

Schneider (1984), Gorton (1987) and Knoop (1989) have all 

identified stages in decision making. All these authors share 

similar views that are best summed up in the decision making 

model presented by Gorton (1987) who identifies seven stages 

in decision making: 

Step 1 - Define the situation: the first step that an 

administrator should take when faced with a decision is to 

define the nature of the situation that seems to require a 

decision. The administrator should take sufficient time to 

investigate and analyse the conditions requiring a decision, 

to reduce the possibility of an ineffective decision. 

Step 2 - Identify the alternatives: as a result of defining a 

problem or situation, the administrator will usually begin to 

perceive alternative courses of action. The decision maker 

needs to avoid the tendency to perceive the alternative in 

"either-or" terms and would benefit by continuing to examine 

the problem, probing for that third or fourth alternative. 

Step 3 - Assess the alternatives: in attempting to assess the 

various alternatives, the administrator needs to anticipate 

the possible consequences, although he or she cannot be 

certain of the results. 
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Step 4 - Select the best possible alternative: Gorton (1987, 

p. 11) believes "if an administrator has followed the 

previously described guidelines, the best available 

alternative will usually become apparent." If this does not 

happen administrators should retrace their steps and re-

examine their assumptions, asking the question of whether or 

not the problem has been adequately defined. 

Step 5 - Secure acceptance of the decision: Gorton says that 

the most important step in implementing a decision is "to 

secure its acceptance on the part of those who will be most 

affected" (1987, p.  11). If the administrator is encountering 

negative reactions to a decision he or she has made they can 

either modify or abandon the original decision. 

Step 6 - Implement the decision: once the administrator has 

obtained acceptance of the decision from those who will be 

most affected he or she should then attempt to secure the 

resources and personnel necessary to initiate action. 

Step 7 - Evaluate the decision: time will need to be devoted 

to assessing the effectiveness of the process followed and 

the quality of the resultant decisions. 

2.4 DECISION MAKING - CONSTRAINTS AND VALUES 

Gorton (1987) believes that there are several situational 

constraints and personal variables that can affect the 
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success of the decision maker's efforts. These constraints 

and personal factors must be considered if the administrator 

is to minimise negative effects of those who may resist the 

decision made. 

All administrators operate under certain situational 

constraints. These constraints can vary from one situation to 

another. Gorton (1987) states that the most typical 

situational constraints which administrators operate under 

the amount of time available to make the decision, 

the availability of resources necessary to implement any 

particular alternative, 

the amount of information available to make a decision, 

the ambiguity of the situation, including the alternatives 

and potential consequences, 

the degree of organisational autonomy given for decision 

making, 

expectations of others for the nature of the decision 

making process and ultimate decision, and 

7) the amount of tension in the situation. 
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Gorton (1987) continues by saying that "an administrator will 

not be able to eliminate or even modify every type of 

constraint. But if an administrator is to be effective as a 

decision maker, an effort must be made to analyse the causes 

of the constraints and attempt to decrease their impact on 

decision making" (p. 15). 

Personal variables or value considerations can influence the 

decision maker and ultimately the final decision made. Lipman 

and Hoeh (1974) wrote: 

Values serve as a perceptual screen for the decision maker, 

affecting both his awareness of the problematic state of a 

system and his screening of information relative to the 

problem. Second, values condition the screening of possible 

alternatives . . . Finally, values serve as the criteria 

against which higher order goals are assessed and projected" 

(in Gorton, 1987, p.  16  ). 

The influence of attitudes and values in decision making can 

play a dominant role in compromising the objectivity of the 

decision maker. This could result in some "short cuts" being 

made in the decision making process. It is because of the 

bias of the decision maker and such short cuts that poor 

decision making frequently results. Administrators should 

make every effort to become more aware of their attitudes and 

values and their influence on the type of decisions made. 

They should attempt to reduce the influence of their 



attitudes and values when they could compromise objectivity 

or result in a less thorough and thoughtful decision making 

process. 

Kasten and Ashbaugh (1988) concluded that: 

The practice of administration and the training of 

administrators should be informed by continued research about 

the impact of values on the processes of administration. 

Administrators need to be conscious of their personal values 

and continually self reflective about the relevance and 

legitimacy of those values as guides to action in 

organisations (p.  23). 

2.5 PARTICIPATIVE DECISION MAKING 

Van Zwoll (1964) saw participation in decision making as 

being defined under two separate headings, functional and 

nonfunctional participation, functional participation being 

the involvement of individuals in decision making because of 

the contribution that they can make to improved school 

operation, and nonfunctional participation being the 

involvement of individuals principally for the sake of having 

them involved. The latter type of participation may have the 

appearance of involvement but lacks any substance of real 

decision making. 



Owens (1987) defines participation "as the mental and 

emotional involvement of a person in a group situation that 

encourages the individual to contribute to group goals and to 

share responsibility for them" (p.  284). Owens continues by 

stating that the use of participative decision making has two 

major potential benefits: 

arriving at better decisions, and 

enhancing the growth and development of the organisation's 

participants (p.  284). 

Highett (1992) supports the first notion by saying that 

"participation produces better quality decisions by involving 

more elements of the school community and emphasising 

expertise rather than status when making decisions" (p.  18) 

Owens (1987) believes that there are three factors that need 

to be considered when implementing participative process in 

educative organisations: 

the need for an explicit decision making process, 

the nature of the problem to be solved or the issue to be 

decided, and 

criteria for including people in the process. 



50 

Owens (1970), Hoy and Miskel (1982), Wynn and Guditus (1984) 

and, Sergiovanni (1990) comment on the fact that 

participative decision making has been used in industry since 

the early part of this century. Empowering workers and 

adopting shared decision making are practices that are now 

viewed as bottom line in corporate management. Modern day 

companies such as Delta Airlines, Ford, American Express, 

General Electric, Westinghouse, General Motors, IBM, 

Goodyear, Xerox, Harley-Davidson and Exxon have made 

effective use of participative decision making to increase 

productivity and efficiency, and reduce absenteeism and 

accidents. 

Business Week reported on the advantages of participative 

decision making in management by stating that: 

• people work harder, 

workers are more committed to the organisation's 

objectives, 

workers contribute ideas that improve both the 

quality of work life and productivity, 

allegiance to the company is strengthened, 

communication is more open, 

• there are fewer unresolved conflicts, 

job satisfaction is greater, and 

efficiency is improved 

(in Wynn and Guditus, 1984, pp.  14 - 15). 
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Whether or not an administrator will involve others in 

decision making appears to depend on a number of factors. The 

most important factor is seen as the administrator's attitude 

towards the people whom he or she might involve in decision 

making. McGregor's research (in Wynn and Guditus, 1984) 

formulated a theory about administrators' attitudes towards 

other people. McGregor believed that administrative behaviour 

is influenced by two basic attitudes that he referred to a 

Theory X and Theory Y. 

Managerial styles based on Theory X believe that people have 

an inherent dislike for work and tend to avoid it if 

possible. Given this view, workers must then be coerced, 

controlled, directed, or threatened to put forth adequate 

effort. This view includes the belief that workers prefer to 

be directed and that they wish to avoid the responsibilities 

that go with participation in decision making. McGregor 

preferred Theory Y which be believed to be more realistic. 

According to his view, work is natural if it is satisfying. 

Under proper conditions people will exercise self direction, 

commit themselves to the achievement of the organisation's 

goals, accept responsibility, and contribute their creativity 

and imagination to the work of enterprise. 

Gorton (1987, p.  19) states "that if an administrator is 

going to involve others in decision making he needs to 

consider three basic questions (1) When should others be 
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involved in decision making? (2) Who should be involved? and 

(3) How should they be involved?" 

Bridges (1967) answered the first question by saying that 

individuals or groups should be involved in decisions that 

they feel would significantly affect their lives. Bridges 

developed a model for shared decision making based on 

Barnard's conceptualisation of the "zone of indifference". 

Barnard concluded that subordinates have zones of 

indifference within which an administrator's decision will be 

accepted without question (see Schneider, 1984). Owens (1970) 

points out that there are some decisions which teachers feel 

administrators must make for themselves. If the administrator 

confronts teachers with a problem that they feel is within 

their zone of indifference it may cause a feeling of 

irritation and resentment. On the other hand if the 

administrator attempts to makes decisions which teachers feel 

are outside their zone of indifference (i.e. decisions that 

teachers are naturally concerned about), he or she will 

undoubtedly encounter resistance and negative feelings. 

Simon (1965), Clear and Seager (1971), Hoy and Miskel (1982), 

Schneider (1984) and Glasman and Nevo (1988) further explored 

the zone of indifference idea but preferred to utilise a more 

positive label described as the "zone of acceptance". Their 

research can be summarised by concluding that if subordinates 

possess a personal stake in the decision and have the 

knowledge to make a useful contribution then the decision 
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clearly falls outside the zone of acceptance/indifference and 

the subordinates should be involved in the decision making 

process. On the other hand, if the issue is not of interest 

and falls outside their sphere of competence, then the 

decision is within their zone of acceptance/indifference and 

involvement should be avoided. 

Schneider (1984) concluded from her research on teacher 

involvement in decision making that there was a relationship 

between zones of acceptance and the decision making process. 

Schneider stated that issues in which teachers possess high 

levels of both interest and expertise clearly fall outside of 

the teachers' zones of acceptance. Therefore participation in 

decision making regarding such issues should be encouraged. 

Schneider (1984) found that teachers reported high levels of 

interest in the following issues, and, therefore, 

participation in decision making should be increased. 

Technical Issues 

specifying learning objectives for each unit of 

instruction, 

developing procedures for reporting student progress to 

parents, 

selecting textbooks and other instructional materials, and 
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4) determining grading procedures for evaluating the progress 

of students (p.  29). 

Managerial Issues 

setting and revising school goals 

determining the procedures to be used for the evaluation 

of teachers, 

evaluating how well subject departments or teams (units) 

are operating, 

hiring new faculty members to teach in their subject 

departments or teams (units), 

establishing disciplinary policies in the school, and 

preparing the budget for their subject department or 

instructional team (unit). (p.  29) 

Owens and Lewis (1976) described two other zones of decision 

making. Decisions in which teachers take great personal 

interest over a sustained period of time are known as the 

zone of sensitivity. This zone covers matters that represent 

a teacher's personal stake and include such things as 

teaching assignments and evaluation of professional 

performance. The last area of decision making is referred to 



55 

as the zone of ambivalence. Here teachers have something at 

stake but not enough to make them especially concerned as 

individuals. For example, it may be difficult for everyone to 

become concerned with preparing the agenda for a professional 

development day or scheduling an assembly program. 

Owens (1987, p.  288) says that "a commonly held erroneous 

assumption that is often made about participative decision 

making is that its intent is to involve everyone in every 

decision. Clearly this is neither practical nor desirable." 

Bridges (1967) developed two rules of thumb for identifying 

decisions in which it is appropriate for teachers to 

participate: 

the test of relevance: when the teachers' personal stakes 

are high their interest in participation should also be 

high. Problems that clearly meet this test concern 

teaching methods and materials, discipline, curriculum, 

and organising for instruction, and 

the test of expertise: it is not enough for the teacher 

to have a stake in the decision; if his or her 

participation is to be meaningful and significant the 

teacher must be competent to contribute effectively. 

Owens (1987) adds a third test of his own to be used when 

deciding which problems teachers should be consulted: 
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3) the test of jurisdiction: schools are organised on a 

hierarchical basis; the individual school and staff have 

jurisdiction only over those decision making areas that 

are assigned to them, either by design or omission. 

Problems may be relevant to teachers, and teachers may 

have the requisite expertise, but right or wrong they may 

not have jurisdiction. Participation in the making of 

decisions that the group cannot implement can lead to 

frustration at least as great as simple nonparticipation. 

Owens (1987) describes two types of participation that are 

useful when dealing with decision making that falls within 

the participants' zone of indifference/acceptance. (1) 

Discussion - is widely used to ascertain that team members 

are aware of the problem and that a decision about this 

problem must be made. When participation is limited to 

discussion, the administrator makes the decision, but expects 

others will accept the decision more readily than if they 

were to communicate the decision to teachers before 

discussion. (2) Information seeking - is more than mere 

discussion. It involves the administrator obtaining 

information to facilitate making a more rational, logical 

decision. 

To decide matters outside the teachers' zone of indifference/ 

acceptance Hoy and Miskel (1982) and Owens (1987) state that 

Swanson identif led three major types of involvement that 

allowed teachers to participate actively. 
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The democratic-centralist arrangement is probably the most 

frequently used mode. The administrator presents a problem 

to subordinates and asks for comments, suggestions, 

reactions, and ideas. The decision is clearly the 

administrator's but he or she tries to reflect the 

subordinates' participation and feelings in the final 

decision. 

The parliamentarian arrangement binds group members to 

whatever a majority agrees is a given course of action. 

All members of the group, including the leader, have an 

equal vote. It offers the great advantage of specifically 

providing for minority opinions, conflict of ideas and 

values, and shifting positions in time as issues, facts, 

and values change. It has the distinct disadvantage of 

creating winners and losers. 

The participant-determining arrangement requires a total 

consensus of the group on the appropriate action to be 

taken. It would be used when (1) the issues are considered 

very important to the teachers, and (2) when it appears 

that consensus probably will be reached. Consensus is not 

always easy to obtain and because of this the participant-

determining method would probably not be used frequently. 

When it is used successfully, it is a powerful decision 

making process. 
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Knoop (1989) supports Swanson's types of involvement by 

defining four of his own (1) make the decision yourself but 

listen to the views and feelings of your subordinates before 

announcing your decision; (2) the administrator and a few 

dominant others make the decision; (3) take a vote and go 

with the majority, and (4) decide by consensus. 

Gorton (1987) discusses a further decision making technique 

by describing the use of a Quality Circle as an alternative 

means of participative decision making. A Quality Circle is a 

small group of employees (teachers, secretaries, 

administrators etc.) that meet on a regular basis to analyse 

problems that impair the effectiveness of the group or reduce 

the desired quality of a product or outcome of the group. 

Alternatively, the Quality Circle may offer fresh ideas to 

improve some aspects of the group's work. A group leader is 

selected to facilitate group discussion and help the group 

(1) to identify and analyse problems; (2) identify and assess 

alternative solutions; (3) select the most desirable and 

feasible solution, and (4) to develop a decision 

implementation plan. 

Disadvantages of the Quality Circle Technique are (1) certain 

individuals or personalities may dominate discussion; (2) 

social relationships may become more important than solving a 

problem or making the best decision, and (3) it is often 

difficult in a group situation to engage in thoughtful, 
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reflective thinking which is important for creative decision 

making. 

Knoop (1989) and Gorton (1987) describe two other decision 

making techniques: 

1) The Delphi Technique: this technique is a process for 

generating ideas, reactions, or judgements which could be 

helpful to the decision maker. The Delphi Technique 

involves four steps (1) define the problem, decision or 

question to which you want the reaction of others; (2) 

identify those individuals and/or groups whose opinions, 

judgements or expert knowledge would be valuable to obtain 

in the process of making a decision; (3) ask for their 

responses, usually to a questionnaire, and (4) summarise 

the results of the questionnaire, distributing the results 

back to the participants, and asking them to review the 

results and to indicate any changes in their initial 

responses. This last step is repeated until there is a 

reasonable consensus on the problem or decision (Gorton, 

1987) 

The advantage of the Delphi Technique is that it allows 

for a large number of people to be involved in the 

decision making process. The disadvantages of this 

technique are (1) the lack of opportunity for interaction 

among the people being asked, for their input into the 

decision making process can lead to a feeling of 
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detachment and non-involvement; (2) the lack of 

opportunity for verbal clarification of responses can 

cause communication and interpretation problems, and (3) 

the summarising of responses does not deal with the 

problem of conflicting or incompatible ideas (Gorton, 

1987) 

2) The Nominal Group Technique (NGT): this technique follows 

six stages (1) presenting the group, verbally or in 

writing, a question, or task to be addressed by the 

members of the group; (2) requesting each member in the 

group to take a period of time (e.g. 10 minutes) to jot 

down his or her ideas without talking to anyone else, in 

response to the question, problem, or task; (3) asking 

each member of the group at the end of the period of time 

to present one of their ideas (these ideas are recorded on 

a blackboard or chart. At this stage it is important that 

there be no evaluation of the ideas by anyone); (4) 

continuing the presentation of ideas in round robin 

fashion until all the ideas are recorded; (5) discussing 

briefly each idea, in the sequence in which it was 

recorded, to clarify or rationale, and (6) voting 

privately in writing on the ideas by rank ordering or 

rating them, and then mathematically pooling the outcome 

of the individual votes (Gorton, 1987). 

The Nominal Group Technique does have a disadvantage in 

that it does not provide as much interaction as some 
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people may want. It requires the people involved to hold 

in abeyance their evaluation of the ideas being presented 

until later in the process. This can, however, be very 

productive in producing high quality ideas and decisions 

(Gorton, 1987). 

2.6 ADMINISTRATION AND PARTICIPATIVE DECISION MAKING 

Griffiths (1969) wrote that the specific function of 

administration "is to develop and regulate the decision 

making process in the most effective manner possible" (in 

Carver and Sergiovanni, 1969, p.  139). Griffiths believes 

that it is the administrator's function to (1) see that the 

decision making process proceeds in an effective manner, and 

(2) that the administrator is only called upon to make 

decisions when the organisation fails to make its own 

decision. 

Wynn and Guditus (1984) say that "sharing the decision making 

in an organisation does not imply abdication of the 

leadership responsibilities of the administrator" (p.  34). 

Shared decision making requires a different attitude towards 

management and a heavier reliance on conceptual and 

interpersonal skills. Leadership in participative management 

is being able to redefine effectively the institution's 

mission and being able to take a philosophically sound stand 

on major issues that confront the organisation. Wynn and 

Guditus (1984) state that participation in management 
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"involves collective leadership that is designed to promote 

the growth of each member of the group" (p. 34). They 

continue by stating that: 

Effective leadership will also require the ability to offer 

creative solutions to emerging problems and to establish a 

climate conclusive to the development of the creative 

potentials of others in the organisation. The climate must 

provide not only for the generation of ideas, but for 

reasonably efficient implementation of promising new ideas 

(p. 34). 

In 1983 Hagar and Scarr suggested "that future school 

principals will have to work with the staff, as well as other 

interested parties, in identifying needs and establishing 

high expectations if schools are to be effective" (in Savery, 

Soutar, and Dyson, 1992, p.  18). A recent study of the 

characteristics of people destined to be leaders of 

educational institutions in the year 2000 suggested that one 

of the major characteristics was the willingness to share the 

leadership role (Cavanagh et al., 1988). 

Sergiovanni (1990) wrote: 

When one examines leadership in a successful school one finds 

a unique kind and quality of leadership and a different 

perspective on the part of leaders than that found elsewhere. 

These leaders practice value-added leadership (p. 3). 
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Value-Added Leadership "emerges from the synthesis of 

traditional management and social science and recent studies 

of successful school and corporate cultures" (Sergiovanni, 

1990, p.  3). Old and new (value and value-added) theories of 

leadership are both brought together into a powerful model of 

practice that seeks first to secure a satisfactory level of 

performance and commitment from teachers and students, and 

then to achieve extraordinary performance. 

Sergiovanni (1990) states that the key to the concept of 

value-added leadership is understanding that ordinarily one 

should not have to choose between value and value-added. Both 

dimensions of leadership are needed if schools are to measure 

up to minimum standards and also to reach out to achieve a 

level of performance and success that is beyond expectations. 

Excellence requires that the emphasis shift from value to 

value-added dimensions. 

Sergiovanni (1990) believes that empowerment, enablement and 

enhancement are the bottom line for quality schooling, and 

states that: 

Empowerment is practiced when authority and obligation are 

shared in a way that authorises and legitimises action, thus 

increasing responsibility and accountability. 

Enablement is practiced when means and opportunities are 

provided and obstacles are removed permitting empowerment 



64 

persons to make things happen, to be successful. Unless 

enablement accompanies empowerment, empowerment becomes a 

burden and indicators of effectiveness become illusions. 

Enhancement leads to enhancement. Followers' roles are 

enhanced when empowerment and enablement are practiced and 

the leaders' role is enhanced as a result. The leader's role 

is transformed from manager of workers to leader of leaders. 

Role enhancement for both results in increased commitment and 

extraordinary performance (p. 96). 

The 1984 Hajnik study concluded that participative decision 

making was perceived by teachers and principals as an 

important phenomenon in the school, but both groups were 

reluctant to practice it beyond a certain minimum. She 

observed that "decision participation activities in the 

school are, in the main, information sharing activities" (in 

Glasman and Nevo, 1988, p.  95). 

Hajnik (1984) concluded that teachers expect principals to 

involve them in decision making within their schools. She 

found that most contacts by principals with teachers 

regarding schoolwide issues are typically very short; 66 

percent of them last for less than two minutes. Of these 

contacts, most were with a small select group of teachers who 

showed interest in schoolwide issues and were ready to devote 

time and energy to schoolwide decision making. 
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Hajnik continued by suggesting that a principal can involve 

teachers in participative decision making by two different 

means: 

symbolic participation which refers to a situation where 

the principal attempts to involve teachers in schoolwide 

decision making mainly for the purpose of maintaining high 

morale and enthusiasm, and 

active participation which refers to a situation where the 

principal engages extensively in sharing information with 

teachers and seek their advice and participation in making 

schoolwide decisions. 

Conley (1991) further explores administrative models of 

decision making. The bureaucratic or administrative model 

emphasises the formal authority of administrators to delegate 

responsibilities to subordinates, formulate rules to govern 

subordinate behaviour, and implement centralised control, 

planning, and decision making. In the bureaucratic model, 

"teachers' work is supervised by superiors whose job it is to 

make sure that teachers implement the curriculum and 

procedures of the school district" (Darling-Hammond, 1986, p. 

532) 

Conley (1988) states that "the bureaucratic model focuses on 

simplifying and routinising the work of teacher, thereby 

reducing the decisions that teachers have to make" (p.  394). 
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Conley concludes by stating that "the bureaucratic model 

suggests that participation serves to gain teacher compliance 

with administrative decisions" (1991, p.  228). 

The second model suggested by Conley is the professional 

model. This model "assumes that the teacher is a decision 

maker who creatively adapts knowledge to unique and varied 

situations, expands skills beyond textbook knowledge, and 

continuously refines professional judgement, initiative, and 

decision making (1988, p.  395). 

Conley (1988) states: 

Those who adopt the professional model assume that, although 

experts may identify basic decisions in teaching, they cannot 

totally delineate the teacher's creative integration and 

adaptation of decisions in response to problems (p.  395). 

The professional model suggests that the aim of participation 

is to accord teachers the rights they expect, as 

professionals, in the school workplace. 

A paper presented to the National Catholic Education 

Association by Pejza noted: 

A principal has to learn that he or she can't do it all. The 

old style of one-man leadership doesn't work in this day and 

age . . . People who participate in and help formulate a 

decision will support it . . . they will work hard to make it 
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go because it is their idea and has become part of their 

life. They have been empowered to become leaders themselves. 

The task of the principal is to unleash and channel the 

talent which exists in the faculty (1985, p.  16). 

Caldwell (1992) notes that in the early 1970s, in Australia, 

the principal was working in a highly centralised system with 

stable and centrally determined curriculum. Hierarchical 

patterns of authority were predominant and there was little 

need for the principal to plan ahead. By 1992 there had been 

radical change in almost every aspect of the principal's 

role. The principal is now working in a highly decentralised 

setting. Hierarchical forms of decision making are quickly 

disappearing, with principals now expected to consult and 

reach consensus with a wide range of individuals and groups. 

Ridden (1992) supports Caldwell by stating that during the 

1980s all of Australia's eight public school systems issued a 

report which set new directions for education. These new 

directions were reflected in such policies and practices as: 

the devolution of responsibility to schools to make schools 

more accountable for their decisions, actions, outcomes and 

use of resources, and 

the encouragement of teacher participation in decision 

making. 



Watkins (1991) comments on the Victorian situation after the 

1982 election of a Labor government. The Minister of 

Education, Robert Fordhairt, implemented a policy of devolution 

in the administration of education. The Minister argued "that 

central to any restructuring of educational administration 

should be a view of leadership which would give rise to 

settings where people can exercise power for their own self 

improvement through participation in both planning and 

decision making processes" (p. 22). The foundations of 

educational administration were to be changed from a "line 

authority" bureaucracy to a "responsive" bureaucracy. 

Highett (1992) and Burke (1992) reflect on the changes made 

to the Queensland education system in the late 19801s. 

Departmental notes recognised the fact that if high quality 

education was to be achieved there should be close 

consultation with all stakeholders at the school level. The 

Queensland Education Department asserted that participation 

produces better quality decisions by involving more elements 

of the school community and by emphasising expertise rather 

than status when making those decisions. 

Lucas (1991) in his book titled Successful School Management 

wrote that "school principals cannot respond to the demands 

of education departments and governments satisfactorily 

without developing a system of shared leadership" (p. 8). 

Lucas continues by stating that: 



Shared leadership ensures that: 

The principal doesn't do all the work. 

The fundamental belief that school improvement will best 

result from the participation of staff, parents and , if 

appropriate, students in planning and decision making, is 

satisfied (p.  8). 

Caidwell and Spinks (1986 and 1988) wrote that the effective 

school leader allowed participation in the school through 

collaborative school management. Characteristics of effective 

schools were (1) where there is a high degree of staff 

involvement in the development of school goals, and (2) where 

teachers are highly involved in decision making at the 

school. 

The Report of the Australian Effective Schools Project 

(1992) supports Caidwell and Spinks by stating: 

The most effective school organisation appears to be one with 

sharing, cooperation, recognition of expertise and the 

development and implementation of common goals, all with the 

students as the focus (McGaw et al., 1992, p.  87). 

Caldwell and Spinks (1988) have concluded that there are 

three main benefits for administrators who use collaborative 

school management. 
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Collaborative school management is a systematic approach 

to policy making and planning which constitutes a 

framework wherein the administrator can exercise his or 

her role as an educational leader in the school. 

Collaborative school management provides a framework 

wherein the higher order functions of leadership can be 

exercised. 

Collaborative school management provides a framework 

within which the development of many educational leaders 

is fostered through program teams and the various working 

parties involved in the policy making process (pp.  54-

55) 

Holmes and Wynn (1989) say that the principal should consider 

five aspects of the decision before beginning consultation 

with other staff. 

Who has sufficient clout to overturn any decision in this 

area? 

Is the decision trivial? If so, then any consultation 

should serve purely practical purposes. 

Has the decision already been made? If there is little or 

no possibility of changing the decision, a semblance of 

consultation is likely to be dysfunctional and possibly 
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very deceitful. 

Does the decision have a moral or professional component? 

If it does, then consultation should be exhaustive. 

Who ought to be consulted? At this point, notions of 

expertise and interest should be considered (p.  192). 

Once consultation begins, Tronc (1977) writes that democratic 

administration will not be effective if the principal adopts 

one of the following three decision making situations: 

If the principal has predetermined the decision and merely 

pretends to consult with staff, whom he guides to an 

acceptance of his viewpoint. 

If democratic administration means voting. Educational 

problems are not solved by majority rules. A solution to a 

problem may be eminently sound even though the majority of 

the staff disagree because of fear of change or ignorance 

of the issues. Tronc (1977) states that "the principal who 

allows majority voting to decide his school's course of 

action is running away from his responsibilities and is 

abdicating his position of trust, to become a follower 

instead of a leader" (p.  23). Margaret Mackie (1977) 

supports Tronc by stating that "democratic decision making 

in schools will not succeed if democracy consists of 

majority votes which leave the defeated minority 
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3) If democratic administration means delegation to a 

committee and thereby avoids unpleasant decisions. Tronc 

(1977) points out that a committee may be very necessary 

if the problem is complex and time consuming and a team 

effort by experts can help to solve it. If delegation is 

used merely to avoid responsibility "then it becomes a 

perversion of administration" (p.  24). 

Tronc (1977) concludes that: 

Democratic administration involves respect for individuals, 

who are seen not as unimportant cogs in a machine, but as 

part of a professional team whose opinions should be sought 

wherever possible (p. 24). 

2.7 TEACHERS AND PARTICIPATIVE DECISION MAKING 

Scott (1987) in his paper titled Present and Future Needs of 

Teachers on a Career Continuum states that in a teacher's 

professional life there is a need for self-actualisation. 

This refers to the need to exercise one's creative talents, 

to self expression, to have a measure of independence in 

decision making, to have the opportunity for involvement in 

policy making. Scott continues by stating: 

72 



School administrators can contribute to satisfying this need 

through strategies such as involving teachers in curriculum 

development processes, through the delegation of 

administrative responsibility, through making opportunities 

for teachers to experience leadership among their peers, and 

through encouraging and supporting classroom action research 

(p. 77). 

Johnson's 1990 research into ways to keeps good teachers 

teaching, quoted by Caldwell and Spinks (1992) makes a 

similar point: 

Schools should rely more on the professional expertise of 

teachers by granting them greater influence in what they 

teach and how their schools are run. In turn, teachers and 

their leaders should take steps to increase their 

responsibility for managing their schools and assessing the 

performance of their peers (p. 119). 

More recently Hallinger, Murphy and Hausman (1993) reported 

as part of their research findings that teachers wanted the 

role of administrators de-emphasised and their influence 

greatly reduced. Teachers "believed that the decision making 

reins should be handed over to the teaching corps and that 

principals should maintain their administrative duties and 

leave teachers alone" (in Dimmock, 1993, p.  28). 

73 
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Hajnik (1984) and Hoy and Miskel (1987) concluded that 

teachers expect their principals to involve them in school 

wide decision making. Jeffrey Dunstan (1982) reported on the 

findings of Haynes and Garner who in 1977 reviewed 

developments in sharing decision making. They asserted that 

if administrators share decision making with staff the 

following outcomes would occur: 

• teachers become more responsible, 

• the group develops self discipline, 

• the group's leadership skills increase, 

• teachers initiate more activities and programs, 

• the principal finds more acceptance for his/her ideas, 

• the staff express more satisfaction with the school, 

• teacher performance improves, and 

• the principal receives high ratings from teachers on 

his professional leadership. 

A similar view is arrived at by Caidwell and Spinks (1988) 

who cite the following benefits to teachers when 

participating in Collaborative School Management: 

collaborative school management gives teachers a role in 

management which focuses on the primary reason for their 

employment, namely, the education of children, 

the approach ensures that all teachers have the 

opportunity to contribute according to their expertise and 
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distinctions between policy-making and planning are made 

clear, thus avoiding many of the uncertainties and 

conflicts which are often encountered, 

collaborative school management provides a framework 

wherein teachers can make a substantial contribution to 

the decisions concerning the allocation of resources in 

their area of interest, 

a well implemented system ensures that goals and policies 

are translated into action, 

the approach provides a valuable framework for management 

of conflict due to the opportunity it affords for 

collaboration and openness, 

the approach clearly establishes the worth of teachers as 

a major resource in the learning process, and 

collaborative school management provides an opportunity 

for teachers to exercise responsibility. 

Fullen and Hargreaves (1991) further support the benefits of 

collaboration by stating that: 
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Collaborative cultures create and sustain more satisfying and 

productive work environments. By empowering teachers and 

reducing uncertainties of the job that must otherwise be 

faced in isolation, collaborative cultures also raise student 

achievement. Collaborative cultures facilitate commitment to 

change and improvement . . . In collaborative cultures, 

teachers develop collective confidence to respond to change 

critically, selecting and adapting those elements that will 

aid improvement in their own work context, and rejecting 

those that will not (p.  49). 

More recently Hargreaves (1993) reported that: 

We need to involve teachers more in change and decision 

making outside their own classroom, and for teachers 

themselves to commit themselves to taking more responsibility 

outside their classrooms in order to improve the quality of 

what goes on within them . . . educational leaders need to 

learn how to share power, decision making and expertise with 

their colleagues and the community in creating schools suited 

to the needs of the next century (p. 17). 

Hargreaves (1993, p.  18) concludes that the practice of 

collaboration is central to the redefinition of teacher 

professionalism, educational leadership and schools as 

workplaces: 
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Ultimately, the challenge of collaboration (and the patterns 

of leadership and professionalism that can be renewed by it) 

is one of a choice between using collaboration to reinscribe 

familiar patterns of bureaucratic control (where teachers are 

regulated to implement the mandates of others) or to create 

professional empowerment (where teachers are supported, 

encouraged and provided with newly structured opportunities 

to make improvement of their own). 

Many researchers (Alutto and Belasco (1973); Wick and Beggs 

(1977); Dunstan (1982); Schneider (1984); Johnston and 

Germinario (1985); Kimpston and Rogers (1988); MacPhail-

Wilcox and Bryant (1988); Knoop (1989); Smith and Piele 

(1989), and Conley (1991)) have concluded that participation 

in decision making results in greater job satisfaction, 

better quality decisions and more effective implementation, 

increased efficiency, greater sense of ownership of the 

decision and more commitment to its successful 

implementation, better communications, higher school 

productivity, more willing acceptance of decisions, enhanced 

sense of belonging, enhanced human growth and development, 

stronger work motivation, improved school climate and teacher 

loyalty towards the principal. 
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2.8 RELATED RESEARCH 

This particular section concentrates on the Australian and 

international literature related to teacher participation in 

school decision making. 

Alutto and Belasco (1973) in their paper titled "Patterns of 

Teacher Participation in School System Decision Making" 

declare that three distinct themes emerge from literature 

concerning teacher participation in decision making. 

The first major research direction focuses on the desire of 

teachers for increased participation in organised decision 

making. Alutto and Belasco (1973) concluded that it was 

"reasonable to assume that not all segments of the school 

population will be equally desirous of increased 

participation in organisational decision making. Rather, some 

teachers may desire more participation than they now enjoy, 

others may desire less, and still others may desire neither 

more or less" (p.  28) 

The second research direction focuses on teacher 

participation in organisational decision making and deals 

with the assumed conflict between the teacher's professional 

aspirations and the bureaucratically organised school system. 

Alutto and Belasco say that research has demonstrated that 

teachers vary in the extent of their organisational or 

professional commitments and aspirations. Furthermore, they 

concluded that teachers with high professional aspirations 
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may not demand participation in the same kinds of issues. 

Given the wide pattern of professional aspirations in the 

school system population it is reasonable to assume that 

there will not be a universal demand for increased 

participation. It can be assumed that certain segments of the 

school population may demand increased participation in some 

decision areas while simultaneously seeking decreased 

participation in other areas. 

Alutto and Belasco (1973) examined teacher participation in 

terms of decisional state: 

decisional deprivation where less participation in 

decision making occurs than is desired, 

decisional equilibrium where there is participation in as 

many decisions as desired, and 

decisional saturation where more participation in decision 

making occurs than is desired. 

Their findings indicated that all three decisional states 

existed. Therefore, teachers might desire increased 

participation in some areas and seek decreased participation 

in other areas. 

The final research direction stresses the desirable 

organisational outcomes associated with increased 



participation e.g. greater job satisfaction, greater 

productivity, higher morale and a more effective 

organisation. Alutto and Belasco (1973) say that 

participation in organisational decision making is a complex 

phenomenon and that not all forms of participation will 

produce identical or even similar organisational outcomes. 

Alutto and Belasco (1973) drew the following conclusions from 

their research: 

the desire for increased participation in organisational 

decision making is not equally and widely distributed 

throughout the school population, 

there was no evidence to indicate that decisional 

participation was associated with increased personal 

commitment to the organisation, 

shared decision making may not be a viable administrative 

strategy for all segments of the school population, 

teachers who experienced the greatest conflict also tended 

to experience the highest levels of decisional 

deprivation. Tied in to this was confirmation that 

decisional deprivation provided for increased militancy, 

the study indicated that decisional climate is a major 

factor influencing teacher satisfaction levels, 



the data suggested there was a necessity for a management 

strategy which recognises that a similar decisional 

participation approach will have a varying impact on the 

satisfaction levels of different teachers, 

that women participate in decision making less than men 

and desire lower levels of participation, 

that decisionally deprived teachers tended to be young 

males and those who were decisionally saturated were 

primarily older females, 

the data suggested that teachers characterised as having 

achieved equilibrium between decisional desires and 

actions tended to be middle aged females, 

teachers with between five and twelve years experience 

are those desiring the highest levels of participation, 

and 

teachers were more likely to report being decisionally 

deprived than in equilibrium or saturated. 

Jansen (1979) noted that the research carried out by Alutto 

and Belasco was particularly worthwhile because it "opened up 

another avenue which requires further investigation" (p.  63). 



In 1978, Telfer, reported on the findings of his research 

which was conducted in 1972 and 1975. The 1978 report was 

part of a larger study which looked at the relationship 

between the sex of the school administrator and aspects of 

school organisation which could influence decision making. 

To test the significant difference between the consensus of 

all male and mixed sex administrative staffs information 

theory and t-tests were used. Telfer reported that "the 

results did not justify affirmation of the hypothesis that 

schools with only male administrators would have higher 

agreement in perception of decision points than would schools 

with both male and female administrators" (1978, p.  39). 

In 1972, Simpkins attempted to analyse aspects of formal 

participation by teachers in school decision making. Simpkins 

sampled 89 secondary and 97 primary teachers from New South 

Wales state schools. His results indicated that the sample 

group of teachers preferred more involvement in decision 

making particularly in the areas of school instruction 

arrangements and school organisation. 

Simpkins (1972) suggested that "there was firm evidence of a 

desire on the part of teachers for more power in general", 

and that "teachers wanted the extent and type of 

participation to vary considerably with the nature of the 

task" (p.  16) 



In his concluding remark, Simpkins wrote: 

Evidence suggests that teachers desired substantial changes 

in their decision making function, and it is becoming 

increasingly apparent that this function constitutes a most 

important dimension of teaching effectiveness (1972, p.  16). 

Day (1977) replicated Simpkins' research using a random 

sample of teachers from eleven schools from the Canberra 

district. Day reported two significant findings: 

teachers did not prefer administration to be the primary 

source of decision making, and 

teachers saw their role as a highly professional one and 

that they should have a major voice in all areas of 

decision making in their schools. 

Inkpen, Ponder and Crocker (1975) carried out a study on 

elementary teachers and their participation in decision 

making. They found that there were significant interactions 

between the sex of a teacher and their desired level of 

participation in three decisional areas: curriculum planning 

and adaptation, general school organisation, and building 

construction. They concluded that "in each instant, although 

significant, the interactions tended to be mild with women 

elementary teachers seeing themselves as having somewhat less 



involvement and desiring somewhat more than their male 

counterparts" (p. 4). 

Whannel (1976) investigated the extent and nature of teacher 

involvement in decision making in Queensland state high 

schools and concluded that teachers who were more highly 

classified tended to be more deprived than lower classified 

teachers. Whannel suggested that "higher classified teachers 

are more professionally orientated than lower classified 

teachers in at least the decision making aspect of the 

teacher's role" (p.  4) . Eastcott's (1976) research supports 

Whannel's findings by concluding that participation in 

decision making in tertiary institutions increased as 

academic rank increased. 

Mohrman, Cooke and Mohrman's (1978) study on multidimensional 

participation in decision making concluded that: 

teachers distinguished between participation in decisions 

that are more central versus those more marginal to their 

professional task, 

teachers both desire, and actually have more participation 

in the technical domain than in the managerial domain, and 

teachers indicated that they felt most deprived of 

decision making influence in the managerial domain. 
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Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley and Bauer (1990) modified the 

domains defined by Mohrman et al. in 1978. Using the 

deprivation scores of 1,531 teachers over 19 decision areas 

they carried out a factor analysis. Their results concluded 

firstly, that teachers appear to desire more influence on 

operational decisions pertaining to direct student 

instruction than to strategic school administration. 

Secondly, teachers appeared to be most deprived in decisions 

related to those involving student rights, reporting 

procedures and grading policies. 

In 1979 Jansen carried out a case study in a South Australian 

primary school involving twenty three classroom teachers. The 

purpose of the study was to investigate the possible 

relationships that might exist between certain demographic 

variables and teacher participation in school based decision 

making in selected decision areas. Jansen concluded: 

the majority of teachers felt deprivation in participative 

decision making especially in the area of Teachers and 

Teacher Activities. Only a small minority felt saturated 

in any of the five decision areas, 

junior primary teachers expressed a greater desire than 

primary teachers to be more involved in decision making 

concerned with the decisional areas of Pupils and Pupil 

Activities, and Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 

Primary teachers expressed a greater desire to be involved 
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in decisions concerning Community-School Relations, 

female teachers expressed more desire to participate in 

decision areas concerned with Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences, and Pupils and Pupil activities. Male 

teachers expressed more desire to participate in the 

decision area of Teachers and Teacher Activities, 

teachers with less than ten years teaching experience 

expressed a desire for greater participation, 

teachers being assessed for promotion expressed a state of 

deprivation across all five decision areas, and 

teachers with higher qualifications expressed a desire for 

greater participation. 

As part of Jansen's research recommendations, she concluded 

that follow-up studies of her work should investigate teacher 

participation in decision making on a larger scale and that 

consideration be given to other demographic variables. 

Research by Riley (1984) and Chapman (1988) has related 

relevance to Jansen's and Telfer's work. Riley gathered data 

from 589 respondents by using a questionnaire. His analysis 

procedure was based on descriptive statistics using t-tests 

and Analysis of Variance. Riley's research instrument 

consisted of two sections. Section One contained fourteen 

questions. Five questions were related to biographical data 



and nine questions related to teacher utilisation in 

participative decision making. Section Two was formulated to 

determine the actual and desired level and type of teacher 

participation in thirty areas. The items fell into three 

areas 1) curriculum and instruction; 2) personnel and teacher 

evaluation, and 3) pupil evaluation and conduct. The thirty 

items were divided into three groups each relating to one 

organisational level: classroom, building and district. 

Riley (1984) concluded: 

a difference does exist between actual involvement at the 

different organisational levels. Teachers experienced 

significantly greater involvement at the classroom level 

than at the building and district levels. Participation at 

the classroom level was directly concerned with 

influencing decision making, 

a relationship does exist between a teacher's desired 

participation and actual participation. At the classroom 

level the respondents desired more influence in decision 

making. At the building and district levels teachers 

desired only to make recommendations, 

the research revealed a relationship between decisional 

deprivation and how frequently teachers attended 

association (Union) meetings, 



teacher experience was not identified as an accurate 

indicator of a teacher's actual and desired participation 

or decisional deprivation experienced, 

no relationship was identified between academic 

qualifications and actual participation across the three 

organisation levels, and 

females experience significantly greater actual 

participation at the classroom level than their male 

peers. Males experience significantly greater 

participation at the building and district level. 

Chapman's (1988) study of Teachers and Decision Making in 

Victorian schools was designed to answer three questions: 

In the new administrative arrangements in 

Victorian Schools, which teachers formally 

participate in decision making committees? 

Why do some teachers become involved and 

concomitantly, why do some teachers not choose 

to be come involved? 

What are the perceived effects of increased 

teacher participation and how do these impact on 

teachers' continuing and/or future involvement? 

(1988, p. 41). 
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Data were collected in two stages. The first stage was 

conducted over 26 schools with 513 teachers participating. 

Chapman used a questionnaire to survey each respondent. The 

second stage was a more intensive study of six of the 

original 26 sample schools. Chapman selected six to nine 

teachers to participate in an interview situation. A total of 

44 teachers participated in this stage of the study. 

Chapman drew the following conclusions: 

men held an overwhelming majority of the administrative 

positions in Victorian schools. Men also held two-thirds 

of the positions on the decision making committees, 

women participate less than men in decision making and 

desire lower levels of participation, 

a relationship exists between experience and 

participation. Teachers with five to ten years experience 

desired the highest levels of participation, 

participation does enhance teacher job satisfaction, 

that the influence of the Principal remains fundamentally 

important in determining the extent, nature and pattern of 

participation in schools. It also supported the notion 

that high participating teachers had significantly more 

positive feeling towards their principal and towards 
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principal-teacher interactions, 

that the experience of participation has contributed to an 

increased sense of political and personal efficacy among a 

considerable number of teachers. The study also pointed to 

a significant number of teachers, mainly women, whose lack 

of efficacy constituted a major barrier to their 

participation in decision making, 

that teachers, particularly women, choose not to be 

involved in school decision making on the basis that the 

perceived cost of involvement exceeds the benefits, and 

there may be a direct relationship between participation 

and curriculum development (Chapman, 1988). 

The focus of research by Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992) was 

the perceived style of leadership received and the desired 

style of leadership preferred by Deputy Principals in Western 

Australian Catholic Schools. They used a "specific situation" 

type instrument to measure the preferred decision making 

processes. Both the perceived and preferred styles of 

leadership were measured by presenting the respondents with 

twenty-eight specific situations covering a range of 

decisions to be made within schools. The sample group was 

asked to score each decision on a continuum with five 

alternatives. That is, should the decision be: 



Solely a principal's decision. 

Principal gives advanced warning or notice but does not 

consult. 

Staff are consulted but the principal makes the decision. 

Jointly determined by staff and principal. 

Decision made solely by staff (1992, p.  19). 

The findings of their research indicated: 

those decisions associated with the individual's work are 

the ones in which the individual wished to participate, 

since the person appeared to have both the level of skill 

and desire to participate, 

in the areas of teaching loads and time allocation it 

was noteworthy that the respondents wanted to be involved 

in making decisions about those areas which influenced 

their work effort, 

in the area of economic factors which contained those 

decisions concerned with the organisation's economic 

strategy and capital investment most employees did not 

wish to participate in these decisions, and 

in the area of school policy approximately two-thirds of 

the respondents preferred that the decision influencing 

these decisions be made jointly. 

91 
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Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992) concluded from their study: 

That there is a need for school management to recognise 

that differences exist concerning the preferred decision 

making styles because of subordinates' perception about 

the impact of the decisions on their work and life. These 

preferred styles appeared also to be influenced by the 

skills and experiences an individual felt he/she had, 

which allowed them to have constructive input into the 

decision. 

That management should take account of the fact that staff 

are not only interested in helping to make decisions which 

influence their work load but also in those areas which 

have tended to be traditionally made by "experts" (p. 24). 

2.9 SUMMARY 

This chapter has provided an overview of literature related 

to the topic of participative decision making. Decision 

making and participative decision making have been defined. 

The benefits of participative decision making have been 

presented for both administrators and teachers. Research 

cited has dealt with studies of worker participation in a 

variety of organisational settings. Research has particularly 

concentrated on studies of subordinate participation in 

decision making. Studies have indicated that participation in 

decision making may have differing effects on the individual. 
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Participation may foster positive attitudes in some 

individuals while for others it has little or no effect. In 

some cases too much participation may foster negative 

attitudes in the individual. It should be noted that very 

little research has been conducted to determine how a 

teacher's biographical data might effect the desired level of 

participation in school based decision making, even though 

this is hinted at in both Riley's 1984 and Chapman's 1988 

conclusions. 

Research and theoretical literature on participation in 

decision making may best be summed up by by and Miskel 

(1982). They made the following generalisations: 

the opportunity to share in formulating policies is an 

important factor in the morale of teachers and in their 

enthusiasm for school organisation, 

participation in decision making is positively related to 

the individual teacher's satisfaction with the profession 

of teaching, 

teachers prefer principals who involve them in decision 

making (regardless of whether the teachers have high or 

low dependency needs) 

teachers neither expect nor want to be involved in 

every decision; in fact, too much involvement can be as 
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detrimental as too little, 

participation in decision making has consequences that 

vary from situation to situation, 

the roles and functions of both teachers and 

administrators in decision making need to be varied 

according to the nature of the problem, 

both internal and external factors affect the degree of 

participation in decision making by teachers, 

typical administrators are likely to prove ineffective 

because they are not fully accepted by subordinates or 

because of the limited quality of decisions they make, and 

in order to maximise the positive contributions of shared 

decision making and to minimise the negative consequences, 

the administrator needs to answer the following questions: 

(a) Under what conditions should teachers be involved? (b) 

To what extent and how should teachers be involved? (c) 

How should the decision making group be constituted? (d) 

What role is most effective for the principal? (1982, p. 

280) 

If it is to be accepted that participatory decision making 

and job satisfaction are related in a positive manner then it 

is important to discover initially if teachers are satisfied 
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or dissatisfied with their current level of participation 

before making changes. Equally, it is important to ascertain 

a teacher's personal biographical data which may influence 

his or her level of participation. Once these two 

considerations have been determined it is the administrators' 

responsibility to design a structure allowing for effective 

teacher participation in decision making. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the research procedures used to carry 

out this study. It provides details of the subjects and 

settings, the methodology, the instrumentation, data 

collection methods, and the data processing and analysis. 

3.2 OVERVIEW 

This research project was carried out in 1992 using a random 

sample of Primary School teachers from West Australian 

Government Primary and District High Schools. 

Data for this study was collected by using two methodologies: 

the Decision Point Analysis questionnaire, and 

telephone interviews. 

A randomly sampled group of four hundred Primary School 

teachers was selected from a population of seven thousand, 

two hundred and sixty-four teachers. All of the teachers in 

the sample group were sent a copy of the Decision Point 

Analysis questionnaire. Two hundred and eighteen 
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questionnaires (54.5%) were returned and of these two hundred 

and two (50.5%) were useable. 

Follow-up structured telephone interviews, of a ten to twenty 

minute duration, were carried out with fifty randomly 

selected teachers. This sample group was taken from the 

population of two hundred and two respondents who had 

completed the Decision Point Analysis questionnaire. 

3.3 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The Ministry of Education policy on Research in Government 

Schools states that: 

In all cases, care should be taken to inform respondents that 

participation in the study is voluntary, and to assure them 

that data will be regarded as strictly confidential. Where 

information is to be collected about, or from, individuals 

then there must be a guarantee that privacy will be 

safeguarded (1988, p.  6). 

The researcher acknowledges these conditions and that the 

nature of this research requires the respondents to disclose 

beliefs about issues that may be highly personal. It is with 

this knowledge that the researcher protects the anonymity of 

those individuals involved in the study. 
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3.4 DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The research model used to collect data for this paper can be 

best described as descriptive research. In addition to this 

inferential statistics have been used to examine the 

significance of the data. Gay (1990) states that: 

Descriptive research involves collecting data in order to 

test hypotheses or to answer questions concerning the current 

status of the subject of the study (p. 189). 

Best and Kahn (1989) write that descriptive research can be 

divided into two broad categories: quantitative research and 

qualitative research. They define quantitative research as 

being "studies in which the data concerned can be analysed in 

terms of numbers" (p.  89) while qualitative research "can 

describe events, persons and so forth scientifically without 

the use of numerical data" (p.  89) 

Oppenheim (1986) writes that the "purpose of the descriptive 

survey is to count" (p.  8). When a descriptive survey cannot 

count everyone it then counts a representative sample and 

makes inferences about the population as a whole. Oppenhein 

(1986) states that: 

The important point to realise is that such surveys chiefly 

tell us how many members of a population have certain 

characteristics or how often certain events occur (p.  8). 



Gay (1990) writes that a high percentage of reported research 

studies are descriptive in nature and that the descriptive 

method is useful for investigating a variety of educational 

problems. He continues by stating: 

Typical descriptive studies are concerned with the assessment 

of attitudes, opinions, demographic information, conditions, 

and procedures. Descriptive data is usually collected through 

a questionnaire survey, interviews, or observation (p.  189). 

The most commonly used method of descriptive research is 

"survey research" which usually utilises questionnaires or 

interviews to collect data. Gay writes that "a survey is an 

attempt to collect data from members of a population in order 

to determine the current status of that population with 

respect to one or more variables" (1990, p.  192). 

Gay (1990) continues by stating: 

Surveys are either sample surveys or census surveys, but 

usually the former. In a sample survey the researcher infers 

information about the population of interest based on the 

responses of a sample drawn from that population; preferably, 

the sample is either a simple random or a stratified random 

sample (p. 192). 

Borg, Gall and Gall (1993) state that "survey research 

typically employs questionnaires and interviews to determine 
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the opinions, attitudes, preferences, and perceptions of 

persons of interest to the researcher" (p.  219) 

Borg (1987) writes that some survey studies employ a 

combination of questionnaires and interviews. He states that: 

Questionnaires are employed to collect basic descriptive 

information from a broad sample . . . interviews are used to 

follow-up the questionnaire responses in depth for a smaller 

sample (p. 155). 

Kidder and Judd (1987), and Gay (1990) both note that data 

can be gathered with a structured questionnaire in three 

ways: by using a written questionnaire, by personnel 

interviews, and by telephone interviews. Written 

questionnaires are the least expensive, followed by telephone 

interviews. They conclude that written questionnaires have 

the following advantages: 

Written questionnaires are the least expensive means of 

gathering data - even if they are mailed. 

Written questionnaires avoid the potential of interviewer 

bias. 

Written questionnaires may place less pressure for 

immediate response on the subject. 
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Written questionnaires are sometimes credited with giving 

the respondents a greater feeling of anonymity and 

therefore encouraging open responses to sensitive 

questions. 

Oppenheim (1986), Kidder and Judd (1987) and, Gay (1990) 

acknowledge that written questionnaires also have some 

important disadvantages that need to be considered: 

Response Rate: The response rate is defined as "the 

percentage of respondents in the initial sample group from 

whom completed responses are obtained" (Kidder and Judd, 

1987, p.  223). The response rate is the chief index of 

data quality in a survey because it defines the extent of 

possible bias from nonresponse. Nonrespondents may differ 

in important ways from respondents so that there is no way 

of knowing if their characteristics can be generalised to 

describe the whole sample. A low response rate calls into 

question any conclusions based on the data. Mail surveys 

generally have the lowest response rate of questionnaire 

data collection. 

Data Quality: Data collected from questionnaires depends 

on the motivation of the respondents to accurately 

complete each question. 

Context of Question Answering: Respondents may ask friends 

or colleagues to examine the questionnaire or comment on 
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their answers, causing bias if the respondent's own 

private opinions are desired. 

4) Misunderstandings: Written questionnaires do not allow an 

interviewer to correct any misunderstandings or answer any 

questions that the respondents may have. 

Telephone Interviews have the following advantages: 

Telephone interviews have all the advantages of personal 

interviews. These include the interviewer's ability to 

correct misunderstandings, motivate the respondent, and 

probe for more detail when answers are vague. As Kidder 

and Judd (1987) observe: 

Though the ability to motivate the respondent may not be as 

great with the telephone interviews as in person, this is 

compensated for by the somewhat smaller interviewer bias and 

tendency toward socially desirable responses that may 

characterise telephone interviews (p.  227). 

More significantly, they note "researchers have not 

found consistent support for the contention that 

telephone interviewing yields less reliable or less 

valid data than face to face interviewing" (p. 227). 

Telephone interviews have a high response rate - just five 

percent lower that personal interviews. 
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Telephone interviews do not impose strict limits on 

interview length. 

Kidder and Judd (1987) acknowledge that telephone interviews 

do have some disadvantages that need to be considered. For 

this research model many of these disadvantages were 

eliminated. Firstly, the interviewer was able to contact each 

respondent by using their school phone number, thus 

eliminating the problem of respondents not having a 

telephone. Secondly, all of the respondents were contacted by 

telephone to arrange a convenient time in which to perform 

the interview. This eliminated the problem of respondents not 

being able to answer the telephone when required. 

Other disadvantages expressed by Kidder and Judd (1987) are: 

Interviewer Effects: The interviewers expectations or 

personal characteristics can influence responses. 

Wording of Questions: Some questions are difficult to ask 

over the telephone because of their complexity. As a 

result, more attention needs to be given to the wording of 

questions. 

Kidder and Judd (1987), and Gay (1990) make the following 

points about conducting telephone interviews: 

1) The interviewer must have a written guide which indicates 
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what questions are to be asked and in what order. 

Once the interview begins, the interviewer's manner should 

be friendly, courteous, conversational, and unbiased. 

The interviewer's job is fundamentally that of a reporter. 

In order to obtain standardised, comparable data from each 

respondent, all interviews must be conducted in 

essentially the same manner. 

Interviewers must keep the direction of the interview in 

hand, discouraging irrelevant conversation and 

endeavouring to keep the respondent on the point. 

Interviewers must understand that even a slight rewording 

of the question can so change the stimulus as to provoke 

answers in a different frame of reference or bias the 

response. 

Any impromptu explanation of the question is taboo. Such 

an explanation may change the frame of reference or bias 

the response. 

Interview questions must be asked in the same order as 

they appear on the questionnaire. Each question sets up a 

frame of reference for succeeding questions, and it is 

assumed that each response will be exposed to the same 
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stimulus. 

9) The interviewer must ask every question. 

3.5 DATA COLLECTION 

Data was collect by using two methods. Firstly, by using an 

adapted form of the Decision Point Analysis and secondly, by 

telephone interviews. The Decision Point Analysis (DPA) was 

developed by Eye, Lipman, Gregg, Netzer and Francke at the 

University of Wisconsin between 1956 and 1965. The DPA 

consists of twenty-five decision items which are arranged in 

random order but grouped in terms of functional task area 

from which they are drawn. The Decision areas are: 

School Administration, 

Curriculum and Learning Experiences, 

• Pupil and Pupil Activities, 

Teacher and Teacher Activities, and 

School-Community Relations. 

The Decision Point Analysis was adapted to suit the New South 

Wales education system by Telfer in 1972. Telfer modified the 

phraseology of some of the items and changed the names of 

some of the positions of the decision makers. 

In 1979 Jansen adapted Telfer's DPA instrument by making 

alterations to the wording of some of the decision items and 
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altering the personnel characteristics of the ten positions 

of the decision makers to suit the South Australian education 

system. Jansen added PART D to her research model (See Figure 

3.1). 

For this research Jansen's DPA model has been adapted to suit 

the West Australian education system. Changes made to the DPA 

resulted in some alterations being made to some of the 

decision items and personnel characteristics of the ten 

positions of decision makers. The researcher has attempted to 

keep his research model as close to Jansen's as practically 

possible. Appendix A outlines the changes made to the 

Decision Point Analysis since 1972 while Appendix B outlines 

the changes made to the ten positions of Decision Makers 

since 1972. 

The second method of data collection was by structured 

telephone interviews. The respondents were each asked to 

answer nine questions and provide the interviewer with some 

demographic data. 

The telephone interview questions used were based on the 

schedule developed by Jansen. Some of the questions were 

reworded or modified to suit West Australian conditions. This 

was necessary because: 

1) some of the terminology used by the West Australian and 

South Australian education systems differ eq. 



DECISION ITE1( 17 

A - WHO MAEES THIS DECISION ? 

choose the ONE person in your school system 
who is primarily responsible for making this 
decision. 

Place the number one (1) in the box in Column 
A - B opposite the title of that person. 

B - WHAT OTHER PEOPLE PARTICIPATE IN MAKING 
THIS DECISION 7 

Select at least two people, other than the one 
already indicated in your answer to Question 
A, who participate in making this decision. 

0 Rank these 2, 3, -, ... according to the 
extent which they participate. 

In Column A - B place the number of the rank 
you give each participant opposite the title 
of that position. 

C - WHAT IS THE NATURE OP YOUR PARTICIPATION 
IN MAKING THIS DECISION 7 

Select ONE of the four choices which beet 
describes YOUR participation in making this 
decision and write the number of this choice 
in the box provided in Column C. 

Make the decision. 
Recommend the preferred decision. 
Provide information only. 
None. 

D - WHAT PARTICIPATION WOULD YOU PREFER 7 

Select ONE of the three following choices 
which best describes YOUR PREFERENCE and write 
the number of your choice in the box provided 
in Column D. 

As above in " C ". 

Less participation. 
More participation. 

The decision on the selection of text books. 

POSITION 

A - B 

District Education 
Officer 

Deputy Principal 

Ministry of 
Education Personal 

District School 
Development Officers 

Non Teaching 
Staff 

Principal 

Teacher 

District 
Superintendent 

School Decision 
Making Group 

Other - Please 
specify in space -> 

H 

H 
0 

td 
 

H 
0 

II tTi 

I-,  
0 
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Decision Item 20 - Inservice was changed to Professional 

Development 

new educational terminology has been introduced since 

Jansen's study eg. 

Decision Item 20 - Professional Development 

there are general differences in the management of the two 

education systems eg. 

Decision Item 14 - Teachers in Western Australia are no 

longer required to hand in programmes and lesson notes. 

They are required to have evidence of planning. 

3.6 PILOT STUDIES 

The Decision Point Analysis was derived from some four 

hundred administrative functions identified by researchers 

from the available literature. A developmental study reduced 

the number of administrative functions to forty-four. This 

was followed by a pilot application of the instrument which 

ultimately reduced the number of administrative functions to 

the final twenty-five. 

The Decision Point Analysis model has been piloted twice 

before in Australia. Telfer (1972) carried out a pilot 
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application of the DPA which resulted in some changes being 

made to the format of the instrument. Changes were made to 

the "background" information required, and to the ten 

positions of decision maker. In 1979 Jansen modified Telfer's 

model to suit the South Australian education system. She also 

added Part D to the DPA questionnaire. 

The researcher, in 1991, again made changes to the Decision 

Point Analysis model by altering the wording of some of the 

decision items and decision points. Before the revised DPA 

was sent out to the sample group a small pilot study was 

conducted to test the effectiveness of the alterations made. 

Copies of the revised DPA were sent to a group of fifteen 

West Australian primary school teachers who were asked to 

comment on the changes made to the Decision Items and to the 

ten positions of Decision Makers. The information gathered 

from the pilot study led to the change of wording of two 

Decision Items, and to three of the positions of Decision 

Maker being altered. 

3.7 SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE GROUP 

Selection of the sample group was guided by the existing 

literature in the area. Gay (1990), for example, states that 

"sampling is the process of selecting a number of individuals 

for a study in such a way that the individuals represent the 

larger group from which they were selected" (p.  101). Fraas 

(1983) writes that "if a sample is to be considered a random 
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sample, every item in the population should have an equal 

chance of being included in the sample" (p. 105). Fraas 

(1983) continues by pointing out that: 

A random sample does not guarantee that the sample is a 

representative sample. A sample selected through random 

sampling procedures, however, does have a greater chance of 

being a representative sample than does a sample being 

selected through other procedures (p. 105). 

When looking at the concept of randomisation, Best and Kahn 

(1989) write that: 

Randomisation has two important applications in research: 

selecting a group of individuals for observation 

who are representative of the population about 

which the researcher wishes to generalise; or 

equating experimental and control groups in an 

experiment. Assigning individuals by random 

assignment is the best method of providing for 

their equivalence (p. 11). 

The sample group for this research model was selected using a 

table of random numbers generated from a computer program. A 

computer print out of all primary school teachers teaching in 

Government primary and district high schools was obtained 
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from the Ministry of Education. Each individual in the 

population was assigned a consecutive number from 1 to 7264. 

Using the table of random numbers a sample of four hundred 

primary school teachers was selected. 

The telephone interview sample group was again randomly 

selected from those respondents who returned their completed 

questionnaire. Two-hundred and two correctly completed 

questionnaires where gathered from the original sample group. 

Each respondent was assigned a consecutive number from 1 to 

202. A computer program generated a table of random numbers 

from which fifty of the respondents were selected for 

interviewing. 

3 .8  INSTRUMENTATION 

Two instruments were used to collect data for this study. 

Firstly, an adapted form of the Decision Point Analysis was 

used to survey the respondents (see Table 3.1) 

The DPA instrument consisted of four questions: 

PART A considers the question: Who makes the decision? In 

relation to each of the twenty-five decision items. 



TABLE 3.1 

DPA: TWENTY-FIVE DECISION ITEMS 

NUMBER DECISION ITEM 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 

1 The Decision on the selection of curriculum 
issues for discussion at staff meetings. 

2 The decision on the ways to group pupils by 
classes. 

3 The decision on the priority when there is 
conflict over the use of multipurpose areas 
such as playing areas, assembly hail, 
library, specialist rooms etc. 

4 The decision on the induction activities for new 
staff members. 

5 The decision on the appointment of teachers to 
sub-committees. 

6 The decision on the educational specifications 
for a new or remodelled building. 

7 The decision on the teaching aids which can be 
purchased on a limited school budget. 

8 The decision on the means of increasing 
community understanding of school 
developments. 

9 The decision on the content of pupil's 
cumulative records. 

10 The decision on the selection of teachers for 
participation in experimental instructional 
programmes. 

11 The decision on how to report pupil progress to 
parents. 

12 The decision on pupil non-promotion involving 
repetition of a year's study. 

13 The decision on the adequacy of teacher 
performance for promotional purposes. 
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TABLE 3.1 (Continued) 

DPA: TWENTY-FIVE DECISION ITEMS 

NUMBER DECISION ITEM 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 

14 The decision on the requirements of teacher 
planning. 

15 The decision on which community 
charities/activities merit school 
participation. 

16 The decision on rules governing pupil conduct. 

17 The decision on the selection of text books. 

18 The decision on the procedure for obtaining 
school educational supplies. 

19 The decision on how to evaluate the school 
curriculum. 

20 The decision on the activities for professional 
development of the staff. 

21 The decision on the practices for assigning 
homework. 

22 The decision on the assignment of teaching and 
non-teaching loads to teachers. 

23 The decision on who will participate in the 
formulation of the school budget. 

24 The decision on the content of local news items 
to be released. 

25 The decision on the use of citizens' 
committees. 
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PART B considers the question: What other people participate 

in making the decision? 

PART C considers the question: What is the nature of your 

participation in making this decision? 

PART D considers the question: What participation would you 

prefer? 

The respondents had to answer all four questions for each of 

the twenty-five Decision Items. Table 3.2 shows the breakdown 

of each of the twenty-five Decision Items into one of the 

five Decision Areas. 

TABLE 3.2 

DPA: DECISION ITEMS IN EACH DECISION AREA 

DECISION ITEMS DECISION AREA 

3, 6, 7, 18 & 23 

10, 14, 17 & 19 

9, 12, 16 & 21 

4, 5, 13, 20 & 22  

School Administration 

Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences 

Pupil and Pupil Activities 

Teacher and Teacher Activities 

8, 11, 15, 24 & 25 School-Community Relations 
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Changes were made to some of the positions of decision makers 

to suit the West Australian education system. This was 

necessary as the terminology used by the South Australian and 

West Australian education systems differ. The ten positions 

were placed in random order on the DPA. The positions being: 

District Education Officer, 

Deputy Principal, 

• Ministry of Education Personnel, 

• District School Development Officers, 

• Non Teaching Staff, 

• Principal, 

• Teacher, 

• District Superintendent, 

School Decision Making Group, 

Parents and Citizens Association, and 

• Other. 

Changes were also made to the wording of some of the twenty-

five decision items. This was necessary to suit the 

terminology used by the West Australian education system. 

Figure 3.1 provides a sample page of the Decision Point 

Analysis. 

The second instrument used for data collection was a 

structured telephone interview (see Appendix C). The 

questions used for the interview schedule are shown on Table 

3.3. Fifty of the two-hundred and two respondents were 
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randomly selected to be interviewed. Each respondent was 

asked to comment on each of the nine questions. Their answers 

were recorded on an interview schedule. 

In addition to the alterations made to the structure of the 

DPA changes were made to the background information sought 

from each respondent (see Appendix E). This again was 

necessary to suit the West Australian education system. 

Information was required to provide data for the demographic 

variables which might affect a respondent's level of 

participation in school based decision making. 

Background information was collected for the following 

variables: 

• Gender, 

• Teaching Level, 

School Location, 

• Number of years teaching experience, 

Qualifications, and 

Desire for promotion. 

A seventh "background" question was added to provide 

information on the types of participative decision making 

processes that are currently occurring in primary and 

district high schools. 



TABLE 3.3 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

NUMBER QUESTION 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 

1 What does teacher participation in decision 
making mean to you? 

2 How do you see your role in Participative 
Decision Making in your school? 

Functional Participation? 
Nonfunctional Participation? 
Both? 

If both, please state the types of 

Functional and Nonfunctional participation 
that you are involved in? 

3 Do you feel satisfaction / dissatisfaction 
from participating in Participative Decision 

Making? 

4 Do you desire more, less or the same amount 

of participation in decision making in your 
school? 

5 Do you feel inhibited towards participation 
in decision making in your school? 

6 Is enough time allocated for you to 
participate in decision making in your 

school effectively? 

7 In what areas of school decision making do 

you want to participate in? 

8 Are there any area of school decision making 

that you don't want to participate in? 

9 Is it important for you to participate in 

decision making in your school? 
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3.9 FIELD PROCEDURES 

a) The Decision Point Analysis Questionnaire 

Contact was made with the Ministry of Education requesting 

permission to send the DPA to those selected in the sample 

group. Permission was granted, and further contact with the 

Ministry of Education resulted in the DPA questionnaires 

being sent through their courier system. Each questionnaire 

was number coded. The code, name and address of each 

responded was recorded on a computer data base. A letter of 

introduction, explaining what was required of each 

respondent, was attached to each questionnaire (see Appendix 

D). The questionnaires were despatched from the Ministry of 

Education on Friday 21 February. The respondents were 

requested to have returned their questionnaire by Friday 27 

March (five weeks). 

A time span of two weeks from 27 March was given for all 

questionnaires to be returned. An initial one hundred and 

thirty-one questionnaires were returned completed. 

Questionnaire codes were recorded and reminder letters sent 

to those respondents whose questionnaires were outstanding. A 

further forty-two questionnaires were returned, making one 

hundred and seventy-three in total. of these eleven were 

unusable. 
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The researcher believed there was a need to gather data from 

a larger sample group. Another one hundred teachers were 

randomly selected from the population and a copy of the DPA 

questionnaire was sent to each. Again each questionnaire was 

coded and recorded with the respondents name and address. The 

respondents were given four weeks to return their 

questionnaires. A further thirty-one questionnaires were 

received. Reminder letters were sent to those respondents who 

hadn't returned their questionnaires resulting in fourteen 

more being received. In total two hundred and eighteen 

questionnaires were returned. of these only two hundred and 

two were useable. 

b) Telephone Interviews 

The telephone interviews were carried out in Semester Two, 

1992. A random sample of fifty teachers was drawn from the 

two hundred and two respondents who correctly completed the 

DPA questionnaire. Each respondent was initially contacted 

early in term three asking for their participation in a short 

telephone interview. All fifty respondents agreed to 

participate and arrangements were made to contact them at a 

suitable time. All interviews were completed by the end of 

Term 3. 

The researcher interviewed all respondents and recorded their 

responses on a prepared interview schedule (see Appendix C). 

The length of time for each interview varied from ten to 



twenty minutes. When interviewing, the researcher observed 

the procedures set out in section 3.3 in the methodology 

section of this paper. 

3.10 DATA COLLECTION AND RECORDING 

a) The Decision Point Analysis 

Data collection for Parts A and B of the Decision Point 

Analysis was based on Telfer's research model. The recording 

of the data for these two questions had to be done manually. 

Each of the two hundred and two respondents' answers were 

recorded on a data sheet. Once this was completed the data 

was tallied. 

Telfer (1978) writes: 

To provide an estimate of the amount of information in a 

specific set of choices, these tallies or frequencies were 

first converted into proportions by the equation: 

ni 
pi = 

n 

Where: 

Pi is the proportion of the choices in the i th 

cell; 

ni  is the number of choices over the ten cells; and 

n is the total number of choices over the ten 

cells (p.  42). 
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The researcher used Telfer's equation to convert the tallies 

into proportions. This was carried out for each of the five 

decision areas and finally, by combining all five decision 

areas. The data were then recorded on a table showing the 

proportional frequencies for each of the decision positions. 

Data collection for Parts C and D of the Decision Point 

Analysis was based on Jansen's research model. The data from 

these two questions was recorded on a computer data base. 

Jansen (1979) wrote: 

The directional value and decisional state for each decision 

item is then computed by assigning the following values to 

the desired participation as indicated in Part D of the DPA. 

PART D 

Possible Answers Value Decisional State 

As above in "c 0 Equilibrium 

Less participation +1 Saturation 

More participation -1 Deprivation 

To ascertain the decisional state for each of the five 

decision areas, the directional values for each decision item 

are summed and an algebraic figure is obtained ranging from - 

5 to +5 (p.  91). 

Using Jansen's equation if equilibrium equals zero (0), which 

is considered to be the optimum decisional state for each 
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participant, the deviation from the optimum along the 

continuum is graduated to show the varying degrees of 

saturation and deprivation for each decision area for each 

participant. 

Jansen's (1979, p.  91) graduated continuum was defined as: 

+5 } 
} Severe Saturation 

+4 } 

+3 } Saturation 

} 
+2 } 

} Slight Saturation 
+1 } 

} 

0 } Equilibrium 

} 
-1 } 

} Slight Deprivation 
-2 } 

} 

-3 } Deprivation 

-4 } 
} Severe Deprivation 

-5 } 

Once the data was converted to an algebraic figure from -5 to 

+5 it was recorded in a tabular form. 

b) Telephone Interviews 

The data from each telephone interview was recorded on an 

interview schedule (see Appendix C). Questions 1, 7, 8 and 9 

required the respondents to give a short sentence answer. The 
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researcher recorded each answer by hand. In the case of 

question 9 many of the respondents simply gave a yes/no 

answer. For these questions the researcher was looking for 

positive or negative attitudes towards participative decision 

making. 

Question 2 was split into two separate parts. Firstly, the 

respondents were required to select one of three choices: 

Functional Participation. 

Nonfunctional Participation. 

Both. 

The answers to this part of the question were tallied. 

Secondly, the respondents were asked to give examples of what 

they saw to be functional or nonfunctional types of 

participation in their schools. The researcher recorded these 

answers by hand. 

Questions 3, 4, 5 and 6 required the respondents to give a 

one word answer. If a respondent gave more detail on a 

particular question the answer was recorded by hand. For 

these questions the researcher tallied the frequency of the 

responses to gain the overall opinion of the sample group 

towards participative decision making. The information was 

then transferred to a computer data base. 
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a) Demographic Data 

The information required for the demographic data for the DPA 

and the interview schedule was recorded on both of the above 

mentioned computer data bases. This provided the researcher 

with quick access to any information when responding to any 

of the six research questions. 

3.11 DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS 

a) Statistical Analysis 

Borg (1987) states that: 

Statistical tools can be classified as descriptive of 

inferential. Descriptive statistical tools such as the mean, 

median, and standard deviation are used to describe a group 

of subjects. Inferential statistical tools are used to draw 

inferences concerning the relationships and differences found 

in a research project (p. 145). 

Jansen in her 1979 case study made no use of any statistical 

calculations to verify her data. As she used such a small 

sample group she based her analysis on a simple comparison 

between the figures gathered under each heading. The 

researcher has followed Jansen's research model but has used 

a much larger sample group. The researcher believes that the 

analysis of the data collected needs more than a simple 
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comparison of the results under specific headings to justify 

any findings or conclusions. It is because of this that the 

researcher has introduced statistical calculations to his 

research model to determine the significance of the data 

collected. 

The major part of Jansen's research was based on the 

responses to Part D of the Decision Point Analysis. 

Statistical calculations had to be included to: 

1) Determine the significance of the data collected for the 

Deprivation, Equilibrium and Saturation scores under each 

decision area. Initially, one result was recorded under 

each heading. A Chi Square calculation was used to compare 

the frequencies occurring in the different categories. As 

the researcher was looking for any significant difference 

among the three scores the results were calculated to 

the 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 probability levels. 

Secondly, an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) calculation was 

used to test the significance of the data when the results 

for all five decision items were placed under their 

respective headings of Deprivation, Equilibrium or 

Saturation. 

An ANOVA calculation was used to determine whether there 

is a significant difference between two or more means at a 

selected probability level. As the researcher was looking 
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for any significant differences between the variance of 

the scores the results were calculated to the 0.10, 0.05, 

0.01 and 0.001 probability levels. 

2) Determine the significance of the data collected for each 

sub-group under each of the six research questions. A t 

Test for Independent Samples was used to determine whether 

there was a significant difference between the means of 

the two independent samples. In the case of this research 

the samples were drawn from the sub-groups defined by each 

research question. t Tests were used to determine whether 

there was a significant difference between the scores of 

each sub-group for each decision area under the headings 

of Deprivation, Equilibrium or Saturation. 

All of the statistical calculations were made using the 

"Statpak" computer programme developed by Dr. Lyn H. 

Frisbie. 

b) Decision Point Analysis - The Five Decision Areas 

Parts A, B and C of the Decision Point Analysis were analysed 

using Telfer's equation: 

ni 
Pi =  

n 

This equation records the data as a proportional score. From 

these scores quick analysis can be made of who is the main 
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decision maker in the school and who are the other decision 

makers who may also have an influence on making the decision. 

The data was analysed under each of the five decision areas. 

This was done by tallying the scores of the positions of 

decision makers and decision points for all of the five 

related decision items. 

The analysis for Part A (Who makes the decision?) was done by 

determining which position of decision maker had the greater 

proportional score. 

Part B analysis (What other people participate in making this 

decision?) was made by ranking the proportional scores in 

descending order. That is, which position of decision maker 

had a ranking of second, third, fourth, etc. 

Part C of the DPA (What was the nature of your participation 

in making the decision?) was analysed using Telfer's 

equation. This time the decision points were used in place of 

the position of decision maker. The decision points being: 

Make the decision. 

Recommend the decision. 

Provide information only. 

None. 
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The analysis for this section of the DPA was simply done by 

determining which decision point had the greater proportional 

score and ranking the other decision points in descending 

order. 

Analysis of Part D of the DPA (What participation would you 

prefer?) was carried out by using Jansen's algebraic equation 

which obtained a figure ranging from -5 to +5. The decision 

points and their values for this section were: 

As above in "C" 0 - Equilibrium 

Less participation +1 - Saturation 

More participation -1 - Deprivation 

The decision item responses for each of the respondents were 

converted into an equation giving them a decisional state of 

either equilibrium, saturation or deprivation. This data was 

recorded in a tabular form and a One Dimensional Chi-Square 

was used to determine the significance of the relationship 

between the three scores. 

An overall impression of the DPA was calculated by using the 

above method for all twenty-five decision items as a single 

group. Part D of the process was changed by using an ANOVA 

statistical calculation to test the significant difference 

between those respondents who felt deprivation, saturation or 

equilibrium when participating in decision making in their 

schools. 
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C) Decision Point Analysis - The Six Research Questions 

The analysis of the data for each of the six research 

questions was drawn from the demographic data established 

from the background information of each respondent. The data 

collected from Part D of the Decision Point Analysis was used 

the determine the decisional state of each respondent under 

certain demographic variables: 

• Gender, 

• Teaching Level, 

• School Location, 

• Number of years teaching experience, 

Qualifications, and 

• Desire for promotion. 

Each of the six research questions were individually 

analysed. Jansen's equation was used to determine the 

decisional state of each respondent under each demographic 

variable. The decisional states of each of the decision areas 

were then tallied and converted into percentage scores under 

the headings of either equilibrium, saturation or 

deprivation. 

The researcher, like Jansen, concentrated his analysis on the 

Deprivation scores. A t-Test for Independent Variables was 

used to determine any significant difference between the sub-

groups under each variable. 
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d) Telephone Interviews 

No statistical analysis was made of the data gathered from 

the telephone interviews, the intent being to use the data to 

reinforce information highlighted in the analysis of the DPA 

or the six research questions. 

Questions 1, 7, 8 and 9 required the respondents to give a 

short sentence answer. The analysis of these questions was 

based on positive or negative responses towards participative 

decision making. 

Questions 3, 4, 5 and 6 required the respondents to give a 

one word answer. The researcher tallied the frequency of the 

responses to gain an overall opinion of the sample group 

towards participative decision making under the various 

questions. 

Question 2 required the respondents to give a one word answer 

and examples of participative decision making in their 

schools. The one word answers were tallied to gain an opinion 

of the respondents towards the function of participative 

decision making in their schools. The types of participative 

decision making occurring in their school were listed in a 

tabular form. 
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3.12 METHODOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS 

The following methodological assumptions have been accepted 

for this research: 

The methodology used in this paper (DPA and telephone 

interview schedule) are proper for this type of research. 

That teachers' responses to the Decision Point Analysis 

instrument are their own true feelings. 

That teachers' responses to the telephone interview are 

their own true feelings. 

The randomly selected sample group of teachers are 

representative of other primary school teachers in West 

Australian government primary and district high schools. 

The statistical calculations used in this paper are proper 

for this type of research. 

3.13 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study was limited in the following ways: 

1) only a sample of two hundred and two primary school 

teachers was selected from a population of seven 

thousand, two hundred and sixty-four teachers. 
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It was only possible to carry out simple random sample of 

the population due to the fact that the Ministry of 

Education would not provide the information needed for a 

stratified random sample. A stratified random sample would 

have provided the researcher with a more accurate 

representation of the population. 

The data collection for this research project was carried 

out over a period of eight months (February to September) 

in 1992. 

There is a limited amount of literature related to 

participative decision making in West Australian primary 

and district high schools. 

3.14 SUMMARY 

This Chapter has described the methodology applied in this 

study. Theoretical background had been provided on the 

research methodology and the concept of Descriptive Research 

has been discussed at length. 

Data gathering techniques have been described and their 

advantages and disadvantages identified. Included in this 

section was the identification of pilot studies and their 

influence on modifications made to the Decision Point 

Analysis. 
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Sampling techniques have been identified, field procedures 

explained and data processing and analysis discussed at 

length. 

The following chapter provides a complete analysis of the 

data gathered using the Decision Point Analysis and Telephone 

Interviews. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINIMNGS 

4.1 OVERVIEW 

The findings for this research project will be presented in 

two sections. 

Section One will focus on the data gathered from the Decision 

Point Analysis instrument. Each decision area will be 

analysed individually with respect to each of the four parts 

of the DPA questionnaire: 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

Part B - What other people participate in making this 

decision? 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in 

making this decision? 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The final analysis of this section will look at the 

combination of all five decision areas with respect to the 

four parts of the DPA questionnaire. 

Section Two will focus on the six research questions. Data 

gathered from Part D of the DPA will be used in the analysis 

of the research questions. 
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Data gathered from the fifty telephone interviews will be 

used to support the findings made in each of the research 

questions. The interview data clearly indicated that the 

respondents wanted to participate in decision making in their 

schools. 

4.2 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE GROUP 

Table 4.1 presents a summary of the demographic 

characteristics of the two hundred and two respondents in the 

sample group. 

TABLE 4.1 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE GROUP (n = 202) 

VARIABLE CATEGORY NUMBER 

Gender Male 61 (30%) 
Female 141 (70%) 

Teaching Level Junior Primary 63 (31%) 
Primary 139 (69%) 

School Location Metropolitan 121 (60%) 
Country 81 (40%) 

Number of years Less than 10 75 (37%) 
Teaching Experience Greater than 10 127 (63%) 

Qualifications Three years or less 103 (51%) 
Greater than three years 99 (49%) 

Promotion Yes 71 (35%) 
No 131 (65%) 
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Table 4.2 provides a break down of the demographic 

characteristics of the fifty respondents who participated in 

the telephone interviews. 

TABLE 4.2 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INTERVIEW SAMPLE GROUP 

(n = 50) 

VARIABLE CATEGORY NUMBER 

Gender Male 11 (22%) 
Female 39 (78%) 

Teaching Level Junior Primary 18 (36%) 
Primary 32 (64%) 

School Location Metropolitan 34 (68%) 
Country 16 (32%) 

Number of Years Less than 10 22 (44%) 
Teaching Experience Greater than 10 28 (56%) 

Qualifications Three years or less 26 (52%) 
Greater than three years 24 (48%) 

Promotion Yes 17 (34%) 
No 33 (66%) 
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4.3 SECTION ONE - THE DECISION POINT ANALYSIS 

A) SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION - DECISION ITEMS 3, 6, 7, 18 & 23 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

Table 4.3 displays the analysis of the data gathered from the 

five related decision items. 

TABLE 4.3 

ANALYSIS OF DECISION ITEMS 3, 6, 7, 18 & 23 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

District Education Officer 5 5/1010 0.00495 
Deputy Principal 214 214/1010 0.21188 
M of E Personnel 35 35/1010 0.03465 
District SDO's 3 3/1010 0.00297 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 485 485/1010 0.48019 
Teacher 146 146/1010 0.14455 
District Superintendent 5 5/1010 0.00495 
School Decision Making Group 52 52/1010 0.05148 
P & C Association 3 3/1010 0.00297 
OTHER: 
Grievance Committee 2 2/1010 0.00198 
Whole Staff 29 29/1010 0.02871 
Administrative Team 3 3/1010 0.00297 
Interested Staff 1 1/1010 0.00099 
Building Management Authority 2 2/1010 0.00198 
Cost Centre 14 14/1010 0.01386 
Finance Committee 4 4/1010 0.00396 
Principal's Wife 1 1/1010 0.00099 

The data indicates that the Principal (Pi  = 0.48019) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker on 

matters concerning School Administration. The decision point 
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of Principal scored four hundred and eighty-five out of the 

possible one thousand and ten responses. 

Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

Using Table 4.3 it can be seen that two other groups have 

notable influence when making decisions about School 

Administration. The decision points of Deputy Principal (P1  = 

0.21188) and Teacher (Pi  = 0.14455) were both highly ranked 

by the respondents. 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

this decision? 

Table 4.4 displays the data analysis of the five decision 

items for Part C of the Decision Point Analysis. It can be 

seen that the respondents ranked the nature of their 

participation in decision making under two main conditions. 

The data indicates that the decision point of "recommend the 

preferred decision" (P1  = 0.38316) was ranked by the 

respondents (38%) as being the main form of participation in 

decision making on matters concerning School Administration. 

"Provide information only" (P1  = 0.31287) was ranked second 

by the respondents, followed by "none" (P1  = 0.17623), and 

"make the decision" (P1  = 0.12772) last. 



139 

The data indicates that the majority (82%) of the respondents 

have some form of participation in making decisions relating 

to the decision items concerned with the decision area of 

School Administration. 

TABLE 4.4 

ANALYSIS OF PART C - DECISION ITEMS 3, 6, 7, 18 & 23 

DECISION POINT NO CHOICES PROPORTION P1 

Make the decision 129 129/1010 0.12772 
Recommend the preferred decision 387 387/1010 0.38316 
Provide information only 316 316/1010 0.31287 
None 178 178/1010 0.17623 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The data gathered for this part of the DPA is presented in 

Table 4.5. The data used for this analysis was drawn from the 

respondents' responses to Part D of the DPA and was analysed 

using Jansen's (1979) algebraic equation and presented in the 

same tabular form. 

The data indicates that the majority (64%) of respondents, 

one hundred and twenty-nine, experienced some deprivation in 

decision making related to the decision items listed under 

the decision area of School Administration. Sixty-six 

respondents were happy with their present level of 
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involvement in decision making while seven respondents 

indicated that they required less involvement. 

TABLE 4.5 

PART D - DECISION ITEMS 3, 6, 7, 18, & 23 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

School Administration: 129 66 7 

A One Dimensional Chi-Square statistical calculation was used 

to determine the significance of the data. The results 

concluded that difference among the three scores was 

significant to the 0.001 level. This indicated that the 

deprivation experienced by the majority of respondents in the 

decision area of School Administration was highly 

significant. 

It is interesting to note that in the telephone interview 

situation the respondents indicated that the areas of 

decision making that they did not want to participate in were 

closely aligned with sections of school administration. The 

following responses were recorded for Question 8 (Are there 

any areas of school decision making that you don't want to 

participate in?) of the interview schedule: 

Employment, stationery and office equipment purchases. 



School Based Decision Making Group. I don't want to work with 

disgruntled parents who have too much say. 

Employment of staff and promotion. 

Budgets of electricity, water etc. . . Statistical 

information on norm referenced tests. 

At the end of the year I am resigning from the School 

Decision Making Group and concentrating my efforts at my 

daughter's school on fund raising to make the shortfall from 

this inept Government. 

As a counter to these responses were responses to Question 7 

of the telephone interview (In what areas of school decision 

making do you want to participate in?). Other specific areas 

of school administration were identified as revealed in the 

following responses: 

People decisions. 

Reporting and timetables. Budgets of school resources and 

equipment. 

Establishment of the School Development Plan. What the 

school's goals and objectives are for the year and the 

setting of priorities. 

141 
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Discipline of children. 

SUMMARY 

The data collected from the respondents indicated the 

following analysis: 

That the Principal is seen as the main decision maker in 

the decision area of School Administration. 

The decision points of Deputy Principal and Teacher were 

seen as having a notable influence in decision making in 

the decision area of School Administration. 

A majority (82%) of teachers indicated that they had some 

involvement in making decisions that affect the decision 

area of School Administration. 

A majority (64%) of teachers indicated that they 

experienced some decisional deprivation and indicated they 

wanted more input on decisions related to the decision 

area of School Administration. 

The interview questions showed that although the majority 

(64%) of the respondents experienced deprivation in the 

decision area of School Administration there were sections 

of administration such as, employment of staff, the school 

based decision making group, budgets for utilities, and 
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promotion that teachers wanted to leave to administrators. 

Areas of school administration that teachers wanted more 

participation in were: 

decisions relating to people (teachers), 

• budgets for school resources and equipment, 

• school development planning, 

• identification and setting of school priorities, 

and 

• managing student behaviour (discipline policy and 

techniques). 
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B) CURRICULUM AND LEARNING EXPERIENCES - DECISION ITEMS 1, 

10, 14, 17 & 19 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

Table 4.6 displays the analysis of the data gathered from the 

five related decision items. 

TABLE 4.6 

ANALYSIS OF DECISION ITEMS 1, 10, 14, 17 & 19 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

District Education Officer 
Deputy Principal 
M of E Personnel 
School SDO's 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 
Teacher 
District Superintendent 
School Decision Making Group 
P & C Association 
OTHER: 
Whole Staff 
Designated Staff 
Politician 
Union 
Coordinators 
Interested Staff 

5 5/1010 0.00495 
51 51/1010 0.05049 
86 86/1010 0.08514 
2 2/1010 0.00198 

465 465/1010 0.46039 
299 299/1010 0.29603 
16 16/1010 0.01584 
53 53/1010 0.05247 

24 24/1010 0.02376 
4 4/1010 0.00396 
1 1/1010 0.00099 
1 1/1010 0.00099 
1 1/1010 0.00099 
2 2/1010 0.00198 

The data indicates that the Principal (Pi  = 0.46039) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker on 

matters concerning Curriculum and Learning Experiences. The 

decision point of "Principal" scored four hundred and sixty-

five out of the possible one thousand and ten responses. 



Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

Table 4.6 indicates that the respondents saw themselves, the 

Teacher (P1  = 0.29603), as having notable influence in 

decision making about issues concerning Curriculum and 

Learning Experiences. 

The respondents indicated to a lesser degree that the 

decision points of Ministry of Education Personnel (P1  = 

0.08514), School Decision making Group (P1  = 0.05247), and 

Deputy Principal (P1  = 0.05049) also had some influence on 

decision making issues concerning Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences. 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

this decision? 

Table 4.7 displays the data analysis of the five decision 

items for Part C of the Decision Point Analysis. The data 

indicates that the majority of the responses were ranked 

under the decision point of "recommend the preferred 

decision" (P1  = 0.36435). The second most highly ranked 

response was "make the decision" (P1  = 0.26732) followed by 

"provide information only" (P1  = 0.24158). By combining the 

tally of these three decision points (901/1010) the data 

indicates that the majority (89%) of respondents have some 

145 



146 

form of participation in making decisions on issues related 

to the decision area of Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 

TABLE 4.7 

ANALYSIS OF PART C - DECISION ITEMS 1, 10, 14, 17 & 19 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

Make the decision 270 270/1010 0.26732 
Recommend the preferred decision 387 368/1010 0.36435 
Provide information only 244 244/1010 0.24158 

None 128 128/1010 0.12673 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The data gathered for this part of the DPA is presented in 

Table 4.8. The data used for this analysis was drawn from the 

respondents' responses to Part D of the DPA. 

TABLE 4.8 

PART D - DECISION ITEMS 1, 10, 14, 17 & 19 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

Curriculum and 
Learning Experiences: 114 81 7 

The data indicates that the majority (56%) of respondents, 

one hundred and fourteen, experienced some deprivation in 

decision making in the decision area of Curriculum and 

Learning Experiences. Eighty-one of the respondents indicated 
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that they were happy with their present level of involvement 

in decision making while seven indicated that they required 

less involvement. 

A One Dimensional Chi-Square statistical calculation was used 

to determine the significance of the data. The results 

concluded that the difference among the three scores was 

significant to the 0.001 level. This indicated that the 

deprivation experienced by the majority of the respondents 

was highly significant. 

Data collected from Question 7 of the interviews supports the 

fact that teachers wanted more participation in the decision 

area of Curriculum and Learning Experiences. The majority of 

those teachers interviewed expressed the desire to have more 

control over the curriculum being taught in their schools, 

and to have the freedom to develop and implement effective 

learning strategies to meet the needs of the curriculum. 

SUH}fARY 

The data collected from the respondents indicated the 

following analysis: 

1) That the Principal is seen as the main decision maker in 

the decision area of Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 
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The decision point of Teacher was seen as having notable 

influence in decision making in the decision area of 

Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 

A majority (89%) of teachers indicated that they had some 

involvement in making decisions that affect the decision 

area of Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 

A majority (56%) of respondents indicated that they 

experienced some decisional deprivation and required more 

input on decisions related to the decision area of 

Curriculum and Learning Experiences. 

The data provided by the interviews supported the 

conclusions presented in Part D of the DPA analysis. The 

respondents indicated that they wanted more participation 

in the decision area of Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences. 
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C) PUPILS AND PUPIL ACTIVITIES - DECISION ITEMS 2, 9, 12, 16 

& 21 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

The analysis of the data gathered from the five related 

decision items is presented in Table 4.9. 

TABLE 4.9 

ANALYSIS OF DECISION ITEMS 2, 9, 12, 16 & 21 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

District Education Officer 
Deputy Principal 
M of E Personnel 
District SDO's 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 
Teacher 
District Superintendent 
School Decision Making Group 
P & C Association 
OTHER 
Administrative Team 
Whole Staff 
Parents 
School Psychologist 
Committee 

4 4/1010 0.00396 
55 55/1010 0.05445 
44 44/1010 0.04356 

416 416/1010 0.41188 
384 384/1010 0.38019 
2 2/1010 0.00198 

41 41/1010 0.04059 
2 2/1010 0.00198 

2 2/1010 0.00198 
42 42/1010 0.04158 
12 12/1010 0.01188 

2 2/1010 0.00198 
4 4/1010 0.00396 

The data indicates that the Principal = 0.41188) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker on 

matters concerning Pupils and Pupil Activities. The decision 

point of "Principal" scored four hundred and sixteen out of 

the possible one thousand and ten responses. 



Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

Table 4.9 indicates that the respondents saw themselves, the 

Teacher (P 0.38019), as having notable influence in 

decision making about issues concerning Pupils and Pupil 

Activities. 

Other decision points ranked by the respondents as having 

some lesser degree of influence in decision making were: 

Deputy Principal - P1  = 0.05445 

N of E Personnel - Pi  = 0.04356 

Whole Staff - Pi  = 0.04148 

S.D.M.G - P1  = 0.04059 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

this decision? 

Table 4.10 displays the data analysis of the five decision 

items for Part C of the Decision Point Analysis. The data 

indicates that the majority of responses were ranked under 

the decision point of "recommend the preferred decision" (P1  

= 0.42178). The second most highly ranked response was "make 

the decision" (P1  = 0.29801), followed by "provide 

information only" (P1  = 0.20297). By combining the tally of 

these three decision points (932/1010) the data indicates 

that the majority (92%) of respondents have some form of 
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participation in making decisions related to the decision 

area of Pupils and Pupil Activities. 

TABLE 4.10 

ANALYSIS OF PART C - DECISION ITEMS 2, 9, 12, 16 & 21 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION Pj 

Make the decision 301 301/1010 0.29801 
Recommend the preferred decision 426 426/1010 0.42178 
Provide information only 205 205/1010 0.20297 
None 78 78/1010 0.07722 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The data used for the analysis of Part D of the DPA is 

presented in Table 4.11. 

TABLE 4.11 

PART D - DECISION ITEMS 2, 9, 12, 16 & 21 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

Pupil and Pupil 
Activities: 108 86 8 

The data indicates that the majority (53%) of respondents, 

one hundred and eight, experienced some deprivation in 

decision making in the decision area of Pupils and Pupil 

Activities. 
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Eighty-six of the respondents indicated that they were happy 

with their current level of participation in decision making 

while eight indicated that they required less involvement. 

A One Dimensional Chi-Square statistical calculation was used 

to determine the significance of the data. The results 

concluded that the difference among the three scores was 

significant to the 0.001 level. This indicated that the 

deprivation experienced by the majority of respondents was 

highly significant. 

TTt% 

The data collected from the respondents indicated the 

following analysis: 

That the Principal is seen as the main decision maker in 

the decision area of Pupils and Pupil Activities. 

The decision point of Teacher was seen as having notable 

influence in decision making in the decision area of 

Pupils and Pupil Activities. 

A majority (92%) of respondents indicated that they had 

some involvement in making decisions that affect the 

decision area of Pupils and Pupil Activities. 



4) A majority (53%) of respondents indicated that they 

experienced some decisional deprivation and required more 

input on decisions related to the decision area of Pupils 

and Pupil Activities. 
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D) TEACHERS AND TEACHER ACTIVITIES - DECISION ITEMS 4, 5, 13, 

20 & 22 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

Table 4.12 displays the analysis of the data gathered from 

the five related decision items. 

TABLE 4.12 

ANALYSIS OF DECISION ITEMS 4, 5, 13, 20 & 22 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION Pj 

District Education Officer 
Deputy Principal 
M of E Personnel 
District SDO's 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 
Teacher 
District Superintendent 
School Decision Making Group 
P & C Association 
OTHER: 
Whole Staff 
Volunteer Staff 
Merit System 
Selection Panel 
Referees 
Administrative Team 
Committee 
Union 

6 6/1010 0.00594 
51 51/1010 0.05049 
78 78/1010 0.07722 

6 6/1010 0.00594 

591 591/1010 0.58514 
193 193/1010 0.19108 
14 14/1010 0.01386 
33 33/1010 0.03267 

19 19/1010 0.01881 
3 3/1010 0.00297 
4 4/1010 0.00396 
3 3/1010 0.00297 
2 2/1010 0.00198 
4 4/1010 0.00396 
2 2/1010 0.00198 
1 1/1010 0.00099 

The data indicates that the Principal (Pi  = 0.58514) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker on 

issues concerning Teachers and Teacher Activities. The 

decision point of Principal scored five hundred and ninety-

one out of the possible one thousand and ten responses. 
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Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

The data from Table 4.12 indicates that the respondents saw 

themselves, the teacher (Pi  = 0.19108), as having notable 

influence in decision making about issues concerning Teachers 

and Teacher Activities. Other decision points ranked by the 

respondents as having some lesser degree of influence in 

decision making were: 

N of E Personnel - Pi  = 0.07722 

Deputy Principal - Pi  = 0.05049 

S.D.M.G - Pi  = 0.03267 

Whole Staff - Pi  = 0.01881 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

this decision? 

The data analysis for the five decision items from Part C of 

the DPA is presented in Table 4.13. The data indicates that 

the majority of the respondents' responses were ranked under 

the decision point of "recommend the preferred decision" (P1  

= 0.31485). The second most highly ranked response was 

"provide information only" (P1  = 0.29207). The decision point 

of "none" was ranked third. It has to be noted that out of 

the five decision areas this was the highest "none" score 

recorded. 
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TABLE 4.13 

ANALYSIS OF PART C - DECISION ITEMS 4, 5, 13, 20 & 22 

DECISION POINT No  CHOICES PROPORTION Pi 

Make the decision 158 158/1010 0.15643 
Recommend the preferred decision 318 318/1010 0.31485 
Provide information only 295 295/1010 0.29207 

None 239 239/1010 0.23663 

By combining the scores of the three "participative" decision 

points it can be seen that the majority (76%) of the 

respondents have some form of participation in making 

decisions related to the decision area of Teachers and 

Teacher Activities: 

Make the decision 158/1010 

Recommend the preferred decision 318/1010 

Provide information only 295/1010 

Total = 771/1010 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The data analysis of Part D of the DPA is presented in Table 

4.14. The data indicates that the majority (62%) of 

respondents, one hundred and twenty-five, experienced some 

deprivation in decision making in the decision area of 

Teachers and Teacher Activities. Sixty of the respondents 

indicated that they were happy with their current level of 
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participation in decision making while seventeen indicated 

that they required less involvement. 

TABLE 4.14 

PART D - DECISION ITEMS - 4, 5, 13, 20 & 22 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

Teachers and Teacher 
Activities: 125 60 17 

A One Dimensional Chi-Square statistical calculation was used 

to determine the significance of the data. The results 

concluded that the difference among the three scores was 

significant to the 0.001 level. This indicated that the 

deprivation experienced by the majority of respondents was 

highly significant. 

Data collected from Question 7 of the interviews supports the 

fact that teachers wanted participation in areas concerning 

Teachers and Teachers activities. Some of the responses 

recorded were: 

People decisions. Those related to staff selection and the 

type of support to assist class teachers. 

All areas directly affecting classroom teaching and school 

based programmes. 
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Playground duty. 

Need more respect for, and acceptance of my ideas. Otherwise 

I think, why bother? 

Staff development days. 

Staff meeting agendas. 

All areas which directly influence us as teachers. 

SUMI4ARY 

The data collected from the respondents indicated the 

following analysis: 

That the Principal is seen as the main decision maker in 

the decision area of Teachers and Teacher Activities. 

The decision point of Teacher was seen as having notable 

influence in decision making in the decision area of 

Teachers and Teacher Activities. 

That the decision point of "none", under the heading of 

Teachers and Teacher Activities scored the highest rating 

out of any of the five decision areas. This indicated that 

out of all the five decision areas a higher proportion 

teachers felt that they had no control over decisions 



which were directly related to them. 

A majority (76%) of respondents indicated that they had 

some involvement in making decisions that affect the 

decision area of Teachers and Teacher Activities. 

A majority (62%) of respondents indicated that they 

experienced some decisional deprivation and required more 

input on decisions related to the decision area of 

Teachers and Teacher Activities. 

The data provided by the interviews supported the 

conclusions presented in Part D of the DPA analysis. The 

respondents indicated that they wanted more participation 

in the decision area of Teachers and Teacher Activities. 
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E) SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS - DECISION ITEMS 8, 11, 15, 24 

& 25 

Part A - Who makes the decision? 

Table 4.15 presents the data analysis of the five related 

decision items. 

TABLE 4.15 

ANALYSIS OF DECISION ITEMS 8, 11, 15, 24 & 25 

DECISION POINT No  CHOICES PROPORTION Pi 

District Education Officer 
Deputy Principal 
M of E Personnel 
District SDO's 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 
Teacher 
District Superintendent 
School Decision Making Group 
P & c Association 
OTHER: 
Whole Staff 
Administration Team 
School committee 
Public Relations Officer 

2 2/1010 0.00198 
31 31/1010 0.03069 

39 39/1010 0.03861 

1 1/1010 0.00099 

595 595/1010 0.58910 
141 141/1010 0.13960 
4 4/1010 0.00396 

101 101/1010 0.10000 
44 44/1010 0.04356 

45 45/1010 0.04455 
3 3/1010 0.00297 
2 2/1010 0.00198 
2 2/1010 0.00198 

The data indicates that the Principal = 0.58910) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker on 

issues concerning School-Community Relations. The decision 

point of "Principal" scored five hundred and ninety-five out 

of the possible one thousand and ten responses. 
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Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

Using the data presented in Table 4.15 it can be seen that 

two other groups have notable influence when making decisions 

concerning School-Community Relations. The decision points of 

Teacher (Pi = 0.13960) and School Decision Making Group (P = 

0.10000) were both highly ranked by the respondents. Other 

decision points ranked by the respondents of having some 

lesser degree of influence in decision making were: 

Whole Staff - Pi  = 0.04455 

P & C Association - Pi  = 0.04356 

M of E Personnel - Pi  = 0.03861 

Deputy Principal -  Pi   = 0.03069 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

this decision? 

The data analysis for the five decision items from Part C of 

the DPA is presented in Table 4.16. The data indicates that 

the majority (34%) of the respondents' responses were ranked 

under the decision point of "recommend the preferred 

decision" (Pi  = 0.34356). This was closely followed by the 

decision point "provide information only" (PL = 0.33861). 

"None" (PL = 0.16633) was ranked third while "make the 

decision" (Pi  = 0.15148) followed in last place. By combining 

the scores of the three "participative" decision points 



(842/1010) it can be seen that the majority (83%) of the 

respondents have some form of participation in making 

decision related to the decision area of School-Community 

Relations. 

TABLE 4.16 

ANALYSIS OF PART C - DECISION ITEMS 8, 11, 15, 24 & 25 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

Make the decision 153 153/1010 0.15148 

Recommend the preferred decision 347 347/1010 0.34356 

Provide information only 342 342/1010 0.33861 

None 168 168/1010 0.16633 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The data analysis of Part D of the DPA is presented in Table 

4.17.  

TABLE 4.17 

PART D - DECISION ITEMS 8, 11, 15, 24 & 25 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

School-Community 
Relations: 93 90 19 

The data indicates that a small majority (46%) of the 

respondents, ninety-three, felt some decisional deprivation 

in decision making in the decision area of School-Community 
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Relations. The deprivation score was closely followed by 

those respondents (ninety) who indicated a decisional state 

of equilibrium 

and were currently happy with their level of participation. 

Nineteen of the respondents indicated they required less 

participation. 

A One Dimensional Chi-Square statistical calculation was used 

to determine the significance of the data. The results 

concluded that the difference among the three scores was 

significant to the 0.001 level. Though the data was 

statistically significant it is noted that the difference 

between the deprivation and equilibrium scores was only 

minor. Therefore the deprivation experienced by the majority 

of respondents was only slightly significant. 

SUMMARY 

The data collected from the respondents indicated the 

following analysis: 

That the Principal is seen as the main decision maker in 

the decision area of School-community Relations. 

The decision points of Teacher and School Decision Making 

Group were seen as having notable influence in decision 

making in the decision area of School-Community Relations. 
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A majority (83%) of teachers indicated that they had some 

form of involvement in making decisions that affect the 

decision area of School-Community Relations. 

A small majority (46%) of the respondents 

indicated that they experienced some decisional 

deprivation and required more input on decisions related 

to the decision area of School-Community Relations. 

It has to be noted that ninety of the respondents 

indicated that they were happy with their current level of 

participation (equilibrium) in decision making in the 

decision area of School-Community Relations. 



F) ANALYSIS OF ALL TWENTY-FIVE DECISION ITEMS 

PART A - Who makes the decision? 

Table 4.18 presents the analysis of the data gathered from 

all twenty-five decision items. 

TABLE 4.18 

ANALYSIS OF ALL TWENTY-FIVE DECISION ITEMS 

DECISION POINT No CHOICES PROPORTION Pj 
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District Education Officer 
Deputy Principal 
M of E Personnel 
District SDO's 
Non-teaching Staff 
Principal 
Teacher 
District Superintendent 
School Decision Making Group 
P & C Association 
OTHER: 
Whole Staff 
Administrative Team 
Parents 
School Psychologist 
Committee 
Public Relations Officer 
Designated Staff 
Politician 
Union 
Coordinators 
Interested Staff 
Volunteer Staff 
Merit System 
Selection Panel 
Referees 
Grievance Committee 
Building Management Authority 
Cost Centre 
Finance Committee 
Principal's Wife 

22 22/5050 0.00435 
402 402/5050 0.07960 
282 282/5050 0.05584 
11 11/5050 0.00217 
1 1/5050 0.00019 

2552 2552/5050 0.50534 
1163 1163/5050 0.23029 
41 41/5050 0.00811 
280 280/5050 0.05544 
49 49/5050 0.00970 

159 159/5050 0.03148 
12 12/5050 0.00237 
12 12/5050 0.00237 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
14 14/5050 0.00277 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
4 4/5050 0.00079 
1 1/5050 0.00019 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
1 1/5050 0.00019 
3 3/5050 0.00059 
3 3/5050 0.00059 
4 4/5050 0.00079 
3 3/5050 0.00059 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
2 2/5050 0.00039 
14 14/5050 0.00277 
4 4/5050 0.00079 
1 1/5050 0.00019 
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The data for the twenty-five decision items (Table 4.18) 

clearly indicates that the Principal (P1  = 0.50534) was 

ranked by the respondents as the main decision maker in their 

schools. This conclusion is supported by the data collected 

for each of the five decision areas. 

Data gathered from Question 5 of the telephone interviews 

indicated that the majority (54%) of respondents saw the 

Principal as the main decision maker because he or she 

controlled the decision making process in their school. Seven 

(14%) respondents commented on the fact that they felt 

inhibited when participating in decision making because of 

overbearing Principals who had firm opinions on how the 

decision was going to be made. Some comments recorded were: 

The Principal is on the same committee. He is overbearing and 

prejudice to what he wants. 

The Principal condemns all ideas if they do not follow her 

philosophy. 

We are more than often told what we will be doing. When we 

are given the opportunity to comment we know the decision has 

already been made. 
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Part B - What other people participate in making the 

decision? 

The data presented in Table 4.18 indicates that the 

respondents saw themselves, the Teacher (P1  = 0.23029), as 

having notable influence in making decisions over the twenty-

five decision items. This conclusion is supported by the data 

collected for each decision area. The decision point of 

Teacher was ranked by the respondents in either second or 

third place. Other decision points ranked by the respondents 

as having some lesser degree of influence in decision making 

were: 

Deputy Principal - Pi  = 0.07960 

M of E Personnel - Pi  = 0.05584 

S.D.M.G. - P1  = 0.05555 

Whole Staff - P1  = 0.03148 

Part C - What is the nature of your participation in making 

the decision? 

The data analysis for the twenty-five decision items for Part 

C of the DPA is presented in Table 4.19. The data indicates 

that the majority (36%) of the respondents' responses were 

ranked under the decision point of "recommend the preferred 

decision" (P1  = 0.36554). "Provide information only" (P1  = 

0.27762) and "make the decision" (P1  = 0.15148) were ranked 

second and third respectively by the respondents. 



TABLE 4.19 

ANALYSIS FOR PART C OF THE DPA 

DECISION POINT No  CHOICES PROPORTION P1  

Make the decision 1011 1011/5050 0.15148 
Recommend the preferred decision 1846 1846/5050 0.36554 
Provide information only 1402 1402/5050 0.27762 
None 791 791/5050 0.15663 

By combining the totals of the three "participative" decision 

points (4259/5050) it can be seen that the majority (84%) of 

the respondents have some form of participation in decision 

making across the twenty-five decision items. 

Part D - What participation would you prefer? 

The analysis for Part D of the DPA is presented in Table 

4.20. The data indicates that in each of the five decision 

areas the majority of the respondents felt some decisional 

deprivation. The decision areas of School Administration and, 

Teacher and Teacher Activities were ranked particularly 

highly by the respondents. 

An ANOVA statistical calculation was used to test the 

significance of the data. When comparing the deprivation 

scores to the equilibrium scores, the data was significant to 

the 0.01 level. When comparing the deprivation scores to the 

saturation scores, the data was significant to the 0.001 

level. It can be concluded from the data that the deprivation 
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felt by the majority (56%) of respondents over the twenty-

five decision items is significant. This would indicate that 

the majority of respondents in this study wanted more 

participation in decision making in their schools. 

This conclusion is supported by the data gathered from 

Question 4 of the interview schedule. The majority (58%) of 

the fifty respondents interviewed indicated that they desired 

more participation in decision making in their schools. Out 

of the fifty respondents interviewed, twenty-nine desired 

more participation, nineteen desired the same amount of 

participation while two required less participation in 

decision making. 

TABLE 4.20 

ANALYSIS OF PART D OF THE DPA 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

n=202 n=202 n=202 

School Administration 129 I 66 I 7 

Curriculum and Learning 
Experiences 114 I 81 I 

Pupils and Pupil 
Activities 108 86 8 

Teachers and Teacher 
Activities 125 60 17 

School-Community 
Relations 93 90 19 
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SUMMARY 

The data collected from the respondents for all twenty-five 

decision items indicates the following analysis: 

The Principal is seen as the main decision maker in the 

school. 

The decision point of Teacher is seen as having notable 

influence in decision making. 

The majority (84%) of respondents indicated that they have 

some form of participation in decision making. 

The majority (58%) of respondents indicated that they 

experienced some decisional deprivation and required more 

input in decision making in their schools. This conclusion 

is supported by the data gathered from Question 4 of the 

interview schedule. 
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4.4 SECTION TWO - THE SIX RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The data analysis for this section is based on Jansen's 

research model. Jansen (1979) wrote: 

The directional value and decisional state for each decision 

item is then computed by assigning the following values to 

the desired participation as indicated in Part D of the DPA. 

PART D 

Possible Answers Value Decisional State 

As above in "c" 0 Equilibrium 

Less participation +1 Saturation 

More participation -1 Deprivation 

To ascertain the decisional state for each of the five 

decision areas, the directional values for each decision item 

are summed and an algebraic figure is obtained ranging from - 

5 to +5 (p.  91). 

The researcher, like Jansen, concentrated his analysis of the 

six research questions by using the deprivation scores listed 

for each of the five decision areas. 

Percentage scores were calculated for each sub-group to give 

a more accurate analysis of any relationships or differences 

between the sub-groups. 
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A t-Test for Independent Samples was used to determine if 

there was any statistical significance between each of the 

sub-groups. The percentage scores for each decision area 

provided the data for each statistical calculation. 

A) RESEARCH QUESTION 1 

Is there a relationship between the responses of teachers 

engaged in either the Junior Primary or Primary level and 

their decisional state in each of the five decision areas? 

Table 4.21 presents the decisional states for the sixty-three 

junior primary and one hundred and thirty-nine primary school 

teachers. 

TABLE 4.21 

TEACHING LEVEL - JUNIOR PRIMARY OR PRIMARY LEVEL 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION 

JP P 
n=63 n=13 

SATURATION 

JP P 
n=63 n=1 

41 
(65%) 

33 
(52%) 

37 
(59%) 

36 
(57%) 

28 
(44%) 

87 
(63%) 

82 
(59%) 

69 
(50%) 

87 
(63%) 

64 
(46%) 

EQUIL: 

JP 
n=63 

22 
(35%) 

30 
(48%) 

24 
(38%) 

22 
(35%) 

32 
(51%)  

:BRIUM 

P 
n= 139 

45 
(32%) 

50 
(36%) 

63 
(45%) 

39 
(28%) 

53 
(42%)  

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

2 
(3%) 

5 
(8%) 

3 
(5%) 

School Admin 

Curriculum 

Pupils 

Teachers 

Community 

7 
(5%) 

7 
(5%) 

7 
(5%) 

13 
(9%) 

16 
(12%) 
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The data presented in Table 4.21 indicates that the majority 

of respondents teaching in either the junior primary or 

primary levels of their schools experienced some decisional 

deprivation. The decision areas of School Administration, and 

Teachers and Teachers Activities were ranked particularly 

highly by both sub-groups. The decision area of School-

Community Relations was ranked lowest by both sub-groups. 

The primary respondents indicated a greater level of 

decisional deprivation over four of the five decision areas. 

The data gathered from the telephone interviews supports this 

finding. The majority of primary respondents experienced 

decisional deprivation and saw their participation in 

decision making as being greatly "nonfunctional". Associated 

with the higher level of decisional deprivation was a higher 

percentage of respondents who indicated feelings of 

dissatisfaction with participative decision making. The 

majority (78%) of primary respondents interviewed indicated 

that they desired more participation with a greater 

allocation of time to allow for effective decision making 

processes. 

The data from Table 4.21 indicates that the junior primary 

respondents experienced a higher decisional state of 

equilibrium over four of the five decision areas. This is 

supported by the interview data where the majority of junior 

primary respondents indicated that they required the same 

amount of participation in decision making. A higher 
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percentage (61%) of junior primary respondents indicated that 

their participation in decision making was "functional" and 

that the majority gained satisfaction from participating. 

These respondents indicated that they were less inhibited 

when participating in decision making and the majority were 

satisfied with the amount of time allocated in their schools 

for decision making process. 

Table 4.21 indicates that the junior primary respondents 

experienced more decisional deprivation in the decision areas 

of School Administration, and Pupils and Pupil Activities. 

Those respondents teaching in the primary section of the 

school experienced more decisional deprivation in the 

decision areas of Curriculum and Learning Experiences, 

Teachers and Teacher Activities, and School-Community 

Relations. Though the data does indicate differences in the 

deprivation scores of the two sub-groups a t-Test for 

Independent Samples indicates that the difference is not 

statistically significant. When analysing the equilibrium 

scores (t-Test) no significant differences can be attributed 

to either of the sub-groups. The difference between the 

saturation scores of the two sub-groups was significant to 

the 0.10 level (t-Test). This indicated that a greater 

percentage of primary school respondents desired less 

participation in decision making than did the junior primary 

respondents. 



175 

When analysing the data presented for Research Question 1 and 

the relationship between the responses of the two sub-groups, 

it can be concluded that: 

A majority of both the junior primary and primary 

respondents experienced some form of decisional 

deprivation. 

No significant difference could be drawn between the 

deprivation and equilibrium scores for both sub-groups. 

The telephone interviews support the data presented in 

Table 4.21. Though there is no significant difference 

between the two sub-groups the interview data indicates 

that a majority of junior primary respondents indicated a 

decisional state of equilibrium and gained more 

satisfaction from participating in decision making. The 

primary respondents interviewed indicated a greater 

decisional state of deprivation and were less satisfied 

with their participation in decision making. 

The telephone interview data concludes that the junior 

primary respondents were more satisfied with their 

participation in decision making. The majority (61%) of 

these respondents saw their participation in decision 

making as being "functional". 

A greater percentage of primary school respondents 

experienced decisional saturation (significant to 0.01). 
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This research concludes that though there are differences 

between the deprivation scores of junior primary and primary 

respondents they are not significant. It can be said that a 

majority of junior primary and primary respondents equally 

share a greater desire for participation in decision making 

in their schools. 

Jansen's 1979 research concluded that junior primary teachers 

desired more participation in the decision areas of Pupils 

and Pupil Activities, and Curriculum and Learning 

Experiences. Primary teachers desired more participation in 

the decision area of School-Community Relations. 

A parallel can be seen between both studies as each has 

concluded that junior primary teachers require more 

participation in Pupils and Pupil Activities while Primary 

teachers require more participation in the decision area of 

School-Community Relations. 
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B) RESEARCH QUESTION 2 

Is there a relationship between the responses of male or 

female teachers and their decisional state in each of the 

five decision areas? 

Table 4.22 presents the decisional states for the sixty-one 

male and one hundred and forty-one female respondents. 

TABLE 4.22 

GENDER - MALE OR FEMALE TEACHERS 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION 

M I  F 
r,zr.l r=l 

EQUILIBRIUM 

M I F 
n= 141 

SATURATION 

M I  F 

School Admin 

Curriculum 

Pupils 

Teachers 

Community 

35 
(57%) 

34 
(56%) 

26 
(43%) 

33 
(54%) 

24 
(39%) 

94 
(67%) 

82 
(58%) 

81 
(57%) 

92 
(65%) 

68 
(48%) 

23 
(38%) 

23 
(38%) 

31 
(51%) 

19 
(31%) 

29 
(48%) 

43 
(30%) 

56 
(40%) 

55 
(39%) 

41 
(29%) 

63 
(45%) 

3 
(5%) 

4 
(6%) 

4 
(6%) 

9 
(15%) 

8 
(13%) 

4 
(3%) 

3 
(2%) 

5 
(4%) 

8 
(6%) 

10 
(7%) 

The data presented in Table 4.22 indicates that the majority 

of respondents, male and female, felt some decisional 

deprivation. The female respondents experienced greater 

decisional deprivation in all five of the decision areas than 

did their male colleagues. The telephone interview data 
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supports this finding. The majority (82%) of female 

respondents indicated that they required more participation 

in decision making. These respondents experienced higher 

levels of dissatisfaction and indicated that they often felt 

inhibited when participating in decision making. Some 

comments recorded were: 

The Principal is on the same committee. He is overbearing and 

prejudice to what he wants. 

Many teachers at this school have been here for a long time 

and do not like change. Sometimes I feel uncomfortable 

voicing my opinion. 

The majority (73%) of male respondents interviewed were 

generally more satisfied with their participation in decision 

making than their female counterparts. These respondents 

recorded higher levels of equilibrium over four of the five 

decision areas and the majority were satisfied with the 

amount of time allocated in their schools for decision 

making. In the decision area of Pupils and Pupil Activities 

the majority (51%) of male respondents were ranked under the 

decisional state of equilibrium. This was contradictory to 

the female respondents who indicated that they required more 

participation. The decision areas of School Administration, 

and Teachers and Teacher Activities, and Curriculum and 

Learning Experiences were ranked particularly highly by both 

sub-groups. School-Community Relations was ranked the lowest 
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by both sub-groups. Though the data does indicate differences 

in the deprivation scores of the two sub-groups a t-Test for 

Independent Samples indicates that the difference is not 

statistically significant. When analysing the equilibrium 

scores (t-Test) no significant differences can be attributed 

to either of the sub-groups. The difference between the 

saturation scores of the two sub-groups was significant to 

the 0.10 level (t-Test). This indicates that a greater 

percentage of male respondents desired less participation in 

decision making than did the female respondents. 

When analysing the data presented for Research Question 2 and 

the relationship between the responses of the two sub-groups, 

it can be concluded that: 

A majority of both male and female respondents experienced 

some form of decisional deprivation. 

The female respondents indicated a greater level of 

deprivation across all five decision areas than did their 

male colleagues. This conclusion is supported by the data 

gathered from the telephone interviews. 

The interview data concludes that a greater percentage 

(64%) of female respondents felt inhibited when 

participating in decision making. This resulted in the 

majority of respondents indicating feelings of 

dissatisfaction when participating in decision making. 



Though there was some difference in the deprivation scores 

between the two sub-groups it was not statistically 

significant. This was also true of the Equilibrium scores. 

A greater percentage of male respondents experienced 

decisional saturation (significant to 0.01). 

This research concludes that though there are differences 

between the deprivation scores of the male and female 

respondents they are not significant. It can be said that a 

majority of male and female respondents equally share a 

greater desire for participation in decision making in their 

schools. 

The findings of the research concludes that there is a 

significant difference between the saturation scores of the 

two sub-groups. The male respondents recorded higher levels 

of decisional saturation than did the female respondents. It 

can be concluded that the male respondents have been drawn 

upon more heavily for participation in decision making and 

the data now indicates that they want less of it. 

Jansen's research concluded that female teachers expressed 

more desire to participate in the decision areas of 

Curriculum and Learning Experiences, and Pupils and Pupil 

Activities. Male teachers expressed more desire to 

participate in the decision area of Teachers and Teacher 

Activities. 
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C) RESEARCH QUESTION 3 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers with less than ten years or greater than ten years 

teaching experience? 

Table 4.23 presents the decisional states for the seventy-

five respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

and the one hundred and twenty-seven respondents with greater 

than ten years teaching experience. 

TABLE 4.23 

TEACHING EXPERIENCE - LESS THAN OR GREATER THAN TEN YEARS 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION 

<10 >10 

r=7c I n=19 

EQUIL: 

<10 

n=7 5 

>10 

n=127 

SATURATION 

<10 >10 

r7t ri=l 

School Admin 

Curriculum 

Pupils 

51 

(68%) 

44 

(59%) 

45 

(43%) 

78 

(61%) 

72 

(57%) 

62 

(57%) 

23 

(31%) 

30 

(40%) 

28 

(51%) 

43 

(34%) 

49 

(38%) 

58 

(39%) 

1 

(1%) 

1 

(1%) 

2 
(3%) 

6 

(10%) 

6 

(5%) 

7 

(5%) 

Teachers 46 79 21 39 8 9 
(61%) (62%) (28%) (31%) (11%) (7%) 

Community 34 58 35 56 6 13 

(45%) (46%) (47%) (44%) (8%) (10%) 

The data presented in Table 4.23 indicates that the majority 

of respondents, with less than or greater than ten years 

teaching experience, experienced some decisional deprivation. 
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Respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

experienced more decisional deprivation in the decision areas 

of Curriculum and Learning Experiences, School Administration 

and School-Community Relations. The respondents with greater 

than ten years teaching experience experienced more 

decisional deprivation in the decision areas of Pupils and 

Pupil Activities and, Teachers and Teacher Activities. This 

indicates that the respondents with less than ten years 

teaching experience experienced slightly more deprivation 

(three out of the five decision areas) than their colleagues 

with greater than ten years teaching experience. 

The data gathered from the telephone interviews supports the 

above findings. A higher percentage (77%) of respondents with 

less than ten years teaching experience experienced 

decisional deprivation. These respondents indicated higher 

levels of dissatisfaction when participating in decision 

making and saw their participation as being generally 

"nonfunctional". A higher percentage (68%) of these 

respondents stated that they often felt inhibited when 

participating in decision making and required more time to be 

set aside to allow for effective decision making processes. 

Respondents with greater than ten years teacher experience 

indicated that they were more confident and prepared to have 

their say when participating in decision making. They were 

more satisfied with their participation and indicated that 

adequate time was allocated for them to participate in 

decision making. 
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Table 4.23 indicates that the decision areas of School 

Administration and, Teachers and Teacher Activities were 

ranked particularly highly by both sub-groups. It is 

interesting to note that the respondents with less than ten 

years teaching experience felt less decisional deprivation in 

the decision area of Pupils and Pupil Activities than did 

those respondents with greater than ten years teaching 

experience. The decision area of School-Community Relations 

was ranked lowest by both sub-groups. 

Though the data does indicate differences in the deprivation 

scores of the two sub-groups a t-Test for Independent Samples 

indicates that the difference is not statistically 

significant. When analysing the equilibrium and saturation 

scores no significant differences can be attributed to the 

sub-groups. 

When answering Research Question 3, and the relationships 

between the two sub-groups it can be concluded that: 

A majority of respondents, with teaching experience of 

either less than ten years or greater than ten years, 

experienced some decisional deprivation. 

Respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

indicated slightly more decisional deprivation than those 

with greater than ten years teaching experience. This 

finding is supported by the telephone interviews. 
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Though there was some difference in the deprivation scores 

between the two sub-groups it was not statistically 

significant. This was also true of the equilibrium and 

saturation scores. 

The interview data indicates that the majority (77%) of 

respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

experienced decisional deprivation. These respondents were 

generally dissatisfied with their participation and 

required more time to be allocated for effective decision 

making processes. 

This research concludes that though there are differences 

between the deprivation scores of those respondents with less 

than ten years teaching experience and those with greater 

than ten years teaching experience it is not significant. It 

can be said that a majority of respondents equally share a 

greater desire for participation in decision making in their 

schools. 

Jansen's research concluded that teachers with less than ten 

years teaching experience expressed a greater desire for 

participation in decision making than those teachers with 

greater than ten years teaching experience. 
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D) RESEARCH QUESTION 4 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers who aspire for promotion and those teachers who do 

not aspire for promotion and their decisional state in each 

of the five decision areas? 

Table 4.24 presents the decisional states for the seventy-one 

respondents who aspired for promotion and the one hundred and 

thirty-one respondents who did not aspire for promotion. 

TABLE 4.24 

PROMOTION - TEACHERS ASPIRING OR NOT ASPIRING FOR PROMOTION 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION 

YES I  NO 
=71 r= 

EQUILIBRIUM 

YES NO 
r=71 r=l 

SATURATION 

YES I  NO 
=71 yi= 

School Admin 42 87 28 38 1 6 
(59%) (64%) (39%) (29%) (2%) (5%) 

Curriculum 39 76 29 51 3 4 

(55%) (58%) (41%) (39%) (4%) (3%) 

Pupils 33 74 36 50 2 7 

(46%) (57%) (51%) (38%) (3%) (5%) 

Teachers 41 84 23 37 7 10 

(58%) (64%) (32%) (28%) (10%) (8%) 

community 29 63 35 56 7 12 

(41%) (48%) (49%) (43%) (10%) (9%) 

The data presented in Table 4.24 indicates that a majority of 

respondents, aspiring or not aspiring for promotion, 

experienced some form of decisional deprivation. The decision 
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areas of School Administration, Teachers and Teacher 

Activities and, Curriculum and Learning Experiences were 

ranked particularly highly by the majority of respondents. 

When analysing the scores on Table 4.24 the respondents not 

aspiring for promotion recorded higher deprivation scores 

across all five decision areas than those respondents 

aspiring for promotion. The data gathered from the telephone 

interviews supports this finding. The majority (70%) of 

respondents not aspiring for promotion indicated that their 

involvement in decision making was generally "nonfunctional", 

resulting in dissatisfaction with their participation in the 

decision making process. With this dissatisfaction was a 

request for more time to be allocated to allow for effective 

participation in decision making. A high percentage (79%) of 

these respondents indicated that they felt inhibited when 

participating in decision making. 

The vast majority (88%) of those respondents interviewed who 

aspired for promotion indicated that their involvement in 

decision making was "functional". This majority indicated 

that they gained satisfaction from participating in decision 

making but they also experienced decisional deprivation and 

required more participation. A common argument put forward by 

this group of respondents was that they were satisfied with 

their participation in their schools but they wanted more 

control over decisions being imposed upon them by the 

Ministry of Education. 
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Though the data indicates differences in the deprivation 

scores of the two sub-groups a t-Test for Independent Samples 

indicates that the difference is not statistically 

significant. This is also true of the equilibrium and 

saturation scores. 

When analysing the data presented for Research Question 3 and 

the relationship between the responses of the two sub-groups, 

it can be concluded that: 

A majority of respondents, those aspiring or not aspiring 

for promotion, felt some decisional deprivation. 

The respondents not aspiring for promotion indicated a 

greater decisional state of deprivation across all five 

decision areas. This finding is supported by the telephone 

interviews. 

Though there was a difference in the deprivation scores 

between the two subgroups it was not statistically 

significant. This was also true of the equilibrium and 

saturation scores. 

The telephone interview data concludes that the majority 

(70%) of respondents with no current aspirations for 

promotion saw their participation in decision making as 

being nonfunctional. These respondents were dissatisfied 

with their participation and required more time to be 



allocated for effective decision making processes. 

This research concludes that though there are differences 

between the deprivation scores of the two sub-groups they are 

not significant. It can be said that a majority of 

respondents equally share a desire for greater participation 

in decision making. 

Jansen's research concluded that teachers being assessed for 

promotion expressed a state of decisional deprivation across 

all five decision areas. 

A parallel can be drawn between both studies as each has 

indicated that the majority of respondents aspiring for 

promotion expressed decisional deprivation across all five 

decision areas. 



E) RESEARCH QUESTION 5 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers with academic qualifications of three years and less 

and those teachers who have qualifications of greater than 

three year status and their decisional state in each of the 

five decision areas? 

Table 4.25 presents the decisional states for the one hundred 

and three respondents with qualification of three years or 

less and the ninety-nine respondents with qualifications of 

greater than three years. 

TABLE 4.25 

ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION 

<3 
n=103 

School Admin 64 

>3 
n=99 

EQUILIBRIUM 

<3 
n=103 

>3 
n=99 

SATURATION 

<3 
n=103 

>3 
n=99 

65 37 29 2 5 
(62%) (66%) (36%) (29%) (2%) (5%) 

Curriculum 62 53 39 41 2 5 
(60%) (54%) (30%) (41%) (2%) (5%) 

Pupils 53 54 47 39 3 6 
(51%) (55%) (46%) (39%) (3%) (6%) 

Teachers 64 61 32 28 7 10 
(62%) (62%) (31%) (28%) (7%) (10%) 

Community 44 50 52 37 7 12 
(43%) (51%) (50%) (37%) (7%) (12%) 
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The data presented in Table 4.25 indicates that the majority 

of respondents with academic qualifications of either three 

years or less or greater than three years, experienced some 

form of decisional deprivation. 

Respondents with qualification of three years or less 

experienced greater decisional deprivation in the decision 

area of Curriculum and Learning Experiences. Respondents with 

qualifications of greater than three years experienced 

greater decisional deprivation in the decision areas of 

School Administration, Pupils and Pupil Activities and, 

Community-School Relations. Both sub-groups recorded equal 

decisional deprivation scores in the decision area of 

Teachers and Teacher Activities. The decision areas of School 

Administration and, Teachers and Teacher Activities were 

ranked highly by both sub-groups. The decision area of 

School-Community Relations was ranked the lowest. 

The data indicates that the respondents with qualifications 

of greater than three years experienced more decisional 

deprivation over three of the five decision areas than did 

their colleagues with qualifications of three years or less. 

This finding is supported by the data gathered from the 

telephone interviews. The majority (79%) of respondents with 

qualifications of greater than three years indicated that 

they experienced decisional deprivation and required more 

participation in decision making. Though these respondents 

indicated decisional deprivation they also experienced high 
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levels of satisfaction when participating in decision making 

processes. A common argument expressed by this group was that 

their participation in their schools was "functional" but 

they experienced decisional deprivation because of decisions 

being imposed upon them by the Ministry of Education. These 

respondents wanted the education system to be more 

decentralised allowing for more decision making powers to be 

handed over to schools and teachers in general. 

Though the data does indicate differences in the deprivation 

scores of the two sub-groups a t-Test of Independent Samples 

indicates that the difference is not statistically 

significant. This is also true for the equilibrium and 

saturation scores. 

When analysing the data presented for Research Question 5 and 

the relationship between the responses of the two sub-groups, 

it can be concluded that: 

A majority of all respondents experienced some decisional 

deprivation. 

Respondents with academic qualifications of greater than 

three years indicated slightly more decisional deprivation 

than those respondents with qualifications of three years 

or less. This finding is supported by the interview data. 
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The telephone interview data indicates that the 

respondents with academic qualifications of greater than 

three years desired more participation in decision making. 

The majority (67%) of these respondents experienced 

functional participation in their schools but required 

greater control over decisions being imposed upon them by 

the Ministry of Education. 

Though there was some difference in the deprivation scores 

between the two sub-groups it was not statistically 

significant. This was also true of the Equilibrium and 

Saturation scores. 

This research concludes that though there are differences 

between the deprivation scores of the two sub-groups they are 

not significant. It can be said that a majority of 

respondents equally share a desire for greater participation 

in decision making. 

Jansen's research concluded that teachers with higher 

qualifications expressed a desire for greater participation. 

The results of this study supports Jansen's conclusion in 

that the majority of respondents with qualification of 

greater than three years, experienced decisional deprivation 

across all five decision areas. 
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F) RESEARCH QUESTION 6 

Is there a relationship between the responses of those 

teachers who are teaching in country areas and those who are 

teaching in the metropolitan area and their decisional state 

in each of the five decision areas? 

Table 4.26 presents the decisional states for the eighty-one 

respondents teaching in country areas and the one hundred and 

twenty-one respondents teaching in the metropolitan area. 

TABLE 4.26 

COUNTRY OR METROPOLITAN TEACHING SERVICE 

DECISION AREA DEPRIVATION EQUILIBRIUM SATURATION 

MC 
M C M C 

n=12 n=81 n=121 n=81 n=121 n=8 

School Admin 83 46 34 32 4 3 
(69%) (57%) (28%) (39%) (3%) (4%) 

Curriculum 74 41 43 36 4 4 
(61%) (51%) (36%) (44%) (3%) (5%) 

Pupils 72 35 45 41 4 5 
(60%) (43%) (37%) 51%) (3%) (6%) 

Teachers 82 43 34 26 5 12 
(68%) (53%) (28%) (32%) (4%) (15%) 

Community 68 23 44 48 9 10 
(56%) (28%) (36%) (59%) (8%) (13%) 

The data presented in Table 4.26 indicates that the majority 

of respondents experienced some decisional deprivation. 

The respondents from the metropolitan area experienced 

greater decisional deprivation across all five decision areas 
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than did those teaching in the country. The decision areas of 

School Administration and, Teachers and Teacher Activities 

were ranked particularly highly by both sub-groups. The 

decision area of School-Community Relations was ranked the 

lowest by both sub-groups. Country respondents in particular 

recorded lower levels of deprivation (28%) and indicated that 

the majority (59%) were happy with their level of involvement 

in this decision area. The interview data supports this 

finding as several country teachers explained that they lived 

and worked in small communities where parents were very 

supportive of their local school. This support lead to good 

relations between the teaching staff and parents. 

The data does indicate differences in the deprivation levels 

between the two sub-groups. A t-Test for Independent Samples 

concludes that the differences in the deprivation scores 

between the two sub-groups is statistically significant to 

the 0.05 level. This indicates that the respondents from the 

metropolitan area felt greater decisional deprivation in 

decision making than did their country colleagues. 

This finding is supported by the interview data as the 

responses from the respondents from the metropolitan schools 

tended to be more negative than of those from country 

schools. 

A higher percentage (53%) of metropolitan respondents saw 

their participation as being nonfunctional, resulting in the 
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majority (74%) experiencing decisional deprivation and 

dissatisfaction when participating in decision making. 

The majority (75%) of respondents interviewed from country 

schools were more satisfied with their participation in 

decision making. Many respondents commented that because of 

the size of the school and the number of teachers employed 

they were given more opportunity to participate in decision 

making. Several commented that even at an early stage in 

their teaching careers they were given many responsibilities 

as there were a limited number of staff to carry out several 

tasks. The majority of country respondents stated that enough 

time was allocated for decision making processes as a lot of 

discussion was held informally in the staffroom at recess and 

lunch times. It is interesting to note that a higher 

percentage (25%) of country teachers indicated that they 

often felt inhibited when participating in decision making. 

Many of those interviewed were in their first five years of 

teaching and explained they often felt inhibited when 

participating in decision making because they believed that 

the more experienced teachers on the staff would not accept 

their ideas, or that they lacked the expertise to offer an 

opinion on certain issues at this early stage of their 

career. 

When analysing the data for the equilibrium scores a t-Test 

for Independent Samples concludes that the decisional 

deprivation felt between the two sub-groups is statistically 

significant to the 0.05 level. The respondents teaching in 
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country schools indicated a greater decisional state of 

equilibrium than did their metropolitan colleagues. The 

saturation scores of the two sub-groups were calculated not 

to be statistically significant. 

When analysing the data presented for Research Question 6 and 

the relationships between the responses of the two sub-

groups, it can be concluded that: 

A majority of respondents experienced some form of 

decisional deprivation. 

The respondents teaching in the metropolitan area 

indicated a greater feeling of decisional deprivation 

across all five decision areas than did their country 

colleagues. This finding is supported by the interview 

data. 

The data concludes that the decisional deprivation 

recorded between the two sub-groups is statistically 

significant to the 0.05 level. This indicates that the 

respondents in the metropolitan area experience greater 

decisional deprivation than those respondents in the 

country. 

The telephone interview data indicated that the majority 

(74%) of respondents from the metropolitan area 

experienced higher levels of decisional deprivation. These 



respondents saw their participation as being 

"nonfunctional" which in turn lead to feelings of 

dissatisfaction with decision 

making processes. 

5) Respondents teaching in country schools indicated a 

greater decisional state of equilibrium (significant to 

0.05) than did those teaching in the metropolitan area. 

This research concludes that the decisional deprivation 

experienced between the respondents teaching in the 

metropolitan area and the country is significant. Though the 

majority of respondents indicated that they wanted more 

participation in decision making it was those respondents 

from the metropolitan area who recorded a greater decisional 

state of deprivation. 

SUMMARY 

The data from Section Two of this paper makes the following 

conclusions: 

The majority of respondents indicated a decisional state 

of deprivation across all five decision areas (see Table 

4.19). 

The decision areas of School Administration and, Teachers 

and Teaching Activities recorded the highest decisional 
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deprivation scores across all six research questions. 

The decision area of School-Community Relations recorded 

the lowest deprivation score across all six research 

questions. 

Though the Decision Point Analysis data indicated 

differences in the decisional deprivation scores across 

all six research questions it was only in Research 

Question 6 that the difference was statistically 

significant. 

The data from the telephone interviews supported the 

findings of the Decision Point Analysis instrument. The 

interview data provided further analysis of the 

relationships between each sub-group for each of the 

variables in the six research questions. Due to this the 

following conclusions have been drawn: 

Primary respondents expressed higher levels of decisional 

deprivation than did the junior primary respondents. The 

junior primary respondents saw their participation as 

being more functional. The Primary respondents indicated 

higher levels of dissatisfaction with their participation 

in decision making. 

Female respondents expressed higher levels of decisional 

deprivation than did the male respondents. The female 
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respondents were more inhibited when participating in 

decision making. The male respondents gained more 

satisfaction from participating in decision making. 

Respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

expressed higher levels of decisional deprivation than did 

those teachers with greater than ten years experience. 

Respondents with less than ten years teaching experience 

tended to be more inhibited when participating in decision 

making. Respondents with greater than ten years teaching 

experience tended to be more satisfied with their level of 

involvement in decision making. 

Respondents not aspiring for promotion expressed higher 

levels of decisional deprivation than did those 

respondents who aspired for promotion. Respondents not 

aspiring for promotion generally saw their participation 

as being mainly nonfunctional and were dissatisfied with 

their involvement in decision making. 

Respondents with academic qualification of greater than 

three years expressed higher levels of decisional 

deprivation than did those respondents with qualifications 

of three years or less. 

Respondents from the metropolitan area expressed higher 

levels of decisional deprivation than did those 

respondents from the country. Respondents from the 
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metropolitan area generally saw their participation as 

being nonfunctional and expressed feelings of 

dissatisfaction with decision making processes in their 

schools. 

Those respondents experiencing the highest level of 

decisional deprivation tended to experience 

dissatisfaction with participative decision making. The 

majority of these respondents required more time to be 

allocated for effective participative decision making 

process. 

Those respondents experiencing the highest level of 

decisional deprivation tended to view their participation 

in decision making as being nonfunctional. 

4.5 SUMMARY 

This chapter has provided an analysis of the data collected 

from the Decision Point Analysis instrument and the Telephone 

Interviews. Each section of this chapter has provided short 

summaries of the findings. 

The next chapter, titled Summary, Conclusions and 

Recommendations, will provide a detailed analysis of the 

findings related to the current literature from which the 

conclusions of the research will be drawn. 



201 

CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the 

study, examine the conclusions of the study and their 

implications related to the research questions identified in 

Chapter 1, and to make recommendations for further research. 

5.2 SUMMARY 

The aim of this study was to investigate Primary School 

teacher participation in decision making in West Australian 

Government Primary and District High Schools. 

The study is an expansion of research carried out by Jansen 

in 1979. Jansen used the Decision Point Analysis model for a 

case study. As part of her conclusions she suggested that her 

research be taken further and data gathered from a larger 

sample group of Primary School teachers. 

The study was threefold in its purpose. Firstly, the study 

set out to determine whom teachers see as the main decision 

maker in their schools. Secondly, the study set out to 

determine the decisional state that exists among primary 

school teachers and thirdly, the study set out to examine and 
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answer questions relating to relationships that exist between 

certain demographic variables and the decisional states of 

teachers in the five selected decision areas. 

The review of literature was structured around seven focusing 

themes: 

Decision Making - A definition, 

stages of Decision Making - How decisions are made, 

Decision Making - Constraints and Values, 

Participative Decision Making - A definition and theory, 

Administration and Participative Decision Making - 

Benefits, 

Teachers and Participative Decision Making - Benefits, and 

Related Research. 

Each theme developed an understanding of decision making 

processes, the value of participative decision making and a 

review of research which focused on determining the level of 

teacher participation in decision making and variables which 

may affect their level of participation. 

The research model used for this study can be best described 

as descriptive research. A survey methodology of 

questionnaires and telephone interviews were used to collect 

the data needed to answer the three research questions set 

out in Chapter 1. 
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Chapter 4 provides an analysis the data collected f or each 

section of the research and presents the findings in summary 

form. 

5.3 CONCLUSIONS 

The findings analysed in Chapter 4 are reviewed here. From 

this analysis conclusions will be drawn. 

The conclusions will be presented in two sections: 

Section 1 - Conclusions determined from the Decision Point 

Analysis model related to each decision area. 

Section 2 - Conclusions determined from data related to the 

six research questions. 

5.4 SECTION ONE - THE DECISION POINT ANALYSIS 

From the findings gathered from the Decision Point Analysis 

the following conclusions have been made: 

5.4.1 The Principal was seen by the respondents as the main 

decision maker across all five decision areas. This was 

to be expected as the Principal is primarily 

responsible for what happens in his or her school. The 

1988 West Australian Ministry of Education statement on 

School Development Plans and School Based Decision 
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Making Groups stated that "the Principal's role is to 

exercise educational leadership and take responsibility 

for the effective and efficient management of the 

school" (p.  4). It is because of this notion of 

responsibility that principals have a significant role 

in decision making in their schools. 

5.4.2 The decision point of "teacher" was seen by the 

respondents as having notable influence in decision 

making. This was evident across all five decision 

areas. The Ministry of Education policy statement on 

School Decision making states that "Principals have the 

responsibility of enabling staff to participate in 

school decision making" (1990, p.  1). The data 

collected from the respondents when answering Part C of 

the Decision Point Analysis supports the implementation 

of this policy. 

5.4.3 The majority of respondents indicated decisional 

deprivation across all five decision areas. This 

conclusion is further supported by the telephone 

interviews where twenty-nine out of the fifty 

respondents (58%) indicated that they wanted more 

participation in decision making in their schools. Only 

two (4%) respondents required less participation while 

nineteen (38%) were happy with their current level of 

participation. 
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Conley (1991) notes that investigations over a period 

of nearly twenty years confirm that the majority of 

teachers experience decisional deprivation. This point 

should not be overlooked by school principals as 

decisional deprivation is related to teacher 

dissatisfaction (Schneider, 1984; Bacharach et al., 

1990), stress (Bacharach et al., 1986) and less loyalty 

to principals by teachers (Johnson and Germinario, 

1985) 

This finding leads to a conclusion that the desire for 

increased participation in decision making is not 

equally distributed throughout the sample group. 

Certain respondents desire more participation 

(decisionally deprived), less participation 

(decisionally saturated) or the same amount of 

participation. Due to this, participative decision 

making may not be a viable strategy for all teachers. 

Attempting to increase decisional participation with 

teachers who are currently experiencing a decisional 

state of equilibrium or saturation may in fact be 

detrimental to the operation of the school. This 

conclusion is supported by Alutto and Belasco (1972). 

Telephone interview Questions 7 and 8 support this 

conclusion. The respondents were asked in which areas 

of decision making they did or didn't want to 

participate. A summary of the responses is recorded 
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in Table 5.1. It can be seen that many of the responses 

were recorded under both headings. 

TABLE 5.1 

Areas of Decision Making 
That The Respondents 
Wanted to Participate In 

School Management Committees 
School Decision Making Group 
School Development Planning 
PSP Committees 
School Development Days 
Curriculum Implementation 
Staff Related Decisions 
Managing Student Behaviour 
Timetabling 
Budgeting (Cost Centres) 
Reporting to Parents 
Student Related Decisions  

Areas of Decision Making 
That The Respondents 
Didn't Want to 
Participate In 

School Management Committees 
School Decision Making Group 
School Development Planning 
Photocopier Selection 
School Development Days 
Health and Safety Matters 
Budgeting for Utilities 
ordering of General Stock 
Employment of Staff 
Promotional Panels 

5.4.4 The area of School Administration had the highest 

deprivation level out of the five decision areas. The 

telephone interviews supported this conclusion but 

indicated that there were specific areas where the 

majority of respondents wanted more participation in 

decision making. Those respondents surveyed indicated a 

desire for more participation in administrative 

decisions related to themselves, budgets for school 

resources and equipment, school development planning, 

identifying and setting school priorities, and student 

discipline policies and techniques. This list 

complements the conclusions of Schneider's 1984 

research study. 
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5.5 SECTION TWO - THE SIX RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

5.5.1 The Six Research Questions: 

a) Research Question 1 - Junior Primary and Primary 

Teachers. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and the 

telephone interviews conclude that the primary 

respondents, when compared to their junior primary 

colleagues, experience higher levels of decisional 

deprivation and dissatisfaction when participating 

in decision making. 

This research concludes that no statistically 

significant difference could be found in the 

deprivation scores of junior primary or primary 

school teachers. The majority of respondents desire 

greater participation in decision making. 

b) Research Question 2 - Gender. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and the 

telephone interviews concludes that female 

respondents experience higher levels of decisional 

deprivation and dissatisfaction when participating 

in decision making. The majority (64%) of female 

respondents indicated that they felt some inhibition 
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when participating in decision making. Research by 

Alutto and Belasco (1973), Inkpen, Ponder and 

Crocker (1975), and Chapman (1988) support the 

conclusion that women participate less in decision 

making than men and experience higher levels of 

decisional deprivation. 

This research concludes that, though the female 

respondents recorded higher deprivation levels 

across all five decisions areas, the differences 

between the male and female deprivation scores were 

not statistically significant. The majority of 

respondents desired greater participation in 

decision making. 

c) Research Question 3 - Number of Years Teaching 

Experience. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and the 

telephone interviews concludes that teachers with 

less than ten years teaching experience experienced 

higher levels of decisional deprivation and 

dissatisfaction when participating in decision 

making. This is consistent with conclusions by 

Alutto and Belasco (1973), Jansen (1979), and 

Chapman (1988) that such teachers with less than ten 

years teaching experience desired greater 

participation in decision making. 
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The majority (68%) of respondents with less that ten 

years teaching experience indicated some inhibition 

within participation. Many expressed that a lack of 

expertise and teaching experience caused them to be 

inhibited when participating in decision making. 

Several of these respondents also felt inhibited 

because they believed that the more experienced 

teachers would not accept their ideas or resented 

any change to a situation that they were comfortable 

with. Research findings by Weiss, Cambone and Wyeth 

(1992) support this finding. They found that 

experienced teachers saw younger teachers 

taking away the authority of the established leaders 

in the school. This lead to open feelings of 

resentment. 

This research concludes that though there were 

differences in the deprivation scores of both sub-

groups they were not statistically significant. The 

majority of respondents indicated a desire for 

greater participation in decision making. 

d) Research Question 4 - Teachers Aspiring Or Not 

Aspiring for Promotion. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and 

telephone interviews conclude that teachers who do 

not aspire for promotion express higher levels of 
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decisional deprivation and dissatisfaction when 

participating in decision making. The majority (79%) 

of these respondents indicated some inhibition when 

participating in decision making. 

This research concludes that the respondents who 

were not aspiring for promotion had higher 

deprivation scores across all five decision areas. 

The differences in the deprivation scores of both 

sub-groups were not statistically significant. 

e) Research Question 5 - Academic Qualifications. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and the 

telephone interviews conclude that teachers with 

academic qualifications of greater than three years 

experience higher levels of decisional deprivation. 

These respondents expressed satisfaction when 

participating in decision making but desired greater 

control over decisions being imposed upon them by 

the Ministry of Education. 

This is consistent with conclusions by Whannel 

(1976) and Jansen (1979) that teachers who became 

more highly qualified experienced higher levels 

of decisional deprivation and desired greater 

participation in decision making. 
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This research concludes that though there were 

differences in the deprivation scores of both sub-

groups they were not statistically significant. The 

majority of respondents indicated a desire for 

greater participation in decision making. 

f) Research Question 6 - Country or Metropolitan 

Teaching Service. 

The data from the Decision Point Analysis and the 

telephone interviews conclude that the respondents 

teaching in the metropolitan area experience higher 

levels of decisional deprivation and dissatisfaction 

from participating in decision making. A majority 

(53%) of respondents from the metropolitan area saw 

their participation in decision making as being 

nonfunctional. 

A higher percentage (25%) of respondents from the 

country areas indicated some inhibition when 

participating in decision making. This was due to 

their limited number of years teaching experience, 

their lack of expertise in some areas or their 

concern that more experienced teachers would not be 

willing to accept their ideas or suggestions. 

This research concludes that the differences in the 

deprivation scores of the two sub-groups was 
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statistically significant to the 0.05 level. 

Teachers from the metropolitan area experienced 

higher levels of decisional deprivation. 

5.5.2 This research concludes that the majority of 

respondents who experienced higher level of decisional 

deprivation also experienced higher levels of 

dissatisfaction when participating in decision making. 

5.5.3 Respondents who experienced higher levels of 

dissatisfaction when participating in decision making 

also expressed a desire for more time to be allocated 

for effective decision making processes. This 

conclusion is supported by Duke, Showers and Imber 

(1980) who wrote "for teachers to choose to devote some 

of their scarce professional time to participate in 

school decision making, they would have to view such 

participation as more rewarding than the performance of 

a teaching activity" (p.  95). The same authors 

concluded that teachers commonly complain that they do 

not have sufficient time to accomplish all that they 

wish. Teachers have frequently found that new 

innovations call for ever increasing classroom release 

time resulting in little classroom benefits. 

5.5.4 Respondents experiencing the highest levels of 

decisional deprivation tended to view their 

participation in decision making as being 
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nonfunctional. 

5.5.5 Several of the respondents indicated that they felt 

inhibited when participating in decision making. These 

respondents tended to be those who experienced higher 

levels of decisional deprivation and dissatisfaction 

with their involvement in participative decision 

making. This research concludes that there may be a 

link between teacher inhibition, decisional deprivation 

and dissatisfaction when participating in decision 

making. 

5.5.6 This research concludes that there was a strong feeling 

expressed by the respondents for more control over the 

decisions being imposed upon them by the Ministry of 

Education. These respondents, in the main, were 

satisfied with decision making processes within their 

schools but wanted the opportunity to have input in the 

decisions being made for them at the Ministry level. 

5.6 RECOMMENDATIONS 

a) Implications Of The Research 

In discussing the implications of this study, reference will 

be made to the three research questions which provided the 

framework of the study: 
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to determine the main decision maker in each of the five 

decision areas; 

to determine the state of decisional participation 

(deprivation, saturation or equilibrium) that exists among 

Primary School Teachers in Western Australian Primary and 

District High Schools in each of the five decision areas; 

and 

to examine and answer questions relating to the 

relationships that exist between certain demographic 

variables and the decisional states of teachers in each of 

the five selected decision areas. 

With reference to the first research question, the 

respondents saw the principal as the main decision maker 

within their schools. This finding was to be expected as 

principals are managers of their schools and are required to 

display leadership by making informed decisions. The 

implication of this finding is related to the decision point 

of teacher. Teachers see themselves as having an important 

role to play in making decisions within their schools. 

Administrators need to be aware of the benefits that 

participative decision making will bring to their schools. 

Several researchers have concluded that the following 

benefits can be achieved by involving teaching staff in 

effective participative decision making: 
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• greater job satisfaction, 

• better quality decisions and more effective 

implementation, 

• increased efficiency, 

• greater sense of ownership of the decision and more 

commitment to its successful implementation, 

• better communications, 

• higher school productivity, 

• more willing acceptance of decisions, 

• enhanced sense of belonging, 

• enhanced human growth and development, 

• stronger work motivation, 

• improved school climate, and 

• teacher loyalty towards the Principal. 

The second research question concluded that the majority of 

respondents surveyed experienced decisional deprivation 

across all five decision areas. When focusing the analysis of 

the data, the majority of the respondents experiencing 

decisional deprivation were teachers. Those administrators 

surveyed tended to experience decisional saturation or 

equilibrium. Many expressed a desire to involve teachers in 

the decision making process but were unsure of how to go 

about it. The implications of this finding strongly suggests 

that administrators need to develop strategies that will 

allow their teaching staff to participative effectively in 

decision making. With this comes the knowledge that 

administrators should be aware that the desire for increased 
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participation in decision making is not equally distributed 

throughout their teaching staff. They need to ascertain from 

their teaching staff the decision areas that they desire more 

participation in before increasing their level of 

involvement. 

Finally, research question three drew several conclusions 

which have the following implications: 

That female respondents experienced higher levels of 

decisional deprivation. This has implications for 

administrators as female teachers make up sixty-seven 

percent of the workforce (figure provided by The Education 

Circular, March 1994). Administrators will need to develop 

strategies that will promote more active participation in 

decision making by female teachers. 

That linked with decisional deprivation and 

dissatisfaction with participative decision making is a 

need for more time to be allocated to allow for effective 

decision making processes. The implications for the West 

Australian Education Department and school administrators 

is a need to develop strategies that will allow for more 

effective use of current time, or to make additional time 

available for decision making processes. 

That teachers with less than ten years teaching experience 

experienced higher levels of decisional deprivation and 
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dissatisfaction with decision making processes. Chapman 

(1988) states that these teachers "have the highest need 

deficiencies" and that strategies need to be implemented 

to provide greater self-esteem, confidence and 

opportunities when participating in decision making. 

4) That the respondents in country schools have 

significantly more involvement in participative decision 

making than their metropolitan colleagues. The implication 

of this conclusion provides a need by the Education 

Department and administrators to develop strategies 

that allow teachers in the metropolitan area greater 

opportunities to participate in decision making. 

b) Recommendations For Future Research 

The recommendations for future research are drawn from two 

sources. Firstly, from this study and, secondly, from the 

available literature. 

This research has drawn a number of conclusions that future 

research may be based upon. Firstly, further research is 

needed to develop the content for management inservice 

courses which will assist administrators in establishing 

effective strategies for participative decision making in 

their schools. 
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Secondly, there is a need to examine the problems that are 

associated with the ineffective implementation of 

participative decision making in schools. Research could 

follow the lead set by Weiss, Cambone and Wyeth (1992) in 

examining such areas as: 

Conflicts among, between, and within teachers. 

- Who participates and who does not. 

- Conflicts among participants. 

- Internal conflicts: New and old ideas within the same 

individual. 

Confusion about the locus of final decision authority. 

This study has concluded that problems associated with 

teacher experience, inhibition, and the time allocated for 

decision making warrant further study. It has been suggested 

in the "Implications" section of this chapter that strategies 

need to be identified and effectively implemented to overcome 

each of these problems. 

Thirdly, this research, as do Alutto and Belasco (1973), 

Inkpen, Ponder and Crocker (1975) and, Chapman (1988), 

concludes that females participate less in decision making. 

There is a need for further research to identify why female 

teachers experience higher levels of decisional deprivation 
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and what strategies should be implemented to rectify this 

imbalance. 

Fourthly, as Jansen (1979) stated in her conclusions, there 

is a need to determine whether teachers are prepared to 

accept the increased responsibility associated with increased 

participation in decision masking. 

Fifthly, the research revealed that the position of deputy 

principal was perceived as being marginal in a decision 

making sense. Further research could focus upon this 

perception and analyse the role of the deputy principal as a 

decision maker and administrator. 

Finally, in a review of literature titled Research on Teacher 

Participation in School Decision Making, Conley (1991) states 

that the literature suggests some directions for future 

research on participative decision making: 

Researchers analysing current participation forms should 

become specific about dimensions of decision making power, 

domains of decisions, and participants' interests being 

served by different methods. 

Although research has addressed itself to identifying 

decision domains, little is known about how teachers and 

administrators interpret, protect, and negotiate these 

decisions in daily school management. More field based, 
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exploratory research should be undertaken to examine these 

areas. 

3) The focus of research has been on teacher participation in 

school site decision making. Teachers also play 

significant participatory roles at other levels of the 

education system. An under-researched area is the nature 

of teacher participation at other levels of the education 

system: 

in District Education Offices, 

within the state Education Department, 

• within the Commonwealth Education system, 

• state School Teachers' Union, and 

review Committees etc. . 

5.7 SUMMARY 

Chapter 5 has provided a detailed analysis of the research 

findings. The chapter has outlined the conclusions of the 

research, made recommendations from the conclusions and 

finally, has suggested recommendations for future research. 
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APPENDIX B 

CHANGES MADE TO THE TEN POSITION OF DECISION MAXERS 
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JANSEN - 1979 

Principal Education Officer 

School Support Staff 

Directors of Education 

Curriculum Board 

Deputy Principal 

Ancillary Staff 

Principal 

Teacher 

School Council 

Other - Please specify. 

WARD - 1993 

District Education Officer 

District School Development 
Officers 

District Superintendent 

Ministry of Education 
Personnel 

Deputy Principal 

Non-Teaching Staff 

Principal 

Teacher 

School Decision Making Group 

Parents & Citizens' 
Association 

Other - Please specify. 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

PARTICIPATIVE DECISION MAXING 

BACXGROUND DATA 

 SEX : Male Female LI 

 TEACHING LEVEL : Junior Primary Middle Primary 
Upper Primary - 

Other  

 NUMBER OF YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE : 1 to 5 years - 

6 to 10 years - 

More than 10 years 

 SCHOOL LOCATION : Metropolitan Area Country District 

 QUALIFICATIONS : 2 year trained = 3 year trained 
4 year trained - 

5 year trained 
- 

Other  

 DO YOUR CAREER ASPIRATIONS INCLUDE PROMOTION 2 : Yes No 

********************************************************************** 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

What does teacher participation in decision making mean to you 2 

How do you see your role in Participative Decision Making in your 
school ? 

Functional Participation : Yes 1 No H 

Defined as " the involvement of individuals because of the 
contribution they can make to improved school operation." 

Nonfunctional Participation : Yes II No II 

Defined as " the involvement of individuals principally for the 
sake of having them involved." 

Both : Yes No  

If " both " please state the types of Functional and Nonfunctional 
participation that you are involved in. 

Functional Participation Nonfunctional Participation 
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Do you feel satisfaction I dissatisfaction from participating in 

Participative Decision Making 7 

a) Satisfaction b) Dissatisfaction II 
C) Other  

Do you desire more, less or the same amount of participa
tion in 

decision making in your school 7 

More Less Same fl 

Do you ever feel inhibited towards participation in deci
sion making 

in your school ? 

Often Sometimes Never L 

Is enough time allocated for you to participate in decis
ion 

making in your school effectively 7 

Yes i=i No  CI 

In what areas of school decision making do you want to p
articipate 

in ? 

Are there any areas of school decision making that you don't want 
to participate in 7 

Is it important for you to participate in decision makin
g in your 

school 2 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

YORK DISTRICT HIGH SCHOOL, 
Howick Street, 
York, 
W.A. 6302. 

Dear Colleague, 

I am currently an external student studying through the Northe
rn 

Territory University. I am presently working on a research pro
ject 

looking at participative decision making processes in Western 

Australian Primary and District High Schools. 

I am working on the first stage of my research project and hav
e 

just completed a random sample of 300 Primary School teachers 

throughout the state. your name has been selected as part of m
y 

sample group. It would be greatly appreciated if you would 

complete the enclosed questionnaire which contains a backgroun
d 

data sheet, looking at some variables that may effect teacher 

involvement in participative decision making, and the Decision
 

Point Analysis Model which contains 25 decision items. Please 

answer all questions though it is not necessary to fill in all
 of 

the boxes for Part B of the Questionnaire. One or two response
s 

would be quite sufficient. All responses will remain anonymou
s 

and confidential. 

It is not compulsory to complete this questionnaire but your 

personal thoughts on participative decision making would be 

extremely valuable, if you do not wish to do the questio
nnaire 

would you please return it in the envelope provided. 

Please return your questionnaire through the Ministry post / 
courier by the last mail on Friday, 22nd March 1992. 

Thank you for your support by returning your questionnaire. It
 has 

been greatly appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 

Grant Ward. 
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APPENDIX E 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET 

DECISION POINT MALYSIS 

BACXGROUNIj DATA 

Please place a tick in the correct box. 

Sex Male LI Female 

Teaching Level : Junior Primary ( Yrs K, 1, 2 or 3 ) 1 -1 
Middle Primary ( Yrs 4 or 5 

Upper Primary ( Yrs 6 or 7 

Other  

Is your school located in a Country District or in the 
Metropolitan Area ( Perth ) ? 

Country District LI Metropolitan Area 

Number of Years Teaching Experience 

1 to 5 years ID 6 to 10 years More than 10 years LI 

Qualifications - Tick the highest level you currently attain. 

Are you two year trained ID 
three year trained 

four year trained III 

five year trained II  

Other 

Do your career aspirations include Promotion ? 

Yes LII No i:i 

What structures allow for staff participative decision making 
processes to occur within your school 7 e.g. staff meetings, 
school committees etc.. 
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APPENDIX F 

BACKGROUND DATA OF THE TWO-HUNDRED & TWO RESPONDENTS SURVEYED 

SAMPLE GROUP BACKGROUND DATA 

Sex Teaching Metro or irs teaching Qualifications Promotion 
Level Country experience 

1 in Princ Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

2 f Support Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

3 f J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

4 f Art Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

f J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
6 f Library Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 

7 f M.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

8 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

9 f J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

10 f Library Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

11 in Princ Metro > than 10 5 yr trained No 

12 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

13 in U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 

14 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 

15 f U.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 5 yr trained Yes 

16 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
17 f M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
18 in M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

19 Tn Princ Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 

20 in U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
21 f J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

22 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
23 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
24 in M.P. Metro > than 10 5 yr trained Yes 
25 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
26 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
27 f Music Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
28 f Support Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
29 f M.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
30 f M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
31 f J .P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
32 f Library Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
33 in M.P. Metro > than 10 5 yr trained No 
34 f M.P. Metro > than 10 2 yr trained No 
35 in M.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
36 f U.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
37 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
38 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
39 f Res Ctr Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
40 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
41 f Support Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
42 f Support Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
43 f Support Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
44 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
45 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
46 f M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
47 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
48 in M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
49 f M.P. Country > than 10 2 yr trained No 
50 in U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
51 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
52 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
53 f Art Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
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54 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

55 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
56 f Support Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 

57 In U.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 

58 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
59 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

60 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

61 f Support Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

62 f J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

63 in Support Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

64 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

65 in Support Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

66 f Phys Ed Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 

67 f Support Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
68 f U.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

69 in Deputy Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

70 in U.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

71 f Art Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

72 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

73 in Art Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 

74 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

75 in Support Country > than 10 5 yr trained Yes 

76 f J.P. Metro > than 10 2 yr trained No 

77 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

78 f M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

79 In U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

80 f M.P. Country > than 10 2 yr trained No 
81 in M .P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
82 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
83 f Library Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
84 in M.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
85 in M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

86 In M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

87 f Phys Ed Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
88 in Princ Metro > than 10 5 yr trained Yes 

89 f M.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
90 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
91 f J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
92 in U.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
93 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

94 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
95 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
96 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
97 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
98 in Phys Ed Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
99 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
100 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
101 In U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
102 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

103 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

104 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

105 f U.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

106 f J.P. Country > than 10 2 yr trained No 

107 in J.P.  Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

108 f Music Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
109 f J.P. Country > than 10 2 yr trained No 
110 in M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 
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111 in U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
112 f J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
113 f M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 
114 f J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
115 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
116 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
117 f J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
118 In M.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
119 in Princ Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
120 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 
121 in M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
122 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
123 f J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
124 in M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
125 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
126 in Support Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
127 In M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
128 f J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
129 f J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
130 f J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
131 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained N 
132 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
133 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
134 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
135 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
136 In N.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
137 f Support Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
138 In Phys Ed Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
139 In Support Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
140 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
141 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
142 in J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
143 in Support Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
144 f Ed Sup Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
145 In U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
146 f M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained NO 
147 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
148 f Library Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
149 in M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
150 in U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
151 f Support Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 
152 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
153 in Phys Ed Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
154 in M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 4 yr trained No 
155 f M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
156 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
157 in Princ Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
158 f M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
159 f J.P. Metro > than 10 2 yr trained No 
160 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
161 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
162 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
163 in Princ Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
164 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
165 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
166 in M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
167 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
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168 m U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

169 - f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

170 f J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 

171 f Music Metro > than 10 2 yr trained No 

172 f J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 

173 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

174 f M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 

175 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

176 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

177 f J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 

178 f Library Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

179 f M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

180 f J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

181 f M.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 

182 m Phys Ed Metro 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

183 f M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

184 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

185 f J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 

186 f U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

187 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

188 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

189 in U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

190 f U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

191 f Ed Sup Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 

192 in U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 

193 in U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

194 f J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 4 yr trained No 

195 f M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 

196 f J.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

197 f Lib Res Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

198 f M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 

199 f Support Country > than 10 5 yr trained Yes 

200 in U.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 

201 in Deputy Country > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 

202 f U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
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BACKGROUND DATA OF THE FIFTY RESPONDENTS INTERVIEWED 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SAMPLE GROUP 

Sex Teaching Metro or irs Teaching 
Level Country Experience Qualifications Promotion 

1 F U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
2 F J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
3 M M.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
4 F M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
5 F M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
6 F U.P Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
7 F J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
8 M P.Ed. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
9 F J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
10 F J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
11 M M.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
12 F J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
13 F J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
14 F M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
15 F M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
16 M M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
17 F J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
18 N U.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
19 F M.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
20 F M.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained No 
21 F U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
22 M Support Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
23 F J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
24 M U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
25 M M.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
26 F J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained No 
27 F J.P. Metro 1 to 5 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
28 F J.P. Metro > than 10 5 yr trained No 
29 F U.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
30 F U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
31 F J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained No 
32 M M.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained ¶ies 
33 F Special Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
34 F J.P. Country > than 10 3 yr trained No 
35 F M.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained No 
36 M U.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
37 F J.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
38 M U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
39 F U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
40 F U.P. Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
41 F Art Spec Metro > than 10 4 yr trained Yes 
42 F M.P. Metro > than 10 2 yr trained No 
43 F J.P. Country 1 to 5 yrs 3 yr trained Yes 
44 F U.P. Metro 6 to 10 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
45 F Phys Ed Country 1 to 5 yrs 4 yr trained Yes 
46 F Support conutry > than 10 3 yr trained No 
47 F J.P. Country 6 to 10 yrs 3 yr trained No 
48 F J.P. Metro > than 10 3 yr trained Yes 
49 F U.P. Metro > than 10 5 yr trained Yes 
50 F J.P. Country > than 10 4 yr trained No 
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LETTER FROM THE MINISTRY OF EDUCATION 

Your Pet. 

Our Ret. 

Enquiries 

Branch 

Ministry of Education 
151 Royal Street. East PerTh, Western Australia 604 
Telephoce: (09) 420 4111 
Telegrams: EDWA Perth 
Telex: EDHOWA .4A94166 
Fax: (09) 420 5CC5 

Mr Grant Ward 
Deputy Principal - Primary 
York District High School 
22 Forbes Street 
YORK WA 6302 

Dear Mr Ward 

RE: Master of Education Thesis 

I am writing with reference to your letter dated the 31 
December 1991, in which you sought permission from the 
Human Resources Manager to carry out research for your 
thesis in Western Australian schools and Ministry 
assistance in distributing your questionnaire. 

You will be aware (from the 'Better Schools Report', your 
own position and the nature of your survey) that you do 
not require permission from the Human Resources Manager 
or anyone else in the Ministry to conduct your research. 
Rather you will need to approach each school individually 
for permission to distribute the questionnaire to their 
staff. You may need to verify your project's 
authenticity through your supervisor and/or University 
when you make your approach to them. 

Regarding your request to use the Ministry's courier 
system to circulate your questionnaire, you will need to 
contact Mr Phil Green in our Information Services Branch 
(telephone 223 4546) to discuss the size and nature of 
your sample and whether the Ministry's resources are 
equal to your requirements. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to express our 
interest in your research. You have cho;en a most timely 
subject - participative decision naking in schools - in 
view of recent developments in our own system. We would 
welcome receiving a copy of your final report when it 
becomes available. 

Yours sincerely 

PETER DUNNELL 
P/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (CORPORATE DEVELOPMENT) 

20 January 1992 
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LETTER PROM PROFESSOR ROSS TELFER 

3 July, 1991 

Uni THE  
versity 
OF Newcastle 

Professor Ross Telfer 
Head Department of Aviation 
Telephone (049)21 5761 
Fax (049) 28 4712 

New Fax No: 049 216906 

Mr. G. Ward 
22 Forbes Street 
YORK WA. 6302 

Dear Grant, 

Your letter was sent on to me from the Department of Education. 

For further information on the Decision Point Analysis from my Ph.D you can refer to 
my work in: 

The Thesis itself (our library). 

Collective Original Resources in Education Vol. 2, No. 2, 1978 (enclosed). 

Education Research and Perspectives Vol. 5, No. 1, June, 1978. 

The Journal of Ed. Admin Vol XVI, No. 1, May, 1978. 

Dr. Peter O'Brien at Flinders University has supervised a few post-graduate thesis 
using my Decision Point Analysis. 

My thesis details the origins and adaptation of the questionnaire. 

Yours sincerely, 

Professor R. Telfer, 
Head, Department of Aviation 

end. 

The University of Newcastle. R.ankin Drive, Shortland, Newcastle. NSW 2308. Australia. Telephone (049) 215000 
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