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ABSTRACT

This study was designed for the purpose of determin-
ing whether or not there was conflict in the decision-making
process, involving the four personnel groups, Teachers,
'Principals/VicenPrincipals, Superintendents, and Board Mem-~
bers, as evidenced by the differences between perceptions
and expectations regarding the locus of decision-making au-
thority and responsibility in six administrative task areas.

A survey instrument designed to collect evidence of
the conflict extant in six decision-making task areas was
administered to 137 members included in the four personnel
groups. The sixty-four items composing the questionnaire
were categorized into six administrative decision task
areas, although this categorization was not revealed to the
respondents,

Using a nine=-point response scale the respondents in-
dic~ted, on the basis of their perceptions, who they felt
was responsible for decision-making in each particular item.
Similarly on an identical scale the respondents indicated,
on the basis of their expectations, who should be respon-
sible for decision-making in each particular item. In this
manner data for this study were obtained from sixty-five
teachers, sixty-three principals/vice-principals, four

superintendents, and five board members of the School
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Division of St. James-Assiniboia Number Two.

The responses of the members representing the four
personnel groups of the division were statistically analyzed
to determine whether there were significant differences in
the perceptions and expectations between the four personnel
groups with regard to decision-making responsibility and au-
thority. The existence of a significant difference would be
indicative of conflict in a particular area.

According to the data analyses conflict was apparent
in all six task areas., This conflict was evident at two
levels: (1) intra-personal conflict, (2) inter-personnel-
group conflict.

l. The analyses indicated that of the four personnel
groups, two, namely teachers and principals/vice-
principals, displayed a high level of intra-personal
conflict. In all six task areas their perception of
the location of decision-making responsibility and au=-
thority was significantly higher, on the nine-point
scale, than their expectations regarding the location
of this responsibility and authority.

Superintendents indicated intra-~personal conflict
in one area only, Public Relations, in which they indi-
cated a desire for greater control of this area.

Board members, as a group, indicated no intra-
personal conflict in any of the six task areas.

2. At the level of inter-persomnel-group conflict, there

was evidence of "clustering" on the basis of "on-site
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personnel® and "head-~office-personnel', indicating di-
verging expectations between these two larger personnel
groups.

In addition, there was some evidence of conflict
between the two '"head-office-~personnel’ groups. In this
case the superintendents held significantly different
expectations from the expectations of board members in
three task areas~-Public Relations, Staff Personnel,
and Pupil Personnel.

In essence it was evident that the perceptions of the
four personrn 1 groups with regard to the location of
decision-making responsibility and authority in the six task
areas were not significantly different, but there was evi-
dence of conflict between the four personnel groups, in
terms of their expectations, concerning the location of
decision-making responsibility and authority.

On the basis of the evidence in this study, it was
concluded that the incidence of conflict indicated by the
difference in expectations suggested the necessity for im-
proving "two-way-communication” and thereby delineating more
clearly the roles, tasks, responsibilities, and authority in
the decision-making hierarchy for each of the four personnel
groups.

Organization theory tends to suggest that conflict,
similar to that evidenced in this study, is the result of a
lack of definition in regard to areas of authority and res=-

ponsibility in the decision-making hierarchy., The definition



and specification of such responsibilities is usually part
of the terms of reference for the policy and executive com-
ponent of an organization, in this case the "head~office"

personnel groups.
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CHAPTER X

The Ratiocnale

The education system of Manitoba has been in a con-
tinuous state of developmental flux since it first became
ﬁhe responsibility of the province, but never more so than
in the last two decades, This dynamic change during recent
years has been the result of a significant reorganization
and restructuring of the education delivery-system,

Reorganization and restructuring of a relatively so-
phisticated system invariably brings with it new problems
that require adjustments and modifications in order to maxi=-
mize efficiency. However, the absence of a properly design-
ed and functioning feedback subsystem tends to impede the
adjustment process and needlessly prolongs the achievement
of the organiﬂational goals.

'The organizational problems evident in the larger
provincial sphere are also evident at the divisional level,
and undoubtedly for many of the same reasons., The division
approach to school administration, with the exception of the
Dauphin~Ochre River School Division, is a relatively recent
innovation., It still carries with it many of the probleums
resulting from newness and rapid growth.,

The primary purpose of this study was to study an or-

ganization and the areas of conflict in its decision-making
1
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apparatus. To accomplish this the study focused on the
overlapping responsibilities of the four personnel groups--
Teachers, Principals, Superintendents, and Board Members--in
an organizaticn as represented by the School Division of St.
James~Assiniboia Number Two., Such a study through its find=-
ings would contribute, as a feedback subsystem, to enhance
the organization's functional health. In addition, because
fhe author believes this division to be not unlike other di-
visions by virtue of the problems it faces in fulfilling its
public responsibilities, it is felt that the validity of
findings will have wider implications than the local scene.

The functional health of an organization is in large
part determined by the degree of similarity between expecta-
tions and perceptions that the various personnel groups hold
regarding the decision-making authority and responsibility
structure.l

Authority to make decisions should be located at the
point of responsibility for the decisions made,2

Authorities in this area are generally of the opinion
that any individual on whom a particular decision impinges
should be, at least in part, involved in the making of that

decision~-individual right to self-determination should be

lyitliam w, Savage, Interpersonal and Group Relations
in Educational Administration (University of South Carolina:
Scott, Foresman and Co., 1968), pp. 217ff,

2M.P. Toombs, "Control and Responsibility in Public
Education in Canada," Leadership in Action, ed. George E,
Flower and Freeman K, Stewart (Toronto, Ontario: W.J. Gage
Ltde, 1958), ps 53.
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respected within the organizational frameworka3

A significant lack of congruence between perceptions
and expectations with regard to decision-making responsibil-
ities would indicate potential or actual areas of conflict
within the administrative framework. It is the intention of
this study to discover the potential {or actual) areas of
efficiency-eroding conflict between the administrative
groups,4 and, in the light of these findings, and with ref=
erence to present trends and current theories in administra-
tion,5 to make suggestions and/or recommendations as to poOS~

sible ways of alleviating the conflict.

Significance

The significance of this study goes beyond the imme-
diate boundaries of the local scene. It is particularly
peftinent and relevant at this time in view of the following
two things, namely:

1. The Report of the Commission for the Reorganization of
School Division Boundaries of the Metropolitan Winnipeg

Area,

3Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, Theodore L. Keller,
Educational Organization and Administration Concepts, Prac-
tices and Issues, ed. Dan H. Cooper (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc.), p. 107.

lgith the present trend of involving teacher par-
ticipation in the decision-making process, they must now
also be considered as an administrative group. Author,

5The Dartnell Institute of Management, Management by
Objective (Chicago, Illinois: The Dartnell Institute of
Management, n.d. ).
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2. The political developments concerning the "One City
Concept™ for the Metropolitan Winnipeg Area resulting
in "Unicity."
Either, or both of the above, if implementedg6 could, and
possibly would, result in at least some restructuring of
the educational administrative machinery. Information about
the dysfunctional aspects of decision-making in the present
education subsystem may contribute to the enhancement of any
restructured "Unicity'" educational system that might be in-
troduced.

St. James=Assiniboia is unique in the sense that in
the last two decades the area presently comprising the .
School Division of St. James-Assiniboia Number Two has ex-
perienced both rapid and erratic growth, The erratic growth
has been occasioned by twice amalgamating with adjacent |
school districts or school divisions,

In 1967 St. James absorbed the School District of
Brooklands, and in 1969 it amalgamated with the School
Division of Assiniboine North Number Two,.

In addition, the last two decades have seen rapid
expansion in this area, both in terms of industrialization
and urban housing developments,

As a result of this rapid and erratic growth it

should be an ideal laboratory in which to study many of the

6Item 2 is now, as of January 1, 1972, an established
fact. '

7See Appendix YD" and "E", pp. 102-103.
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problems evident in rapid growth areas which lack the bene-
fit of long term coordinated planning for the total area,
With respect to the immediate Vicinity; the study
should point out specific areas of conflict in the educa-
tional administration, These conflict areas may hinder de-
velopment of a smoothly functioning system. In addition,
the study may possibly point out areas for further study in
order to give direction for the development of a healthier

system.

The Problem

The problem for this study was to undertake an anal-
ysis of perceptions and expectations concerning decision-
making responsibilities in the administration of the School

Division of St. James-Assiniboia Number Two.

Study

This study undertakes to identify the areas of con-
flict in the decision~-making structure on the basis of dif-
ferences in the perceptions and expectations of the four
personnel groups-~teachers, principals/vice«principals,

superintendents; and board members,

Question One

What perceptions do the four personnel groups (teach-

ers to school board members) hold regarding the locus of
decision-making authority and responsibility within the or=

ganizational structure?



Question Two

What expectations do the four personnel groups

{(teachers to school board members) hold regarding the locus
of decision-making authority and responsibility within the

organizational structure?

Combining Questions One and Two

What are the locii of decision-making as perceived

by the four personnel groups, and what should be the locii

of decision-meking based on the expectations of the four

personnel groups?

Collection of Data

Data for this study were gathered by questionnaire;
The questionnaire was developed by E.P, Reimer for his Master
of Education study, University of Manitoba, 1968, titled "An
Analysis of Expectations Concerning the Distribution of
Decision~Making Responsibilities in the Administration of the
New Unitary School Divisions in Manitoba." His questionnaire
was a single-response instrument (expectations) on a six-
point scale, With Reimer's permission, the questionnaire,
although essentially in its original form, was modified to
a dual response instrument {expectation and perception) on
a nine-point scale,

The questicnnaire, composed of sixty~-four questions,
focused on six task areas: (1) Business and Finance,
(2) Public Relations, (3) Staff Personnel, (4) Pupil Person-

~nel, (5) Curriculum, (6) Buildings and Transportation.



A dual response on the basis of expectations and per-
ceptions was indicated on a nine-point scale (1 to 9) as
directed. The nine-point scale indicated posiﬁions from
totally "teacher-decisions" to totally "board-member-

decisions" as illustrated in the theoretical model below.

! l¢ l

Teacher ¢~ Principal ¢———p» Superintendent - Board

T T s 0 4 A/ 4
1 2 L p 7 8 9
Code:
Decision=-points 1, 4, 7 and 9 - Autonomous decisions

Decision-points 2, 3, 5, 6 and & - Collegial decisions

Hypotheses

Hypothésis Number One

There is a significant difference in the PERCEPTIONS,
regarding the locus of the decision-making authority and
responsibility governing the six task areas, as held by the

four personnel groups.

Hypothesis Number Two

There is a significant level of agreement in the
EXPECTATIONS, regarding the locus of decision-making auth-
ority and responsibility governing the six task areas, as

held by the four personnel groups.



Hypothesis Number Three

There is no significant relationship between the
task area expectation score and the task area perception

score of a particular personnel group.

Assumption

Based on the research reported in the literature on
educational administration it was assumed that a signifi-
cant difference between EXPECTATION and PERCEPTION, as held
by the four involved personnel groups regarding the six task
areas, is indicative of potential areas of conflict in the
decision-making process, .It is necessary, however, to re-
cognize that CONFLICT PER SE is not necessarily destructive--

it may be evolutionary=--of the decision-making process,

Theoretical Assumptions

"The human organism is a goal-seeking organism, and
wheén it ceases to have goals, it affectively ceases to bee"8
Basically, as a group, writers in the field of '"per-
sonal and interpersonal conflict" are in agreement that
most of the conflict within organizations results from a
lack of congruence between personal goals and organization
goals, In addition, it is evident that conflict per se
should not be viewed out of context. Savage states this

quite forcefully:

The administrator should not view disagreement as auto=-
matically detrimental. It becomes destructive when it

8Maxwell Maltz, Psychocybernetics,
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evolves into controversy and conflict. It is construc-
tive when it enables a community or a school system to
avoid complacency. The administrator should remember
that differences in views and educational philosophy
motivate the critical analysis that is needed for both
on-going programs and proposals for change.

Systems or organizations that are viable and relevant

within the contextual framework of the society within which

they have their being are evolving systems or organizations,

and their meaningful evolution invariably carries with it
the conflict of evolution. Therefore, any investigation of
the decision-making process in any organization will reveal
conflicts. The well-being (or the lack of well-being) of
the organization would be determined by the organization's
ability to deal with the conflict in a positive manner.

In dealing with conflict in a constructive manner,
there are certain principles which have been demonstrated,
by research, to be effective. One of the most significant
principles is the following: If the group is to be used
effectively as a medium of change, those people who are to
be changed and those who are to exert influence for change
10

must have a strong sense of belonging to the same group,.

Lewin makes the same observation: "The chances for

re-education seem to be increased whenever a strong we-feeling

9Savage, op. cit., p. 217.

10porwin Cartwright, "Achieving Change in People:
Some Applications of Group Dynamics Theory,"™ Readings in
the Social Psychology of Education, ed. W.W. Charters dJdr.
and W.L., Gage (Boston: Allyn and Bacon Inc.), p. 1lll.
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is createde"ll

12 further observes that the organizational

Savage
health and its ability to function positively and progres-
sively on all fronts--goal-achievement, high member morale,
etc.=-is in large part determined by the leadership style
of the superiors.

In addition, Savage makes two further observations
that are very pertinent to a study of this nature: "Unfor-
tunately, however, clear and accurate perceptions of onets
own or another persont's behaviour is very difficult to
achieve,"13 and, "Numerous studies indicate a very positive
relationship between congruence and staff satisfaction or
morale, "4

From the foregoing, it is quite evident that conflict
appears to be inherent to the nature of all organizations.,
The degree of health of an organization is determined by its
ability to successfully accomplish two tasks: (1) Achieve-
ment of organizational goals, (2) Maintenance of high staff
morale,

Whether or not organizational goals are achieved,

can quite readily be assessed by a comparison of stated

g, Lewin, Resolving Social Conflict (New York:
Harper and Row, 1948), p. 67.

12savage, op. cit., pp. 217ff.,
D1pig,

Lh1p44.



11

goals with investigated achievement.

The degree of staff morale is a little more difficult
to assess, However, it would appear that most authorities
are of the opinion that in order to determine the level of
staff morale, one must investigate the degree of similar-
ity between expectations and perceptions of the various per-
sonnel groups regarding the way in which organizational
goals will be achieved. “A high degree of congruence would
be an indication of a high degree of staff morale, while
the converse would also hold,

It was the intention of this study to discover wheth-
er such evidence of conflict, as mentioned above, exists

in the decision-making structure of the division.

Statement of Delimitation

This study was limited to the particular School
Division of St. James-Assiniboia Number Two.
Further limits were as follows:
1. Data was gathered by survey questionnaire with strict
personal anonymity.
2., Survey questionnaires were identified by personnel-group
only, that is:
a) Teachers
b} Principals
¢) Superintendents
d) Board Members
3. Teachers were poled on a random selection basis with

only ten percent of the teaching staff receiving survey
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59

1.
2o

3e

o

56

12

questionnaires.
All principal and vice-principal received questionnaires.

All superintendents (that is; superintendent, assistant

superinténdent, deputy assistant) received question-
naires.

All board members received questionnaires.
Finally--the study placed emphasis entirely on discov=
ering and focusing on the areas of conflict (that is,
disagreement) in the decision-making process of the

division's administration.

Statement of Definitions

Teachers~~full time classroom instructors,
Principals=--is a term designating on-site (school)
administrators, whether Supervising Principals and Vice-
Principals or full time teaching Vice-~Principals.

Superintendents~~designates all "head-office' personnel

" with the designation Superintendent, including Assis-

tant and/or Deputy Assistant,.

The Board--refers to all members (collectively or
singly) of the Board of School Trustees duly elected by
the division constituency,

Significant--Significance (statistically) was consid-
ered at two levels: .0l and .05 level of probabilitye.
Significance below .05 was not considered.
Conflict~-Websterts Third International Dictionary de-
fines conflict as: (1) to contend with or against an-
other in strife or warfare; (2) to show variance, in-

compatibility, irreconcilability, or opposition;
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11,
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(3) evidence, variance, or disharmony calling for ad-
Justment, harmonizing,'bringing into accord,
In this study, conflict is not to be taken in
the context that implies strife, but rather:
a) that mental and/or emotional struggle occasioned
by the incompatibility of an individual's percep-
tions with his expectations regarding role fulfill-
ment; and i
b) that mental and/or emotional struggle occasioned by
the incompatibility of perceptions with expectations
regarding role fulfillment as held collectively by
personnel groups. '
Inter-Personnel~-Group Conflict--that mental and/or emo-
tional struggle occasioned by the incompatibility of

perceptions with expectations regarding role fulfillment

as held collectively by personnel groups.

. Intra-Personal Conflict--that mental and/or emotional

struggle occasioned by the incompatibility of an indiv-
idual's perceptions with his expectations regarding

role fulfillment.

Division=-the particular School Division of St. James=
Assiniboia Number Two,

On-site Personnel Groups=-~teachers and principals and/or
vice-principals whose duties are at a school site.
Head-0ffice Personnel Groups--superintendents and board
members who essentially carry on their duties from the

school division board offices,



CHAPTER II

Survey of the Literature

Structure or design is one of the strongest deter-
minants in the function of any thing,.be it in the natural
realm or in the realm of the man-created world. It is
therefore imperative, in a study of conflicts in decision-
making, to be knowledgeable of the formalized structure of
the system one is studying.

On the North American Continent (especially so iﬁ the
English-speaking sections), education is still very strongly
dominated by the traditional functions resulting from the
forces imposed upon it by the "line-and-staff' design under
which it operates. However, there appears to be a movement
toward an era of administration in which both the authority
and responsibility for decision-making is being delegated
to "where the action is"=~-namely the classroom,.

While this shift from authoritarianism would appear
to be good, certain problems result because in many cases it
has not as yet been clearly spelled out and defined how the
decision responsibilities will be shared in this enlightened
approach, Somehow it i1s necessary to come to grips with the
business of defining the new relationship between subordinate-
superior in the administrative design. In earlier times,
the relationship was a relatively simple one, for as Marrow

14



points out:
A boss hired so many workers and told them what to do.
They did as they were told without question or demur,
and that was that. DBut now it is different. The jobs,
paradoxically, are either much more highly skilled or
much less so; they tend to demand a great deal more or
a great deal less of the workers. The workers, uni-
formly, demand much more of the employer; not merely
better pay but many other things as well which_did not
figure into the relationship a generation ago.
He goes on to explain that because of the increased skill
and training of so many workers, the workers often know more
about a specific operation than does the general foreman,
and for this reason the skilled worker must be given a
greater responsibility in planningelé

Such a development, of course, placed the superior--
in this case, the foreman~~in a less authoritative position,
so his approach in dealing with his subordinates must be
modified from the old '"boss~hired hand" concept.

In a large organization, where superiors still try to
maintain an autocratic control over subordinates, informal
groups may be formed among the subordinates, and as Marrow
points out: "They informal groups do influence the behav-
iour and attitude of a group's members, and they often suc-

ceed in blocking official practices and policies."l7

Management at all levels has had to reassess its

1541 fred J. Marrow, Making Management Human (New
York: MeGraw-Hill, 1957), pp. 14-15,

161pid., p. 16.

171bid., p. 50,



16

position in terms of changing times, Discipline, as it has
been popularly conceived, must be replaced by a willingness
to permit participation to achieve the cooperation of sub-
ordinatesel8 As Johnson observes:
Cooperation is not something that can be secured by a
mimeographed order from the front office. People may
go through the motions of cooperating through com=-
pulsion, from a motive of fear, but the quality of
such cooperation leaves much to be desired.l9

Maier states that sometimes a superior feels that he
has gone more than halfway in being reasonable, and may re-
sort to discipline which, as he says:

o o o frequently produces hostility instead of improve-
ment; or improvement in the disciplined area may occur,
but other undesirable behaviours may increase. « o« o
Generally speaking, solutions that create new problems
are not satisfying and hence they are used as a last
resort,

Permitting subordinates to participate in making
group decisions seems to be a better solution, and Maier
cites a case in support of his argument. In a certain fac-
tory it was found that where management announced job
changes without any prior notification to the workers, the
workers involved in the change required eight weeks to re-=

train, whereas new employees required only five weeks,

Also, a number of workers would quit before the re-training

18Norman R.F. Maier, Principles of Human Relatinns
{(New York: John Wiley and Souns, 1963), p. 7.

ngoseph French Johnson, Business and the Man (New
York: Alexander Hamilton Institute, 1902), p. 220,

2OMaier, op. cit., pp. 7-8.
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period was completed, However, when a group about to change
jobs discussed and planned the changes with management,
there was no dissatisfaction, recovery of production was
rapid, and there were no employee resignationsezl Marrow
offers a further example to support the subordinate-
participation concept., The management of an industrial
firm decided that the workers! pension plan was inadequate
‘and hired an economist to come in and set up a new plan.
The new plan provided better pensions through greater con-
tributions from the employer, but when it was presented to
the workers, they were less than enthusiastic, and seemed
reluctant to accept it. At first their objections centred
around small details of the plan, but eventually it was de-
termined that their dissatisfaction was not with the im-
proved pension scheme; what annoyed them was the fact that
they had not been consulted in the development of the plan.22
It would seem that authoritarian control or super-

vision is not the most desirable subordinate-superior rela-
tionship. Blau and Scott state that:

several studies have reported that workers under au-

thoritarian supervision do not perform as well as

those whose supervisors minimize status distinctions

by delegating work, encouraging discretion and similar
practices.

Rl1bid., p. 10.

22Marrow, oD, Cite, De 45

P W TPV Ruc R Sy

“3peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organ=
izations: A Comparative Approach (San Francisco: Chandler
Publishing Co., 1962}, p. 124,
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One should not conclude, however, that the exercising
of authority by superiors is to be avoided, but rather, it
should be exercised wisely. Simon defines authority as:

the power to make decisions which guide the actions of
another, It is a relationship between two individuals,
one '"superior™, the other "subordinate". The superior
frames and transmits decisions with the expectation
that they will be accepted by the subordinate.

He goes on to say, though, that in any relationship
‘a superior prefers to employ suggestion or persuasion
rather than command,25 for superiors must exercise restraint
in their use of authority, to avoid mere acquiescence on the
part of subordinate5926 Associated with authority is res-
pensibility. The superior is not cnly responsible for his
own acts, but also for the acts and work performed by his
subordinates. For this reason, the superior should choose
his subordinates carefullys27

The foregoing discussion has dealt with subordinate-
superior relationships in business and industry. Much less
seems to have been written about such relationships as they

apply to education. Perhaps this is one area of educational

research which deserves much more attention than it has

Rbyierbert A. Simon, Administrative Behaviour (New
York: The Macmillan Co., 1961), p. 125.

25Tbid., p. 127.
261bid,, p. 134.

“hyi11iam B, Cornell, Business Organization (New
York: Alexander Hamilton Institute, 1901), p. 259,
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received to date,

In discussing communication in educational organiza-
tions, Castetter refers to a "superior-subordinate axis",
where communication can be upward, downward, or horizontal.
Downward cormmunication, in most cases, parallels the lines
of responsibility, while upward communication is the trans-
mission of information from subordinate to superior at var-
ious levels of the educational hierarchy. Superiors should
encourage upward communication in order that the extent to
which the school's goals are being achieved can be better
assessed, and to determine whether organizational arrange-
ments are conducive to personnel cooperation@28

A number of writers have dealt at some length with
conflicts between superiors and subordinates, or smong sub-
ordinates themselves, Conflict arises from a variety of
causes, Failure to define adequately the role or limits of
authority at any given level can give rise to conflicte29
The staff of one school may wish to change procedures but
30

the staffs of other schools in the same system resiste.

The staff within a school may be divided in opinion upon a

28William Bg Castetter, Administering the School
Personnel Program (New York: The lacmillan Co., 1902),
ppo 62‘“639

293 ohn A, Bartky, Supervision As Human Relations
{Boston: D.C. Heath and Co., 1953), p. 279,

30Charles R. Spain, Harold D. Druwmmond and John I,
Goodlad, Educational Leadership and the Elementary School
Principal (New York: Rinehart and Co., 1956}, p. 79.
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certain policy, and because the staff is unwilling to come
to common agreement, the principal finds such differences
almost unresolvable°31 Conflict can arise if it is assumed
that personnel planning is only necessary in large schools,
or if it is assumed that "the chief school administrator
should and does possess all the competencies necessary to
perform all the personnel-related responsibilitiesa"32 The
chief school administrator must be willing to delegate cer-
tain personnel responsibilities to subordinates°33 Two
further areas of conflict are indicated by Chase in the
conclusions he drew from studying the reactions of teachers
toward participation in policy-making:

Too much pressure to obtain participation of teachers

in educational planning can become a source of ri=

sentment and dissatisfaction., . » . A pretence of

allowing participation is not a satisfactory sub-

stitute for genuine participation: and the feeling

on the part of teachers that participation is en-

couraged only for the sake of securing assent to

decisiong already made may produce more dissatis-

faction, %

Bartky, in particular, discusses conflicts at some

length, and in a down-to-earth manner. He states that a

successful school organization must be "well disciplined,

311pig.
320astetter, Op._cit., p. 33,

331bid,

Shprancis S. Chase, quoted in Spain, Drummond and
Goodlad, op., cit., p. 76.
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highly flexible, and thoroughly efficient"3? and efficiency,
according to him, is achieved by "setting stimulating pur-
poses and establishing the climate of freedom essential to
good morale." Achieving this discipline, flexibility and
efficiency is the responsibility of the superintendent, but
in trying to achieve them, there is bound to be conflict.

The authority of the superintendent is certain to be
challenged by his subordinates., This is their obliga=-
tion to the organization as well as their democratic
prerogative., Some challenge a superintendent for the
unselfish purpose of protecting him and the school
system from his errors in judgment. A large number

of his staff oppose him at one time or another because
they enjoy the experience of being contrary. A4nd a
very few see an advantage to t?gmselves in frustrating
a superintendent's leadership.

A superintendent's biggest headache comes from his ef=-
forts to resolve the jurisdictional disputes between
his immediate subordinates, Assistant superintendents
are empire builders; otherwise they should not be as-
sistant superintendents, and in the process of building
their empires they are certain to infringe upon one
another's territorial rights. Business managers are
notorious usurpers of power, for the control of the
purse strings is the opening wedge to the control of
any function that requires financing. The superinten-
dent will soon discover that he has a full-time job

on his_hands keeping the business manager in his
place.

Conflicts over matters of authority between a superin-
tendent and his principals are relatively infrequent.
When they do occur, they are usually between him and
the high-school principals who by virtue of their sta-
tus in the community become a rather independent group.
School teachers rarely question a superintendent?s au-
thority, although they do challenge his managerial

35Bartky, Ope Cit., pP. 279.
301bid., pp. 279-280.

371vid,
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38

approach and his curriculum philosophy.,

Bartky suggests that one of the main ways in which
conflict can be reduced is by giving credit fdr achievement
to those who are entitled to it, rather than trying to
gather all credit to himself. The superintendent should
remember that the "prerogative of the leader is to dispense
praise, not to receive it.m39 As far-as visiting schoo%s
is concerned, superiors should remember that the principal
is the most important supervisor in the school system, and
that all others should come into his school in the role of
subordinateseho

Another quotation from Bartky clearly indicates the
potential for conflict in the traditional structure of our
school systems:

The words "autocratic" and "absolute" have semantic
implications which stimulate the aggressive drives
of every American teacher. They are foreign to the
. language of democracy. Educators become violent upon
hearing the name "autocratic supervision" and attacks
upon it have helped fill out many a treatise on super-
vision that otherwise might be quite limited in content,
Yet the American school system is structured in an
autocratic pattern. The superintendent is "top dog"
in the hierarchy of the school system. Theoretically
his powers approach the absolute in so far as teachers
and principals are concerned. Hence, if he wants it
to be, supervision can easily become autocratice.
Autocratic supervision implies that the highest
official in the chain of command knows the answers and
that it is his obligation to pass these "absolutes" on
to his subordinates. Their behavior shall be "not to

381pid,, p. 281,
391bid., p. 280.

“O01bid., p. 285.



23

reason why, but to do and die." Autocratic supervision
must not be confused with supervision with authority.
As we shall point out later, without authority no or-
ganizational process can function properly.

If one were asked whether the American schools were
drifting toward or away from an autocratic, absolutistic
philosophy of approach to its problems it would be dif-
ficult to reply. Certainly, the astounding demands for
supreme power over school affairs being made by some of
our superintendents and being granted by inexperienced
boards of education; or school trustees who are willing
to dodge their responsibilities, might be symptomatic
of an approaching dictatorship of the super-intendentG.A“1

Another factor to be considered in improving decision-
making is direct participation. Blake states that there
are two concepts prevalent in organizations today--the
"authority-obedience" concept and the "integrated goals"
concept. The authority-obedience concept indicates a sefi—
ous lack of participation in decision-making processes of
the organization. Blake states that

in spite of new conditions, blind allegiance to oute
moded concepts of authority-obedience remains the basis
for rigid thinking about chain of command, span of con-
trol, formal delegation of responsibility and so on.
These things tend to keep executives and workers separated

- and insure that information for sound decision-making
won't be available when needed by either party.42

Of the second concept Blake says, "integration of personal
and organizational goals are the basis of collaboration
(decision-—rmaking).,"["3

Three recent studies completed at the Faculty of

Education, University of HManitoba, by E.P. Reimerhh,

4libid., pp. 14-15,

42R R, Blake, Group Dynamics--Key to Decision Making
(Houston: Gulf Publishing Co., 1961), p. 169,

431bid., p. 170.

AAE,P. Reimer, An Analysis of Expectation Concerning
the Distribution of Decision-laking Responsibilities in the
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JePe Clagget45, and E.A. Toewsl"6 appear to suggest that educa-
tional administrative decision-making in Manitoba is still op-
erating under the‘"authorityﬂobedienée" concept with a result-
ant significant level of conflict at all levels of decision=-
making, and possibly with an attendent loss of efficiency,
Certainly the participation in the process of
decision~-making by those individuals in the organization
who are directly concerned leads directly to an internal=-
ization of organizational goals. Once accomplished, com-
munication of pertinent information by those concerned will
not be hampered. The goals of the organization are now
personal goals, Participation in decision-making will
create a healthier climate in the organization, basic to
general goal achievement. The decision-meking function of
the executive position in an organization is one that de-
mands a vision of the total action of the organigzation. As
Barnard says, it is a position " . . . in Which the sense

L7

of the whole is the dominating basis for decision."

Administration of the New Unitary School Division in Mani-
toba, unpublished Masters thesis (University of Manitoba, 1508).

h5J,P, Clagget, Conflict in Administrative Respon-
sibilities Between Superintendents and Secretary-Treasurers
in the Unitary School Divisions of IManitoba, unpublished
Masters thesis {(University of Hanitoba, 1970).

héE,A. Toews, An Analysis of Expectations Concerning
- the Distribution of Decision-laking Responsibilities in
Schools in HManitoba, unpublished Masters thesis (University
of Manitoba, 1971},

470.13 Barnard, Functions of the Executive (Cam-
bridge: Harvard, 1938), p. 250,




CHAPTER III

Treatment of the Data

The following hypotheses were tested for each task
area: '

General Hypothesis Number One

There is a significant difference in the perceptions of the
four reference groups.

General Hypothesis Number Two

There is a significant level of agreement in the expecta-
tions of the four reference groups.,

General Hypothesis Number Three

There is no significant relationship between expectation
scores and perception scores of the four reference groups,

Further analysis attempts to answer the following
queétions:

Question One, At what level in the administrative hierarchy

do the groups, relative to each other, perceive the primary
responsibility for decisions to reside?

Question Two. How much relative intergroup concensus is

there in each task area on the basis of expectations?

Question Three, What is the magnitude of the conflict,

based on the differences of expectations and perception?
The data for this study was collected from four per-
sonnel groups using a survey questionnaire. Part of the

 data was collected using a random sampling of teachers,

25
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However, with respect to the personnel of principals, vice=
principals, the superintendent's department, and school
trustees, data representative of these groups was collected
from the entire population in each case,

The responses on the survey questionnaire were sub-
sequently recorded on eighty-column key-punch format sheets
in preparation for key-punching on first version card out-
put,.

This first version card output was then used as the
source data in order to generate the six perception and six
expectation sub-scale scores for each individual. The new
card output produced constituted the second version card
output and actually represented the data which underwent
analysis,

The six sub-scale scores for each of the scales;
perception and expectation, were calculated using the Uni-
versity of Alberta Test 05 computer program designed by
Dr. S, Hunka, Dr. H.D. Hemphill and D. Precht. Essentially
this program is designed to calculate sub-scale scores from
responses to Questionnaires by individuals in a number of

different groups.

Analysis of Variance

Analysis of variance was the general statistical
method used for testing the hypotheses dealing with between-
group differences in perception and between-group differ-
ences in expectation. Analysis of variance is an efficient
parametric technique and it is one of the techniques consid-

ered most powerful and widely used,
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There are usually four stated requirements underlying
the use of analysis of variance: the sampling should be
random; contributions to the total variance must be addi-
tive; observations within groups should be normally distrib-

uted; and the variances within groups must be approximately

L8

equal.
Popham points out, that although

from a theoretical viewpoint the assumptions under-
lying analysis of variance must be rigorously ful-
filled in order that the technique yield information
which is accurately interpretable, « o o »

e« o o there is increasing evidence, however, that
even though fairly significant departures from strict
theoretical assumptions may exist, analysis of variance
is sufficiently "robust" that it will still Z%eld re-
sults which may be meaningfully interpreted.

50

Guilford also supports this point of view,

For this study a concerted effort was made to satisfy
all four assumptions. However, it was also considered that
in view of both Popham's and Guilford's position that some
departure from the four requirements would not discount the
use of analysis of variance.

Analysis of variance or anova, as it is commonly
known, is a technique for partitioning the wvariation in the
observed data into parts, each part assignable to different
causes or combinations of causes. For this study one-way

anova was employed. One-way means that only one independent

48J,Pe Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology
and Education, p. 274.

b9, g, Popham, Educational Statistics—-Use and Inter-
retation, p. 179.

5OGuilford, OPoCite, Pe 27hs
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variable will be under investigation with the total vari-
ance being partitioned into two sources or parts: one part
due to differences between-group means and a second part
due to differences within-group means.,

The independent variable in this study is the per-
sonnel group. This independent variable has four levels:
teachers, principals, superintendents, and trustees,
| The dependent variables are comprised of the percep-
tion sub-scale scores and expectation sub-scale scores, and
these are assumed to be continuously distributed,

The one-way anova was employed to test for mean dif-
ferences in the perception sub~scale scores of the four
personnel categories. The analysis of variance, through the
magnitude of the F value, that is, the ratio value of the
sum of squares between the groups and the sum of squares
within the groups, can reveal whether or not there are sig-
nificant differences in the perception of the groups with
regard to the sub-scale under analysis, If any F values
were significant, then it was necessary to extend the anal-
ysis using Newman-Keuls test of ordered means to determine
the paired means for which the differences were significant.

The hypothesis dealing with between-group perception
differences and between-group expectation differences was
tested using one-way analysis of variance. The anova anal-
ysis was conducted using STATS 12 computer program developed

at the University of Manitoba Computer Center,



T-Test

The t-test for correlated data is the most approp-~
riate and efficient technique to test the hypothesis of
significant differences between the mean expectation and
perception scores for each of the task sub-scales.,

The assumptions underlying the proper interpretation
of the t-test include: (1) the population data is distrib-
uted in a normal fashion, (2) random selection of sample,
(3) the variables are measured on the interval scale,

Popham has stated that "in general, the assumptions
noted above are quite lenient." He points out in addition
that "one can depart quite markedly from them and still

obtain a t-value which can be correctly interpreted,"5l

51Popham, op. cit., p. 139,



CHAPTER IV

Data Analysis

Overview
This chapter deals with the statistical analyses ap-
plied to the data collected for this study. The analysis
consists of two sections: (1) Descriptive Data Analysis,
and {2) Inferential Data Analysis, and is carried out on the
basis of within-group analysis and between-group analysis.
Each of the sections is concluded with a summary of the re-

spective data analyses.

I, Descriptive Data Analysis--Tables 1 and 2

The data for this study was collected by the use
of a questionnaire., The questionnaire used for this
study consisted of sixty-four individual items requiring
a dual response designed to ascertain the perceptions
and expectations of four personnel groups regarding the
locus of decision-making responsibility in six different
task areas., The task areas were: (1) Business and Fi-
nance, (2) Public Relations, (3) Staff Personnel,

(4) Pupil Persoﬁnel, (5) Curriculum, {6) Buildings and
Transportation.

The data in Table 1 is a summary description of

the six task areas examined and specifies the task area

30
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or sub~scale to which each of the sixty-four items be-

longs.

TABLE 1

IDENTIFICATION OF QUESTIONS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE
WITH RESPECT TO TASK AREAS AND NUMBER OF
QUESTIONS IN EACH TASK AREA

Task Area

No. of Questions

Question Number

Business and
Finance

Public Relations

Staff Personnel

Pupil Personnel

Curriculum

Buildings and
Transportation

12

16

12

8

59 179 185 309 359
369 !4'39 L’?Sg 539
5L, 62, 63

g, 11, 15, 24, 26,
40, 51, 52

39 49 9» lO,
16,721,723, 27,
28, 29, 3L, 37,
L1, 56, 57

13, 14, 19, 20,
319 429 léi#s ‘-’1"79
48, 49, 50, 59

6, 32, 39, 46, 55
58,761,764

1, 7, 12

33, 38, &o

22, 25,

6 Task Areas

6L Questions

Questions 1 to 64

Table 2 summarizes the number of questionnaires

mailed to respondents and the percentage of usable re-

turns from the 195 mailings,.

Of the participating sub=

jects, 137 questionnaires, representing slightly more

than 70 percent, were usable for subsequent analysis.



FREQUENCY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS FROM THE
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TABLE 2

VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

No. Sent No. Returned | No. Usable | % Usable
Teachers 111 68 65 59,01
Principals 70 63 63 90,00
Superintendents L L ly 100.00
Board Members 10 50,00
Total 195 140 137 70,26

IT. Inferential Data Analysis-~Tables 3 to 7

A. Within=Group Analysis

In Tables 3 to 7 the mean expectation and
perception scores in each task area are presented
for each of the personnel groups. These tables
present the within-group tests of difference be-
tween expectation and perception scores in the six
task areas for the four personnelygroupsg

Table 3 gives the Board Members mean expecta-
tion and mean perception scores in regard to the six
task areas examined.

A comparison of the differences between mean
expectation and mean perception scores for each of
the six task areas in Table 3 indicates that the
differences that do appear are very slight or negli-

gible. In all task areas, except Buildings and
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Transportation, and Curriculum, the mean perception

score was greater than the mean expectation score,

TABLE 3

TESTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EXPECTATION AND PERCEPTION
SCORES IN THE VARIOUS TASK AREAS FOR
THE VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

Bus. Bldgs. . .
Board and ;%i Curr. Public {Staff | Pupil

Members Fin. Fin. Rel, Per, Per,

Expectation X | 67,00 {41.60 49,40} 50,40 {91.20]| 74.60
Perception X 68,40 |L0,60 [48.60] 51.00(95,20] 75,00
Critical T.01 L6 60 LoBO | Lo60| 4o6O{ 4,60} L.60

Calculated T 1.06 0.48 | 0.57] 0.61{ 2,531 0,17
Decision not NeSe N, S, NeSe | NeSo, NoSe
signif,

The T~test for significant differences between
mean expectation and mean perception scores reveals
no significant differences at the ,01 level of prob-
ability. In other words, the expectations and per-
ceptions of the Board regarding the locus of the
decision=-making responsibility in this school divi-
sion would appear to be the same,

Table L gives the Superintendents' mean expec-
tation and mean perception scores in regard to the
six task areas. In only one task area, Public Rela-
tions, did the test of differences reveal a signifi-

cant difference between mean expectation and mean
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perception scores at the .01 level of probability,

TABLE L

TESTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EXPECTATION AND PERCEPTION
SCORES IN THE VARIQUS TASK AREAS FOR
THE VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

Bus,

Bldgs.

Superintendents | znq and Curr, |Fublic |Staff jPupil
Fin. Fin. Rel. | Per. { Per.
Expectation X 60.75 1 40.75 | 43,00 {42.25 |77.25 {63.50
Perception X 62,75 | 41.75 | 44,00 {45.25 183.75 {68.75
Critical T.OL 5.8L11 5.841 5.84L1] 5,841 1 5.8411 5,841
Calculated T 1,19 .41 O0.43 76354 2.71 1.95
Decision not NoeSe NeSoe sig. ab} n.s. NeSe
signif, .01
level
A comparison of the mean expectation scores
with the mean perception scores reveals that the

Superintendents consistently scored higher on the

mean perception than on the mean expectation.

The data analysis in Table 5 represents the

statistical tests for the differences between the

mean expectation and mean perception scores for

Principals in the six task areas.

In each case the

difference between the mean expectation score and

the mean perception score is significant at the .01

level of probability,.

The direction of the differ-

ences is consistent for each comparison of mean



TABLE 5

TESTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EXPECTATION AND PERCEPTION SCORES IN
THE VARIOUS TASK AREAS FOR THE VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

Business

Buildings

Princs c . Public Staff Pupil
rincipals _and and ) urriculum | petations | Personnel | Personnel
Finance | Transportation
Expectation X | 47.90 32.94 32.98 33.24 64,83 54,84
Perception X | 60,80 36,25 39.98 Ll L3 82,62 65,92
Critical T.01 2,657 2.657 2.657 2,657 2,657 2.657
Calculated T 10.45% % Lo 5030k 7 o795 11,92 %x 12,06 4% 11.09 44
Decision significarti} sig. at .01 sig. at sig. at sig. at sig. at
at LOllevel level 0L level .01 level L1 level .01l level

G¢
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expectation score with the mean perception score,
The mean perception score being greater in each
case.

The data analysis in Table 6 represents the
statistical tests for the differences between the
mean expectation and mean perception scores for
Teachers in each of the six task areas. In each
case the difference between the mean expectation
score and the mean perception score is significant
at the .01 level of probability. The direction of
this difference is very similar to the direction of
difference as presented in Table 5 for Principals,
The Teachers' mean perception scores are consis=
tently and significantly greater than their mean
expectation scores,

Table 7 presents these findings in summary
form giving the differences in mean scores for the
six task areas for perceptions and expectations for
the four personnel groups. In addition this summary
table displays the direction and magnitude of the
differences and as well indicates those differences

that are significant,

Summary
In analysing the within~group data for dif-

ferences between mean expectation scores and mean
perception scores for the four personnel groups in

regard to the six task areas, the following points



TESTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EXPECTATION AND PERCEPTION SCORES IN

TABLE 6

THE VARIOUS TASK AREAS FOR THE VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

Business Buildings . . .
Teachers and and Curriculum Public Staff Pupil
Finance Transportation | Relations Personnel | Personnel
Expectation X | 43.71 33,06 30.55 30,63 62,32 52,40
Perception X | 61.86 36.85 41,03 L3.78 86,46 68,43
Critical T.01 | 2,655 2,655 2,655 2.655 2,655 2,655
Calculated T lL}«oOl** 14.@20** 10006*){: 125?1** 13087** 12a88**
Decision sig. at sig. at .0l sig. at .01 | sig. at sig. at sig. at
Nex] level level .01 .01 .01
level level level level

A9




TABLE 7

SHOWING THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN EXPECTATION SCORES AND MEAN PERCEPTION
SCORES IN THE SIX TASK AREAS FOR THE FOUR PERSONNEL GROUPS

Business Buildings . .
and and Curriculum Public Staff Pupil
Finance Transportation Relations Personnel Personnel
Board Members 1.40 1,00 0.80 0.60 L, 00 0.40
P>E E>P E>P P>E P>E P>B
Superintendents 2,00 1,00 1.00 3,00 6,50 5025
P>E P>E PR P>E P>E P>E
Principals 12,90 3.31 7,00 11.19 17.79 11.08
P>Ex* PO>Ex P>Ex P>Ex P>E x P>Ex
Teachers 18,15 Ls79 10.48 13.15 2h o 14 16,03
P>Ex P>Ex* P>Ex P>Ex PO>E % P>E %
Code:

Numerical values are differences in mean scores

P = mean perception score
E - mean expectation score
> = greater than

% = Significant

8¢
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appear to stand out as having some significance:

1.

Lo

In all six task areas the Boards' mean expecta-
tion scores and mean perception scores were
generally the same., In two areas only, Build-
ings and Transportation, and Curriculum, were
their mean expectation scores higher than their
mean perception scores,

In all six task areas the Superintendents'! mean
expectation scores and mean perception scores
were generally the same, However, in all six
task areas, the Superintendents'’ mean percep-
tion scores were consistently higher than their
mean expectation scores,

In all six task areas the Principals?! mean ex-
pectation scores and mean perception scores were
consistently and significantly different at the
.01 level of probability. In addition, in all
six task areas the mean perception scores were
consistently and significantly higher than the
mean expectation scores, While the direction
of this difference was the same for Superinten=-
dents as for Principals, the magnitude of the
differences was much greater in the case for
Principals,

In all six task areas the Teachers?! mean ex-
pectation scores and mean perception scores

were consistently and significantly different
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L0

at the .01 level of probability. In all six
task areas the mean perception scores were con=-
sistently and significantly higher than the
mean expectation scores., In addition; the di-
rection of this difference was the same for
Teachers as for Principals and Superintendents,
but the magnitude of this difference, except in
the task area of Staff Personnel, was much
greater for Teachers than for Principals,.

Between-Group Analysis

The data analyses presented in Tables 8 to
31 represent the analysis of variance tests carried
out to determine whether any significant differ-
ences existed between the four personnel groups.

The analyses presented in Tables & to 19
tested hypotheses in regard to differences in ex-
pectations between the personnel groups in each of
the six task areas, Similarily the analyses in
Tables 20 to 31 tested hypotheses of differences
in perception between the four personnel groups=--
teachers,'principals, superintendents, and board
members--in each of the task areas.

The between-group analyses presented for
each task area consist of: (1) mean and standard
deviation data, and (2) analysis of variance data.
For those analyses where the F-ratio was found to

besgignificant at the .05 level of probability,
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ubsequent analysis involving the Newman-Keuls Test

]

of Ordered Means is presented,

Analysis of Variance~-Expectation

The data in Table 8 indicates that the mean expecta-
tion scores on the Business and Finance sub-scale became
increasingly greater from teachers, principals, superinten-

dents to board members,

TABLE 8
MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION--BUSINESS AND FINANCE

X SD N

Teachers L3.71 9.42 65

Principals 47,90 825 63

Superintendents 60,75 3.86 I3
Board Members 67.00 3.54

Total Group 46,99 9.96 137

The analysis of variance in Table 9 yielded an F-
ratio significant at the .05 level of probability. The
Newman-Keuls Test of Ordered Means was applied to the data
and revealed that,

a) teachers had significantly different mean expectation
scores from both superintendents and board members and,

b) the mean expectation scores of principals were sig-
nificantly different from superintendents and board

members,.
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TABLE 9
ANOVA
Source of A
Variation S5 DF M3 ¥
Between Groups 294,9.11 3 983,04 13.09
Within Groups 9985,75 133 75,08
Critical F.05 = 2,68 Significant at .05 level

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Teachers | Principals {Superintendents | Board Members

T 1.38 506y 7o71y
P Lo25x 6432
S 2,06
B

1) Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
2) Board Members significantly different from Teachers

3) Superintendents significantly different from Principals
L) Board Members significantly different from Principals

Reject Ho.

These results supported the decision to reject the
null hypothesis of no difference between groups,

The Newman~Keuls Test of Ordered Means did not indi-
cate any significant differencos between teachers and prin-
cipals, nor between superintendents and board members,

The analyses presented in Tables 10 and 11 in regard

to the Buildings and Transportation sub-scale indicate
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TABLE 10
MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION--BUTLDINGS AND TRANSFORTATION

X SD N
Teachers 33,06 L,83 65
Principals 32,94 LolO 63
Superintendents 40,75 Le57 L
Board Members 41,60 5,98
Total Group 33.54 5,05 137
TABLE 11
ANOVA
Source of SS DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 558.66 3 186.22 8.5
Within Groups 2899.58 133 21.80

Critical F.05 = 2,69 Significant at .05 level

differcnces in the mean expectation scores for each of the

personnel groups. -Following a significant F-ratio at the

.05 level of probability, a subsequent Newman-Keuls Test of

Ordered Means revealed that,

a) the mean expectation scores of teachers were signifi-
cantly different from both superintendents and board

nmembers, and,
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b) the mean expectation scores of principals differed sig-
nificantly from both superintendents and board members.,
However, there were no significant differences between
superintendents and board members, nor between teachers

and principals,

NEWMAN~-KEULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Principals | Teachers | Superintendents {Board Membsrs

P .07 4o 78y 5.31 4
T Lol 5623 4
S 0.52
B

1) Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
2) Board Members significantly different from Teachers

3) Superintendents significantly different from Principals
L) Board Members significantly different from Principals

Reject Ho.

The null hypothesis, because of this supporting evi-
dence, was rejected and the alternative hypothesis, that is,
that the personnel groups differ significantly in mean ex-
pectation scores in regard to the Buildings and Transporta-
tion task area was accepted.

The analyses presented in Tablel2 in regard to the
Curriculum sub-scale indicates differences in the mean ex-
pectation scores for each of the personnel groups.

The analysis of variance in Table 13 yielded an

F-ratio significant at the ,05 level of probability.
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TABLE 12
MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION-~-CURRICULUM

e SD ' N

Teachers 30.55 7.01 65
Principals 32,98 5.68 63
Superintendents 43,00 7.16 L
Board Members 49,40 5.46

Total Group 32,72 7,45 ' 137

TABLE 13
ANOVA

Source of

Variation S5 DF M3 F
Between Groups 1925,68 3 641,89 15.76
Within Groups 5418,33 133 L0, 74

Critical F.05 = 2,68 Significant at .05 level

A subsequent Newnman-Keuls Test revealed that,

a) the mean expectation scores of teachers were signifi-
cantly different from both superintendents and board
members, and that,

b) the mean expectation scores of principals were signifi-
cantly different from both superintendents and board

members, There were, however, no significant differences
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between the expectations of teachers and principals,

nor for superintendents and board members,

NEWHAN-KEULS TEST OF ORDERED HEANS

Teachers | Principals | Superintendents | Board Members

T 1,01 5,87, 7.85,
P 117, 6.8,
S 2,66
B

1) Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
2) Board Members significantly different from Teachers

3) Superintendents significantly different from Principals
L) Board Members significantly different from Principals

Reject Ho,

Because of this statistical evidence, the null hypoth-
esis, that there is no significant difference between the ex-
pectations of the personnel groups, was rejected, and the
alternative hypothesis of a significant difference in the ex-
pectaﬁions of the personnel groups was accepted,

The analyses presented in Tables 14 and 15 in regard
to the task area of Public Relations indicates differences
in the mean expectation scores for each of the personnel
groups. Following a significant F-ratio at the ,05 level of
probability, a subsequent Newman-Keuls Test of Ordered Means
revealed that,

a) the mean expectation scores of teachers were signifi-

cantly different from both superintendents and board
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members and that,

b) the mean expectation scores of principals were signifi-

cantly different from the mean expectation scores of

both superintendents and board members, and in addition,

that,

c¢) the mean expectation scores of superintendents were sig-

nificantly different from the mean expectation scores of

board members,

TABLE 14

MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION--PUBLIC RELATIONS

X SD N

Teachers 30.63 7.06 65
Principals 33.24 6,03 63
Superintendents L2.25 Le19 4
Board Members 50,40 5.32

Total Group 32,89 759 137

TABLE 15
ANOVA

source of S5 DF MS F

Variation
Between Groups 2025,52 3 675.17 16,02
Within Groups 5606,58 133 42,15

Critical F,05 =

2,68 Significant at .05 level
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NEWMAN~KEULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Teachers

Principals

Superintendents

Board Members

tw W g 3

1.15

Selli-%
3098%

13 ol?‘X‘
7e 59%(
3 360%
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Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
Board Members significantly different from Teachers
Superintendents significantly different from Principals
Board Members significantly different from Principals
Board Members significantly different from Superintendents

Reject Ho.

These results supported the decision to reject the

null hypothesis of no significant difference between groups.

The Nevman=Keuls Test of Ordered Means revealed no

significant differences between teachers and principals,

The analyses presented in Table 16 in regard to the

Staff Personnel sub-scale indicates differences in the mean

expectation scores for each of the personnel groupse

TABLE 16
MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION-<-STAFF PERSONNEL
X SD N
Teachers 62,32 10.88 65
Principals 64,83 9,10 63
Superintendents 77625 1.50 L
Board Members 91.20 8,41 5
Total Group 64,96 11.34 137
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The analysis of variance in Table 17 yielded an

Feratio significant at the .05 level of probability.,

TABLE 17

ANOVA

Source of ;

Variation 59 DF M3 ¥
Between Groups L379.3L 3 1,59,78 | 14.95
Within Groups 12990.93 133 97.68

Critical F.05 = 2,68 Significant at .05 level

A subsequent Newman-Keuls Test revealed that,

a) the mean expectation scores of teachers in the task
area of Staff Personunel were significantly different
from both superintendents and board members,

b) the mean expectation scores of principals were signifi-
cantly different from both superintendents and board
members,

c) the mean expectation scores of superintendents were
significantly different from board members,

d) there were no significant differences between mean ex-
pectation scores of teachers and principals,

Because of this statistical evidence, the null hy-
pothesis, that there is no significant difference between
the e¢xpectations of the various personnel groups, was re-

jected, and the alternative hypothesis of a significant
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difference between the expectations of the personnel groups

was accepted.

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Teachers | Principals | Superintendents {Board Members

T 0,73 Lo39 8640y
P 3,65x% 7+70%
S LoO7
B

1) Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
2) Board Members significantly different from Teachers

3) Superintendents significantly different from Principals
L) Board Members significantly different from Principals
5) Board Members significantly different from Superintendents

Reject Ho,

The data in Table 18 indicates that the mean expecta=
tion score on the Pupil Personnel sub-scale became increas-
ingly greater from teachers, principals, superintendents to

board members, as indeed it did in all of the sub-scales.

| TABLE 18
MEAN SCORES ON EXPECTATION-~PUPIL PERSONNEL
X SD N
Teachers 52.40 10,12 65
Principals 54,84 7.61 63
Superintendents 63,50 2,89 I
Board Members 74,60 8,08 5
Total Group 54,66 9. 80 137
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The analysis of variance in Table 19 yielded an

F-ratio significant at the .05 level of probability.

TABLE 19
ANOVA
Source of
Variation 53 DF MS F
Between Groups 2515..48 3 838,49 10,69
Viithin Groups 10430,27 133 78,42

Critical F.05 = 2,68 Significant at 0L level

The Newman-Keuls Test of Ordered Means was applied to the

data and revealed that,

a) teachers had significantly different mean expectation
scores from both superintendents and board members, and,

b) the mean expectation scores of principals were signifi-
cantly different from superintendents and board members,
and in addition that,

c) sﬁperintendents had significantly different mean expec-
tation scores from the mean expectation scores of board
menmbers. |

These results supported the decision to reject the
null hypothesis of no difference between groups.
The Newman-~Keuls Test did not indicate any signifi-

cant difference between teachers and principals.
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EWMAN-KBULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Teachers | Principals | Superintendents | Board Members

tw U W 3

0678 3859—}{— 7018.)(.
2@80% 6@39%
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Superintendents significantly different from Teachers
Superintendents significantly different from Principals
Board Members significantly different from Teachers
Board Members significantly different from Principals
Board Members significantly different from Superintendants

Reject Ho.

Summary-=-Exvectations

The statistical analyses of the data for Expectations

for the four personnel groups with regard to the six task

areas resulted in the following findings:

1.

Teachers and Principals had significantly different
mean scores in expectation from the mean expectation
scores of Superintendents and Board Members in all six
task areas.

Superintendents had significantly different mean expec-
tation scores.from Board Members' mean expectation
scores in three task areas--namely, Public Relations,
Staff Personnel, and Pupil Personnel.

There were no significant differences in the mean expec=-
tation scores between Teachers anvarincipals in any of

the six task areas,
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Lo There were no significant differences in the mean ex-

pectation scores between Superintendents and Board Mem-

bers in three task areas--namely, Business and Finance,

Buildings and Transportation, and Curriculum,

These findings are shown diagrammatically in Table 20.

TABLE 20

DIAGRAMIMATICAL PRESENTATION INDICATING THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN THE EXPECTATIONS OF THE FOUR PLHSONNEL GROUPS

IN THE SIX TASK AREAS

Bd, BFE =
Bd, BTE =
Bd, CE =
Bd. PRE #
Bd. SPE #

Supt. BFE # Princ, BFE
Supt. BTE # Princ., BTE

]

Tcacher BFE

I

Teacher BTE

Supt. CE # Princ. CE = Teacher CE

Supt. PRE # Princ. PRE = Teacher PRE

Supt. SPE # Princ. SPE = Teacher SPE

Bd. PPE s Supt. PPE # Princ. PPE = Teacher PPE

Code:

Bd.
Supt.
Princ,
Teacher
E

BEF

BT

C

PR

SP

PP

L2 T N T T T D B B

not significantly different
significantly different
Board Members
Superintendents

Principals

Classroom Teachers

mean expectation score
Business and Finance
Buildings and Transportation
Curriculum

Public Relations

Staff Personnel

Pupil Personnel

Analysis of Variance-~Perception

The data for the tests of differences in mean per-

ception scores between the four personnel groups in the six
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task areas are presented in Tables 21 to 32.
The data in Table 21 shows that the mean perception
scores on the Business and Finance sub-scale are relatively

the same for each of the four personnel groups. They range

TABLE 21
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTICN--BUSINESS AND FINANCE

X SD N

Teachers 61,86 9.8L 65
Principals 60,08 7.55 63
Superintendeonts 62.75 1.89 I3
Board Members 68,40 Lo L5 5
Total Group 61.31 8.66 137

from a low of 60,08 for Principals to a high of 68,40 for
Board Members, with Teachers and Superintendents located
somewhere between and in that order,

The data for the analysis of variance in Table 22 in-

dicated that the F-ratio was not significant at the 05 level

TABLE 22
ANOVA
Source of ss DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 322,07 3 107.36 l.45
Within Groups 9826,39 133 73.88
Critical F.05 = 2,68 Not significant at .05 level

Accept Ho,
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of probability. Therefore the decision was made to accept
the null hypothesis of no significant differences in mean
perception scores between the four personnel groups in the
Business and Finance task area.

The analyses presented in Tables 23 and 24 in regard
to the Buildings and Transportation sub-scale indicate no

significant differences in the mean perception scores for

TABLE 23
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTION--BUILDINGS AND TRANSPORTATION
X SD N
Teacher 36,85 7.17 65
Principals 36.25 5.8L 63
Superintendents L1.75 L.50 L
Board Members 40,60 6,73 5
Total Group 36,85 6,55 137
TABLE 24
ANOVA
Source of 8 DF MS F
Variaticn
Between Groups 184.70 3 61.57 1.45
Within Groups 5654 .45 133 L2.51

Critical F.,05 = 2,68 Not significant at .05 level

Accept Ho.

each of the four personnel groups. The F-ratio was not
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signifiicant at the .05 level of probability, and therefore
the null hypothesis of no significant differences in mean
perception scores for the four personnel groups was accepted,

It was noted that while the mean scores showed only
a small range, from a low of 36.25 for Principals to a high
of 40,60 for Board Members, again, as in Tables 21 and 22,
Teachers and Superintendents were located somewhere in be-
tween and in that order,

The analyses presented in Table 25 in regard to the
Curriculum sub-scale indicate a range, in the mean percep-
tion scores, from 39.98 to 48.60 for the four personnel
groups., In this case, as in the previous two sub-scales,
the Principals have the lowest mean score and the Board
Members have the highest mean score, with Teachers and Su-

perintendents located in between and in that order,

TABLE 25
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTION-~~CURRICULUM

X 5D N
Teachers 41,03 7,21 65
Principals : 39,98 6,31 63
Superintendents L1 ,00 3.46 L

Board Members 48,60 4,83
Total Group 40,91 6.81 137

The analysis of variance in Table 26 yielded an

Feratio significant at the .05 level of probability.



TABLE 26
ANOVA
Source of
Variation 55 = M3 F
Between Groups 371,36 3 123,79 2.78
Within Groups 5922,27 133 Ll .53
Critical F,05 = 2,68 Significant at ,05 level

A subsequent Newman-Keuls Test revealed that,

a) the mean perception scores for Principals were sig-

nificantly different from Board Members, and that,

b) the mean perception scores for Teachers were signifi-

cantly different from Board Members, but that,

¢c) there were no significant differences in mean percep-

tion scores between Teachers, Principals and Super=-

intendents, and that,

d) the mean perception scores between Superintendents and

Board Members were not significantly different.

NEWMAN=-KEULS TEST OF ORDERED MEANS

Principals | Teachers | Superintendents | Board Members
P 0.40 1,70 370 %
T 1.20 3,20
S 1.90
B
1) Board Members significantly different from Principals
2) Board Members significantly different from Teachers

Reject Ho.
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Because of this statistical evidence, the null hypoth-
esis of no significant difference in the mean perception
scores was rejected, and the alternative hypothesis of a
significant difference in the mean perception scores be-
tween the four personnel groups in the task area of Curric-
ulum was accepted.

The analyses presented in Tables 27 and 28 in regard
to the Public Relations sub-scale indicates no significant
differences in the mean perception scores for the four per-
sonnel groups in this task area, The analysis of variance
yielded no significant F-ratio, and, on the btasis of this

statistical evidence the null hypothesis wes accepted.

TABLE 27
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTION--PUBLIC RELATIONS

X SD N
Teachers 43,78 745 65
Principals Ll o13 6oL 63
Superintendents 45,25 4o79 L
Board Members 41,00 L.58 5
Total Group L .39 6,92 137

An inspection of the mean scores indicates that the
range is not great, from a low of 43.78 to a high of 51,00,
but that the previous pattern seen in the first three task
areas in which Principals had the lowest mean score does

not hold here, In this sub-scale Teachers! mean scores
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are lowest with Board Members recording the highest mean
scores while Principals and Superintendents are located in

between and in that order.,

TABLE 28
ANOVA
Source of
Variation 53 DF S ¥
Between Groups R73 .34 3 91.11 1.93
Within Groups 6269.31 133 L7.1k

Critical F,05 = 2,68 Not significant at ,05 level

Accept Ho.

Table 29 presents the data for the mean perception
for the four personnel groups in the Staff Personnel sub-
scale. Again the range is not very great, ranging from a
low of 82,62 for Principals to a high of 95,20 for Board
Members, with Superintendents and Teachers located somewhere

in between and in that order,

TABLE 29
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTION-~STAFF PERSONNEL

X SD N

Teachers 86,46 10.66 65
Principals 82,62 10,63 63
Superintendents 83.75 4,50 L
Board Members 95.20 8,61 5
Total Group 84,93 10.73 137
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The analysis of variance presented in Table 30
yielded an F-ratio which is not significant at the .05
level of probability, and therefore, the null hypothesis of
no significant differences in the mean perception scores

between the four personnel groups in this task area was ac-

cepted,
TABLE 30
ANOVA
Source of S8 DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 808,72 3 269,57 2o b5
Within Groups 14634 .68 133 110,04
Critical F.05 = 2,68 Not significant at .05 level

Accept Ho.

Table 31 presents the data for the mean perception

scores for the personnel groups in the task area of Pupil

TABLE 31
MEAN SCORES ON PERCEPTION--PUPIL PERSONNEL
X SD N
Teachers ' 68, L3 8,36 65
Principals 65.92 7o 9k 63
Superintendents 68,75 S5elily L
Board Members 75,00 3,39 5
Total Group 67.53 8,14 137
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Personnel., VWhile the range of the mean scores is not great,
the previous noted sequence, of the low mean score for
Principals and the high mean score for Board Ifembers, and
Teachers and Superintendents located somewhere between, and
in that order, persists,

The analysis of wvariance presented in Table 32 yvielded
an F-ratio which is not significant at the .05 level of pro-
bability, and therefore the null hypothesis of no signifi-
cant differences in the mean perception scores between the

four personnel groups in the Pupil Personnel sub-scale was

accepted.
TABLE 32
ANOVA

Source of ss DF MS F

Variation ‘
Between Groups 372,17 3 124,06 1.94
Within Groups 8517 L 133 64,04

Critical F.05 = 2,68 Not significant at .05 level

Accept Hoo.

Summary-=Perceptions

The statistical analyses of the data for Perceptions
for the four personnel groups with regard to the six task
areas resulted in the following findings:

1. Teachers', Principals', Superintendents', and Board

Members'! mean perception scores were not significantly
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different in any of the task area, excepting one--
namely Curriculum,

2. In the task area of Curriculum, Board Members differed
significantly in their mean perception score from
Teachers and Principals, but not from the mean perception
score of Superintendents,

These findings are shown diagrammatically in Table 33,

TABLE 33

DIAGRAMMATICAL PRESENTATION INDICATING THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN THE PERCEPTIONS OF THE FOUR PERSONNEL GROUPS
IN THE SIX TASK AREAS

Bd., BFP = Supt. BFP = Princ., BFP = Teacher BFP
Bd. BTP = Supt. BTP = Princ. BTP = Teacher BTP
Bde CP = Supt. CP
Supt. CP = Princ., CP = Teacher CP
# Princ, CP = Teacher CP
Bd, PRP = Supt. PRP = Princ. PRP = Teacher PRP
Bd, SPP = Supt. SPP = Princ., SPP = Teacher SPP
Bd. PPP = Supt., PPP = Princ. PPP = Teacher PPP
Code:
= « not significantly different
# - significantly different
Bd. ~ Board Members
Supt. = Superintendents
Princ. =~ Principals
Teacher - Classroom Teachers
P - mean perception score
BF - Business and Finance
BT - Buildings and Transportation
C = Curriculum
PR -~ Public Relations
SP - Staff Parsonnel
PP ~ Pupil Personnel
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Table 34 shows the relationship between mean expec-
tation scores and mean perception scores for the four per-

sonnel groups in the six task areas,

TABLE 34

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEAN EXPECTATION AND MEAN PERCEPTION
SCORES FOR THE FOUR PERSONNEL GRCUPS AS THEY APPLY
TO THE SIX TASK AREBAS

TETRET

Bd, E = Bd, P
Supt. E = Supt. P except Supt. PRE # Supt. PRP
Princ, E # Princ, P

Teacher E # Teacher P

Code:
E - mean expectation scores
P -~ mean perception scores
= = not significantly ifferent
# = significantly different
Bd. = Board Members
Supt. = Superintendents
Princ., -~ Principals
Teacher - Classroom Teachers

Table 35 presents in summary the findings of the
Tests of Differences between mean expectation and mean per=-
ception scores in the six task areas for the four personnel
groups. '
The following points, as indicated on this table,
are of note:
l. Teachers' mean expectation scores were significantly
different from their mean perception scores in all six
task areas,

2, Principals' mean expectation scores were significantly



TABLE 35

SUMMARY OF TESTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EXPECTATION AND PERCEPTION SCORES
IN THE VARIOUS TASK AREAS FOR THE VARIOUS PERSONNEL GROUPS

- Teachers - Principals = <uperintendents -~  Board Members
£ Crit.T.0l CalT. X CritT.01 CalT. | £ Crit.T.01 LT, £ CritT.01 Cal.T.
XEBF | 1371 47.90 60.75 67,00
IFBF| 61.86 2,655 14014 60.80 2,657 1045, w1 0275 5.841 1Jd9.s. | 68.40 L4.60 1.06n,s.
XEBT | 33.05 32.9% LO.75 11,60
YPBT 36@85 2o 655 4020 Hox 36» 25 2&657 Z€'e50 3(“4: 14«1-@75 5@ 8L}—l lal-}-lneSe Z%Ov 60 4@60 OQLLSHQ Se
.XWEC 306 55 32@98 4—30 OO L}»(}o '}\LO
XPC | 41.03 2,655 10.064x |39.98 2,657 o795 | 4400 5.8L1  Oub3rnse | 48.60 L.60 0.571.8,
XEPR | 30.63 33.24 42,25 50640
TPPR| 43,78  2.655 12.7Lss | Lloh3 R.657 11.92ux] 45.25 5.841 7635 55 51.00 4,60 OH1n.s.,
¥ESP! 62,32 64,83 7725 91.20
PSP | 86,46 2,655 13.87+x | 82.62 2057 12065 | 83.75 5.841 27In.s. | 95.20 4.60  2.53n.s.
XEPP | 52,40 5Le 8L 63. 50 74,60
XPPP | 68.43 2,655 12.884x | 65.92 2,657 11.09,4! 68,75 5.8L1 1.95n.8. | 75,00 L4.60 O.17m.s.
Code: X - Means E - Expectation P ~ Perception
C = Curriculum PR - Public Relations BF - Business and Finance
SP - Staff Personnel N.Se. = not significant BT -« Buildings and Trans-
PP -~ Pupil Personnel *% - significant at .01

portation

19
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different from their mean perception scores in all six
task areas,

Superintendents! mean expectation scores were not sig-

nific atly different from their mean perception scores

except in one task area--Public Relations,

Board Members mean expectation scores were not signifi-
cantly differcat from their mean perception scores in

any of the six task areas,



CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions and Implications

This chapter will contain a review of the study. It
will include a statement of the problem investigated, the
methodology and instrumentation used, and a brief descrip-
tion of the sample., It also contains the major conclusions

with the attendant implications.,

Summary of the Study

The Problem

The underlying assumption for this study is that con-
flict results when there is a significant degree of differ-
ence between perceptions and expectations concerning res-
ponsibilities and authority for decision-making, This as-
sumption is strongly supported by research in the area of
administration and management, and applies at all levels=-
that is, personal conflict, interpersonnel conflict, and
intergroup conflict--within a formalized structure of admin-
istration.

Therefore, the central problem of this study was to
determine whether, within the framework of the formalized
hierarchical structure for decision-making in the School
Division of St, James-Assiniboia Number Two, there was a

significant degree of difference between expectations and

66
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perceptions for the four personnel groups~-Teachers, Prin-
cipals, Superintendents, Board Members--in six signifiéant
task areas.

In addition, should these differences be found to
exist, it was felt necessary to attempt to indicate the mag-

nitude and direction of the discovered differences.

Instrumentation and Methodology

1

The major objective of the present study was to le=-
termine whether there did exist significant differences in
perceptions and expectations regarding the locii of decision-
making authority and responsibility in the educational en-
deavor of the above mentioned school division. In order to
attain this objective it was necessary to:

1. TIdentify the pertinent decision-making task areas and
to define them with some degree of accuracy by breaking
them down into components requiring relatively frequent
decisions,

2, To develop (or adapt) an instrument designed to collect
the necessary data and thereby assess each personnel
group's position in regard to authority and responsie-
bility for decisions on the basis of:

a) perceived location, and
b) expected location,
The data were collected by mailed questionnaire,

Packages containing questionnaires with stamped self-

addressed envelopes were forwarded to 10 board members,
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L superintendents, 70 principals and/or vice~principals,
and 111 teachers,

After the data were collected the responses on the
survey questionnaire were recorded on 80-column key=-punch
format sheets in preparation for key-punching on first ver-
sion card output,.

This first version card output was then used as the
source data in order to generate the six perception and six
expectation sub-scale scores for each individual. The new
card output produced constituted the second version card
output and actually represented the data which underwent
analysis,.

Two statistical techniques, correlated t-tests and
analysis of variance, were the general statistical methods
used for testing hypotheses,

For within-group differences the t-test for corre-
lated data was applied to ﬁest~the hypothesis of signifi-~
cant differences between the mean expectation and perception
scores for each of the task sub-scales,

Analysis of variance was applied to test hypotheses
dealing with between=-group differences in perception and
betweén—group differences in expectations,.

For those analyses where the F-ratio was Tound to be
significant, subsequent analysis involving the Newman-Keuls

Test of Ordered Means was undertaken.
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The Sample

The sample for the present study consisted of per-
sonnel from the School Division of St, James-Assiniboia
Number Two selected on the following basis: (1) all board
members--ten in all, (2) all superintendents--four in all,
{3) all principals and vice-principals--seventy in number,
and (4) a ten percent random stratified sampling of all
classroom teachers, There were a total of 195 question-
naire mailings, of which 140 were returned, and 137 (slightly

more than 70 percent) were usable for hypothesis testing.

Results

In order to discover the relationship between ex;
pectations and perceptions for the four personnel groups in
six different task areas, three hypotheses were tested.
Results of the tests of significance revealed the followings

Hypothesis I--that there is a significant difference

in the perceptions, regarding the locus of the
decision-making authority and responsibility gove-
erning the six task areas, as held by the four per-
sonnel groups, was not supported by the findings of
the present study. There was, however, one excep=-
tion, the task area of Curriculum Decisions where
significant differences existed, In this task area
board members! perceptions as to the locus of
decision-making responsibility and authority were

significantly different from the perceptions of
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teachers and principals. The perceptions of super-
intendents were located somewhere in between so that
they did not differ significantly fromlteachers and
principals, nor at the same time did they differ sig-
nificantly from board members.

Hypothesis II--that there is a significant level of

agreement in the expectations,'regarding the locus of
decision-making authority and responsibility govern-
ing the six task areas, as held by the four personnel
groups, was only partially supported. The statisti-
cal tests revealed no significant differences between
teachers and principals in expectations in any of the
six task areas. However, teachers and principals
differed significantly in expectations from superin-
tendents and board members in all six task areas.

Similarly, superintendents differed signifi-
cantly in expectations from board members in three of
the six task areas, namely: (1) Public Relations,
{2) Staff Personnel, and (3) Pupil Personnel,

Hypothesis III--that there exists no significant re-

lationship between the task area expectations and the

task area perceptions for each of the four personnel

groups, was partially supported. The analyses re-

vealed that:

1. Teachers! expectations regarding the locus of
decision-making authority and responsibility were

significantly different from their perceptions of
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the actual location of this responsibility and
authority in all six task areas.,

2. Principals' expectations regarding the locus of
decision-making authority and responsibility
were significantly different from their percep=
tions of the actual location of this responsi-
bility and authority in all six task areas.,

3. The tests applied to the hypothesis in regard to
the superintendents! group showed no significant
difference between their expectations and per=
ceptions in regard to the locus of decision-
making authority and responsibility., Only in
one task area, namely the area of Public Rela-
tions, were differences between perceptions and
expectations significant,

Lo Board members' expectations regarding the locus
of decision-making authority and responsibility
were not significantly different from their per=
ceptions of the actual location of this respon-
sibility and authority in any of the six task

areas,

Conclusions

The conclusions presented here were arrived at on the
basis of evidence from the present study. However, these
conclusions are subject to some restrictions., It should be

kept in mind that any generalizations drawn are subject to
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the limitations of the instrument used to measure expecta-
tions and perceptions of the participating respondents,
Furthermore, with respect to the sample, some of the per-
sonnel groups were composed of relatively few members, and
this would necessarily impose some limitation on the appli-
cability of any generalization made. In addition, while the
author has not come across any hard evidence to the contrary,
éeveral consultants have indicated that requesting a dual
response (expectation and perception) on a single instrument
may tend to have an influence on the responses given, Per=
haps this is an area that warrants further investigation, as
the use of this type of instrument is becoming increasingly
more prevalent.

On the basis of the results, and with reference to the
definition of conflict (as defined for this study on page
13), the following conclusions would appear to have sone
measure of validity:

A, Inter-Personnel-Group Conflict

l. Conflict in the decision-making process is signifi-
cantly evident,

2o In general, the conflict is neither more nor less
conspicuous from task area to task area.

3. In general, the conflict is one characterized by a
tendency to cause formation of groups on the basis
of expectation~~that is, teachers and principals
holding similar expectations as opposed to super-

intendents and board members holding similar
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expectations which are significantly different from
those of the first mentioned group.

s Teachers and principals as a group expect a greater
share in the decision-making process, in other
words, are seeking to pull the power of decision-
making down closer to their level of operation.

5. Superintendents also expected more power to be lo-
cated in their area of decision-making. This was
significantly evident in only three task areas,
while to a lesser degree in all other areas,

6. Board members appeared to have more power in most
areas than was expected by them, If there was a
trend evident, and this was not statistically sig-
nificant, then board members could be said to be
preparad to give up some of their power,

Intra=Personal Conflict

Intra-personal conflict is that mental and/or
emotional conflict evidenced by a wide discrepancy be=-
tween mean expectation scores and mean perception scores
for individual personnel groups. (See Table 7, page 38)
1. Teachers, as a group, indicated a high level of con-
flict in that in all cases their scores indicated a
strong desire for greater participation in the
decision-making process,

2. Principals, as a group, while slightly less so than
teachers, also indicate a high level of conflict in

that in all cases their scores indicated a strong
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desire for greater participation in the decision-
making process.

3. Superintendents, as a group and in general, ap-
peared relatively satisfied with the perceived
status quo, excepting for one task area. In the
task area of Public Relations, superintendents ine-
dicated a significant level of conflict in that
their expectations indicated a desire for more power
in this area.

L. Board members, as a group and in general, appeared
relatively satisfied with the perceived status quo.
In no single task area was there an indication of
conflict as the result of incompatibility of per;

ceptions with expectations,

Implications

The implications, as set forward hereafter, are sub-
Ject to the same restrictions as previously indicated for
"Conclusions" on pages 71 and 72.

The level of conflict, as indicated by the statistical
analysis of the data in this study, is sufficiently high in
all areas to warrant consideration and perhaps action., In
examining the nature of the conflict it is patently obvious
that there is insufficient and inefficient communication be-
tween on-site personnel groups and head-office personnel
groups.

The statistical evidence indicates that almost withe-

out exception; the perceptions of the four personnel groups

regarding the locus of decision-making responsibility and
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authority in the six task areas are substantially similar

regardless of personnel group location., This would imply

that the downward flow of pertinent information is free,
efficient, clear, and comprehensible,

However, the statistical evidence indicates that
without exception, the expectations of the four personnel
groups regarding the locus of decision-making responsibility
and authority in the six task areas are significantly dif-
ferent dependent upon the personnel group location. The on-
site personnel groups hold significantly similar expecta-
tions, and head-office persomnnel groups hold relatively sim-
ilar expectations, but these two sets of expectations are
significantly different at the .0l level of probability,

This would indicate or imply the possibility of sev-
eral causes. Perhaps such causes as: -

(a) the flow of information upward (in the line and staff
conformation) is not free, efficient, clear and com=-
prehensible,

(b) there is little understanding for and recognition of
the existing upward flow of information,

{c) teachers are more militant, demanding of more partici-
pation in the decision-making process,

(d) teachers! organizations exhibiting greater strength
through the activities of their individual members,

(e) a changing relationship between management and employ-
ees,

(f) the lack, on the part of management, to recognize and

accept the reality of such employee demands and
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expectations,

In any case the effect would be damaging on the morale of

the on-site personnel groups, and result in an attendent

denial of useful and pertinent information to the heade

office personnel groups.,

1.

Lo

There are several possible means by which the con-

flict might be minimized., Some to be considered might be:

That the head-office personnel groups make every effort,
not only to be open to the upward flow of communications,
but also be perceived as being open to the same,

That seminars and conferences designed to develop the
attitudes and technicues of the various personnel groups
necessary in the difficult art of open and free communi-
cation be organized and carried out,

That policy development be a high~priority item for the

division, and that the personnel groups affected by the

| developed policy be involved at the level in which a

particular personnel group contributes to the total ed-
ucational program,

Part of the problem undoubtedly is one of size., There
have been numerous scientific studies carried out that
indicate that the necessary feeling of "we-ness" so
important to the maintenance of good morale in an organ=
ization becomes increasingly more difficult to achieve
as the organization grows bigger and bigger, For the
resolution of the problem of size the author volunteers

no recommendations, except decentralization of some of
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the functions of the decision-making process,.

Recommendations For Further Study

It is recommended that further studies of this nature
be undertaken in other divisions as a means of ascer-
taining the universality (or lack of it) of the problem
of conflict in decision-making,

It is recommended that further studies be undertaken to
bring evidence to bear on the affect a dual response
instrument has on the honesty and validity of the res-
pondents?! responses,

It is recommended that further studies be undertaken to
determine whether or not there is an attendent loss of
efficiency in the educational on-site program as a re-

sult of decision-making conflict.
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"Covering Letter to Teachers

"Jameswood School,
"l Braintree Cres.,,
"Winnipeg 12, lan,

"November 29, 1971

"This letter is a request for your participation as a
“classroom teacher in a consensus study of expectations ver-
sus perceptions concerning the distribution of administra-
tive decision-making responsibilitiss in £hne Sohool Divi~
sion of St, James-Assiniboia je, 1The study Will analyze the
expectations and the perceptions of teachers, principals,
superintendents, and board members, concerning their res=
pective roles, and will include a statistical comparative
analysis of the responses of the various personnel groups,
The purpose of the study is to identify areas of potential
conflict among the various personnel groups, and help clar-
ify their respective roles in decision-making., A copy of
the thesis will be sent to the superintendent to be made
available to teachers., Personal anonymity of all informa-
tion will be strictly maintained.

"The school board has kindly permitted me to do the
study in this division, and I am sincerely grateful and
thankful to you for your anticipated response,

"The questionnaire to teachers is being mailed to a
10% stratified random sampling of the total teaching staff
of the division., In order to achieve a relatively high
validity in the study, it is important that all teachers
randomly selected respond,

"If you can spare an hour in your busy schedule,
please (1) read the instructions for the enclosed ques-
tionnaire carefully, (2) complete the questionnaire, and
(3) return it in the self-addressed envelope before Decem-
ber 23, 1971,

"Sincerely,

"Frank H, Voth,
"Master of Education Student,
"University of Manitoba."
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"Covering Letter to Principals and Vice Principals

"Jameswood School,
"l Braintree Cres,,
"Wiinnipeg 12, Man,

"November 29, 1971

"This letter is a request for your participation as a
principal/vice principal in a consensus study of expecta=-
tions versus verceptions concerning the distribution of
administrative decision-making responsibilities in the School
Division of St., James=Assinivpoia #2.

"The study wlll analyze the expectations and the per-
ceptions of teachers, principals, superintendents, and school
board members, concerning their respective roles, and will
include a statistical comparative analysis of the responses
of the various perscnel groups. The purpose of the study
is to identify areas of potential conflict among the various
school personnel groups, and help clarify their respective
roles in decision-making,

"Your school board has authorized the participation-
of this division in the study. The study is being conducted
for a master's thesis at the University of Manitoba. A copy
of the thesis will be sent to the superintendent of this
division, to be made available to principals/vice principals.
Strict individual confidentiality will be maintained.

"If you can spare an hour in your busy schedule,
please (1) read the instructions for the enclosed question-
naire very carefully, (2) complete the questionnaire, and
(3) return it in the self-addressed envelope before Decem=-
ber 23, 1971.

"l regret making this imposition on you at this busy
time of the year, However, in order that the study be as
valid as possible it is very important that all principals
and vice principals responde

"Please accept my sincere appreciation and thanks for
the anticipated response,

"Sincerely,

"Frank H. Voth,
"Master of Education Student,
"University of Manitoba.!
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"Covering Letter to Superintendents

"Jameswood School,
"l Braintree Cres.,
"Winnipeg 12, Man.

" "November 29, 1971

"I wish to thank you very sincerely for approval to
do my thesis survey in this division.

"Now I come to you with my final request regarding
the survey. If you can spare an hour in your busy schedule
please (l¥ read the instructions for the enclosed question-
naire carefully, (2) complete the questionnaire, and
(3) return it in the self-addressed envelope before Decem-
ber 23, 1971,

"The Study will analyze the expectations and percep-
tions of teachers, principals, superintendents, and school
board members, concerning their respective roles, and sta-
tistically compare "within group" and "intergroup" res=
ponses. The purpose of the study is to identify areas of
potential conflict among the various school personnel groups
in the division, and to help clarify their respective roles
in decision-making.

"A copy of the thesis will be sent to your department,
and may be made available by you to teachers, principals
and board members in this division,

"Thank you again for your assistance and for your
anticipated response to this questionnaire,

"Sincerely,

"Frank H, Voth,
"Master of Education Student,
"University of Manitoba,"
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"Covering Letter to School Board lMembers

"Jameswood School,
"l Braintree Cres.,

.1

"Winnipeg 12, HMan,
"November 29, 1971

"This letter is a request for your participation as a
school board member in a consensus study of expectations
versus perceptions concerning the distribution of adminise ,
trative decision~-making responsibilitics in the School Divie e
sion of St. James~Assiniboia 7 2. 4The study Will analyze the
exXpectations and the perceptions of tuachers, principals,
superintendents, and school board members, concerning their
respective roles, and will include a statistical comparative
analysis of the responses of the various personnel groups,.
The purpose of the study is to identify areas of potential
conflict among the various personnel groups, and help clar-
ify their respective roles in decision-making. A copy of
the thesis will be sent to the superintendent to be made
available to board members. Personal anonymity of all in-
formation will be strictly maintained, ,

"If you can spare an hour in your busy schedule,
please (1) read the instructions for the enclosed question-
naire carefully, (2) complete the questionnaire, and (3) re-
turn it in the self-addressed envelope before December 23,
19219'

"I am most grateful to you for permitting me to do
the study in this division, and feel that the findings
should prove interesting and significant to you as a school
board member involved in the administration of this divi-
sion,

"Since a questionnaire has gone out to all the mem-
bers of the board, it is most important to get a 100% res-
ponse in order to make the study as valid as possible,

"Thank you very much for your anticipated response,

"Sincerely,

"Frank H. Voth,
"Master of Education Student,
"University of Manitoba.,"



"JAMESWOOD SCHOOL

"January 17, 1972,

"FOLLOW UP LETTER TO:

YTRUSTEES, SUPERINTENDENTS, PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS OF
ST. JAMES ASSINIBOIA SCHOOL DIVISION #2,

WRE: Questionnaire distributed in December/71 concerning
administrative decision-making responsibilities in
the division named.

"To all wino have responded-a sincere thank you. I am most
grateful to you for your assistance in helping me collect
data for the preparation of a thesis in my M. Ed. program,

"Todate sixty-five percent (65%) of the 195 people poled
have responded., However, in order to achieve an acceptable
level of validity, it would be desirable to have at least
an 80% response from the population poled,

"I therefore appeal to you, if you have not completed and
returned the questionnaire yet, could you do so at your
earliest convenience, If you have inadvertently misplaced
it, just give me a call at 837-2472 and I shall immediately
mail you another copye.

"Thank you for your anticipated response.

"Sincerely,

"Frank H. Voth,
"Master of Education Student,
"University of Manitoba,"
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"PELLY TRAIL SCHOOL DIVISION NO. 37

"0, Box 640 RUSSELL, MANITOBA  Phone 750
"ARNOLD G, MINISH, Superintendent

"ED. REIMER, Assistant Superintendent

"December 2, 1970

"r, Frank H. Voth
1 Braintree Crescent
St. James-Assiniboia 12, Manitoba

"Dear Mr., Voth:

"I am glad to give you permission to use the irnstrument that
I designed for my thesis with whatever modifications you
find necessary for your study.

"I «ish you the best of success on your thesis.

ours truly,

"E.P, Reimer
"Assistant Superintendent®™
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Survey Questionnaire on Administrative Decisions
in the School Division of St. James-Assiniboia Nos 2

Instructions

This questionnaire consists of sixty-four decision~items.
Each item states an area in which administrative decisions
must be made in the school system., You are asked for each
decision=item who you think should have (in the first cole
umn of answer boxes), and who you think does have {in the
second column of answer boxes) the primary responsibility
for making the decisions covered by the item,

Indicate your opinion for each item by writing one of the
numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 or 9 in the boxes to the
right of each item. Select the numbers for each item
according to the following code,

B. Perception

A. Expectation
(Second Column of Answer Boxes)

Enter "1" if the Teacher
should be primarily res-
ponsible for making the
decisions,

i) Enter "1" if the Teacher
does in fact make the
decisions,

Enter "2" if the Teacher
together with the Prin-
cipal do in fact make the
decisions,.

Enter "2" if the Teacher
together with the Prin-
cipal should be primarily
responsible for making the
decisions,

ii)

Enter "3" if the Teacher, iii)
Principal and Superintend-

ent together should be
primarily responsible for

making the decisions.

Enter "3" if the Teacher,
Principal and Superintend-
ent together do in fact
make the decisions,

Enter "L" if the Principal iv) Enter "L" if the Principal

should be primarily respon-
sible for making the deci-
sions,

Enter "5" if the Principal
together with the Superin-
tendent should be primarily
responsible for making the
decisions,

v)

does in fact make the
decisions.

Enter "5" if the Principal
together with the Superin-
tendent do in fact make
the decisions,



vi) Enter "g" if the Principal, vi) Enter "6" if the Principal,

vii)

.-.)

Superintendent and School
Board together should be
primarily responsible for
making the decisions,

Enter "7" if the Superin-

tendent should be prlmarlly
responsible for making the

decisionsg

Enter "8" if the Superin-
tendent together with the
School Board should be

primarily responsible for

vii)

viii)

Superintendent and School
Board do in fact make the
decisions,.

Enter "7% if the Superin-
tendent does in fact make
the decisions.

Enter "8" if the Superin
tendent together w1ththe
School Board do in fact
make the decisions,

making the decisions,

Enter "9" if the School
Board should be primarily
responsible for making the
decisions,

Enter "9% if the School
Board decas in fact make
the decisions,

ix) ix)

Examples:

Decision=Ttems Responses

Expectation Perception

A, Decisions on the location of
in-service education seminars, 3 L

B. Decisions on the frequency of

staff parties. 2 5

The number "3" placed under Expectation for decision=-
item A indicates that the respondent expects that the
decision should be made by Teachers, Principals and Super-
intendent together,

The number "L" placed under Perception for decision-
item A indicates that the respondent believes that the
decision is in fact made by the Principal/Principals,

The number "2" placed under Expectation for decision-
item B indicates that the respondent expects that the
decision should be made by Teachers and Principals together.

The number "5" placed under Perception for decision=-
item B indicates that the respondent believes that the
decision is in fact made by Principals and Superintendents
together,
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If you are not sure of the meaning of any item, or if
you would like to qualify your response you may make
explanatory comments in the space following the item,
arter vou have placed the numbers of vour choices in
the boxes. This will help interpret your response
correctly,

Please Head the Following Explanations
Before Beginning with the (Questionnaire

Important Explanations:

1.

2o

3.

bo

9,

The numbers 1 to 9 that you place in the answer boxes
under "Expectation™ for each decision-item indicates
where you believe the decision for that item should be
madee

The numbers 1 to 9 that you place in the answer boxes
under "Parception' for each decision-item indicates
where you believe the decision is in fact made.

Indicating that primary responsibility for a particular
decision~item should belong to a particular role position
means that this is the focal point where the major res-
ponsibility should be for making most of the decisions
covered by the item, although other members of the school
system may participate in making the decisions,.

The decisions of the Assistant Superintendents are to be
included with the Superintendents decision., Likewise
decisions of Vice-Principals are included under the
decisions of Principals,

"Principal(s)" refers to Principals making decisions
either individually or collectively,

If you are not sure of the meaning of an item, read it
again carefully. Then respond in terms of what it says
to you. Do not omit any items,

Enter only one number in each answer box,

It is very important that you do not discuss the items
on this questionnaire with anyone before you have com-
pleted it, as this would invalidate the results. The
responses must be your own personal opinion,

Do not write your name anywhere on the questionnaire, so
that strict anonymity may be maintained.
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Under "Expectation" indicate who in your opinion should
have responsibility for that particular doc1son, and
under "Perception" indicate who in your opinion does
have responsibility for that particular decision,

The questionnaire begins on the following page. Proceed
as soon as you thoroughly understand the foregoing in-
structions,.

An abbreviated code is given at the top of each page
for your convenience,
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Questionnaire

For each item place the numbers of vour choice in the res-
ponse boxes to the right, according to the following code:

1 - Teachers 6 - Principal, Superin-

2 = Teachers and Principals tendent, and School

3 = Teachers, Principal and Board
Superintendent 7 = Superintendents

L4 - Principals 8 - Superintendents and

5 = Principals and Superintendents School Board

9 - School Board

Decision-Items Responses
Expectation Perception

1. Decisions on how to deal with
complaints from parents about
teacher performance,

2. Decisions on instructional aids to
be included in the budget.

3. Decisions on the definition of
duties of non-professional staff
(bus~drivers, caretakers, re-
pairmen, etc.),

l., Decisions on the consolidation
of two or more schools,.

5, Decisions on the selection of
textbooks,

7. Decisions on the practices for
assigning homework.
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Code:

1 - Teachers 6 -

2 ~ Teachers and Principals

3 - Teachers, Principal and 7 -
Superintendent 8 -

L, - Principals

5 « Princinals and Superintendents 9 =

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

9

10,

11.

12,

13,

Responses

Expectation  Perception

Decisions on the procedures for
use and care of educational
equipment within schools,

Decisions on the practices for
the promosion of pupils. (e.ge
Should repetition of grades or
continuous progress be practiced?)

Decisions on the selection of
teachers for employment.

Decisions on the adequacy of the
performance of non-professional
employees (bus-drivers, care-
takers, repairmen, etc.).

Decisions on the agenda for
meetings of principals and super-
intendents,

Decisions on how to deal with
cases of unprofessional or
immoral conduct of staff members,
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Code:

H

Teachers 6

Teachers and Principals

Teachers, Principal and 7
8
9

Superintendent
Principals
Principals and Superintendents

t

i

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

llz,e

15,

16.

17.

18.

19,

Decisions on the selection of
suitable school sites,.

Decisions on the expulsion of
individual students.

Decisions on the selection of
vice-principalse.

Decisions on the requirements
concerning daily lesson planning
by teachers. '

Decisions on the procedure for
requisitioning instructional
supplies,

Decisions on the educational spec-
ifications for new or remodeled
buildings. (Facilities, size,

and location of laboratories,
libraries, and special activity
rooms, etc.).

Responses
Expectation FPerception




9L

Teachers 6
Teachers and Principals

Teachers, Principal and 7
Superintendent g -
Principals

Principals and Superintendents 9

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

209

22,

23,

Rl o

25.

Resgonses

Expectation Perception

Decisions on the procedure
for issuing authorized texts
to students.

Decisions on procedures and
methods for reporting on
teacher performance.

Decisions on school participation
in community projects and activ-
iti (SIS

Decisions on the selection of
optional subjects to be offered,

Decisions on the selection of
furniture for schools.

Decisions on the selection of
teachers for participation in
experimental instructional
programs,

L]




Code

°
@

s W
H

Teachers

Teachers and Principals
Teachers, Principal and
Superintendent

Principals

Principals and Superintendents

O e~ O

f

- Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board

= Superintendents

Superintendents and

School Board

School Board

26,

27

28,

29,

30,

31,

Decisions on the appointment
of teachers to curriculum study
committees,

Decisions on the actual promo=-
tion of individual students,

Decisions on the activities for
in-service development of the
staff,.

Decisions on who participates in
the formulation of the school
budget,

Decisions on the boundaries of
attendance areas.

Decisions on student behaviour
required on the bus, going to
and from schools

Responses

Expectation Perception
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Teachers 6 -~ Principal, Superintend-
Teachers and Principals ent, and School Board
Teachers, Principal and 7 - Superintendents
Superintendent 8 - Superintendents and
Principals School Board
Principals and Superintendents 9 - School Board

32,

33@

3k

35

36,

37

Responses
Expectation FPerception

Decisions on the means for in-
creasing community understand-
ing of curricular developments.

Decisions on the promotion of
teachers to supervisory posi-
tions. '

Decisions on the ways to group
pupils by classes. (e.g. Should
heterogeneous or homogeneous
grouping be used?)

Decisions on priorities for the
use of multipurpose teaching
areas, for the school program.

Decisions on the orientation
activities for new staff members.

curriculum,

Decisions on how to evaluate the 5
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Code:

Teachers 6
Teachers and Principals
Teachers, Principal and 7
Superintendent 8
Principals
Principals and Superintendents 9

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

38,

39

40,

| L1,

L2,

11'30

release of
concerning

Decisions on the
local news items
innovations,.

Decisions on “he selection of
non-professional staff (bus-
drivers, caretakers, repair-
men, etco)e

Decisions on the procedure for
dealing with serious discipline
problems,

Decisions on adult education
courses to be offered in a
particular school.

Decisions on retention and dise
missal of teachers.,

Decisions on the organization
of pupil transportation serve
ices.

Responses
Expectation  Perception
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Code:

1 - Teachers 6 -

2 = Teachers and Principals

3 -~ Teachers, Principal and 7 =
Superintendent g =

L, - Principals

5 = Principals and Superintendents 9 -

Principal, Superintend=
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

L5,

L6,

47,

L8,

49,

Responses

Expectation Perception

Decisions on financial assis-
tance to teachers for attendance
at professional conferences,
workshops, and in~service
seminars.

Decisions on methods of reporting
pupil progress to parents,

Decisions on priorities for es-
tablishing consultative and super-=
visory services. {e.g. guidance,
physical education, reading, and
library supervisors, etc,)

Decisions on the transfer of
teachers from one school to
another,

Decisions on the agenda for school
board meetings,

Decisions on procedures for ini-
tiating pupil beginners into the
school,

||

~

R i ]
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Code:

1 -

-

wViEs W
1

Teachers 6 -
Teachers and Principals

Teachers; Principal and 7 -
Superintendent 8 -
Principals

Principals and Superintendents 9 -

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

50,

51,

52,

53

514'9

55,

56.

Responses

Expectation Perception

Decisions on the methods for
evaluating pupil progress,

Decisions on what programs (Uni=-
versity Entrance, Vecational,
General, Occupational Entrance,
etc.) shall be offered.

Decisions on the use of school
facilities by the public,

Decisions on the selection of
curriculum problems for study.

Decisions on the selection of
supervisory and consultative per-
sonnel, '

Decisions on the adequacy of
teacher performance,

Decisions on the program for op=-
erating and maintaining the school
plant,




Code:

Teachers

Teachers and Principals
Teachers, Principal and
Superintendent
Principals

Principals and Superintendents 9

100

Principal, Superintend-
ent, and School Board
Superintendents
Superintendents and
School Board

School Board

57

58.

59,

60,

61.

62.

63,

Expectation Perception

Decisions on the nature and ex-

tent of voluntary participation

of parents in the school program
{pupil supervision, library as-

sistance, etc.)

Decisions on defining the res-
ponsibilities of professional
assistants,

Decisions on the program of inter-
school extracurricular activities,

Decisions on the content of pupils?
cumulative records,.

Decisions on experimental projects
and pilot courses to be introduced.

Decisions on the establishment of
"special education" classes.,

Decisions on the assignment of
teachers to particular classes,
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Lode:

1 - Teachers 6 -

2 = Teachers and Principals

3 = Teachers, Principal and 7 -
Superintendent g -

L - Principals

5 = Principals and Superintendents 9 -

Principal, Superintend=-
ent, and School Board
Superintendent s
Superintendents and
School Board

Scheol Board

6L.

E

Decisions on how to assure student
health and safety.

Responses

xpectation Perception

TO MAKE THIS STUDY VALID, IT IS VERY TMPORTANT THAT YOU
RESPOND TO EVERY ITEN BY ONb Or THE ALTERNATIVES GIVEN. IF

YOU HAVE OMITTED ANY ITEMS PLEASE CONSIDER THEM AGAIN AND
INDICATE YOUR CHOICE.
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Population -~ St, James Assiniboia Village of Brooklands

1942 = 13,244

1943 - 14, 139

1641, - 14,265

1945 - 14,611

1946 - 14,900

1947 - 15,457

1948 - 15,536

1949 - 15.723

1950 - 16,368

1051 - 17.612

1952 - 19 094

1953 - 20,034

1954 - 21, 984

1955 - 21, ’139

1956 = 26 870

1957 - 29,478

1958 - 30,546

1959 ~ 31,940

1960 - 33,211

1961 - 33,817 1961 - 6,087 1961 - 4,369
1962 - 33.898 1962 - 8,329
1963 - 3h 030 1963 = 9,294
196 - 34,459 196L ~ 13,489
1965 -~ 35,391 1965 = 15, 806
1966 - 35.626 1966 - 18,584 1966 - 4,181
1967 - 10,073 1967 - 21 237
1968 - 40,643 1968 - 23.8L6
1969 -~  St. James-Assiniboia - éé ,710

Estimated Populations:

1967 - Brooklands and St. James = Lk ,400

1969 - Assiniboia, Brooklands, and St. James - 66 ,700
The Municipality of Assiniboia incorporated in 1880

The Municipality of St. James incorporated in 1921

The amalgamation of St, James and Brooklands 1967,
January lst.

St. James, Brooklands and Assiniboia re-united January 1,

1969
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"SUPERINTENDENT
R.A. MACINTOSH

"SECRETARY -TREASURER
T.C. MACGREGOR

YMAINT s SUPERVISOR
L.A. QUILLIAM

"THE 5T. JAMES-ASSINIBOIA SCHOOL DIVISION NO. 2

"Board Office - 2000 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg Manitoba
R3J OH8
Phone  888-7951

"February 20, 1973.

"Teacher & Pupil count prior to amalgamation with Brooklands

November 1966 Teachers 378.2

Pupils 9095
"Teacher & Pupil count after amalgamation with Brooklands
February 1967 Teachers L1

Pupils 10,349.5

"Teacher & Pupil count prior to amalgamation with Assini-
boine North

November 1968 . Teachers L76.3
Pupils 10,540

"Teacher & Pupil count after amalgamation with Assiniboine
North

February 1969 Teachers 867.1
Pupils 18,59%,.5

"Present Teacher & Pupil count

January 1973 Teachers 998,85
Pupils 19,708.5
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"WINNIPEG TRIBUNE -~ THURSDAY, FEBRUARY &, 1973

"Eive Divisions Rather Than 10 For Schools?

"pby JENNI MORTIN
"Tribune Education Reporter

"A school trustees! committee examining possible ways
Lo reorganize education in Winnipeg will likely recommend
dividing the city into four, five or six school divisions,
rather than the present 10,

"Five is the most likely number, say sources close to
the committee, which was set up about a year ago by the 10
city school boards and the Manitoba Association of School
Trustees,

"Chunks of Winnipeg division~-the city's largest, with
43,000 students=-would be given to some other divisions
under this proposal, the sources say.

"St. James-Assiniboia division, with approximately
21,000 students this year, would remain the size it is un-
der this plan. This year, there are about 125,000 students
in schools throughout Greater Winnipeg so the trustees'! com-
mittee may be recommending divisions of about 25,000 stu-
dents each,

"The committee's report will probably be circulated to
city school boards by the end of February.

"REPORT DUE SOON

"We have completed our major work as a committee of the
whole and have instructed our staff officer, Peter Coleman,
to begin writing the report," committee chairman Maureen
Hemphill wrote to Winnipeg school board on Jan. 22, refer-
ring to a possible change in its delegate to the committee,

"What remains for our members is to react to the drafts
of the report and indicate if they are accurately reflecting
the views of the committee," she said,

"Only after the school boards examine the report will
it be presented to the minister of education and disclosed
to the public, sources say,.

"The committee can only make recommendations to the pro-
vincial department of education; it has no actual authority
to decide on the future of education in the amalgamated city.

"Co-sponsored by all city school boards and MAST, the
committee includes one delegate from each school board and
several from MAST.

"The MAST editorial board made up of two executive
members of the organization, Joe Stangl and Dr. Gilbert



105

Paul, has refused to allow any information to be made public
about the committee's report, even about when it will be
ready.

"MAST IN CONTROL

"Trustces on the committee agreed last August that the
MAST editorial board would have to approve all public
statements about the trustees'! work, following a dispute
about a progress report issued July 14 by chairman Maureen
Hemphill,

"One school board--St, Vital~-threatened at that time
to withdraw its support from the committee. lMr. Stangl at
‘that time chairman of Norwood division, also opposed the
release of any publicity about the committee's activities,

"During its study of possible ways of reorganizing edu-
cation within Greater Winnipeg, the committee has looked at
eight alternatives., Members have apparently discarded
seven possibilities retaining 10 divisions; a two-tiered
system with existing boards and one ceantral board; zmalga=
mation into one large division one unit divided into ele-
mentary and secondary sections; one unit administered by a
sub=ccommittee of city council; a system of rural-urban divi-
sions with over-all boundaries bigger than the city; and
the existing system with more shared services."
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TABLE 36

LOCATION OF THE MEAN EXPECTATION SCORES ON THE NINE POINT
SCALE OF THE THEORETICAL IMODEL FOR THE FOUR PERSONNEL

GROUPS IN THE SIX TASK AREAS

Personnel. TASK AREA |
Gr
TOUP gL E, B.T. c. P.R. S.P. |. P.P.
Bd. 5.6 52 6.2 6.3 5.7 6.2
Ogs O@l 098 lao 009 097
Supt. 5.1 5,1 50k 5.3 Lo 8 5.5
lel leo 193 lel 007 009
Princ, 4,0 L,1 Lol Lo2 Lel Lob
Oe[{- Oeo 093 Oel+ 002 002
Teach. 3.6 Lol 3.8 3.8 3.9 Loy
* * +* * * *
Code:
B.F. - Business and Finance
B.T. - Buildings and Transportation
Ce = Curriculum
P.R. = Public Relations
S5.Ps = Staff Personnel
P.P. = Pupil Personnel
Bd, - Board Members
Supt, = Superintendents
Princ, - Principals and Vice~Principals
Teach, = Teachers
* - Between group differences on the nine

point scale
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TLBLE 37

GRAPHICAL PRESENTATION ON THE NINE POINT SCALE OF THE

THEORETICAL MODEL FOR THE FOUR PERSONNEL GHOUPSY

EXPECTATION MEANS IN THE SIX TASK
AREAS EXAMINED

‘ Scale
9
8
7
6 I s LT
5 'I'Eln‘:n—n:eac_s.l.:; mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm e . e . ﬁv"‘,‘
1+ M.wn-’aﬂs:gmv-nt:: ————————— ST e me-:";ﬁf"”-
3 T
2
1
0
Task
iros BeFe B,T. C. P.R, S.P, P.P.
Code:
B.F. = Business and Finance
B.T. = Buildings and Transportation
Coe = Curriculum
P.R. = Public Relations
S.Ps =~ Staff Personnel
P.P. ~ Pupil Personnel
+.»s = Board Members
=-==- - Superintendents

Principals
Teachers
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"WINNIPEG TRIBUNE - THURSDAY, MAY 3, 1973

"Gov't to study School Merger Report

"The provincial govermment will pay "considerable atten-
tion" to the recommendations of school trustees on how many
school divisions there should be in Winnipeg. Education
Minister Ben Hanuschak said todaye.

. "They're the persons involved in delivering education
to the children on half the population of Manitoba,.™

"lMr. Hanuschak was commenting on The Tribune's report
Wednesday that a school trustees' committee studying the
possible reorganization of divisions had recommended a-
gainst amalgamation into one big school board to match
Winnipeg®s one big city, and generally favored five or six
divisions, .

"He said the government would wait to officially re-
ceive the committee's report before taking a position on
school division amalgamation,

"It has never insisted that Winnipeg should have one
big school board, he said, though it did push for the
establishment of Greater Winnipeg,

"You can't compare a school division with a municipal
council,™ he explained. "Education is more closely related
to the individual than provision of roads, sewers, parks,
and so on."%

"He would also like to hear the views of the various
school boards on any sort of amalgamation before deciding
what position the government will take, he added,

"However, Mr. Hanuschak said, speaking generally of
amalgamation of school divisions, the first fact to con-
sider is that the size of the divisions should be such as
"to enable them to properly respond to community needs."

"That?s the single more important criterion, he said,

"Divisions which are too small find it difficult to
offer the diversity of programs citizens want, he said,
and those which are too big are too impersonal and zan't
respond to the needs of the individua®,

"The education department hasn't studied the best size
for divisions, Mr. Hanuschak said,

"Another important factor is the efficiency of the
administrative machinery, and too small a division has to
have a minimal administration, which may be expensive,

"It?'s difficult to measure the value received for dol-
lars spent in education, Mr, Hanuschak said,

"You can't just go on a dollars and cents basis; you
have to have criteria to measure the quality offered and
the content of the educational program,"
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"Besides this, he said, school divisions must keep
in mind that they are working with a municipal corporation
and ensure that they have effective liaison with Winnipeg."



