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ABSTRACT

Thepurposeofthisstuclywastoíd-eniifyareasofauthority

conJlíct aJnong principa}s, superintend.ents u ancl trustees in -.,he net'¡

unitary school divisions in llanÍtoba" The study compared the e:çecta-

tions of these groups on the distribution of responsibility for admini-

strative d-ecision-making. These e:çectations \"Iere further compared with

thoseofunÍversityprofessorsoíEducationalÀd¡rinistration.

Aquestiorrnairer.lasdeveloped,anddistributed.bymail.ftwas

completed. by forty-six high school principals' forty-two elementary

principals,andthirty.sixschoolboardmenbers,randomlyselectedoas

r.¡elfastr^tenty-sevenprofessorsandtv¡enty-threesuperintendents'

Thequestionnairehadsixty-f.ou.rdecision-items'Respondents

indícatedonafi-ve.pointscalewhotheythoughtshould.havetheprimarl'

rresponsibilitytomakethed.ecj.sionsineachitem.fhea]-ternatives

lJere (t) principal(s), (z) principal(s) uod superintendent in coopera-

tion, (J) 
"op"rintendent, 

(+) superíntendent and trustees in cooperation,

and (5) trustees" These respofrses were weighted as numbered for statis-

tical analysis. Respondents r'¡ere also alfor"ecl to opt out by giving a

response of o uhere j:r their opinion the primaÏy responsibility d'id not

belongtoanyofthethreegivenadministrativegroups.lloranalysis

the sixty-four decísion-items were gror.lped into six task-areas; (1)

Busj¡ress and Finance, (z) zu¡ric Rerations, (¡) starr Persorurel,

(+) zupir I'ersonnel-, (¡) Curricu-lum, æd (e) miloings and' Transporta-

tíon.



ResponsesHereanalysedtotestonegeneralhypothesisa^rrd

âns\,trêï three supplementary questions:

Ge¡g! !ilggtheslg¡ There uill be significant intergroup
¿iffäõiffiJ itt the erpectations of the f ive groups '

Ûuestionl;Atr,¡hat}evelintheadministrativehierarchydo
-=ih" g*ups rel_ative to each other place the prÍmary respon-

sibilitY?

@ÉtÍon2:Hoi+muchrelativeintergÏoupconsensusistherejn
- each functional area?

Qrestion ]: Horv much primary Ïesponsi-bility do the groups

refative to each other âssígn to each decision-point?

Task-areas and decision-items r+Íth sig¡rifica¡t betvreen-group

dif'ferences were id-entif ied. by anaþsis of variance ' 'Ihe Scheffé method

r,¡as then used to test the means of pair.ed. gloups for signíficant

d.ifferences' General and between-pairs I'-ratios, as well as group mearls

r.,ere ranked, and d-istributíons tabul-ated-, to dete1'I]jfle moT'e Specificaln'y

the nature and extent of disagreement j¡. the aÏ€as of conflict" In every

instance the responses of principals, superintendents, and' trustees rsere

compared al-so vrith those of the professors "

iviajor fjnd-ings were as follor,¡s¡ high school principals, elemen-

tary principals, and. professors were essentially in agreement. superÍ:r-

tend.ents generally placed. the focal- point for decision-makíng at a higler

administrative l-evel than principals and professors. Trustees placed'

the focal point at a sti1l higher level. Each group assigned more

responsibility to its or,.m position than the other groups d-id. The

majority of responses of all grou,ps eryected. primary responsibility to

be shared by more than one grou-p" The tenclenc¡' vas for principals to



erpect the superiniendent to share responsibilities i'¡ith them, and" for

trustees to e;qnect hjm to share responsibility with then' The superín-

tendent appeaïs to be caught in a por,ier struggle betr'¡een principals and

school boards.

The area of greatest conflict rvas staíÍ Persorurel- " Here the

professors and. pri:rcipats lilere in d.isagreement with the superintentlents '

and j¡r very strong disagreement r,¡ith the trustees. It vlas also the area

of strongest conflict betl¡een superintend.ents and trustees' i:\rrtherr

prì-ncipals v¡anted greater independence i¡r Public Relations and serious

d-iscipline problems than trrrstees and. superj:rtend'ents Idere nÍ11ing to

givethem,Trustees\.ferenotpreparedtogivesuperjrrtendentsasmuch

authority in areas of Business ancl I'inance as they desired" Professors

expectmoreÏesponsibilitytobedelegated.tosuperintendentsand

principals ín the area of Build-ings and Trarisportation than the tnrstees

r^rant to give them, and also, nore than superintend-ents and prÍncipals

r"ant to accept'

!'inalþ e responses

rity given to teachers in

than 1ocal administrators

also shotn'ed. that professors lrant more autho-

the areas of Curriculum and- Pupil PersorrneL

thÍnk they should have.
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CH.A.T"TER I

BÀCKGROUN' OI¡ TIIE PROB],MÍ A}TD TIITORET ICAL !'RêJ'{EÞJORÏ

PURPOSE

The purpose of this stud¡r roras to id'entify some of the potential

sources of administrative confl-ict in the netrly establ-ished unitary

schoof d.ivisions in t4anitoba" It r,¡as concerned specifically wÍth

ad,mj_nistrative conflict that nray result from d.ifferences in er'pectations

alnong principals, superírr.tendents, and school board members r'iith regard'

to the d-istribution of d-ecísion-making responsibilities i-n their respec-

tive posit j-ons 
"

specific areas of potential- conflict betl¡een the administrative

groups were identified- by analysing extrlectations of ad-ministrators r¡ith

respect io a number of selected. criteria' The expectations of princi-

pa}s,superintenclents,andtrusteesrver.ea,lsocomparedr+iththoseof

professors oí school Ad.mj¡ristration in several canadian universities'

Thebasicassumptioni¡rtheabovestatementofpurposeisthat

d-ifferences in role expectations arnong administrators may be sources of

effieiency-eroding conflict. such d.ifferences anong principals, superin-

tendents, and trustees j¡r the nel+ school d-ivisions could therefore cancel

some of the educationaf advantages presr-rmably inherent in the larger

administrative units . 
1

T.

lAmerícan Association of School Àdministr3t?1"1, $s+ o*"Ëu.
Suoerintendent F.e1ations, 'Ihirty-fourth Year Book (1'lashingtorì'e Jov';
American AssocÍa[ãîF$chool .{d¡rinistrators, 1956), pP. 2, &' Br"



TT" S]flTT.ìiG OF Tiæ PROBIEI'Í

This si;uo-y \'Jas an anal¡rsls of consensuÊ aüong aclministrators j4

the nerv g4!3ry. sihgg-l divisions, a receÏ}t d.evelopraent jn the I'ianitoba
#E¡æ

schcoL system. In 1958 ther=e rvere 1 ,6J1 opera-birrg' school districtst
2

ernploying 6u6+i teachers.' l,ocal 'boards vere j¡r charge of both elernen-

tary and- seconðary education'

As a result oÍ.ihe f95B Interim Royal Cor.q¡nission Report, a:rd

subsecluent legislation, the province r¡as divideå irito forty-sJ-x hÍgh

school clivísions"l By 1)66 most higl: schocls i+ere ailministered. by the

clivision boards " lTine such boards e most of then Ín u-rban aI'eas e ltere

also in charge of elementary education. Ðistriet boards con'''inuecl 'bo

admj:rÍster elementary education j¡r most rural- areas " Àl-though eon*

siderabre eonsolidation bad- occtr-rred- 'ay 1966 u 1 ,o47 schooi- dístrícis'

r,¡e:.e still in operation" I''losi rural d-ivisions and d'istrists hac no

superintend-ent " Provínciatly-appointed- inspectors visíted" the schools

a fer+ tjmes annrr-ally and- reported, to the lepartment of Ecl.acation cn

their oPeratiorr"

i,ieanr,rhil-eu follo,"+i:rg the 1964 Michener Report on Loeal Goverlunent

4
Organiza'aíon and l¡ina.nceg' Sifi- "?6 of the Provineial Iegislatu'e,

lqanítoba Ðepa*bment of Educaiion, Ep@ of the DePaqsngnt of
Ed-ucatj-oë, For the iear End-íng June, X95S (1'lillnipeg; Queenrs Printev
ffiïTobu., 19jB), p" 184"

'ru" , 1959, p. 20"

/'IbjÈ", 1964, þ" 29



3

ånrjl 1q66. ûro=ricieC. íor ihe í'o::mation' of u:ri'rarXr- d'ivisions in rura1

and. sm¿fl u-rban centers, each ta ltave one boarð in cnatge oí a]l public

5
erlucatíon r"¡ithin the cli'¡Ísion"

ïE 1966 there r+ere forty*eig'ht large schooL divisions j:z l'ianitoba"

By Ðecernbet: J1, 1967, í'orty of these r-¿ere esiablished as u:ritary

cLivisÍons i-n charge of both elernentary arrd- secondar¡' s¿utatÍon" Ten

(inctuoing the provincialþ adrninistered ¡'rontier nivision) l:ad been

established .o:'ior to 1967 ' Fi.¡e others rn'ere forne¿ by goverirment

1e6isl_ation, f'ourteen by a general referenùr.m on I'larch 1ou 196?, afld-

ele-,¡en by repeat referendums in lecenber, 1967" Tbus, by neceribev 11,

1g67 c only eig,ht rural d-ivisions had- ::ot adopied" the u::itaÐ s)'stcm"

Division boards vere authorízec. b;,r seetions 155 anð' 453 of îLre

Publíc Schools Àct to appoi:rt superi:r.bend.ents ancl tc¡ c.efine their
6

du'cies" Sy September, 1967, al-l oi the nineteen ner"'ly forrnedunitara-

clívisj-ons, a]rd- eight oi'the eleven divisions that acì'opted- the un:ita:ry
7

system j:r December, 1 967 e ,,a¡., ap+lointecl superinteirCe*ts"' Sone of

these appoininents r¡eye rnacle by the high school ôivision board-s before

the l.ltarch 10 re¡ierend.u¡t. Here iL r'¡as rmde::siood' ihat ií'the unÍtary

systeu. i'jere app]]oved., the appointees ,¿¿ou}d. ta]r'e over: the adr'tj:tís,cratÍon

of the uIitary d-ivisions, unce:: the ju-risc-ietic"rr oi '''he ner+ boards "

5p"oo!r"* of i,ianitoba, Bilj é, M ric! 'to .{nend The I'u¡}ic Schools

Ac'ú (Âssented- 'r,o Ap::i)- 27t'he 1966) '
6j.rovince of i¡ianÍioba, þ iì-rblic Ëq-ho91:.éçt: .ft"t'i"^r,?'5

(r,;:i:rnipeg: Queenrs Printer -i"or the Pror'rjr'ce cf i'[a:iiiobat lyOA )"

7T-rrforrrtion 'bahen -iroi;r l'Ianitoba Teachers t society files "
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Several factors make the administrative strtrcture of the nei'rly

estab]ished n-rral unitarry divisions a unique and anbitious experiment ¡

1 , The ]oeaIly appoínted ruraf superiltendent is a ner,,¡ phenome-

non j¡L canad.a. fn the l,,.Iester*n Provinces the loeal1y appointed urban

superintendent is relatively ne,,,r as r.¡ell. Äcccz"d.j:rg to Gathercole,

there vrere only forty-six loea1l-y*enployed- superintend'ents in aI1 of

þlesterrr Canada tn 196Z.B As recently as September, 1956, B6 per cent of
q

aLI 75O Canad-ian superiltendents \,reïe provinciall;r enployed"' It shoul-d-

be noied- that the above use of ftsuperiirtendenttrincl-ud'es the Manitoba

itínspector't 
"

Z. the nieiho¿ of appointmeni of superìrLtendents in l{anitoba is

unique, In the other Hester"n Pro-¡inces, 1.,'ith the consol-idation of

larger rural ad-ministrative units, the províncially appoi-i:ted superi:r-

tend-ent (inspector) tr"= tend-ed to asslme the role of an executive

oÍfícer of the local school board- in ad'd.iticn to his r:esponsÍbility to

the P:rovincÍal lepartnent"lO In contrast, in iuianitoba, school boards

have made ai:pointments, in most cases from the ranks ojl school pri-nci-

pals. The inspectors have retained- their for'mer position" Although

8J"*"" ,c,rederick Gathercole, tiThe Pole of the tocalty-E'rnployed'
Superintendent oi- Schools jrr Á,lber-ta, Saskatcher+an, a¡rd. llanitoba'r (,r-t*

published. Docioral clissertation, The University of Toronto, 1964), p'95"
gG"o"g" 

lLì, I"Ior.¡er and" 'rreernan D. Stev¡art (.a.), LeaÈershilg^i*.

Åcl¿pn,_The_ Supe-ríniend.egt- o,L Scþools in Ca'ada ('I'oronto: Gage, 1958),

I)" 89"

1Ot¡itt1** A. Plenôerleith, The Role of tþe Distric! Superinten-
de4t in Public Schg?l Ad,minisi-ratio.n iTr Sritiçh !g!.lmsþ (Toronto:
Ryerson Press, 1961)' FF. 21-25-



the inspector is responsíble to the Provinciaf Department of Education,

and the superintendent to the Divisional Board, their roles may confJ-ict

in some areas" This has been indicated by comments from both superi-n-

tendents and- i-nspectors.

1" Ouer a short period. of tj¡ree groups consisting of ten to

tr+enty small independent schooL systems, have been consolid.ated. into

larger unítary s;,rstems adminÍstered- by divisÍon boards. Although nnany

trustees have had. erperience on boards of the former high school divi-

sions, their responsibilities have greatly increased, particularly r,rith

reference to the educational innovations that the ne\.r school divisions

were expected to encourage, The extrlerience of others is limiied to one-

Toom elementary d.Ístricts, while some have no previous school board

experience,

4, Betr^¡een the tr¡o trad.itional positions of the board. and. the

principal has nor,¡ been introduced the office of the superintendent. He

presumably vrill assume some of the responsibilities formerly held- by

the principals and boards, in add,ition to the new tasks created. by the

enlarged and more complex r.rnitary system. The superintendent , r,rhose

rofe is probably least clearly d.efined, r+il1 have a najor part in

restructuring lines of authority and communication, and red.efining

administrative d,ut ies 
"

5, irla:¡r principals, superÍ:rtend.ents, and- board members, as

mentioned above, have little or no previous e:tperience ín a school-

system i¿íth a superintendency" They therefore have a limited background"



r

on ,r/hích to base iheir nelr role e:ipeciations' 3-1so' the local]y-

appointed, superintendent has liti;le precedeni in vrlral Canadas fron which

to devive e:4rectations,

6" The ad.ministrative experience of rna;ry of the ne1'I su-perinten-

dents has been ljmited- to the principalship. some were teaching prj-nci-

pals of smalf schools at the time of appointment, and several have no

graduate degree in Ed-ucation or lllucational Àdministration"

7 " IIo extenciive program wes organized- to inform the trr:-stees and

ner,rl¡, appointed. superintendents of their respective ro1es, and' the admíni-

strative implications of the }arge uni'r'a-ry divisions " The nain attempt at

trainíng was a four*day con-ference in JanuaTlE 1)68o on the Role of the

superintendente sponsored, by the I'{anitoba superintend-ents! Associati-on jl}

conjunction vith ihe University of }fanitoba"

B" The unitary d-ivisions plan ha.s met considerabl-e ]ocal resis-

taitce" ft was rejected b¡r nineteen of the thirty-three voting divisions

j-n the original referendum, and. ad.opted by a narrou margin in a number of

divísions " In some aï€as there is sti]l strong opposition"

9. several of the new superintendents have recently expressed

uncertainty to the rffiter about their ovm role in the ad.ministrative stnrc-

ture" The following quotation may have importa.nt implications for Maz'útoba;

American conmunities must realize that the school superintendency
is too often an inpossible task; that thele are still too many hast'y

dismissafs of superiniendents, too marqr forced resigÞations, because

the rol-g g{- iþå 
-s¡+çerintendeni is not clegrly defined l3nd-erlinj¡rg not

in the origina![ "rl

11A*"ti"u¡1 Association of School Ad.ministratorss g.p." ci-!", p" 67
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lheabovefac.,,orssu¿;¿esì;t]ratur:realísiieeqrectationsandla"ck

of consensus concel.njfìg their respective roles coirceivecl by prj-n*ipal-s'

superintend-ents, and school tn-rstees j:*. the new unitary d.ivisionsu rníght

rue1l present a major problera Í:: the edu-eational p::ogran ío:: vhích the

d-ívisicns were established-'

III " TffiOFITICAL FFÀIIElr'j'ORli

Thisi.¡asanarralysisoíconf].ictbetr¡eenadminístratirrerole

positions. Gïoss sayse tr.. .theoretical fornrulations eoTrcermed" v;itl1

role analysis must include these three elements--social locationst

behavíour, and e>lpectatíons"tt 12 The study d-eal'u i'¡ith the rrsocial

j-ocationstt of prin.cipals, superintend-ents, afi'cì" school boards' This

report sha.]l refeilbo these locations as ple posit.ions-" 'Ihe rrbehaviourrl

stuclied- was aduinís'lgei!.Lgg d.ecisio&-ry$i¡ao r,rhich r'ras a:ralysecl j-ri terms

of tieqrectationsttof the i:rcunrbents cí the three role positions und'er

inves'i i"aat ion '

Exneetations i s used. j:r ihe no:rnative rather Ï]ner the anticipa-

tory sense, ån terrns of uha'u *,he incumbents should d'o rather than i'¡hat

they r¿il1 @" Pri:rcipals, superintendents, a:rd tru.stees, r."lhen discussed

r¿iihreferenceboihe!re:;pectatiorrsslra1]-beca1iec@,or

reference ÊãQtrlE: j:r crder to d-istinguísh th-e rol-e d'efiners frorn their

respectir,-e roie posii;ions r'¿hic'h they ha:re åefined '

12I',Turrl Crasilnecl'- Gross, l'tard S' I'Íasonc and'

i jcEache::r, Exrio:'aj!.þgq Í¡i Bol"e "q:r'?.li' q1S-; Siud'*eg
-Leji¡ig¡r.cy Rol-e (ller* York: John lriley' a:rci ljollse rnc"

Alexa¡roer ii.
o',' the School Sui:eri:r:
---o 1958), P" 18"



The theoretical structu:e of role

relaiionships analysed- i:: ihis stu'Sr are

ind-icaies 'Lhe three role posiiions ihat

Schooi Boaró
Role Position

posítions a¡rd- the beha.vioural

given in r''igure 1' Tl:e mod-eL

were stu-diecl e¡:d- shoi¡s tha'i,

Principal
1ìoIe !osl-'E:Lora

Superin'uencl-ent
P.ole Position

ç-
(J
JÐ

1

1'|2- 3 5

T¡IGUAE .1

TIIEOTT;ÎICÄT i).IO]]]It O¡, ?HTS STUDY

legend-:

Role sectors that i:rterrelate the i;hree role posítions

'-,ú Role fu:rction of responsibílity to make decisions

--ê Role function of obligation to decisions nad.e in another
:1 role Position

--) Ðirections of flow of authoriiy

(-) Ðecision responsibilíties shared- b)' tr+o role positions

î1
1-- 5 l,ocatr-ons cf d-eeísíon-r:raking responsibilities
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t]:ese posj.tions co noi exisi in j"so]-a,,r,ionu but in rela.í;ion to eagh

other" Sj-nce tnis i-¡:vestigaiion i,;as equa}ly concernec l+ii,h the th::ee

positions, ihe con.¡entional d,istineticn betveen fo¿af and counier.

.n¿reiíiorrs sha.ll noi be,nu.,ì*.1J ì:or;c.vef, i,rìren ar.,y one pcsition ìs being
i''-- -'"---

d.iscnssed ';he others shal-L be considLe='ed countq€-lositio4s in relation to

IL."

As 'çhe model sho.,¡s, role positions may be d-iviiled- into d-ifferent

sectors " Â @ is an area of f'unction that relates the role ',co a

specif ic counter*position" This siudy 1'Ias concevned- l'rith only those

sectors ihat interrelate the three role posi-tions. It ttasu Íurther'

liÌnítect to the d-ecision*rnaking function of the specífied- role sectors"

This d.oes not rnean that the issues consid.ered may not affect other

ad.ministrative iunctions of ihe thz'ee role positions ov the operations

of other roJ-e positions j:r t'he o::ganizatíon" Ratile::, it '*as assumed

ilrat conflict j:: ad:ni:ristrative clecision-making r.¡iij jnterfere r';íth the

effectíveness of other role positions j:r the school systen' This is

basíc to the assr:mption that aùministvative rol-e-conflict erodes effi-

ciency. But ef]alysi]]g the effect of these conrlicts on other role

positions is beyond the scope oÍ this study"

lur'b]rer,.blrernod-e}divid'esthed-ecision-makrngí'rnrctionintoti"¡o

dimensionss responsibilities ancl obligatíons" Gross states that a

??rightw in one position Ímpli.es a.n ttobiigationt! in a counter*positi on''4

-¡ 1-..r ,õ-lÐIli"r !'¿io"
14^.- /al-bl-q" 5 P' 'f,¿'



lllhe te::rn -responsibility- nas d.eí'ined as rrrigtttrt or ttdiut]'il to rnaL<e a

deeision rather than as ltliabilitytt Íor conseqlrences, althougLr ín

p-:ractice the tl¡o conoepts rnay admitted-l¡r be inseparable ' It Í'ollor'¡s

ihen thai the responsibility of any one role position to make a given

deeisionu obl-igates eÍther one or both the counter-positions to comply

wj-thorsupportthatd-ecision.Heneertheresponsibilitytomakea

decisíon implies authority over others ' Thus, J-rrtergrou'p d'ifferences in

expectations ¡.,¡oul-d result j¡r au-thority conÍ'lict, because assigning a

responsíbility to one role position implicitl¡r assigns obligation to a

co.,rrrter-position" The concept of a tuo-i+ay fl-oi'¡ of authority is accepted-t

as the model ìLl-ustrates"

Thisstucþalsoassumesthattheprimaryrelatíonslr.ipofinter*

positional authority ís '15::.ear, authority f lowing from trustees through

superi:rtendent to princípals" rtln his school he fthe principalJ is

ehief officer; he reports d.irectly to ttre sr-rperiltendent"" 'Ihe

superintendent is ansi+erable to the boarcl " ,.,u 15 Direct relaiionships

betr,reen the prÍncipals and- the board, although important' r'tere not

i:r.r-est igated- .

Tu,o Í'u,rther premises are accepted": that d"ecision-making is a

major í,unction of ad¡iinístration, ancl tha-t sor,re decisions i: the schoof
1b

system are pri-rnaril-)' the responsibility oLl administrators" Adrnini-

15

16

'{orltiz The

p. 141 .

[N err

A:rerican Ässociation oi School Âùninis.i;rators: oP " cit. ,

And.ïe.,i ii" Iialpinr ':heor-,r.g5¡È, Research j¡ Ad'n-in-istration
I'facl{i1lan Compan"v ' 1966 ) ' PP " 42-48 "
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It l,,as further assumed" that some decisions are mad.e primarÍ1y

r+ithin one role position, i,rhÍle oihers may'oe about eo.ually shared by

more thaj.I one role position" The nature and extent of the contributions

to the d-ecisions by other participating ad-ministrators or staff members

r.refe not considered.

.{nother basic assmption is that there is an optimum balance- in

the d.istribution of responsibilities and authority among the three

administrative positions" It r,¡as furthef. assumed' that, where conflict

exists between ad.ministrative gÏoups o the e:rpectations of professors of

school Administratíono because of thei:: training artd experi-ence, should

provideameaningfulreferencetohe}pd.efi^rreanoptimumbalanceof

authoritY.

In surnmarS-, this study rnas d-esigned. to c.iscover disagreement

among princípals, superintendents, and trustees on ihe ].ocation of

primary responsibility for administrative d.ecisions i:r relation to their

respective role positions" Al1y lack of agreement r¡as j:rterpreted as

id,entifyi:rg potentiaf areas oll ad-ministrative conflict" It r¿¡as assumed

that lack of consensus o11 the location of prÍ:nary responsibilit¡r f63'

pert,ículardecisionsissymÞtomaticofadrninistrativeconflict'

Theremainderofthíspaperispresentedinfou'ra,dd"itiona].

chapters; II - Development of Problem a:1c, I'{ethod-o1og5r; III - PresentatÍon

of Data; IV - ]nterpretation of Ðata; ai.ld V - Sum.na:y and Conclusion'

The::e is also an extensive append.ix contaj.ni:rc the jnstnrment, forrn-

letters, and data tables,



CHAPTER II

DEVELOPI'ÍÐü'IOI'THIÌl?ROBLm{A}Ð}ÍETIiODOIOGY

I, DE"i'/ELOPMEi'IT OJ¡ THE PROB],4{

This study was prj-rnarily d,esigned. to identiíy ereas o1 conflict

alnong ad-ministrators in the ner^r schoof divlsions' Ii rvas assumed that

these al'eas of confl-ict ca.:r be id.entified by analysing the ex¡rectations

of ad-ministrators on the location ofÌ primary responsibility for decision-

making, The najor problem then was to su.Ïwey the expectations of pri:ecì--

pals, superintendents, and school tmstees j:r the nei+ d'ivisions, and' to

d-etermine ill r,¡hat fi:nctional- areas and betr'¡een ruhicir groups there is

lack of agreement.

Ä second.aïy purpose was to compare the expectations oí the

administrative groups l,'ith those of Canad'ian professors of School

Administrationu to provid,e some direction for resolvi::g potential

corl-fl-ict. This required- a surv'ey of' university professors' and the

analysisoftheirerçectationsalongv¡iththoseoítheschooladmínis-

trators.

fnor<j.ertoic.entifythespecificsourcesofpotentialconflict'

it was necessa-IÌy to d.ivid.e ad-ministrative decisions into funct j-onal areas e

r,¡hich1\Iereexpressed.asstatementsoftasksrequ'irÍngdecísions"lhis

report shal-l calf such statements @.ls@-items' To provid-e more

general categories for analyses, f'unctionally related decision-items

lrere grouPed" into þk.-.æ."
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The steps of Ì;he pr-oble:n tlien r+er:e (r) to forurulate appropriate

decision-itens and. classif¡' then into task-aÏeas t (Z) i;o select approp-

riate sa:lples of acl-ministyators, (l) to surrrey the expectations of each

group, and (+) to compare the expectai;ions for each declsion*iter'r anci

each task-¿'Ïea,e in terms ol' the îive decision-points earlier d'efined"

Expectations o11 sixty-four d-ecision*items o grouped j:rto six tash-areas

r,¡ere analysed.. The task*ayeas are (1) busÍness and 1'ina;ncet (z) public

relatíons, (Ð staÍf person]iel, (+) pupil persorinel' (i) curriculum' ad

(6) builclings and transportai;ion'

Beeause it could not be asslÏ.ned that elernenbary afld' hig'h schooL

principals t¡ouId. have .bhe Same elT)ectations i:r every c]"ecision*item,

,rhey were treated separately. T-Ience this i'¡as a study of the e:':pectations

of five gro'ps: (1) elenentary principals, (Z) tri*li school prineipalst

(5)superintend-ents,(4)tvusteesrand(5)professorsofschoolAdmíní-

siration, The e>"pectations of 'Lhe five g3oups wef'e su-rveyed'u a'r:d i4ter-

grgu!.consens]-rsr*ase,rraþsedandtested,forstatisticalsignificarrce.

Thefollowíng?¡ypothesisr'¡asdeveloped'a¡rdtestedÍoreaeh

tasl<-area and each decision-ítern:

Generalllypothesíq;Therer,¡íllbesignifícantintergroup
air'?ffi" the expectations oj' the five referellce

Eroups "

Jn ad.dition, analyses sought to anst+er three questions:

rSuestion '1. At v¡hat leve1 in the administrative hierarcl{r d'o

tUå ãro"ps, relative io eaah other' place the pri:nary

resPonsibilítY?

ftg-slion 3. IIov much relative iatergroup eonscnsus is there in
euõn fur'cti'onal atea?
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0_r-r-estion J. Hor,¡ much primarx' responsibility do the groups
re]aïive to each other ¿5sig1'r to each d'ecision-point?

These questions \^Iere answered. íor each decision-item and task-3'rea''

Greater emphasis, howevere was placed. on Questions 1 a¡rù 2 than on

â¡estion 1 in tine analysis and- ínterpretation of data"

II " T.MilHOIOLOGY

ConstructioJr and- Valid-ation of -iþ Instrument

To gather data for this stud¡' a d'ecision-point analysis instru-

ment ioras d.eveloped simiLar to the one designed at The Universi-ty of

lJisconsin íor a study cond-ucted. in cooperation with the uniied- states

Office of Education'18 It"t" from the I'iisconsin stud"y and other sources

werepooled,revised,arrdrefined.toproduceasetofiternsthatr¡ere

considered ad-equa,te to identify areas of potential conil-ict in admini-

strative decÍsion+naking.19? 
20' 21 

These itenns r,Iere grouped- und'er the

six task-aï€as listed- earlier, and checked for clarity, relevance, and

comprehensiveness by a m:mber oÍ' educators, includ-ing university

188ry"" l,l. !.ogarty a,,d Rrsse11 T. Greggrr¡Central-ization of
Decision l,fakíng and- ðeteäte¿ Characteristics of Superintendents of
Schools ru Ed_ucationa,l @jration Qua'terly, Zz6Z-72, llinter, 1966 u

pp'64-65.
19,lot11 H. T¡inlay, 'tEryectations of School Board's for the Role of

the pr.ovincially Appoi'ted. Superintendent of SchooLs in Alber¡att (unpub-

lished }laster's thesis, The Unj-versity oî Alberta, Rlmonton, 1961)"

20H. Sl-r""k, t1he Ro1e of the ALberta Superintend.entlt (unpu¡fished

lulasterrs thesisu The lïníversity of A1berta, &Jmonton, 1964)'

21¡b"d."rick James Gathercole, 'tÎhe Role of the 1oca11y-&rployed-

Superi^ntendent of Schools in Albertá, Sast atchewan, an¿ Manitobarl
(unpublished Doctoral- thesis, UniverÁ:-ty of Torontá, Ontario , 1964) "
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professors, familiar r,,¡ith school administratíon ín I'tarritoba' changes

r,¡ere made accordi-ng to their su.ggestions" The items v¡ere then randomly

arranged,and.aprelimínaryo.uestionrrairer¿asconstructed-.

Thisquestiorrrrairev¡asanswered.bytr,tosuperintendents'one

principal of a small- elementa:¡r school, one prÍncipal of a large

collegíate,oneinerperienced-zura]-tnrstee,andoneeEperiencedurban

trustee, not i-nclud.ed in the samples used. for this study" These respon-

dents 1.reïe encouraged to make comments on each item after a:'rsvierj-vrg it I

explaínwhattheitemmea¡ttothem,and.stateaqyd.ifficu}tytheyhad

in interpretilg it or selectíng one of the al-ternative responses

províd.ed.}'ourof,thesixrespondentsangr¡ered.thequestionnaireinthe

presence of the wríter, on the basis of these comments changes r^iere

made i¡r the r,¡ording of a few items, and a number of e:ç1anatory state-

ments were added- to the ilstructions'

irorm of the QBestionnaire

The questionnaire used for the study is given ifl Append-ix A" rt

consisted of (1 ) instructions, (Z) important ex¡rlanations, (l) sixty-

four ra;ndomly arranged. d.ecision-items r ând (+) " six-poilt response

scale '
Respondents r.¡ere asked to i¡ldicate who should have the primary

responsibilityformakjngthed-ecisionsineachitem"Responseswere

limited to the folloruing' alternatives;

!. The school-, board should be primarily responsible for niaking

the d.ecisions '

4. The superintendent arrd ihe. school bo'ard -to8etheg' 
should- be

prffi fornraking the decisions'
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4 ^ The suDerintenc.ent shoulC be primarily responsÍble f or nnaking

the decisions "

2" The principal(s) .ttd the superi:rte$Cgnt-toflelher should be

pr:otar¡"fy "*spon"l¡le 
for making the decisions '

1 " The principal(s) should be primarily responsibl-e for naking
the decisions.

o. some member(s) of the school system not jr:.ç]ud,e+ aborle should-

¡e ffiãã-rv responsibl-e for raaking the decisions.

Because this study is concerrred only v¡ith a.dmínistratíve decisions ' it

1¡as necessary to jnclude the sirth response al-ternative of 0 to al-lov

referents to id.entify items v¡hich according to their e>qpectations are

not adni¡ristrative d'ecisions as defined" i¡r this report'

Reference Groups

The questionnaire v¡as sent to the superintendents in tuent¡'-five

of the twenty-seven unj-tary d.ivisions established- after april 1, 1967 "

The Brand.on and Assiniboine south school }ivisions were not included' as

both had. superìntendencies estab]ished prior ro ß64. The instrument was

also sent to samples of fifty principals of elementary schools v¡ith four

or more teachers and- fifty príncipals of high schools r'¡ith six or more

teachers, and fifty board members, randomly sefected' from the partici-

pating schoof divisions. Thirty-six professors o-f schoo] Ádninistration

in major riniversÍties in'uJestern cenada and- ontario r+ere selected as the

norrning group, and the questionnaire r+as sent to them' covering letters

are given in APPendix B'

Treatment of Data

l.or statistical treatment the response scal-e l"ias assumed' to have

equal intervals" The decision-points rvere r'reighted as numbered' 1 t'o 5g



1B

fro¡n the lor¡er administrative level- to the higher' Responses of 0 r'¡ere

not incfud_ed. j¡. statistical analyses, although they r,rere i¡clud-ed in the

d'istributÍontables,foracomp}etedescriptionof.r€Sponses"

Thehypothesisd-eve}oped-forthisstud-ywasexpressedinthenull

i =47t:' a¡rd. tested for each decision-ítern and each

task-area by the analysis of varia.nce. fhe "o! levet of sigrrificance

was accepted- for afl- tests j¡ this stud-y'

Foreachtask-areaandd.ecísion-itenrvithastatisticalþsigni.

ficant F-ratio, the d.ifference betrveen the mearrs of each pair of tr+o

groups was tested by the Scheff$ p"o""do"".25 This method vas selected

inpreferencetootheravailablemethodsforthefol}owingleasons;

1" It is more rigorous' The probability of Type I error' the

rejection of the nutl hypothesis r¡hen it is true' does not exceed Ã

(the chosen Level- of significance, which is ,O! for this study) tor any

comparisons made. consequently it lead.s to fewer significarrt dífferences

tharr any of the other methods" This rigour was desirable because

signífícant d-ifferences wer€ interpreted as id.entifying potential

conflict,

2" No special problens arise because of unequal Lrt.24 There

22_"P=professors r fl=high
S=suPe¡'intend.ents u T=irustees'

school principals, E=elementary principals t

These sy:nboli wil-I be used throughout

this RePort.

2l1uo"gu A, rrerguson, g!e!@f. ¡,ngf{?iE g 3S¿g}rg@ "nd
Education (second edition; Nevr Yãrk;ffirilffi¡oæ Eorp"lty, T9l9l,
pp. 296-7.

2L'fbrd" P. 297.
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1,xere considerable díÍlferences in sample sizes in thi-s study'

ã trTl i. not seriously aifected by violations ol the assumptions)ø '"---¿ - 
o^

of normal-ity an¿ hornogeneity of varia'ce e unless these are gross ott 
c)

The deviations from normality a:ld homogeneity of' variance jn the data of

this study were considerable j-n some instances '

4. This rnethod may be used to make ar¡y possible eomparison="26

The F-ratios v¡ere computed b)' the fot*vru2T

2t 2t-sr,-/n1 * 
"r.I /*2

The I-ratio required according to l'-ratio tables for signíficance

at the "0! leveI, for d-f1 = k-1 and- d'f, - II-ke r+as rrultip3'ied' by k-1 to
¿ ôA

obtaÍn Fr" LU Arry F-ratios greater tharr or equal to F1 t l¡ere considered

significant '

To show the level at luhich each group places primary responsi-

bilj-ty relative to each other groupn they l"Iere ranked. according to

response mear.s for every d.ecision*iten acld task-area" Hot¡ much primary

'/rbid..
26* -ID].C1 "

^_-2Tl. r"prusents the mean response of the respective grou9s-; n

indicates the number of respotlses in the respective groups;.sw] means

the¡,lithin.Eroup'orerror'mean-squareforthelespect].vedecls}on-
itera or task-area"

2Uk ,r,.Ui"ates the number oi reference Sroups; N equals the

totat mrmber of responses for the respective d-ecision-iterns and task*

areas; dfr 
"np""u"=rlts 

degrees of freeãóm bet'.veen gï'oups; df Z represents

d-egrees of f reed-om r+ithin Sroups '
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responsibility the groups relative to each other assigned- to each

d.ecision-point is indicated. by d.istribution tables giving both frequen-

cies and percenta¿'es " The relative intergroup eonsensus for each

d-ecision-item and task-area i-s er¡rressed- by ra¡rked general F-ratios t

and ranked- signif ícant betr'+een-pairs lr-ratios 
"

The statistical tests oi the hypothesis located the areas of

conflict in a general sense" Hol¡ever, i-n seekijng a'nsliers to the three

auxiliary questions u the data vere analysed in consÍderable d'etail to

id.entify re1ative d.egrees of conflict more specifically'
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PNESETüIATION OiT' DAT¿,

i.11 the data described. in this chapÌ;er are presented in table

form" Expla¡ations are given to assist correct read-ing of the tables,

but all interpretation is reserr¡ed for Chapter IV'

Although the presentation of the data generally fol-lor'¡s the

order of the hypothesis and questions as given in chapter II, the tables

do not separate the j^nformation in these tezms' Instead-, the data are

organized to give a progressive description of the areas and- the rela*

tive d.egrees of disagreement among the reference groups '

The iirsi three tab]es present the basÍc data at the leve] of

the decision-items" Tab]e IV, page JO, provides a general sunmary of

these d.ata grouped. into task--areas" Tabl-es vr FaSe 11ç \'IIE þa€.e 13;

and, vII g þa€:e 14, respectívely, shor.t fu.rtber analysis of three aspects

of these d.ata. Then, general analyses of the responses at the task-area

levef are presented i¡r lables vIII to X, pages J6 to 38. lÌre ner;-t six

tabl-es give the distribution of responses for each task*area, v;ith a'n

over-all sullrrnarX¡ j:r Table XVIIe pe}e 42' îhe distributÍon of responses

for each d-ecision-item is given in Àppendix C"

Ranked- Ðecision-llens witþ General and

Between-glrs Sip.tif-icant Difference s

i¡ifty deci-sion-iterns had. signifícarrt F-ratios betr"¡een paired-

groups as r+el-l as significa¡Lt general !'-ratios" These are ranlced in

rable f , page 24., by d.escencLj¡rg order of general F-ratÍos" The columnu
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rrComparison of Group lrfeans'r, rartks the group means for each itemt

íncreasing frorn left to right.

The, l-ines und.er the group s¡r-nbots show r,¡hich pairs of groups

have statistically signíficant differences. There is no significant

difference between aï\lr Sroups underlined- by a colnmon line' Conversely,

there are significant d-ifferences between aff pairs of groups not under-

lined- by a common l-ine '
To illusttate, all ítems in this table have a significant

general l'-ratio, and- one oï more sig'nifÍcant between-pair F-ratios'

The first item has the highest general F-ratio of al-l the decision-items.

For this Ítem the mean response of the professors l¡as the lot¡est of the

five groups. iJigh school principals were nerb lovest, elernentary

principals thirde and superintendents fourth. The trustees had' the

highest meaf,Ì ïespoïlseo There were no statistically significant inter-

€;roup differences alnong high school principals, elementary principalst

and superintend.ents in the first item. Also, there l^tere no significant

intergroup d-ifferences among elementary principals, superintendents, and-

trustees. Ilorveveru the mearr response of the professors r'ras significantþ

different from each of the other groups, and the mean response of the

high school principals vras significantly different from that of the

trustees.

As indicated- earlier, o responses are not included in the group

means. Ilo'.uever, vrherever nore than ten per cent of the responses I'Jere

0, this is ind.icated- by a nr:mber above the s¡'mbol of the group concerned.

The number 1 means more than ten per cent, 2 means more than twenty per
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cent. . .6 in¿icates more than sixty per cent " !-or example, rnore than ten

pe:r cent of the responses of the professors l{ere o for decision-item B'

Foritem!omorethansixtypercentoftheirresponsesr¿ere0.

The equal sisn (=) betr,feen arly two group symbols shows that the

mearis f or these tr'ro groups \Iere id'entical '

The format and. s¡,n'nbols erplaíned above are used in al-l subsequent

tables where relevant. Decisíon-items are identified by the !'-ratio

numbers assigned in Tabfe I'

Ranked Decision-!þg r¡ith G"4q"t=1 ååg'i=@!' Differences
bñ Iq sig".iti""tt Between-pai-rs Differeryes

Six of the itens with significant general F-ratios had no

significant d.ifferences between paired groups' These are given ín

Table II, page 28, in forrnat identical to Table I' The unbroken under-

linings of group s¡mbols indicate no significant differences"

Rankecl Decisíon-llg wÍth No SÍgnificant Differences

Table III, na4;e 2!, gives the general F-rarrks and 8roup.üean

ranks of the eight d.ecisj-on-items "¡ith 
no significa'nt d'ifferences aJnong

Inea¡risatthegenera}andbetween-pairslevels.Itshouldbereadthe

sarne as Tables T and- II "

Summary' of Ranks and Síg4i{ica¡rt Ðifferences
F"ped l¿ f""g-""""g. a^nd Quartileq

TableIV,pa6eJO,summarizesalltheinfo:rrationgivenonafl

decision-items in Tabres r, II, and- rlr. The infor"mation is grouped under

the six task-areas, with quartile distributions j¡rdicated' The items are

id.entified by their l,'-ratio numbers. Explanations on hor'¡ the table should'

be read are includ-ed- in it.
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TABIE ]

RAI{IilÐ DECISION-ITTT,IS \dITH GII{EILAL AND

BETTJEEN-P.AIRS SIGNIFICANT DIi'FffiENCES

General Comparison of
tr'-Ratio Group i'feansF-Rank Decis ion-Item

Decisions on
professional
caretakers t

Decisions on
teachers to

Decisions on
teachers for

the selection of non-
staff (bus-drivers,

repairmen, etc, ) "

the assignment of
particular courses.

the selection of
employtrent.

29 "17

20,64

19 "40

16 "81

16.57

16,51

14 "51

14.o1

1t "50

12"80

12 "75

11 "9'

PHEST

D.Etûernr!rtv¡

rf]fDqrntrDru¡

'ìf rr rr e rrl
IUIIUI

ûÐeÞfnrlluDr

PHEL!

1PEHST

1HEPST

DIrIìqrìl
II!!U¡

TlrrlîQmatÀ!ur

Ðecisions
dismissal

the retention and
teachers "

Decisions on instructional aids to
be incl-uded. in the bud'get.

Decisions on the selection of
optional subjects to be offered'

Decisions on the defínition of duties
ãr r.á"-ptofessional staff (bus-drívers,
caretakers, rePairrnen, etc' ) "

Decisions on the relea.se of local
nerr¡s itens concerning iruoovations '
lecisions on the selection of
vice -pri-nciPals .

Decisions on d-efining the responsi-
bilities of professional assistants "

Iecisions on school particÍpation j¡t
community projects a¡rd activities'

Decisíons on the adequacY of the
perfornance of non-Professional
employees (bus-d-rivers, caretakers t
repaítmen, etc" ).

on
of

PHEgJ

1I'EHST

10

11

12

P=
Tl-

E_

Professors
High school Princi-Pals
Elementary PrinciPals

Superintendents
Trustees

S=
mt=
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TSBLE I (contj¡rued)

General ComParison of

Ir-Rank Decision-Itetrl ir'-IiatÍo Group I'fearts

11 Deeisions on the er'Pulsion of
ind-i-¡idual students' 11.27 HEPTS

PEHST

I

u11TJqrnll!lvL

D

rfÐIlqfTl11 IDVL

HEPST

EHPST

1

HEPST

14 Decisions on the procedure f'or d-eal-
ing r.rith serious ãiscipl-ine problems" 10"90

Decisions on the means for increasirlg
community und.erstarrd-ing of curricular
development. 10 "12

15

16 Decisions on the activities for in-
service d-eve loprnent of the staff ' 10 ' 1 1

17 DecisÍons on Priorities for the
Lrse of multipurpose teachi:ng arease
for the schoo1 Prograrn" 10"04

1

PHE--ËT

1B Decisions on the Procedures for
use a.nd care of educational
equiPment i^rithin schools '

19 Ðecisions on hor'¡ to assure
student health and safetY'

20 Decisions on the prograrr of j¡rter-
school extna-curricular actÍvities'

21 Decisions on the transfer of teachers

9 "92

9.21

9,15

22

21

from one school- to another"

Decisions on the selection oí
f'urniture for schools.

Decisions on the adequacY of
teacher performance '

Ðecisions on ad"ult education courses
to be offered. i:r a particul-ar school'

Decisions on the organization of
pupil- transPortation services'

B.7o PHEST

o Éo

I "55

8.54

8.52

HPEST

1

EHPST

PHEST

1

PEHST_:-
.CL)
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TrSIE I (continu-ed)

F*na-nk Ðecisíon-Item
General
-b'-Ratio

Comparison of
Group l4eans

EHPST
26 Decisíons on hovr to d.ea1 with corn-

plaints f'ron parents about teacher
fer:formance " B "58

Decisions on horv to d-eaL i^¡íth cases
of unprofessional- or immoraf conduct
of stãrf members. B'55

Decisions on the sel-ection of super-
visory a:rd. consultative persoruiel " 7 "63

Decísions on the p:'orrotion of teaohers
to supervisory positÍons. 7'11

lecisions on who participaies fu:' 'che

fomrulation of the school bud-get . 7 "12

Ðecisj-ons on the procedures for ini-
tiatíng pupil begirurers into the school " 7'29

Decisions on i,ihat prograrns (University
hrtrance, Vocational, General, Oecu-
pational Ertra¡rce , etc " ) shalJ- be

offered "

Decisions on the ed.ucational speci-
fieatíons for ner'¡ or remod-eled buil-
d-ings (facilities, size and location
of laboratories, libraries, a:rd special
aetivit¡, roomsu ete.). 6'99

Decisions on the sefection of teaehers
for participation in eqlerirnental in-
s'i;nrãtional programs' 6"64

¿-J

7o

1t

)¿

7.10 HNPST

rlarDcm!frl|¿L

t'flìr nñ
-Cr I

H?E1S

Ð'r]ËQrnII]!U¡

4
IÐDAIqrn1!IIU¿

1

P s H4

PHEST

P}ìEST

SH=PIIT

AA

75

)o

Decisions on
teacirers for
conferences t
sernitrarg,

lecisions on
school sites 

"

financial assistance to
attend-ance at Professional
r+orkshops, and i:r-service

6 '57

the selestion of suitable / ¿ ^0"1¿
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TABLE I (continued.)

¡ssisj6n-Item
General
F-P.atio

Comparison of
Group Means

l,'-Rark

)t

tB

40

Ðecisions on the orientation acti-
vities for neru' staff members"

Decisions on the prograrn for operat-
ing a:rd. maintaining the school plant 

"

Decisions on elqlerlmental projects
and- pilot courses to be introduced'

Decisions on the nature and extent
of vofuntary participation of parents
in the school prograln (pupil super-
vision, library aãsistaneã, etc')'

Decisions on procedures and- methods
for reporting on teacher perforrnance'

Decisions on the r+ays to group pupils
by classes' (""g" Should heteroqeneous
oí ho*oguneous grouPing be usecl? )

necisions on the agenda for meetings
o.f principals and- superintendents'

Decisions on the actual- promotion
of i:rd-ividual students'

Decisions on the bor:¡daries of
attendance areas'

lecisions on the requirements
concerning d-aily fesson planning
by teachers'

Ðecisions on the methods for
evaluating PuPil Progress '

5 "94

5 "27

5 "o9

5 "O4

4"84

4"79

4 "o)

4,20

4.o4

, .00

U-LreDfjlliugtt

'rJFTfqql
fÐil 9¿

1EPHST

cmÙ¿
1
PEH

41

42

A4"tJ

44

Aç.

46

47

7 0.7

1.19

3,J2

z2e HJ

1

}1 PEST

PHEST

tr

dnHrs
1DcÌrÌ¡rF

f9¡IÐ¡

--.--

tr

H=üPTS

1EPHST

EP=HSI

21 6t
rÌnñnm-Éaùrf

48 lecisions on the conduct required
of Pupils.

49 lecisions on the practices for the
promotion oí PuPiIs (".S" Should"

repetitíon of grades or contj¡ruous
pïogress be Practiced-?J

50 Decísions on the Practices for
assigning homer"ork"

1PST
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TÁBLE IÏ

RANIGÐ DEC IS ION.ITS{S i'IITH GENERAT S IGNIF ICÀJVI DE|I-ERn{CES

BurIl'{OSIGNITIC.AIVIBI]IVIEEN-PÀIRSDIFFEREI{CES

Decision-Item
General
I'-Ratio

Comparison cf
Group lrtea,rrs

l'-Rârrk

51

q2

53

54

Decisions on method-s of rePor-
ting pupil Progress to Parents'

Decisions on the use of school
facilities bY the Public.

Decisions on the agend.a for
school board neetings'

Decisions on the Procedure for
requisit ioning instnrctional
supplies,

Decisions on the selection of
curricufu¡r Probleurs for studY'

Decisions on the aPPointment
of teachers to currículum
study committees.

2
STP

55

56

2"95

2.76

2.64

¿ "o¿

2"59

2,51

HE

PHEST

1

PSHET

4
I

P IlE S T

111
PE]IST

1

PHEST

Task-Area I, Business and' l]j-nance, has only one item jn the

firstquartileandthreeinthesecond,orfouroutoftl,¡elveitems

a¡nong the top half of afL F-ratios, lask-Area III' Staff Persorurel, on

the other hand, has six items in the first quartile, aJld' five in the

second, for a totaf of eleven itens out of sixteen aÌIloTì'g the top half of

allF.ratios.Itshould.benotedthateachquartilehassixteenitems,

and al_so, the number of items per task-area varies from eight to

sixbeen.
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[A¡I.E TIT

tu\äIim IECISTOl{*ITmr'fS \'JITH 1'TO SIGiiipIcl¡TÎ ÐIffElìlü{clis

F-P.ank- Decision-Item l¡*Ratío Group I'{eans

)t lecísíons on Priorities for esta-
blishi:rg consu-ltative and- 6uper-
vísory ãervices. (u.8. guíd-anee,
physical educa'cion, reading and

líbrary suPerwisors, etc" )

Ðecisíons on the establishment of
rtspecíal ed-ucationrt classes'

Deeisions on the content of' pupilsl
cumul-ative records.

5e

59

6o

2'54

2.1')

2.05

1.70

4 qO

1.28

1 "21

1"02

EHPST

HPEST-

2
HETSP

ñãTrñm
l,1i ù "fI J-=I

4
HEÉST

HSJIPT

SEHPT

tq
I]ÞEST

61

Decísions on
quíred- on the
school,

DecisÍons on
cu-rriculum "

stud,ent behav-iour re*
bus, going io a:td from

hor+ to evaluate the

6z

6t

64

Deeisions on the Proced.u-re for
íssuing authorized- texbs to stud-en'cs "

Decisions on the consolíd-atíon of
two or more schools,

Deeisions on the sel-ection of
text-books.

Sun:maq¡ of !'reql¿ency of SÍË:i-ti-ca-nt
U-ffefgggqs Betv'een Paj-recl Grour:s

Ta,bleVp]]a8eJ.I,givesthenr¡nberar¡clperceirtageoÎd.ecision-

items in each iask-area for r,¡hj-ch ihere r+ere signifíca¡:.i diiferences

betv¡eenairypairofgroups"Explanationsaregivenbelor+thetable"

The table should- be read as f oll-or,¡s " Taslc*Àrea I had- tr+elve ítems and-

f or these tr,,,e]ve items i.he only significant d.ifferences lIere bet"¡een
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ÍA3TE IV

Sü'f,'iÄ!,YO1BAI"]-]/'SA¡]-¡gTGi\trIlTTCÁJqT}ITFERINCES
GROüPEI 3Y TASI{*:\RXirS i'jii} QUi'RTTIE$

x) )
17

18

r\ aou /¿-a

55

)o

t14 PHEST
1

-\ ñ ^ rr î rlft ) 4t r=ìi J¿Æ
'1,-__

5T PSllUr//
1qA P}TEST

A' HSE'P 'I*

A\61 :ìriHPT'x+.:2

TAST{*A-R]ìA II
Publie F-elations

4

^'\r-'uqrnC7J:J:IU¿

"!'l H tr .j? Sjl-

-11) 16 H E P S T

24:.lIjë
2\26 EHPST-/ã -,:-
-\ ,^ *¡ ¡ Lr c ñr
)J +V .i. ! lf (.ru

-2

r-¡1 HESTP

¡I q2 ;'TI E S Ta /,--â

2 Pi{E$_l_
?tñ-úCn'] I',3 I.LJ T

Å. HEPSI
ñññì9f=tr-[rùr

4

10 PrlHSl
-2**HPEST

Ðr! Tiqr¡

DLTT]QTùIf,IÐU4

YrñncmIlJlrrù!

PHEST

PHEST
ô Tf--D ? fjl
Jll-f!!

421)

r \ 't¿| /_:-&

1g

20

2)_X

Á)

/t /t'tT

47

t) 4ö

ltQa/

/l ) Þ\\,

TIEPTS

PElIgJ.
]iHP5T

4

H li f=Ð 'J

1P}IHST
1iiI,EST

5
lhrrñd.rJill-tt.)

1nLrrcm11l--nlJf,

3ñór1 ôñl! -r=lf. ù r

I
ll=iJ I' i: i'
TfrtITESPT_-_--

2
Ilijlur

1)_L

2)3
?o

,)_4p
Í:ç))
q.a

b1

arÐeÌ1l¡lI f u ! ¿

}iE}.ST
1EPHS!

riu#rs
ltt'ô D tT c m.]3ål-!¿¿

rt 1:a 
^ 

mhrÉùr
2

HEÉST'+
1)*É

21

2)*Æ

34

)t
1l 4t

tr,k

¿)

¿o

ñtrrrñm
-f,ßl!'Jl

1
flñ1cifll
JfIltU¿

BHPST
Tl rr e l;1 r¡1
Ilf,U!*

HPEfS,

P H=E S- J.

i-iESPT_.æ
II]EPTS

P }i,il s T

¡ìT-IT)ernt)[¿üL

-

,/a
L\6L EÉ¡St,.
:

TÀSK-ABEA VT
ljutldLrl.gs sJlcl

Transportation

A'.-iElitCm¡ ¡ lrs u,

n Þ1f ncn

¿\ ¿o Þ H n q n

22 HPEST
,1

_\ I _ -- ^ -2) 26 | $ ti li 'r'

1

35 Þsnur
7,) 4B P E Ii S f/ /¿å
r) 60 E S H PJI-Xa/ --

NOTE; * represents no significant general-

l*rrt¿o, 1)-_, 2)-, 1)-, an{ 4)--=, índ.i-
cate the end- of respec'uir"e qL:-artiles" Idu-n-rbers

above gïoup syrabols i:rd'ica.te percentage of 0 re-
sÐonsea íor the iteni by the respectjve grotlp'
ì'=-*ot" ihan 1O;t'; 2 = to"" tnar, 2Oj(" "6 = mo::e

/ ^..1tnan oLtb"
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TAtsLE T¡

SÜ}CI'{ARYOFIRxQlEl{cYOr¡SIG}TI'IICA}11'DIl]FEnrl\cEs
3ETì,',EE}I PATNEÐ GRÛUPS

TASK-AP¡.À I : ä=12
Business and. lina.nce

nl"l*ùl'Jl-

TASK-ARI'A II - N=B

}}Llb ll-c .t,\eIatlOnS

1
(¡s )

6

0t)
5

(¿z)

TASI{-AREA IIT * N=16
Staíf Personnel

TASK-A-RIIA lV - N=12
Pupí1 Personnel

Elslr
4

(25)
tt

(6e)
tr)

3t)
14

(ea )
1

(s)

o

(tt)
11

(6g)

2

çr i )
1

(a)

TASK-ARNÀ V - N=B
Currícu-lum

ÎASK-AFJA VI - N=B

Suildings and TransPortaiion

1

11)

5
(+z)

lr
| (r ¡ )

,)

(¡a )

þ l" l¡ ì-lr
iltH lElslr

2
(zs)

Pl ls lzl4l t
I l(¡e) l(zr) I (lo) | (ee)

1

(¡e)
4
I

çtt)
5

I (.2\

lr
I 
(r ¡ )

5
lan)

1

t))

I{OTE: }T gives the mrnber oÍ items in tl:e task-area' The coh:-'nns in:
clicate the group r,/ith the higher nea.ïIe a;rd the rows i:rC.icate the grou-p r+ith
the 1or.¡er mearr" Ilu¡nbers j¡ parentheses shor,¡ the percentage of items in the
task-area r,riih signiíj-cant differences betr'¡een the two groups"

I

c"'år i r,ål
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the trustees and each of the other four groups" In every ínstance the

tr¿stees had the higher mea¡ expectation" For seven itemse or 58 per

cent of then, there were signifieant d'ifferences between the trustees

and the professors" The remainder of the table is read in a similar

\'Iay.

Surmarv of Group Exp€çlaliSn i'ieans Ranked

bv Relative Ad.ministrative Ie¡æls

Tabl-e VI gives a frequency d.istribution by task-areas of rank

positions of decision-item means for each reference groìfp' This tabl"e

should, be read as follor.'s. In T.ask-Area I the professors had' the l-owest

mea.n for eight of the decision-items, the second. lor'¡est mean for one r the

third- for one, and the fourth mean tv¡o times, The trrrstees had' the

highest mean for all t',¡elve items"

.Decislon-!!g@. Ranked foÏ Sienificant
F-ratios Between PairgQ -qlg¡¿ps

Table vII, page J4, ranks the decision-items by signifi-cant

F-ratios for each pair of Sroups. The decision-items are listed ín the

order of their general F-rank nurnbers, and ranked for each paired'

relationship in a separate column" Col¡:mns are included' only for those

g:roup relationships vith significant d-ifferences. Secause there are

onfy a few signJficant dífferences arnong the professors and the two

groups of principals, F-ratios for all three groups are ranked in one

column. It should. be noted that for each pair of groups there are two

possible ratios, depending on which of the tr'ro groups has the higher

mea¡. In every case the numerator ind.Ícates the group r.rith the higher

mean" The total number of items r^rith significant F-ratios for each

paired rel_ationship is given at the bottonr of the table'
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SUT{IVIAPJ OF GROUP EPT]CTÀTION T"fE}f[S RA¡TKU] BY

RNLÀTI]¡E ADI"ÍTNTSTRATI\IE ],EVEIS

t_t-
Il-
t,,

TASK-ÀEEA III - N=16
Stajf Personnel

22

TASK-AREÂ I - N=12
Business and Fi-nance

,12 , 14 | I

ÎASK-å.EEA II - i{=B
Public Relations

TASK-ARNA- IV - N=12
Pupil Personne]

1

1

12

t1t-"

I

IPl_l
IHl

DlLl

-l
^tùl

I' lt l+ lr l'ltlt lr

TASX-AREA V - N=B

Curriculum
TASK-AREA VI - N=B

Suild.ings and TransPortation

, I z I t | 4 l¡ll=--

1

NOTE: N ind.icates the total number of decision-items in the
task-area" Colu¡nns represent the rank positions of expectation_.neans;
rows represent the reference groups. frrtrees give the number of means

in the respective rank Positions'

6

1
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IEC TS IOi.]*I'TÐ.f.5 RAJiJI{ilD FOR STG:qTI TO¡.I']T -'il *RÂf IOS

General-
!etision-Item

'tr Seleciion oí non-professional stafí

2 ê.ssigrment of teachers to eourses

J Sel-ection of teachers for emplolrlrlent

4 RetentÍon and dismissal of ieachers

! Instructional aids j:r bud-get

6 Selection of oPtionai- subjects

I Defini'cion of non-professional duties

I Release of local l:e',,'s items

! Selection oÍ' vice-PrinciPals

'f O Du'uies oi professional assisiants

11 Participation i:e eoirrnunity projects

12 Perfo::nanee of non-professÍonal- sta'ff

1J ll>.pulsion of i-nd.ividu-al stud-ents

14 Serians d"isciPline Problens

15 Tncveasing coruiru-trity und-e-rstand-ing

16 In-ser.¡ice activities

i7 Use of mrltiPurPose a-Jeas

18 Use a¡rd- care of ecluiPrnent

19 Stu-dent healih and safetY

2A Extra-curricu-lar activities

21 fransfe--r of teachers

22 Seleciion of furrritu:'e

23 Eo¡alua'bion of teacher irerforríieïice

24 Adu--l-t ed.u"cation courses

25 Pupil brans,oo-r'tei;icn

3gI}'IEË]d P/,IEJI! GROIJPS

I

Ir

4.

t,
t]lp 4
Iit /t) 4

E/H 1

2

7

"t0

tr

2

1:)
o

oU

/tT

c

rt /u ,t

i/l; ]!'/ J:r I

pirl e
Þ'[E 2

26 Conplaints íron Paren'cs
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TABLE VII (continued )

/r lr/wlr/n lr¡, lr¡rlr¡nlvrlrø-Decision-Item

27 Umrofessional conduct | 24119| 11

28 Selection of suPervisors Jel24 11

51 Specifications ol lgil9i"sg

1o

_18

21

54 Participatio* i4j_¡P9"j.9lts

35 Assistanc" fql-1 :E

16 Selectíon of school sites

17 Orientation activities

38 Program for ¡raintaining Plq,nt

40 Participation of Parents

11

16

11

15

19 E:iperinental Projects

41 Reporting on teachers

42 trdays to group PuPils

41 Principals-Superinterrd.ent meetings

44 Promotion of ind-ividual- students

45 Attend.ance bound.aries

46 Daily l-esson Planning

47 Evaluating PuPil Progress

48 Pupil cgnduct requirements

49 Promotion Practices

50 Practices for homework

18

1g

2'7

25

1t

14

7"7)t

;

1B

¿¿

1t

¿l

2B

)¿

14

26

19

42

¿

t
¿

2
1

P/E
H/.P
E/P
P/H

29

15

total Signif icant tr'-Ratios
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Ranked. @i4! E-ggtioE" and GroUP

l'leans for Task-areas:
lable vIII gives the general .n-ratio for each task-area, computed

from aggregate responses" 'Ihe task-areas are ranked by decreasing

l¡-raiios, and the groups are ranked for each task-area by increasing

order of mea¡.s. Also, signíficant d-ifferences betv¿een paired groups are

indícated. by the method of und.erlinilg e>r¡rlained' earlier " Any tr'ro gmups

r+ithout a common und,erli^ning are significantly d-ifferent ' T'he 2 above P

in Task-Areas IV and. v ind.ica.te that in both cases more than tr'renty per

cent of the resPonses rvere O'

TA3I,E VIII

RANIGD GEI{EP.AI F.RATTOS ANI GROUP ]ffiÀ}TS !'OR TASK-AP'5AS

F-Rank Task-Area ' F-Ratio Group luieans

1

4

III Staff Personnel

IV Pupil Personnef

VI Buildíngs a¡rd TransPortation

II Public Relations

I Busi¡ress and li:rance

84.2O

52.17

11.96

24.41

16.24

14 ,gB

HPESl
2

H=EPST

PHEST

nå_Ej'jjr
PHEST

2
I{EPST6 V Cumiculum
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Task-areas Ranked fql Siær-:fllgg4t F-EaUþg
Betr,reen AIl Pairs- of Grol4rs

Table IX ra.nks the task-areas by d.escending order of significant

!.-r"atios for each pair of groups " The mmerator in each tatÍ^o índicates

the group wíth the higher mearl-. The nr¡mber of task-areas trith signifi-

cant F-ra.tios for each paired relationship is also gj-ven"

Summary oÊ SigTificani g-r"tfo" Between
Pairs oÍ Groups for Tasþ-arçeg

Table X corresponds to Table IX, and gives all significa"nt

!'-ratios of paired. groups for task-areas" It adds signÍfica¡t ínforna-

tion for the i-nterpretation of Table IX"

Dist¡iþq!:Lo4 of Respgnses for TeÊk-æ.

Tables XI to XVI, pages J! to {1, give the distribution of

responses for each reference grou.p by task-areas. The top number in

each cel-f ind.icates the frequency and ihe number in parenthesis the

percentage based on total responses of the group, including I€sponses of

O, The tables also give the total a.nd. mean responses for each group, as

rqell as the aggregate totals and percentages for each decision-point by

task-areas " fhe means are ba.sed on responses 1 to 5 and do not incfude

responses of 0.

Distribution of A1] LesPonse-s

summarizilg table, has the sa¡ne

the d.istribution and mean of all

r+el-f as combj¡red aggregates for afl

Tabte lVfI' Page 42' the fina]

format as Tables XI to XVI. It gives

responses for each reference group as

grou.ps 
"
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Í1{3IE ÏX

TASK-ATìEÄS F.3]!I{ED }'OR S]GN]IITCANT F*RATÏOS
BET1¿JUIN ÄIL P/r'IRS 0f GROUPS

!ask-Area l,t r pl, ¡"lr7s I 
s7' 

I 
s/n lsTn Ã/P H/P p /¡+ r/nt-/u

1

2

I
,r

q

TII

TABLU X

SUI'ßïARY O}. SIGNII ICANT I-R¡"-I'TOS BEI\'¡EEN

PAIRS 0F GROUPS i:'Oll TASK-AIìEìAS

og,64 )¿"o I

14.82

71.44 44 "91

20.60 11"85 ¿,Õ I

47.14 18.41 lzg¿a oa oo

.77 tr,/)
[ ) þ )L 21"11 15.58

16.12

IV

VI

II

III Staí'f Personnel

TV Pu-pil Personnel-

VI Build ings ancl
Transportatåon

11 Ltrblic Relations

I Bu-si-ness and. Finanee

V turriculun

Tota] instances of
signif ícant d-ifferences

Åa 'Ìc 15 "61



]]ISTRBUI'ION O-i¡

TÁ3]E XÏ

BISPOIISES ¡OR TASK-ATEA ]

Responses

IIUSINESS AI'TD I'fNANCE

X
Groups

))l

272

452

2 ro92

Groups | *

215

)'ra

256

125 I)
(zt)

114
çzt)

106
(zt)

l6
(zr )

t6
(r r )

107

ßt)
177
3z)

2"87

2"BB

28
(g)

60
(q)

19
(a)514

Lqul
(tz)

69
?t)

1"o2

t.o1

1.56

1"07

-ìt

2 "46

2'55

ooo

185
3e)

99
3e)

701
3+)

7141 |3)I(u)I
9t

(zt)

45
(tt )

17
(g)

115
3t)

z4
(g)

111
(io)4

(r )
14
(e)

51
(z)

174
(re ¡

440
çzt)

207
(r o)

119(ri)

(a)

ÎÁBT,E X]I

DTSTRBUTION Oi¡ NESPONSES I'OR TJTSI{-ARNA TI; PUB]'IC P'ELÀTIO}iS

I I Responses

f6
(26)

11 I2"64(6) 
I

'r68

184

6B
(r e)

17(zt)

gB

3+)

26
(e)

17
(g)

l6(zt)
1 "4'

6z
3+)

161
(tz)

1

40
hg)

iår I t?ir;1 ,,,
3) | (ry)

1'595 2"79
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M AÐTT¡ f1]'-TT
l ]U]È 

^a!¿

IISTRIBIJ.TIO}T OiI RESPO}iISE:J :¡OR TÀSK-I.PJIÁ III : ST-¡,jT,T JTERSONÌIE],

1lt1t/\

(+>)
ot
(rl)

B7
(tz)

115
(tt )

61
(r+) \r/

"(z)

350(lt ¡

125
\ttt )

164
( pq\

1 ,240
(¿+)

142

3ç)

4û9
$5)

91
(tz)

1o
(zt)

207

3e)

107
(t6)

ql)
(r l)

a 2-l¿" ) I

a'74

3 "t6

ô ÃÃ
Lø-))

t.9z

6
(r )

7'
3)

1
(r )

Aq

(s)
ltB
( >t-\

C.A4

(zo)

IABI,E XIV

IISTRTBUTTIOI'T 01.' FESPOITS]iS ¡'OR TAIjK-ÁBEA

Responses

t-l)

fV ; PUPIL PEF.S0lil'l-El,

t24

trÊô
))L

lo
(zt)

o

(z)

t.6e,15 )¿
\o /

c"7 q

rÃot

2
(r )

11

3)
l4.o
\//

Responses

ilotal-s 2 uog6



4',t

î}SLE XV

DISIRIBUTTOI'{ O? NESPOiiISES ]]'OR TASK:AF'JA 1¡ : CUT.EICULI]1'J

Responses

Groups
-¿!

216
2 "18t¿

lo/
la LÌ

3z)
171

Qt) (7)

40
(rg)

t)
ttL)

4.¿

1rl)

4B(tt),oo

143

b
(z)

11
(+)

21
(z)

2 "15

4.7 C]tl)
(>z)

)o
(ro)

tlo
(tt)

lta
(r )

¿o ¿+

10'1

$r)
,7

(1')
t1

(te)

102
3t)

2"44181

2BB 2"81tt6
(¿o)

24
(e)

.cq
loì1 

'396

TABI,E XVÏ

}ISîRISUTTON O]I P'$SPONSES IOR TASK-AREA VÏ ¡

BUIIIIi{GS A}ID îRAT{SPOATÀ'J]TO}T

Responses

Groups
=t)l

)q
(tç\

1
(¡)

62
(rz)

BO

121 )

¿")7

2. BB

5.26

1.41

1-aq

o)o
1¡qì

271
(e)

zt6

i68

62
lpq)

94
(ze)

20
(z)

16
(6 )

71
\)+ )

*
\rÞl

40
(t r )

41
(r i )

66
(r ç)

442ta-

182

1B
(l)

tt
(6)

4
(r )

at
Õ(J

(6 )

125
\)t)

11
(6 ) (r s)

D.7.7Ll I

(zo )

6B

\)t)
111
3g)

518
\)t)

44(c¡\

"-,
Gt)

4.12

ti5
(r o)

'lotal-s

?oials 11395

, 
(zt)

1 Åq
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TA3I,E XVII

DISTRIBIIIION Oli' AtL RESPOI'ISES

Responses

Groups ï

1'725

21918

2,7 41

1,460

2"298

2oB 549 
'71 

172 1.68. 27 . 2"54
(tz) ieo) (tt) (ro) (zt) (t)

Bg 732 1,i52 228 2r1. 196. 2"45

3) Q>) 3g) (s) (tg) (6 )

1o1 598 1 ,049 244 5.59 . 1qB. 2 .55

Ø (zz) '(ia) (g) (zo) (z)

11 i74 518 281 561 ?5 2"Bz

\z) (tz) (t>) (tg) (2il (7)

16 218
(z) (to)

626 249(zt) (tt )
715 414 1"2'3z) (r e)

Totals tl rt62 467 2rO91 . 119.16 , 1 ,1.74. 215,74, 910 , 2.7o
,^\ (rr) G5) ?r)

Distribuf ion of Dec-Lglqlt-:len Responges

The interpretations in Chapter IV will be based primarily on the

data tabu1ate¿ in this chapter. I{o',¡ever, the distribution of responses

by d.ecision-items is also inportant to assure correct inferences" Hence

this inf o::rLation ls gíven in Append-ix C.



CH,{PTER IV

I}XIERPRETATIOI\T OT DATÀ

In this chapter the data presented i:r the previous chapter are

Ínterpreted and applied' to the general hypothesis:

There nill- be significant istergroup d-ifferences in the
erpecta+"ions of' the five reference groups"

Thed.ataarethenfurtherappliedtothreequestíons:

1 . At v¡hat leve] i¡r the ad-mÍnistrat j-ve hierarc$r d'o the groups e

relati-vetoeachother,placetheprimaryresponsibility?

2'HorvmuchrelativeinteTgroupconsensusisthereineach
functionaT area?

J. Hov nu.ch príme.zy responsibility d'o the groups ' relative to
each othei, t""igrt to each d-ecision-point?

First, hor.lever, two matters pertinent to the interpretation of

the d-ata are discussed.

I " PRELD{INARY CONSDERÂTIONS

Size of Samples

Thesamplessulveyedconsisted-offiftyelementaryprincipals,

fifty high school principals and fifty trustees, randomly selected ; all

of the twenty-five superintendents in d-ivisÍons i¡rcfud-ed in this study;

arrd thirty-six prof essors, the facul-ties ol' Ed.ucational Aùninístration

in the major universities in \'iestern canad.a a-nd Ontarío" Á'lthough this

last group is not randomly selected the expectations of the sample may

be considered relatively representative oi' professors in the l'Iestern

Provinces 
"
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byThe number and percentage of usable questíonnaires returned'

each group are given in Table XVIII'

TABTE XVIII

IIIIMBERS Æ{D PERCEÌmAGES 0l' âJEStIONNAßES REIURN!Ð

Group

High School PrinciPals 46 92

Superintendents 21 92

Elementary PrinciPals 42 84

Professors 27 75

,^r"t;¿; t6 re

fn each case the size of the group and. the percentagp of

retu:rned questionnaires is consid.ered. adequate to rnake the statistical

analyses relatively valid-. However, d.ifferences between larger gloups

¡,¡ill tend. to shov¡ slightly greater significance than between smaller

groups, But this is not enough to affect the results appreciably' fn

every case al-I differences greater tha.n the lowest significant difference

were found significant '

Resoonses of Zero

Although responses of o v¡ere not a part of the basic d-esign of

this study, in some instances these have significant implications for

interpretation.Theyarethereforediscussedbriefly"

Four per cent of the total responses were o. Responses of 0 by

groups are sunmarized in Table XIX'

TheproportionofOresponseswasconsid-erablyhigherfor

professors than for alL other groups. Ifurthennore, these responses were

Nu¡nber
Returned.

Percentage
Returned
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Personnel

].eSpO'¡1SeS

45

in tr,¡o task-areas: Curriculum (26 per cent) urrd Pupil

(Zj pu" cent ) , fable ,\X gives a percenta*e d.istribution of 0

of professors o

T.À3IE XIX

SUIVIMARY OF ZERO RESPONSES

Group

Professors 208 12

Elementary PrinciPals 1OJ 4

ttigh s"i,oät erinciPats s9 3

Trustees 36 2

æ;;;;""e*"

TABI,E XX

tr'REQUHICY DISTRIBTIIION BY PERCENTAGES OF

ZERO RXSPONSES O¡' ]'RO}'ESSORS

llumber of ltens
Percentage of
0 Responses

10-20
20-10
50-40
40-50
50-60
60+

Iufost of these d.ecísion-itens were in the task-areas of Curriculum and

Pupj-l Personnel" l,Iore than hal,f of the 0 responses l'rere given by four

of the respon<1ents. Ä1so, three respondents constitutes more thaxr 10

per cent of the total groups" Hence 10 per cent to 20 per cent of O

Number of
0 Responses

Percentage of
0 Responses

14
1

4
0
J

I
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responses does not necessarily represent a signi-iicant tendency amor€

the professors, A number of them explaineC that their 0 responses

meant teacher responsibil-ity. In connection r+ith this it is significant

f]nat a:,.l d.ecision-items vrith a high percentage o:Ì O responses had rela-

tively 1ow response rneans. À high zero res'ponse by professors hence in

most instances means that teachers are er¡lected. to have a maior rofe in

making decisions, It may thus be concluded. that in the task-areas of

Curricul-um and. Pupil Person¡el , professors v¡oul-d assi-gn substantially

more decision-making responsibility to the teachers than r'¡oufd aqy of

the other groups "

The foregoing d-iscussion has tr,¡o i:nplications for the interpre-

tation of the data:

1, A high percentage of zero responses by the professors tends
to red.uce the d-egree of intergroup differences '

2, It also tends to place their expectation meai.i too high in
the ad,ruinistrative hierarc\Y'

This tendency applíes primaril¡r f,e professor responses ' and mainly to

two task-aïeas. Although it is irnportant to note this tendency, the

basic problern ol' this stud,y, conflict anong adrninistrators concerning

their: respective roles, is not substantially affected by 0 respoÛses'

These responses simply exclude the respondent frorn participation in the

problem; they mean that in the opinÍon of the responcLent the decisions

concerned are not primari--Ly the responsibility of any of the three

administrative positions u-nder investigation'
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IT, S]GNTIICANT III{T'E]-DNCES BET\'TE}T'] T'{T.ANS

This section ís an analysís of the d.ata r'rith respect to the

general hYpothesis:

There rvill be significant intergroup d,ifferences j¡r the expecta-
tions of the fíve reference groups'

Frequencies r,¡ith which the hypothesis is supported are analysed at the

general level and for all paired groups, both by task-areas and decision-

itens, Decision-items are not identified. as these are ind-ivid'ualIy

treated. in a later section, Also, aJ-1 instances that support the

lrypothesis at the d.ecision-item l-evel are given j¡r Tables I and' IIo

pages 24 to 28" The d-iscussion is organi'zed' by task-areas'

Differences Betrveen Paired. Groups

Asind.icatedjnTablesland.Il,theanalysisofvariance

showed signíficant d.if'ferences for fifty-six of the sirby-four decision-

items,Howeveruforon}yfiftyofthesel'eresignificantd.ifferences

fonnd between aqy tvo groups" lifferences for 1 6z ol: the 640 paired-

relationships were statistically significant. Of these, 125 (?7 p""

cent) j¡vofved the trustees, Frequencies of significant differences

between pairs are given in Table xxI, whÍch is a sulnmary of Table vII,

page 14,

TABI,E XXÏ

TRESUn{CY O}¡ S]GNü'']CA]ilT ÐI}'FERENCES BEThæMù PÀIRÐ GROUPS

Pair I'reouency Paír Frequency Pair l¡requency

T/H
T/E
,r'/P
,T,/S

42
57
15
11

s/H
S/.P
þ/ r'

10
10

7

H/P 1
P/Tr 2
P/E 2nils 1

n;/e 2
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Among the tr+o príncipal groups and. the professors there l¡ere

significant differences for only ten of the 192 paLted relationships"

There vras only one instance of a statistÍcal1y significant d-ifference

between the tr,¡o príncipal Sroups. Seventy per cent, ot 114 of the

significa¡t d-ifferences occurred. betr+een these three groups and the

trustees" It foflows that professors, elementary principals and high

school- principals ar€ essentíaIly in agreement, but that their ex¡lecta-

tions as a composite group are basically in conflict r¿ith those of the

trustees.

The superintend.ents vrere involved in significant differences

betrøeen paired grou.ps less than any other group. The thirty-eight

instances involvi:rg them vere d.istributed. about evenly arnong the other

three groups. They are a group by themselves, oll some decisi-on-items

j¡r conf]ict with the professors and principals a"nd on some in conflict

with the trustees.

Sígnificent Differences !¿ t"st-æ

Each task-&fea. r+as tested. for significant iltergroup d-iff'er€n'ces

by a eomparison of a]} r€spoll.ses in the area . Analyses of variance

shor+ed significa:rt differences betr+een meatrls for each of the six task-

areas. However, between-pairs tests for tv¡o areas, BusÍness and l'inancet

anfl CurrÍculurn, showed differences only betvreen the trtrstees on the one

hand. and the remaining four grou.ps as a block on the other. In the

follor+ing sections each task-area r¡itl be analysed separately for

differences between mea-n expectations. all frequency tables in this

section represent the groups rvith the loi'¿er means in coh:rn'ls e and those
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i,¡ith the higher aeaJIS i;n ror^¡s 
"

Task-Area I: Busj¡ress and tr'inance' *{s indicated- above, there

l,rere no i-ntergroup d.ifferences arnong professors, high school principalso

elementary principals, and superintendents b¡. comparison of total

ïespoïrses, according to fable VIII, pa}e 16. ThÍs correspond-s to the

results by d-ecision-items. lable XXII shor'¡s that for the tr¡el-ve items

i^n this task-alea all signÍficant d-ifferences j¡rvolved the trustees '

TASTE XXII

FNEQUENCu]S AND PERCENTAGES Oi¡ SIGNII¡]Cfu1]'I
IÌPNUNTNCES ¡ETI,.TEEN PÂIRÐ GROUPS FOR

TASK-AREA T: BUS]NESS ÀND TI}IANCE

**,-**- , . - |

r758758 542542

fn each case the mean response of the trustees was higher than that of

the other groups. In this task-area trustees riiffered- fron professors

and. high school princÍpals for slightly over hal-f of the items, a"nd

from elementary principals and superintendents for slightly l-ess thart

half of then.

Task-$5:a. II; Publiq Re]ations. Again in this aÛee¿t ex¡rectations

of the tn:stees r.rere signifieaxrtly different fron afl other groups, i:r

tez:ns of total responses. Al-soe lTtêa].i responses of superintendents r'¡ere

d.ifferent from those oí both groups of principals. Professors weÌ€

statistically in agreement vrith principals and superintendents"

EP

/"/,/,7"
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Ðistributions of significant d-ifferences between paired groups for the

eight decísion-itenis in this task-area are given ín labl-e XXIII"

TÂBIE XXTII

FREqUENCTES â¡lD PERCn{TAGES 0!' STGNIFTCANT

¡TFFæ.n{CES BET\,TEEN PAINED GROUPS FOR

TASK-AÎEÀ II; PIIBLIC RELATIONS

EHP
f/"f/"r"/'

675 561
225111

, aal ,r1 :

Trustees d.iffered from both groups of prÍncipals for 75 pet cent of the

iterns, and from professors for 6) per cent of then'

Tasl<-,@ III: Staff Persorunel. Again there rlas no diJference

in total Tesponses betr,¡een the principals and the professors" However,

the meayrs of the tmstees and superintend.ents were significantly

d.ifferent fron those of the professors and both elementany and- high

school principals. The means of tmstees and. superintendents also

differed significantly. This is supported by a comparison of differences

betr,¡een paired, groups for the sixieen deeision-ítems in this task-area,

as given i¡r Table XXIV, At this ]evel the trustees a,rld supe::intendents

again d.isa.greed- wii;h the other three Sroups ' there are al-so tv¡o items

with significant d.ifferences betr,reen trustees and superi-ntend-ents"

Erpectations oÍ the trrrstees d.iffered from high school principals for

BB per cent of the items, and from professors and. elementany principals

r 675
s 158
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for 69 per cent of them,

TASTE XXÏV

I¡REQUENC]ES AND PERCEIüI.A'GES OT SIGNTT.ICA}'TT

DI¡T'EREX\ICES BETi-IEEN PÄIRÐ GROIIPS !'0R
TASK-AXEA IIf: STfu.F PERSONNEL

- HPAS
î/"f/"f/"t/'

T14881X69116921J
s551425215

lask-AÏea Er BgÊ Persorrnel" The trustees dÍffered. from all

other groups and the superintendents d.iffered from both groups of

principals i-n total responses. More than 20 per cent of the responses

of professors were O. This neans that er¡lectations of the professors on

the location of primary responsibility may also d-iffer significantly

fro¡n those of the superintend.entse even though statistical tests did not

shor+ this, For the twelve decision-items in this task-area there r,¡as

one jrstance of significant d.ifference betrr'een the superintendents and

each of the other four groups, and. one case betr,¡een the professors and'

each group of Princi.Pals.

TASIE XXV

TR.EqUEICIES AND PERCM{TAGES Oi¡ SIGNU'ICANT
DIFFERE}TCES BETIJIEMI PÀMÐ GROIIPS !'OR

TASK-AREå. TV; PÜPIL PERSONNEÏ,

--+- EHPSr/"r'/"r/"r/"
r97575852518
S181818
P1818
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E:pectatioï! meairrs of the tz'ustees d.iffered. from elementary principals

for'lJ per cent of the items, and fz'om high school principals for !B

per cent of them. They d-iffered- írom professors Í'or only 2! per cent

of the decision-ítems "

Task-!g¡1 V; Currj-culum. Âccording to Tabl-e VIII, page J6, the

only statistically significant differences for total responses in

Cumiculum rEere betrveen the tmstees and- each of the other four groups 
"

Horrrever, here again over 20 per cent of professor responses r+ere 0"

This neans that in this task-area the difference beiween the actuaf

expectations of the professors a.nd. superintendents may be significant,

even though not statistieally evident r,¡ithin the design oi this study.

.{nalyses by decision-items show only tt+el-ve instances of signi-

ficant differences betr,¡een pairs for the eight items on this task-area"

TA31,E XXVI

I¡.REQUENCIES AND PERCEÌ'TTAGES OI¡ SIGNIi¡IC¡TW
DT-I-I¡ERENCES B6T'I..fiTM[ PAINND GROUPS I¡OR

TASK-AFEA V: CURRICULUM

Hr/"
S

fE"f//of

T 518s111
.l{f

118225111
113
111

The frequency of betr,reen-pair clí-iferences in this task-area is rela-

tively ]ov. IIol,¡ever, this task-area has the only iten with a signifi-

cant d.ifference between the two groups or principals"
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Task-@g1 VI: Buil¡Lings a:rÈ Transportatipn" The pattern of

significant differences betr,¡een paired groups in this task-area is

unique " Both trustees and. professors cliffered, from the other three

groups as rvell- as from each other at the task-area l-evel, There are rro

signifÍcant d-iffereylces among the superintend.ents and the tr¡o groups of

principals at this -ì-evel. This unique pattern is al-so evident in the

d.istribution of d-ifferences for the eight d.ecision-items in this task-

ALÇø.

ÎA3TE Y*XVTI

FNEQUENC]ES AND PERCENT,q,GES OT¡ SIGNTFICANT DIru'ËRENCES
BETHEEN PAIRED GROUPS ¡.OR TASK-AREA V]¡

BUTTDINGS "{ND TRANSPOruATION

.

PHES
f4" c o/^ f "/" f "/"

T

E
E

7BB
450
358
225

561
111

518 )2q

Ior BB per cent of the items there were sigTrificant diÍ'ferences between

trustees and pro.fessors, for 6J per cent between trustees arrd high

school principals, and for l0 per cent betr'¡een superintendents and

professors.

Surnmarï¡

1 " l'or fífty of the sixty-four items there rvere statistically

signif ica¡t d-ifferences betr,reen mean e:'pectations of paired. groups " 0f

these , 77 per cent involved. the trustees; J0 per cent i.¡ere between the

tr¿stees on one hand. and. principals and professors on the other. There
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vere very few sígnificant intergroup d.ífferences aJnong princÍpal-s and

professors.

Z. Statistical tests at the task-area level showed differences

in each aTea. f'or each task-area trustee expectations l¡Iere d'ifferent

f rom every other group. In Build.íngs and 'llransportation the professors

also differed fron every other group" In the other five areas the

professors did- not d.iffer significaJrtly fron the principals" The

professors disagreed with the superintendents also jn staff Persor¡-nel"

The e4pectations of the superintendents differed- from those of both

elementary and. high school principals in the ar€as of staff Personnele

Pupil Personnel, and Public Relations'

1'Infivetask-areasmoletharr!opercentofthetrustee

means rrrere signifÍcantly d.ifferent frorn at least trvo other groups"

TA3I,E XXVIII

PERCENTAGES GREATER THÆ{ FI}TY OT' SIGNTIìICAIVI IIF'FBBENCES

BETI,JEEN ]VEA}TS Oi¡ TRUSTEES AND OTHER GROIIPS

0ther
Group IIÏ

Task-"Areas
III IV VI f

H5s75BB58615
P5s6169884
E7569755

High school principals d.iffered. from trustees most frequently in the

area of Staff Personnel (fff), professors most frequently in Build'ings

and. Transportation (Vf), and elementary principals most frequently in

pubtic p.elations (ff) ana Pupil Personnel (fV). Public Retations (II)



l{âs a close second for high school principals,

a close thírd for elementary principals"

Ã.É))

ancl Staff Personnel (fV)

III, RELATIVE ÂDMII'IISTRJTTIIIE LEVEI"S O¡' GROUP EXPECTAIIONS

fn this section the data presented in chapter III i+ill- be

applied- to answer the question:

Àtwhatl_evel-intheadministrativehierarchydothegroups,
relativetoeachother,placetheprimaryresponsibi}ity?

The d.ata applicable to this question ar€ sunmari-zed in Table !I-, pag? JJ'

Expectations are ranked bY means'

General Ranked- L'evefs

For fifty-six (eo per cent) of the sixty-four items the erçecta-

tions of the trustees ranked. fifthr or highest i¡r administrative level"

The superintendents ranked fourthe or second. highest for forty'six

(72 per cent) of the sixty-four d'ecision-items" In 11g ß1 per cent)

of the cases the principals and professors held- the three l-or'¡est rank

positions distributed as f ollot'¡s:

TASIE XXIX

IISTRIBi]1IION O}' }'ROFtrìSSOR AND PRINCIPAL GROUP

}ISÀNS ]N THREE IOI{EST R¿,NK POSITIONS

.

Rank Positions
121Groups

F1011
H2421
811 27 20

16
1g
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There hras a marked tendency for expectations of the trustees to be

l_ocated at the highest acministrative level-, closest to theír ovm

position, æd those o1 the principals and. the professors at the Ìor+est

leve] e r,rith superintend.ents t erpectations betv¡een the two extremes "

Ranked Levels of Erpgctations þ¿ þsE-æ.

Task-Area I: Business and l"i-nance. Trustee e4pectatíons ranked

highest for all of the twel-ve items il.t this task-area. Professors

ranked- lor,rest for eight of the d.ecision-items. High school príncipals

ranked. second and elementary principals third. Íor six itemse and the

superintendents ranked fourth for seven items, There were a few marked

d-epartures from the general tendency in the area of Business a¡d Fi-nance '

For tr¡o items, (t) procedure for issuing texts an¿ (Z) consolidatíon of

schools, the professors ranked fourth. Soth were itens uith no statis-

tically significant d.ifferences. For three itens the superintendents

ra.:rked- lor¡est: (l ) setection of suitable schoof sites t (Z) bound-aries

of attend.ance area= (t:-ea with professors for 1or,¡est mean), and' (l)

consolidation of schools (ttr:-s item had no significant d'ifferences ) "

"A.I1 three iterns had over-all mean resporrses greater than 4'00. In each

case then, the superintendents assigned more responsibility to their

o*n position than the other groups d-id.. In two items (l ) agen¿a for

school board meetings, and (Z) procedure for issuing texts, the superin-

tend-ents ranked second" Both o.i these itens had no significant betr'¡een-

pair diffeTences. Elementary príncipals ranked- fourth for three

d.ecisÍon-items, (f) sel-ection of school sites, (Z) boundaries of

attendance areas, and. (1) agenda lor school board meetings' All of
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these by consensu-s of the responcents are not oí primarJ¡ concern to the

principals. l-lean er.oectations and- correspond-ing group ra.irks for

Business and Iìinance are given in Table XXX'

TASIE X]tr

GROLr-P P,åM$ AND }ffiANS ¡'0R TÁSI(-ÂRÈ:1 I:
BUSINESS AND !-INANCE

Groups pHESTTotal

5

2.20
Ranks 1

l{eans 2'87
54

3,o2 3 "01

L

2"88 3,O7

Ta*-Areg IIr þþ5þ Relations. Trustee and superintend-ent

means ranked fifth and fou.rth, respectively, for sevefl of the eight

iteros on Fublic Relations. îhere 1'Ias no sígnificant tendency in the

d.ístribution of the first three rank positions arnong the principals and-

professors" There is only one appal€ntly significant departure from the

general tendency. For Ítem 51, reporting pupil progress to parentst the

professors ranked fifth" I"Io,r¡ever, for tr+o reasons the significance of

this rank position is doubtful-: (l) ZZ per cent of the professor

ïesponses r¿ere O, (Z) this item had. no statisticall-y signifícant

dífferences between paired groups. Group ranks and- means for Public

F'elati-ons are given in Table xxxÏ"

&.sE-Area ITI: Steff Persorrnel. iror fourteen of si/ueen decísion-

ítems ín the area of Staff Personnel trustees ranked fifth; for trielvet

superintendents rarLked fourth" The louest three rank positions rçere

agajri iaj;ri1y generally d.istri-buted arnong the principals and professorse
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with a tendency for efementa-ry principals to ranl< higher than the other

tr,,,o groups, lhere were only two marked' d'epartures from the no:mal

pattern. Elernentary prineipals ranked. fourth on the selection of

supe:wisory and consuftative personnel, and professors ranked fourth on

orientation activities for new staff menbers" In each case the superin-

tendents ranked. third.. on the selection of superwisory aJld consultative

personnel u the diff erence betr'reen the superintend-ents a¡d elementarXr

principals was statisticalþ significa¡rt. Group ranks arrd means for

Staff Personnel are given j¡r lable XXXII"

TASLE XXXI

GROUP RAI{KS AND }/N!ANS T¡OR TASK.ÀREA II:
PIIBLTC RETAT]ONS

T Total
Groups

Fanks 1

IGans 2"46
14

2"68 2"99
)

3,45 2"79
2

2"55
tæ

TABI'E X'\XII

GROUP zuNKS AND I!ßANS FOR IASK-AFEA IITA
STATF PERSONNEL

.-

Groups

Ranks
Ì.Ieans

E S II Total

2.55
I

2"26
2

2"29
5

¿.)l
4

2,79

q

5 "16

Tash-Area IVt

the highest Positions

lower percentage than

Punil Personnel. E:rpectations of trrrstees held

for nine (75 p"" cent) of the twelve items, a

for arqr otLrer task-area" Superiniend-ent
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erpectatíons held fourth position for eight iterns. The three lowest

ra.nk-positions were again welf distributed among the other three groì'lps e

,r¡ith a tendency for príncipal ex¡lectations to be I'ol¡er tharr those of the

professors, The sigrrificance of this tend,ency is in doubt, because 2J

per cent of the prof,'essor responses in this task-area were 0' For one

iten (practices for assigni:rg homework) tne professors ranked- fourth '

and for one item (content of cumufative recor¿s) fittfr. Hor'+ever, these

expectations may not be considered significant since their 0 responses

for these tr^ro items were 65 per cent and 22 per cent respective\r'

Group ra¡rks afid means for Pupil Personrrel are given in Table XXXIII"

TÂBTE XXXIII

GROUP RA}IKS ÄND }{EANS iIOR TASK-AREA ÏV¡
PUPIL PERSONNEI

Groups EPSTTotal

Ranks1114'
*""" ,.6, a -6, a.r, ''

gasE'-AreaI;@.r.ortheeightdecision-itensinthis

area trustees had the highest mean ín seven cases, superintendents had'

second highest mean six times, and high school pri-ncipals had' the lowest

mean for six items, Rank positions 2 and 1'¿ete about evenly dÍvid'ed

betueen elementary principals and professors" However, the ex¡lectations

of the professors are probably at a lor.rer administrative l-evel than the

rank distribution of means ind.icates, as 26 per cent of thej-r responses

on Crirrieulum j-tens r,¡ere O. This ma¡' ex¡llaín rvhy they ranked' lov¡est
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for only one item. Group ranks and. means for curriculum are gÍven i-n

Table XXXIV.

TABI,E XXX]V

GROUPRANKSANDMEANSFORTASK-é,REAV:OURRICULUM

Groups

Ranks

HEPSTTotaI-

54
2.18 2,44

52.81 2.19liieans 2.1, 2,24

Task-@Vf:Buikl:L4gsandTransportgtion'kusteeshadthe

highest mearr expectations for seven of the eight decision-items on

3uíld.ings and Transportation, superintendents ranked fourbh six times

and professors ranked. lovrest six times. Positions 2 aflð- t were divided

betweenthetwoprincipalgroups'Therewereonlyafewdeparturesfrom

the normal pattern. Professors l,/ere tied with t:rrstees for highest rank

position on student behaviour required on school buses. This i+as how-

e1rer an item r,¡ith no significant d-ifferences among meafis. Elernentary

principals ranked fourth on educational specifications for buildings'

rn both of the above ítens superintendents rankecl second" Group ranks

and mea.ns for Build.ings and lransportation are gíven in Table xxxv"

TABLE XXXV

GROUP RAI'IKS AND ì"!BÂNS I''OR T"A.SK-ÂP.EA V:
BUIIÐINGS AND TRANSPOMATION

Groups P HESfTotal

Ranks 1

l"leans 2.BB
¿

5,26
5

t "41

4
5 "59

5

4"12 1.45
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Sumrnarj¡

1. l'he expectation meâns of the trustees ranked- highest in

adninistrative level for BB per cent of the d.ecision-items and for all

task-areas. Superintendents ranked second highest for l2 per cent of

the d.ecision-items and. f or al-l task-areas.

2, The ihree lowest rank positions for d.ecision-items t'ere

shared approxinately equal-ly by the expectation mearls of the principals

and professoïs. The expectations of both principal groups r¿nked ]ower

than the professors in three task-areas: (f ) zu¡fic Relatíons, (Z) zup:"f

personnel-, and (l) Curriculun. Horvever, in each of (Z) an¿ (r) *oru

t;¡an 20 per cent of the professor responses were O. Interpreting these

as teacher responsibilities iqould plaee professor erpectations in both

of these task-areas at a lower level- than those of the principals. tr'or

Staff Person-nelu only the expectations of the high school principals

ranked lor,ver than those of the professors 
"

1. For tno task-areas, (t ) Business and l'Ínance, and (Z)

Build-ings and- Transportation, the expeetatioïI means of the professors

ranked lor*,est, in the latter task-area substantialþ lower than all

other group means.

4. Group means and ranks for all decision-items are sutilrarized

in'Iabl-e XXIVI. This does not includ.e the 2OB (tZ p"" cent) O responses

of the professors, rvhich generally may be interpreted. as referring to

teachers "

5" The general pattern of rank d.istributions i-s as foll-ov¡s; the

three lor.¡est positions are shared- by the principals and professorst the



fourth is held by superintend.ents, and trustees pJ-ace expectations

relatively at the highest administrative Ieve1" I{arked departures from

this pattern usually do not involve statistically significant rel-atíon-

ships,

TABI,E XXXVT

GROUP Rfu'iKS AI{D MEANS iTOR A'Lt }ECISION-ITMN

GroupsHPESTTotal

Rankst2l45
Means 2.45 2.5O 2 "55 2 '82 1 '25 2 "7O

6. The r.ank positions of each group for all decision-items are

given ín Tables Ir II, and III, pages 24 to 29'

IV, AEI,ATIITE ]NIERGROUP ÐISAGREM,E]I'TT

IN FUNCTIONAL AREÄS

This section is coneerned viith answering the follor+i:rg question;

IIow much rel-atj-ve intergroup consensus is there ín
each functional area?

This question was applied- both to decision-iterns and task-areas' fnter*

groupdisagreemen!'*asarralysed'andra¡rkedinter.n.rsof}--ratiosatthe

general l-eveI and for all paired groups '

complete data for all functional areas are given in the following

tables;

1.Tab]esI,II,andIII,pages24toZ)--generalirrtergroup
ranks of d-ecision-items'

2.TableVII,pagesJ{anð.J5--ranksofdecision-Ítemsby
Paired- Sroups '
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t" Table VIIIe pa€je 36--general intergroup ranJ<s of task-areas.

4,TablesIXandllrpageJ8-:ranksoftaslc-areasbypaired'
groups.

5.Tab]eIV,pageJO--quartiled-istributionofd.ecision.items
bY task-areas"

This section does not discuss afl the d-ata in detail, but rather

points out, for each relationship, the areas of greatest disagreement'

At the general level and for each pair of groups, respectivelyt the

síxteen d,ecision-itens with most disagreement are listed. I{orøever, the

lists are }imited. to itens vith statistically signíficant differences for

a^ny pair of groups r,rith l-ess than sixteen such items " Task-areas are

organized by d-ecreasing ord.er of general tr'-ratios, and ranked for each

paired group. Decision-items are listed for respective task-areas by

decreasilg order of !'-ratíos j¡r each relationship'

gas3-;A'rea IlI; Staff Pergonnel-

Staff personlel ranked. highest in general intergroup d-ifferencest

ruith an t¡-ratio of 84"20. This task-â,Iea. also ranked first in six

paÍred groups and second in one pair of groups' Ranks and- F-ratios of

this task-aftee for over-al I differeflces betrveen paired groups are given

in Table XXXVII.

TÀBIE XXXVIÏ

RA}IKS AND F-R¿,TIOS OF T¿,SK-AFEA III tr'OR PAIRTD GROUPS

Paired.
Groups

Rank

r/P r/H r/s r/s s/P s/H s/E

F-ratio 1g1"o4 281 "64 2O9.64 32.87 51 .13 73 "44 44.91
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tfu ana tfn in staff personnel are approximately twice as

zz.tios for R-rpil Personnel, which ranked second i¡r these

relationships " The lists that f o}lor,+ give all d-ecision-itens on staff

personnel that rank arnong the top sixteen in d-isagreement in the

respective group relationships a].d r,¡ere statistically significant "

Staff Personne] Ítems r'¡ith greatest
seneral disaereement:

1. Assignment of teachers to courses
2. Sel-ection of teachers for emplo¡rment

]. Retention and dismissaf of teachers
{, Setection of vice-PrinciPa1s
á' mti.= of professional- assistants
6. In-service actívities

Staff Persorurel- ite4s *ilh greategL d'isagresrnent

6'e-tv¡-eSn tq¿s'æ e s and pro-þS sors :

1. Selection of teachers for emplo¡ment
2. Assignment of teachers to courses

]. Drties of professional assista¡rts
{. Selection of vice-PrinciPals
!. Transfer of teachers
6. Selection oi' suPervisors

Staff tse¡Sppef i-t-ens ¡,vith sreatest diçagleement
Gããen trustees an¿ irish school !g¿g]:jræ:

1 " Assignment of teachers to courses
2" RetentÍon and dismissal of teachers
J, Selection of teachers for employment

4. In-serwice activities
!. Selection of vice-PrinciPals
6 " Drr.ti"" of' professional assistants

Staff Personnel lteqg, r'¡ith greatest di-sagreernent
¡ãtloe.n .t nf s 

-!. * s a;r.rll e lement ary p rinc ipaf s :

1 . Retention a¡rd. d-ismissal- of teachers
2" Selection of teachers for enplo¡nrient

J, Duties of professional assistants
{. Selection of vice-PrinciPals
! " In-service activities
6 ' l'ualuation of teacher performarLce

l. Assignment of teachers to courses
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Staff Personnel items- r¡ith gleates-i disagreqment-
¡et-r^¿eeg t4rs tees gg! superintendent s-:

1. Sel-ection of teachers for employnent
2' Selection of suPerwisors

Staff Perso-nngl items with greATest disa.sreement
beti"¡een superintendents arrd p-I9-d9-qq-Q-rg-:

1. Assignment of teachers to courses
2. Sel-ection of teachers for ernployment

J ' Duties of professional assistants
{" Selection of vice-PrinciPals

rul Personnef ítems r,¡ith ereatest digagreement
betureen soperintend,ents and high schoof pri-ncipals:

1 " Assignment of teachers to courses
2. Pronotion of teachers
l. Setection of vice-Principals
{" Retention and dismissal" of teachers
!, Reporting on teachers

[þg[!, Personnel- iterns ¡5iþ sreatest d-isagreement
tett¡eefr superintendents and elementary principals :

1 ' Retention and dismissal of teachers
2. Selection of vice-PrinciPals

There hrere no Staff Personnel items with significant intergroup

disagreement among the tv¡o Sroups of principals and- professors ' Profes-

sors and principals disagree most strongly and most frequently with the

tn:.stees and superintend.ents on Staff Personnel, especially rvith refer-

ence to selection and- placement of teachers. 0n the selection of super-

visory personnel and. the d.efinition of theiz'duties there is also st:rong

disagreement" I{arked disagreernent is evident betvreen trustees a'nd'

superintend.ents on the se]ection of teacþers and supervisors..

ggÞk-Area fV: PuPil= lersonnel

The task-atea oÎ I'upi1 Personnel- ranked- second Í:r general
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disagreement, r¿jf,¡ an i¡-ratio of J2"11 " It:'a¡ked. second in four paired

groups and f jfth in ti'¡o "

Tå.BI,E XXXVITI

RA'I.IKS ÁND }.-R.,ITIOS OI' TÀSK-AIEA Iv I¡oR. PÀIRm GP.OUPS

.

Paireô
ääiä ry /P r/H r/E r /s s/H s/E P /H P /E

nank52252211
P-"x* rc.10 tzS"+6 1N

ÀgaÍn T¡-ratios f'or lfid ana f fn arne markedly higher than for the task-

area next i:r rank'

Rrpil Personnel- items l¡ith greS,test
generaf d.isaåreg8ejqL;

1 " E4pulsion of ind-ivid-ual students
2. Serious d-isciPline Problens

Pupil Person4ef ite-mq with greafest diÞagreenent
¡etween trustees ?:rd. high schoo! prinql-pelgr

1' Extra-curricul-ar activj-ties
2 ' Serious d.isciPline Problems

Pupil Lelsonnel items r¿íth sreatesjL c1:ts;a4Êeement

¡et',tgea trustges and- elementary pri¡.cipafs :

1. Serious disciPline Problems
2" Stud.ent health a.nd" safetY

the following seven paired groups each had one Iìrpil Persormel-

ítem, as indicated-, that ranked. in the top quartile and- had- statisti-

cal.Ty significan'i; disagreement :

1, Trustees and professors--serious d-iscipline problems

2. Trustees and superintend.ents--stud-ent heal-th and safety
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J" superintendents and, professors--promotion of individual
stud-ents

{. superíntendents and. el-ementary principals--eqrulsion of
i:rd.ividual students

!. superintendents and. high school principals--expulsion of
ind.ivid.ual students

6. professors and elenentary principals--expulsion of ind-ividual
stud,ents

J. Professors and high school principals--e4pufsion of ind-i-
vidual students

fhe fact that relatively fev items r^rith a high level of d-isa-

greement involve the professors may be related to the 2J per cent 0

responses by them in this task-area" Professors and princi-pa]s disagree

strongly with the trustees on serious discipì-ine problems, and pro-

fessors and superintendents d.ísagree relatively strongly i^rith the

prilcipals on elrpì.llsion of stud-ents '

Task-Area VI: Buj-lùingg and Trapspgrtatipg

Thís tasl<-aTea rarrks a very close third- to Pupil Personnel jn

general disagreement, r"rith an i¡-ratio of 11"96" It ranks highest ín

d.isagreement betr.¡een trustees and professors. ft is the only task-area

in which there is meani¡gful d-isagreement between the professors and

both groups of principals in over-a1-I ex¡rectations '

TASLE XiLXIX

RJTN](S AND }'.RATIOS O¡' T¡.SK-ATEA, VI T'OR PAIF.Ð GROUPS

.
Paired
ã;;;;; r/v r/n r/a t/s s/P n/P n/P

Rank1451211
,-"*tr rgr"r5 T,r4
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Suildings and Transportation items r'¡ith
greatest g949sa1 Èiq,ggreenegls

1. Sel-eetion oí non-professionaf staff
2" Definition oí non-professional duiies
J " Perforrnance of' non-professional staff

Build.ings and Transportation items wÍtþ greatest
¿isag'reernent betvreen tmstees and professo.rs :

1. Selection of non-professional staff
2. Definition of non-professional duties
l, Perfo:rna-nce of non-professional staff
{. Organizing pupil transportation

3uild.Íngs- and- TransportatioJr Ltgms . 
with.greatest

¿isag:.e"n "Itt Þ"tto""n superintend'ents -and 
prof e ssors ;

1. Selection of non-professional staff
2. Definition of non-professional duties
J. Perfonnance of non-professional staff
{. Organizing pupil transportatíon

Buildi¿æ. an9' Transporbation ítemg r'¡itþ greatest disa'Ereement

¡etteen tt:.git school principals and Professors:

1. Selection of non-professional staff
2. Definition of non-professional duties
J. Otganizing pupil transportation

Build-ines and' Transportation ite{rs v¡iLh greatest d'isa8ree-

@ PrinciPafs anq Professorg:

1. Selection of non-professionaf staff
2' Definition of non-professional duties

Suildines and- Transportatiog iteqrs with-greatest
¿i-sagreernent ¡"ttoe"n trustees arld su'perintendents :

1 " SPecifications of buíld"ings
2. Selection of f'urniture

Three paired. groups had one item each in this task-area that

ranked. in the top quartile atrd had" statistically significant d-isagree-

ment:

1" Tmstees and. hi-gh school principals--selection of f-urniture
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2" Tnrstees a,rrd. elementary principals--perfo:rnarrce of non-

Professional staff

J. Superintendents and- high school principals--perfo:mance of
non-Professional staf Í'

The selection and d.efinition of duties oi non-professional staff

are the trvo iterns r"rith greatest disagreement betl+een the professors and

each other group. Perf'ormance of non-professional staff in t¡vo insta¡rces

is one of the items with a high leveI of disa8reement' In the manage-

mentofnon.professíona]personnelthereSeemstobead-efinitesplit

between the erpectations of'professors alld' all of the l-ocal adninistra-

tive grouPs.

Task-$g1z II: Public Relationg

Publiclìelationsrarrksfourthingenerald-isagreement,withart

F-ratioof24"41.Signifícantd-ifferencesinover.allresponsesbetween

paired grollps are ranked- irr Table XL'

TA3I,E XI

RANKS AND I¡-RÀTIOS OÍ TASK-ÀREA II ÏOR PAIRF'D GROUPS

Paíred
Groups

Ranks

T/P T/H r/E r/s s/H s/E

F-ratios 4, .21 92'7g 7t'52 14 '08 21 '15 11"58

tlÈlic. Relations ilems r¡ith
ilr,ffe s t- gene rar di sagreement I

1 . Release of local ner"¡s items
2, Partieipation in community projects
1. Increas-i:rg communj-ty understand-ing j:r curricular

develoPments
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Public Relations items !¡ith greaiesj Èis?greement
bet"tegq trustees and el-ementary prÍncipals:

1. Increasing community und.erstanding of curricular
develoPments

2. Complaints from Parents
1" Adult education courses
4. Participation in community projects
! ' Release of local news items

PublicRelationsitemsr^lithAreatestd.isaf,reerne4t
¡et,,¡een "îpg"irrten¿ent" 

and elementary principal-s :

1. Release of local news ite¡ns
2. ComPlaints from Parents
J. ?artícipation Ín community projects

lhe follorving three paired groups each had tr+o items on Public

Relations that ranked- in the top quartile íor significant disagreement'

fnlsleeq. a¡rd Professors ;

1 . Release of l-ocal news iteins
2. -Adult education courses

Tgnstees and high school- principal-s:

1 ' Participation in communíty projects
2. fncreasing community und.erstanding or curricul-ar

d.eveloPments

Superintendentg gq! high school princi.pgLs:

'l " Participation i¡ community projects
2. Release of l-ocal news items

Three paired. groups had. one item each that ranked" in the

greatest-d isagreement category ;

1. Superintendents and professors--Ïelease of local news items

2. Professors aild high school principals--participation in
cornmunitY Projects

J, Professors and elementary principals--participation in
connunitY Projects
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There is a relatively hígh level of' d.isagreement betr,reen the

principals (especial-ly elementary principal-s) ott one hand and the

superintend.ents and tnrstees (especialty trusiees) on the other, in the

areas of comrnuníty involvement and dissemination of ini'oznation. Five

of the eight itens in this task-area rated high in disagreement betr'reen

trustees and efementary principals.

Task-@ I: Business and Finance

The task-area of Business and- l,'inance ranks fifth in general

disagreement. The i¡-ratio is 16"24. over-a]] d.isagreement is evídent

only bet',ieen the tnrstees and each of the other groups "

TAB],8 XtI

RA}IKS A}ID F.RATIOS OF TASK-AFEA T Iì-OR PAIiìED GROUPS

pairred_

Groups T/P \/H r/E r/s

Ranks

"-"*t", 
q6"r, 5r'5t

There is only one item in this task-area that ranks in the top

quartile in general disagreement: instru.ctional àids to be included' in

budget.

BusÍness arrd !'inance items r,¡ith greatest disa€reenent
betr,¡een trustees and superintendents:

1 " Instructiona] aÍd.s to be included in budget
2. Se]ection oí school- sites
J. Use of multiPurpose areas
{" Ii'inancial assista.:ace for in-sewice attend-ance
5 " Attend"ance bor:¡rdaries
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Þusiness and îinanee items r,¡ith ereateçt Èisagreenent
þ€t"""" trustees a¡rd. high sehool- principalq;

1 " Instructional aids to be included- in budget
2. Use and care oí equiPment
]" Use of multiPurpose areas

s!¡:eÞs and, i"inance items r.'ith greatqst- disagreenent
¡etween- tmstees and- el-ementary .P@Þ3

1. Instrrrctíonal- aids to be includ'ed- Í-n budget
2 ' Use ancl care of equiPrnent

Busi-ness and !'ina¡'ce iteras with greatqst
¿isãgr"eement betwe.en trustees and'orofessors:

1 . Inst:rrctional- aids to be inc1uded in budget
2. Use of nrultiPurpose areas

DÍsa6reement between tnrstees and, superintendents ranked- high

for five of the tv¡elve items in thís task-area" Trustees di-sagreed-

strongly vrith the princípals and professors in ed-ucationa] matters

primarily. Trustees showed a high Level of disagreement r¿íth all other

groups on j-nstmctional aids to be includ.ed' in the bud-get " Equipment

and multipurpose areas are tr+o other itens of conflict' There is no

iten r.¡ith a high level of intergroup d.isag'reement arnong professors,

superintendents and PrinciPals'

le5k-éreg V: Curriculum

Curriculum ranks fov¡est in general intergroup d-isagreement t r'rith

an F-ratio of 1 4"g8. Again, at the task-area level- all significant

disagreenent is betv¡een the tnrstees and each of the other groups"

'Ihis task--area also has only one itero that rartks in the top

quartile in general intergroup d.isagreement: selection of optional

subjects. there were tr*,o items with a high level of d-isagreement betl+een



71

trustees a;nd hígh school principals;

1. Selection of oPtional subjects

2. ?rogra.rns to be offered-

sel_ection of optional subjects ranked. high in disagreernent

between four other paired groupst (f) trustees and professorsr (Z)

tmstees and el-ementary principals, (1) trustees and superintendents,

alld (4) elenentary principals and. high schooL principals" That is, all

groups d-isagreed. strongly r^¡ith the trrrstees on this item, especially

high school principals and- superintendents.

Daily lesson plaruring rartks high in confl-ict betr'¡een the superin-

tendents and príncipals " The superS:rtendent sees his or.nT rol-e as more

prominent here"

IABI,E X],ÏI

RÂNKS AND F-R-4.TIOS OF TASK-AREA V ITOR PAIRTD GROUPS

,

Paired.
Groups r /P r/H r /E T/s

Ranks6544

_'f 
-""tilr, 1r "44 6

SunnarT.

1" there lìjas much greater intergroup conf'líct in Staff Personnel

than in a4y other task-area. Disagreement l,¡as very strong between the

príncipals and professors as opposed to the trustees a:rd superintendents.

This area also ranked. highest in d.isagreement between trustees and

superi:rtendents, Serious conflict tended. to involve selection, retention
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and d_ismissal of staff , as well as assignment of d.uties.

2. Pupil Personnel ranked second in general intergroup disagree*

ment. conÍlict 1,fas especially stronS between the prineÍpals and- the

trustees. Dísagreement betrveen superintendents a;nd principals also

ranked high. Strongest conflict centered on serious discipline problems

and. expulsion oí students.

3" In the task-area oi Suild.ings and 1'ransportation the profes-

sors d-isagreed notably with all other Sroups, and. especial-ly rvith the

trustees.nisag.reementr.rasmostintenseintheselectionofnon-

professional staff, the d.efinition of their duties, and- evaluation of

their performa¿ce. Conflict v¡as also strong concerning the organization

of pupil transportation. 'Ihere was marked. disagreement between trustees

and superintendents on the specifications of buildings and the selection

of furniture.

{. strong disagreernent in Public Rel-ations occurred most

frequentl-y in release of ner*s items, methods of informing the publÍc o and

participation in corununity projects. This r¡as most evident between

trustees and. elementary principals. Howeveru all principals as a group

were ín confl-ict r+ith both trustees and superintendents.

!.Thehighestconf}ict-rankforBusj¡essand-Financewas

betr^reen trustees a¡d. superintendents. Between these groups only Staff

Personnel- ranked higher. There was strong disa€reement in budgeting for

instructional aids, financÍ&l assistance for in-ser'¡ice educationt

selection of school sítes, and attendance boundaries, as lçelf as in use
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oÍ multipu.l"pose areas. Budgeting for instructional aid"s and- use and

care of equipment r.¡ere also key areas of conflict betr,¡een the principals

and tru-stees '

6. Disagreement in the task-area of C\.lrricu1um, l¡as mi-nimal.

Hor,rever, the trrrstees differed notabty from a1l other gToups (especially

the high school principal-s and superintendents) on the selection of

optional subjects to be offered" High school principals also disagreed

strongly r,¡ith trustees on prograrns to be offered. Daily lesson planning

ranked high in conflict betr+een superintendents and principals 
"

V. DISTR]]3IJ'I]ON O}' PRtr{ARY NESPONSIBII]TY
BY DECISION-POINTS

This final section of Chapter IV is concerrred i,¡ith the question:

Hoir much primary responsibility d,o the groir.ps relative to each
other assign to each rJ.ecision-point?

Ansi+ers to this questíon are given for total- respollses as r¿elf as for

each task-area. The d,ata for these two l-evel-s respectively are given in

Table XVII, page 42, a:rd Tables XI to XVI, pages 39 t'o 41.

Distributjþe of Total Responses

tr ifty-four per cent of the responses of professors and !B per

cent to 60 per cent of the responses of each of the other gToups were

2 or 4. Trustees chose { slightly more often than 2 and all other

groups selected 2 substantially more frequently than 4" Each group

of local administrators assigned primary responsibility to its oi'¿n

position about tr,¡ice as often as each of the other groups, l'rith tr+o
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exceptions " Professors selected. 1 almost as often as the principals d-icl

a]íld j only one*sixth as often as the tn:stees did" -{s ind,icated earlier,

12 per cent of the proÍ'essor responses l.iere 0"

-Dístribution by lask-areas

BusínesF and }¡inanc_e. In this area 11 per cent to 16 per ce'nt

of the responses for each Sroup were {; 21 per cent to 2J pet cent v¡ere

2; an¿ 1 per cent to 4 per cent were 0. Trustees and superintendents

chose 1 substantially less often than the principals and professors did-.

T1'¡stees seLected- 5 about three times as often as each other group did''

$uperi-ntendents and professors chose ! less often (9 p"" cent) than d'id

the other three groups,

Brblic RelgFions. About 60 per cent of the responses of each

group were 2 oT 4ç the trustees choosing 2 substantially less frequently

and the tmstees and. superintendents choosing 4 substantially more often

than the other groups. Each group, especially the trustees, chose its

or,m position rnore oíten than all other groups did"

Staff Personnel. Choices of 2 r,¡ere relatívely inig]n (44 per cent),

and choices of ! r+ere fow (1 per cent). Ì"Íore than lO per cent of the

principal I€sponses t¡ere 2, as r¿Ief€ 45 pet cent of the professor

responses, 14 pey cent of the superintendent responses, and 2) per ce'nt

of the trustee responses. A plurality of trustee responses r'ras { o and a

plurality of superintendent responses ¡,+as 1. Eaeh group selected its ot'rn

positíon more frequently, except that professors chose 1 more often than

the principals did"
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pu¡il- Personnel. Ifost of the responses r+ere 1 and 2. Trustees

and superintendents chose 2 about tr,¡ice as often as I. lhe other groups

d.ivid.ed. the responses about evenly" l'ew responses or 1t 4t oT J vete

given except that 19 per cent of the tmstee Tesponses were {. -as

ind.icated- earlier, 2J pet cent of the professor responses v¡ere 0"

Cur"ricufum" Tvrenty-síx per cent of the professor responsesr as

previously stated., were O' All groups responded- r+ith 2 most frequently,

professors being for^¡est (12 put cent) and superintendents highest (55

per cent), Each group again chose its or*rn position more frequently than

all other groups. There were hardly tny responses of 5" Professors and,

superintendents chose 4 rnore often than principals, and trustees selected

it tl+ice as frequently as the professors and superintendents"

Bu-ild,ings and. Transportation, The plurality response for each

group r+as {, except for the trustees, who selected J more often than 4"

Sqperintend.ents and elementary principals chose I a little mo1e often

than 2, Professors cl.lose 2 more often than ar¡1' other group anð" ) about

f our times as frequently as other groups. TÏ"Lstees sefected- I only a

few times and professors chose 5 only a few ti¡nes '

surnmarîr' of d-istribution Þy -!csk-areaq-. Percentage d.istributions

of total_ responses by task-areas are given in Tab]e XIIII.

Ðistribution !¿ Decis ion-å-tems-

Distribution of Ï'esponses by d-ecision-items v¡ill not be d"is-

cussed in this report. Ilor,¿ever, the d.istributions are given i-n Append-ix

C" Consultíng this table may be helpful for a complete understanding of

the nature of the confl-ict in each decision-itern. l'or example, for
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the first item, sel-ection of non-proíessional staff, 81 per cent of the

trustees chose the response of !, t+hereas only 6 per cent of the high

school- principals and 4 per cent oÍ the professors chose this response t

but JO per cent of the professors responded. r.rith lt anð. JJ per cent

w;t;6 J" Sjmilarly the exaci nature of the disagreement may be derived

for each decision-ítem.

TABI,E XLIII

PERCENTAGE DTSÎRTSUTION OI' TOTÁ'L

RESPONSES BY TASK-ARNAS

Response
O1234llßan

Business and. tr'inartce
Public Relations
Staff Personnef
Pupil Personnel
Currículum
Suildings and. Transporta-
tion

¿
7)
2

7
B

1B
19
12

16
16

10

10
9

20
4
9

6

t4
26
1g

9
19

17

15
12

5
2
2

2'

21

52
44
42
45

20

1"O7
2.79
2"55
1.92
2"19

5.45

Total 19 46 11 2 "70

Sunmary Analysis S Administrative Positions

shared. responsibility. Ijor evely task-area more tha¡ half of

the respond,ents eriçected primary responsibility to be shared by two

positions. The task-areas of Staff Personnel, Cuniculum, and Pupil

Persorurel- each had primary responsibility assigned to superintendents

and principals together by alnost half of the responseso For Susiness

a¡d. Finance, and for Buildings and Transportation each group more

frequently ex¡lected. the superintendents and trustees to share the

26
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primary responsibility. lior Staff Personnel, principal-s, professorse

and superintendents expected the principals and the superintendents to

share the responsibility more frequently, l+hile the trustees erpected

the superintend.ents and trustees to share the responsibility more often.

The pattern for Public Rel-ations r,ras the sarne except that superintendents

erpected to share the responsibility r+ith principals and trustees equal-\r

often.

Trustee pgqition. \,Jith the exceptions of Business and }linance

(t5 p"" cent), Publie ReLations (tz per cent), arid Buildings and. lrans-

portation (23 per cent), very little primary responsibility r,ras assigned.

to the tn¡stee position. Professors assigned. hard.ly aÌry ß per cent)

responsibilities to the t¡ustees (, p"" cent in Build.ings and Transpor-

tation, 9 peï cent ín Susi:ress and- Finance, and 6 per cent in Public

Relations), vhile trustees assigned a pluralit¡ Ql per cent) to the:.r

orrn position in Buildings and Transportation, JO per cent in Business

and Finance, and 2l pet cent j¡r Pub1ic Relations.

superilrtend.ent p.@" \,Jith the exception of staff Personnel

(ZO per cent) relativel-y little primary responsíbility (tt p." cent)

lvas assigtred. to the superintendent position, especialþ in llupil Per-

sonnel (4 p"t cent) and. Buíldings a-nd lransportation (6 per cent), In

most instances principals, professors and. trustees assigned about the

sarne alnotlnt of primar¡r ¡"=Oonsibility to this position. However, in

Staff Personnel the trustees expected superi-ntendents to assume con-

siderabþ more primary responsibility (24 per cent) than the other

groups ¿id, and- in Build.ings and Transportation tmstee e4pectations kr,Ðre
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relatively lor,+er (t per cent) and professor elq)ectations higher (19 p""

cent) for this positíon.

Príncipal posÍtio4. This positíon rated a rel-atively high

portion of' extrlectations in most task-areas "

TABI,E XIIV

PERCEI']'I'AGES 0I' RESPONSES 0F ONE BY TASK-AREAS

Task-Area Percentage

Pupil Personnel
Public Relations
Busi¡ress and Finance
Curriculum
Staff Personnel
Suild.ings and Transportation

)o
1g
1B
16
12
10

Trrrstees and- superintend.ents assigned substantialþ less responsibility

to the principals than the other three groups tlid". This r'¡as true in all-

task-areas, artd. especialþ in Staff Personnel-, where they respectively

assigned 1 per cent and 5 per cent to this position"

Teachel gif!94," Tr,¡elve per cent of the professor responses

r,¡ere O, with 2J per cent in Pupil Personnel and 26 per cent in Curricu-

l¡m. As indicated earl-ier, most of these responses may be interpreted

as assigning primary responsibility to teachers. Thuse although this

problem was not a part of the basíc purpose of the studyr it is evident

and. signifícant that prufessors erçected teachers to have nore responsi-

bility for d.ecision-naking i:r Curicufum and. Pupil Persorurel- than arqy

of the other groups d"id.
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Ðxpectations relative to respongentst ovtn positions. lJith t',¡o

exceptions, each group assigned substantialì-y more primary responsíbí-

lity to its own position than all other groups d,id " There was little

difference betr,¡een professors and principals r'rith respect to the

position of the principals, and. for Buildings and lransportation,

professors assigned considerably more responsibility to the superinten-

dents than the superintend-ents did.

CTrapter Concfusion

In this chapter the d.ata was first applied to the general

hypothesis, to id"entify the areas of statistically significant inter-

gïoup disagreement, It r¿as then analysed in greater d.etaíl- and. applied

to three questÍ-ons to deterrnine j¡r rqhich frmctional areas and between

r,rhich groups there was a high d-egree of conf lict, and to discover the

exact nature of the dÍfferences betr.reen the erpectations oi the r"eference

groups " Surunaries of find.ings r*ere given at the end of the respective

sub-seetions e and hence r,¡ill not be repeated here.



CFr¿tPTER V

SU}"ß'1AP.Y A}iD CO}ICLUSION

I, SL-Ì{I'1ARY O}J TIIE Sfl]DY

This stud,y compaïed. the vierrs of príncipals e superintendents,

an¿ trustees i¡r the ner¿ unitary schoof dívisions, to uncover areas of

disa6reement on the d.ístribution of responsibility for administratíve

decisions " Their vier.¡s r+ere also compared l*ith those of university

professors of School Àdministration"

A questionnaire r^¡ith sixty*four: d.eeision-items I','as designed for

the study. the d.ecision-items r¿¡ere categorized. into six task-areas:

(t ) Business and, Irinance, (z) Public Rel-ations, (i) Staff Persorrnel,

(4) pupÍl personnel-, $) Curricufurn, and (6) Buildings and Transporta-

tion. Respondents ind"icated on a five-point scal-e v¡ho in their opinion

should. have the primary responsibility to make the d"ecisions i¡¡ each

iten" The atternatives v¡ere (t) principal(s), (e) principal(s) and

superintendent cooperatively, (J) snp""intendent, (+) superintendent

a¡d tmstees cooperatively, and (5) trrrstees" Respondents r+ere al-lowed

to opt out b¡' a response of O r,¡here the primary responsibility in their

opirrion did. not belong to any of the above three ad-minístrative posi-

tions.

The instrument r-¡as completed by forty-six hígh school principals,

forty-tr+o elementary principals, and thírty-six trustees r randomly

selected, as ',te11 as tr'renty-three of the tvrenty-five superintend.ents
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froli d-ivisions includ"ed- in the stud-y, and- tr.renty-seven professors.

Task-areas and d.ecision-items rvrth significant betr,.leen-group

differences l,rere ioentif ied by analysis of variance " The Scheff é

¡rethod. r,¡as then used to test the meer.ls of paired- grorips for signifi*

Cant differences. General and- betr+een-pairs li-rati-os, as 1,{el-1 as group

means r+ere ranked, and d.istributions tabulated- r to deternj:re more

specificalþ the nature and extent of d-isagreement in the areas of

conflíct" Tn evefy instance the responses of, principals, superinten-

dents and trustees were compared also rn'ith those of the professors.

The d"ata r,¡ere analysed" in terms of one general hypothesis and

three qu-estions:

General bypothesis: there r.vill be significant intergroup
differences in the erpectations of the five groups"

Question J: At what l-evel Ín the administrative hierarchy d.o

the groups relative to each other place the primaly Iespon-
sibility?

Suestion 2: Hor,'much relative j:rtergroup consensus is there in
each functionaf area?

Question f: Hoin' much primary responsibility d-o the groups
refative to each other assign to each decision-poínt?

IT" SUM{.{RY OF TIß YIÅJOR }-INÐI}[GS

since the basic pul.pose of thís study was to id.entify areas of

conflict, the slxnmary of major find.ings is organized so as to present

the chief areas of conflict as clearly as possible. A fu]l under-

standing of arq1" orì-e area of eonflict may involve the hypothesis as r¡el-l

as all three questions. Therefore, these are not discussed separateþ
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this section. Instea.d., all major find-ings that relate to a particu-

area of conflici are combined for an integrated. presentation'

1. There klas very little disagreenent between elementary

príncitals and high school principals on the distribution of responsibi-

lities for administrative decisions.

most

2. Professors were generatly in agreement 'urith the princi-pa]s"

t. Tmstees disagreed r,rith the principals and professors in

areas, and often the disagreement was very strong'

4, superintendents d.ísagreed--with the tnrstees on the one handt

with the principals and professors on the other, about equalþ often.

disagreenent r,¡as usually less intense than betr'¡een the trustees a:rd-

other three groups.

5 " Principals a]1d professors er¡rected, d.ecisions to be made

closer to the source of the problem than superintend-ents d-id, anC-

superintendents j-n turn e>çected them to be made closer to the source

than trustees d-id"

6. Principals, superintendents, and. tn¡stees, as groups, each

santed mor.e authority for their or,rn position than the other Sroups were

r'rilling to give then,

7. Professors assigned about as much responsibility f'or deci-

sions to the principals as the principals themselves d-id, but l-ess to

the tnrstees than the tnrstees believed- they should have "

8. There was a high Ievel of agreement among a}l groups that

for most areas decision-making shoul-d be shared about equally by nore

and

The

the
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tha¡r one gïoup. Trustees favoured superintenC.ents and trr-rstees sharing

the responsibility, r+hile the other groups expected principals and

superintendents to share more responsibility.

9. Superiltendents seem to be caught in a pcr+er strlggle

betr,¡een principals and trustees. Both groups expected him to share

more responsibility with them than r¡ith the other group, and neíther

principals nor trrrstees allowed hjm a high degree of authority for

decision-making.

10. Principals r.¡arrted notably mor€ independence in tlre area of

Pub]ic Relations than either trustees or superintendents l¡ere prepared

to give them" ConflÍct rras particularly evident in matters of community

j¡rvolvement and infonning the public on educational developments. Here

professors tended to agree with supericltendents and trustees in assigning

more responsibility to hígher ad.ninistrative levels.

11 . Tmstees a;nd superintendents expected tr"ustees to be nore

involved in d.ecisions on serious d-iscipline problems than principals

c1id. On expulsion of stud.ents, professors agreed- r,¡ith the trustees and

superintendents .

12" Superintendents a:rd tmstees tended" to d.isagree prlmarily

j-n the area of Business and Finance, but also on Build-ings and lranspor-

tatíon. Conflict involved such i-tems as selection of sehool- sites and

attendance areas, bud-geting for j:rstnrctional suppl-ies, financial

assista¡ce for in-serwice sessions, specifications of build.ings and

selection of furniture "
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13, Professors bel-ieved. that in the areas of curriculum and

pup1l Personnel much more authority should be given to teachers than

Joeal- administrators thought they should have'

14. Professors expected more responsibilit¡' to be delegated to

superi¡tendents and- principals in the area of Buildings a¡rd Transporta-

tion than the trustees r'¡anted to give them, and alsoe more than the

superintendents ancl principals r,¡anted. to accept. This applied- especially

to management ol' non-professionaf personnel"

15" The area of most intense conffict r,¡as Staff Personnel-"

principals wanted more authority in the selection, retentionr and place-

ment of the teaching and- supervisory staff than trustees and superin-

tendents were rrrilling to relinquísh, Here the professors were solidly

aligned with the PrinciPals.

III. ]}{PTICATIONS

The findings of this study have a number of implicatíons f'or

school adninistration in ruraf }ianitoba.

1 " In eomparÍson r.¡ith the views of the professors there appears

to be a rel-uctance a¡¡ong administrators to give optiraum responsilility

for decision-making to teachers in the areas of curricufum and pupil

personnel,

Z" Selection and. management of staff personnel may \{el-l- become

a disruptive eLement in the ner"¡ unitar¡' school divisions" All possible

efforts should. be made to CeveJop a mutuaf und-erstanding alnong prí:rcipals,
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superintendentse and tmsiees oi tireir respective roles in this area of

administration to prevent unnecessary conflict"

J. There appears to be a need among príncipals for an apprecia-

tion of the i-nportance of the rol-es of the superintendent and school

board inembers in public relations"

4. The fact that there is such a strong divergence of opinion

betrueen principals and trustees suggests the need for more effective

and freer cha¡.nel-s of communícation bet¡^¡een these two adnínistrative

Sroupso t

j" According to the expectations of professors the trustees are

too reluctant to d-el-egate responsibifity for decisions to the superin-

tendent in matters of business and. finance, and- particularly in mâriage-

¡nent of buildÍngs and transportation. The danger j:r this tendency lies

in that boards may become so i¡rvol-ved with minor deeisions in these

areas that they do not have tj¡ne for d.elibera.tions on nrajor educational

matters.

6 " The apparent povrer struggle betr¿een principals and board.s

could be a threat to the efficient operation of the school- system.

Eegional seninars with principals, superintend'ents, æd t-mstees in

attendance, to ex¡rlore and cl-arj-fy their respectÍve roles in administra-

tive d.ecision-naking might help to counter this danger'

? rrho ract that there tlas a high ì-evel of d.isagreement between
tc

tyustees and the other grotlps, especially professors and principals,

suggests that there may be a need for an extensive training program on

educational ad-ministration, designed especially for irustees, íf



oo

errpeetations of ihe ad-ministrative groups are to be brought into efoser

agreement,

TV. R]ICOI''['liii\DÄTTO]'iS }-OR ]¡URTHER NESEÂRCH

It is recommended. that further consensus studíes be conducted on

the d.istribution of decision-naking responsibilities "

1 " Such studies might include other roJ-e positions and response

Éiroupse such as teachers, inspectors, and. supervisorsr as t¡elf as

busj¡ress ad"ministration and- custodiaf persorurel 
"

Z. There is a need for studies to er4rlore the dÍfferent kinds

of contributions made by various pa-rticipants in the deaision-rnaking

pTocess o

5 " The rel-ationship between intergroup consensus and other'

educatíonal variables rnight be explored '

4" The effect of the relationship betr,reen expectations and

perceptions upon various educational variabl-es needs to be investigated.
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APPBJÐTX A

SURVEY QtEsl IO}i]1{A I,ÊJ Olii 1Ð}II]{ISTILA'! Iffi }Ec IS IOi{S

Ti{ ïIjE UTTTTAÌJ SCECOI }I1'/TSTO¡TS

I¡U; qrrqtig[Ë

1, Tbis questio-n¡aire consists of sit';y-four oecision-itens, Each item

states aiiL aTea in i+hich aclminístrative decisions must be made ín the school

system" Yc,u- are asked. to i:rdicate for each deoision*itern who ¡'611 thir¡'
shoqld- hqr¡e the pri¡rary responsíbilíty for ,:ta.1ij:lg the d-ecisions covered by

the iteni"

2" InclÍcaie your otinj-on for each iten by'.¡víting one of the numbers 0, 1e

2r')rtleCJ.r5intfieboxtotherightofeachitem"Selectthenunberfor
each iten accorcling to the fo1-loi'ring cod'es

/ol ÏÌrltar rtSrr if the school board shoulC be primarily responsible for
\-/ --- -- a

(¡)

(")

(¿)

\e/

malcing the d.ecisions.
n"{ãi,g't if the superjntend.g{rt +rd th*e-schqg} þoaTd.tose-llhgr
s¡oul_d le primariç r"spo"sible for making the decisions 

"

¡nter r5rr 11 ihe slperi-ntçnd.eg-t should be pri-inarily responsible
for ¡naking the d-ecisions "

Ih.ter rr2n ìf the tgiqçipal(ç.)=ant lhe .sr+i¡-eri]:te+clent to8ether
should. 6e primarify responq+le íor naki:rg the decísions"
n"tu= rrltr ig tne principalkl) should be p:'imarí}y :responsibl-e

Íor maki-ng the clecisíons "
(i) n tu= trgtr ir solre ggæifÐ of the school sys'cem not -i.ncl.utled

above sñou-1d. le prffi responsible for ma.i<ing the d-eeisíons '

trXA]'fFT,ES:
Decis ion-Item Re s'oonse

À. Decisions on the loeatÍon of in-ser¡¡ice education seminaïs" E

3" Decisions on the frecluency of s'uaff parties'

the box. îhis i,'i1i h"f-p int"rprct you-r response eoffectly"

PI,ËAStr REÁn THE EtrLLI\I.ATIOI'TS ON lHE NEXf P,\GE 3trOAE BEGTT!}I]NG UJTTIT TIfr
QJESTÏO1n'IÄIAE

ø
The ini;mber rt5lr placed- in the box to the ríght of deeision:item rr/rri

j:rdicates ihat ihe respondent bel-ieves the superipi;enÈe+t should be

prinarily responsible ior d-ecid-íng on the locations of i:r-service
education senína:"s'

The nu¡rber rt2!r pl-aced ín the box io the right of decision-item'r3rr
indicates that the respondent belie"¿es the principal(s) and th?-
superintendent togethei shr-r-l¿ be pri.::rarily respgnsíbl-e for cleciding

on the frequency ãr "t"ir 
partiesl sharíng about equal responsibility"

ïf you are not sure of the meaning of any ite¡n, oz' íf you' r+or'rld l-ike to
quriify yo*r response you may make extrlla.natory coüments ín the space

Ëorroo,:inä'the i'i;àrou afåer ¡roL have placed the number of .Your choice i:r



o¡

trnror'ta-nj; Er¡lanati-ons ;

1" Incli*ating t'nat prùnaJff__¡:'espoji.sibilåtÍ ior a particular decisíon-item
shoul-d. berong to ¿ pait:-cular role nosition neans that this is the fogal
point r,¡her:e the najo:: responsibilÍty shoul-d- be for makíng most of the
d-ecisions coverecl by the item, although othe:: members of the school systern
m.ay participate in making the d-ecisiotls.

2. îor example, nr.mbe rã 2, 2¡ oy 1 m4y be entered- even though you be1"íeve

the other tr,¡o role positions have an irnportant shere oí the r"esponsi-bility
for making the deeisions"

1" The m:mber 1l neans that the superintendeiai; ancl the school board shoulå
have about equal- responsibility for makíng the d.eeisions" The number 2

nean-s tha'u the superintendeni and- the principal(s) shou-ld- have about e{uaf.
responsibility for ¡ralcing the d-ecisíons" IÍ' for a4y decisíon-itein you-

think all three gïoups should. have about equal responsibilÍty, you rtust
4eeid.e_ rn¿rether the board_!s or the pri:rcÍpals? participation is more Ímpor*
t:rnt, a¡rd then select eiiþer number 4 .ë2"

4, 0 shoul-d l:e entereci only iÍ you tÌrínk that neither príncipais , superj:r-
Tendent nor trustees shou1C. have a major share i"rr i;he decisions eoncerned."

If your school division has an assistant superi:rtenclentu his d,ecisions
,¿ould. be inc]uded l¡ith the superintend.entis deeísions" If your school has
a v-ice-principal, his administrative decísÍons vould be íncluded- v¡ith the
principal ? s decisions.

lPri-acipat(")" reíers to principals raakirrg deeisions either individ.ually
or collectively.

7 " If ys¿ are not sure of,' tbe mean-ing of a.ri item, r"ead. it agaín carrefully"
Then respond i:r terms of r,rhat it says to you" @"

B^ Beter onlv one n-rxnber for each i-ten"

t,,here your response rvould. d,epend on the organízational structure of the
school sysiem, respond j:t te::ns cf irhat you consid.er i;he best organi.za-
tional stmctu"re '

10. 1¿ is very' jmportant tlat you d"o_.not -discuss -the iiems onJhis. questj
vith an¡r-olle bc'fore you hs¡¡e c.ompleted. it, as this r¡ould i:rvalid"ate the
results. fþe rgqponses must þ-e your ol'rn Lers '

11" no not write your nalne a::y-vhere on ihe questionne,ire, so that strict
anor:¡rmít¡" maY be naj:r"bained '

12" lO i\iCT IiVDÏCA'IE iJ-IiO liloi,i HAS the responsibility in your Cir¡ision, but
1,i80 Ti'[ YOIIR OPl-i\îÏOi''r- SHqL-lÐ- EAIE ihe respo:rsibílity "

THE SUESîfOili\lrlIFll BEGII{S 0l'T TIIE irOLLOilI\iG PAGE" YCU Iri¿Y PROCEED é.S SCON

ÀS TOU THOnOUGH],Y U NIIìF"STAI\ID T1ü Í' OP'IIGO I'{G II{STBIICTIO¡IS

A-T!- å3¡RTVIAIE} COIE TS GTVX}T AT T}TE TOP OT EACH PAGE TïOR YOUR CONVIÃ\TIM'TCE

ti

r

o
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¿.ì1,¡-e-s'r,iognF.ire

accoJEing to*ì;-he J'ol. 1o¡øþ8' co¡Þ:
jlcr ïace the ìrer of vour: cioice i-n the box t

t * school board
4 - scÌroo'l board. & superintenclent
j - superintencìet:t

a

1

o

Iegisío4-IÈens

vi'Lh complaj-:ris fro¡r

- supe:'intenC.eni 3: princi.ral-(s)
- priricipal (s )* r¡one of these

ÐecisÍons on hor'¡ to
teacher perfortrance

1" parents aboui

2n Ðeaisions on ins';rt¡.ctional aj-ds to be includ.ed. in the bud.get "

Regpqnss:

n
n
n
T
L]
t-lll

n
n
[]

5. Decisåons cn
(bus*drivers,

the d-efi::ition of CLuties
caretakers, repairnen,

of non*proí'essj-onal staff
etc")*

4" Ðecisions on the consolidation of' tlo or more sehools.

5 " Decisions on the selection of terbbool<s "

6" Decisíons on conduct requi red of PUPiJ-s "

7"

ô
Oo

Decisions on the PractÍces for assígning homer+ork"

o

Ðecisions on the P::ocedures
equ-ipnent'¡ithjn schools,

for u-se and, care of educational

fo:r the promotion af PuPil-s '
grad.es or conti:ruous Progress

Decis-i ons on the practices
(u.8" Stroul-cl repetition oi
practiced-? )

'f O. Iiecisions on the selection of teachers ior emPlo¡ueni.

be

n
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.w.:
! * school- boarC. 2 * superi:riend.eni 8: príncipal-(s)
4 - school- board & superi-ntend-eni 'î - pz'incjpa.l(s)
5 * su-perj-irtendent 0 ". none oÍ these

11 . neci sions on the adeo-uacy of the perf or:raalrce oi' non-p::ofessionaL
Lrproy""" (bu-s-d-riv"rs , 

-"""eiakers 
, repairmen, etc " ) '

12" Decisions on 'r:he agenda foz" meetj-ngs of prj:rcilra.ls and- super"in-
tenclents.

1t . Ðecisions on ho¡,¡ to d,eal r+ì th cases of r.lnprofessional- or jmmoral-

conduct of staff members'

n4" Ðecisions on the seleciion of suita.ble school sii;es"

15 " Decisions on the e:cpul-sion of índ-ivid-ual- stud-ents "

16" Ðecisions on the selection of vice-principals"

17 . lecisions on ihe reciuirements concerning d-aily lesson pla;uring
bJ" teachers 

"

'lB" necisions orr the procedure Îor requísitioning' instruciional
supplÍes 

"

l__l

19. Iecisions on the educational speci-fica.i;íons for ner+ or renocleled
build-ings. (f acitrties, size a¡d- l-ocation of 'l aboratories I

l-ibraries, -ttd scecÍal- activrty lroorIrs, etc")

l--lll

[]

n
t-
E

lI
ZO. Ðecisions on the procedu::e for issu-jrg authorízed texts to stud.ent* " ñll

21 " lecisions on l:roced.ures and. methods for repor'cing on teacher
performance.
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Qp-de-:

þ - schoolboard 2 - superintend.ent &principal(s)
4 - schoolboard &superintenôent 1 -principal(s)
J - superintendent 0 - none of these

22. Decisions on sehool participation in courmunity projects and-

actÍvitie" n" 
""'""r ì/e¿ vrv+v@e¿v 

I I

Zt, Decisions on the sel-ection of optional subjects to be offered" 
i-|

24. Decisions on the selection of furniture for schools" ñ
t__l

25. Decisions on the selection of teachers for participation in l--|
ex¡lerimental instructional prograrns' I

26. Decisions on the appointment of teachers to curriculurn stu(y 
|]committees 

"

27, Decisions on the actual promotion ol' individ.ual stud-ents" l---lll
ZB, Ðecisions on the activities for in-service d.evelopment of l-l

the staff I I

29 " lecisions on who particípates in the formulation of the l--l
school budget. I I

30, lecisions on the bound.aries of attendance areas. i--lll
11 " Decisions on stud.ent behaviour required. on the bus, going

to and- from school. I I

12. Decísions on the mea.ns for increasing courmunity understa.nding
of curricular deveJoPments.



g8

Code:

! - school-board. 2 - superintendent &principal(s)
4 - school board & superintendent 1 - principal(s)
J - superintend.ent 0 - none of these

E
[]

T
n
[]

n
n
n
n

13. Decisions on the promotion of teachers to supervisory positi"t"l--¡
ll

14, Decisions on the ways to group pupils by classes.
(".Á. snout¿ heterogeneous or homogeneous grouping be used?)

15. Ðecisions on priori-ties for the use of nmltipurpose teaching
areas, for the school program.

16, Decisions on the orientation activities for ner,¡ staff membe:^L̂ÞCII

37 . Decísions on ho'.¡ to eval-uate the curriculum.

18. Decisions on the release of local nev¡s items concerning
irurovations "

19" Decisions on the sel-ection of non-professional staff
(bus-d.rivers, caretakers, repainnen, etc" )'

40. Decisions on the procedure for d.ealing with serious d.iscipline
problems '

41 " Ðecísions on adult education courses to be offered i¡r a
particular school-"

42. Decisions on retention a¡rd d.ismissal of teachers,

41" Deeisions on the organization of pupil transportatÍon
services "
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J * sc}iaalboa:rd 2 *su.per-LYLte:!,JèrL+' &irrincipa:l-(s)
{ - school boarô 3r sr,rperiniendeni i * irincil:ai(s)
I * su,-perintend.ent 0 * none of these

44. Ðecisj,ons on ííirancial asslst¿nce tc ieachers for attendance
at proíessional cor¡-ferences, itorkshops, and in-servíce seminars " T

E
l-ll_l

I]
tr
E
L]
L]
n

4r- Ðecisions on method-s oí,' r:eporting pupil pl"ogress to pa:rents. l--ltt
46, Decisions on priorities.l'or estab]ishing consul-tative and.

supervisory sõrvices" (u"a. Suidaneeu.physical education,
reacling, ancl tÍirra4/ Êupervisors, ete.)

4T " Decisions on the tyansfer oí teachers from one schoûl to anotrrer. 
'l
tt

4e" Ðecisíons on the agend.a for school boarcl meeting's"

4g. Ðecisions on proced.ures foy initiating pupJ-l- beginners into
the school"

50. Decisions on the methods for evaiuatíng pupil pr'ôgress'

5l . Decisions on r^¡hat ,orograns (Universi'cy iìntranceu Vocationalu
General, Occupational lùrtrance. etc") shall be offered"

,2. Decisicus on the use of schooL facilities by the public"

51 " Decisions on the selection of curricufum problens for stud-¡'.

54" Ðeeisions on the selection of supervisory a::d consultative
personnel.

55. Ðecisions oir the ad-equacy of teacher performarree"
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9p-4e.;

!: schoolþcarcr. 2 -s.r-pcri-ntend-ent&prj-ncípai(s)
zl. -- school- boarcl & superintend-ent . - pf incipar(s)
I * superintend.ent C * none cf these

,6. lecísi.cns on the prograrn for operatírg and- naintaining the
school p1a.nt.

,7, Ðecj.sions or¡ the nature ancl erbeni; of voluntary pari;icipaiion l-f
of pa.rents j-n the school program" (pupil su-lrervisionu lib::ary I I

assisiance, etc. )

59, fecisions on cìefinin6 the responsibilíties of professionaÌ
assistants,

59 " Decisions on the prog:'an of interschoof extra*curricular
activities 

"

60" Decisions on the content of pupilse cumulative :reeord.s,

61 , lecisions on e:c¡rei'i.:nentaT- prcjects and. ,oÍlot corr-rses to be
i:rtrod.ueed "

62" Ðecisions on the establishment of ùtspeeial- ed.ucationrt classes.

65 " Ðecisions on '¿he assigrrment oi teache:cs io pzi*i+":la:= classes 
"

6+. Decisions or: hor¿ to ássl¡.re stud.eni health and sai'ety.

TO I'IA]G 1'HIS S1'U¡Y V:lLI}, -E TS 1rEF.Y T'E!ET,¿.}I!I JI].IJ\T YOTI--Edr:iP-Oi\iI å0,
IIWÍ BY 01'[E 0¡'fm At'TER.tTirTï-fES GrrIEl'I" Iir YOU ]LAVE OI"IITTED /rNy IT]Ï'Iñ
FIEÀSE COIJSIIIìR TISIi'l iiGÀïl{ A}ID IÌiI}IC¿ITE YOUR CHÛICE,

}ÏN YCÜ ]INTER Ì'IOPIJì THAJ'T O]{E ¡TIT.ßER }TOR Á,N-Y ITM{? ff YOU ]]]N- ]'UJASE
G0 3ÀCK itltD cP,OSs !Ðq¿{_It,Bq,I O}TE_ liji[]Elga,

[]

]_i

L_]

n
[]

ì--__l
L__l

l--ill

T
E\TRY
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APPEI'TDIX 3

¡*'OIttI IETIF,RS

Cov_eríng i,etter to Trustees

';iiririi r',reg ), i*tutt-.
':t:'z;',' 22, n'9'ó?'

This letter is a request for ;'e¡1" participation as a school-
board member in a consensus stud-y of expectations concerning the distri-
bution oi' ad:ninistrative decision-makínå resp-onsib il-ities- in the new

It-an1tgba. The.study rvill analyse the expec-
iãtend"ents, artd school board members t

concerning tir"i" respective roles, and compaÏ'e the responses of each

group with those of universíty professors of School Administration"

The purpose of the stud.y is to id-entify areas of potential
conflict arnong school administrators, and to help ciarÍfy their respec-
tive roles in d.ecision*raking. Iee survey is being cond'ucted' for a

masterfs thesis at the University of M¿uritoba. A copy of the thesis
abstract will be sent to the superi¡rtendent of each participating
school d,ivisionu to be mad.e available to board. members. anoqymity of
all i::fonnation r,vill be strictly maintajned'

AI1 you are asked. to d.o is to (t ) rea¿ the instructions for the
enclosed quästiormaire very carefully, (Z) complete the questionnaire,
ana (l) return it in the self-ad.dressed envelope"

If you can spare a fer,¡ minutes in your busy schedule to relurn
the compleied' questio4&g'lre b¡¡ June q.' 1968' r r'rill be very grateful

should prove i¡teresting and signi-
ficant to you as a Àchoo1 board. member involved in the reorganization
of the school sYstem

you may feel that another member of your board is more qualified'
than you to ansrver the questionnaj-re e but it is üportant that yqt
,n=*"" it yourself. Sínce a random sampli:rg nethod- has been used to
select tr'i-l.stees for the surr¡ey r your personal response is necessary to
nake the questionnaire valid. iror the results to be as meaningful as

possible yolr.r 
""sponse 

must be includ-ed- i-n the stud'y'

Sincerely

Ed.ward- P. Re imer
l,laster of Eclucation Student
University of l{anitoba

EPR¡er

Encl.



102

Cqvering l,e-tter to Superintendents

l'Jinnipeg ), Ilanítoba
Ifiay 22, 1968

I want to thank you ver-"v sincerely for responding to ny pre-
1imì¡ary questionnaire, and for approval to i:rclutie your division jn
ny thesis survey" Pl-ease relay qy appreciation to your schoof board.
On the basis of the j:nfornation randon samples have been selected for
the study"

Noi^¡ I come to you r'rith one further and f inal .request. If you
can spare 15-20 minutes in you busy schedule please (1,).read the in-
structions for the enclosed questioruraire caref'ulIy t (Z) complete the
questionnaire, and. (1) return it iJr the sel-f-addressed envelope before
Jirne 5" 1963.

The stud-y r,¡ilf anal-yse the expectations of principals, superin-
tenOents, and- school board. members, concer:ning their respective roles,
and compare the responses of each group r-¡ith those of university pro-
fessors of school ad:ilinistration. fhe purpose oll the stud.y is to iden-
tify areas of potentíal conflict arnong schoof ad¡rinistrators in the nev¡

unitary d.i-vísions, and. hel-p clariíy their respective roles in decision-
making.

A copy of the thesis abstract will be sent to each participating
superintencLent, and may be made available by him to princi-pals and board
members in the d-ivision.

Thank you again for the assistance you have aLread¡r gi-ven met

and for your anticipated- response to this questionnaire " In order that
the stud.y be as mea;ni:rgful as possible it is igipogtant that the response
of the superintende4t Ín each nqr'¡ unitary division be-èS-]udeg"

Sincerely

ildward. P. Reimer
I'taster of Education Stud.ent
Uníversity of i''lanitoba

EPR:er

Encl 
"
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Cpverj:rA Letter to Princinals

Wiirnipeg ! o i'fanitoba
May 22, 1968

This letter Ís a request for you particÍpation as a príncipal
in a consensus stud.y of erpectqtionq,-q-q49e-Iglns tÞe 4iq!¡!þg!ig4-g[
administrative d-ecision-naEj4åi responsibÍlities in the Fer+ unit?ry'

The study will analyse the expeetations
s, and. trusteese concerning their 1€speo-

tivã roles, and "ó*p"t" the responses of each group with those of uni-
versity p"óf"""o"s ã-fl school administration. The purpose of the study
is to iaãnt:Jy areas of potential conflict among school- admjnistratorst
and. help clarify theír respective rol-es i¡r d-ecision-rnakÍng"

Your schoof board has authorized. the participation of your d.ivi-
sion in this survey" The stud'¡' is conducted for a masterrs thesis at
the UnÍversity of Í'fanitoba" A copy of the thesis abstract rqill be sent
to the superintendent oÍ' each particÍpating school division, to be made

available to principals, The source of all- inforEration r,¡il-l be kept i¡l
stric! conf id.ence.

If you can spare about 15-20 ¡ninutes i]l your busy scheduleu
please (t) *"¿ the jnstructions for the enclosed.question:oaire very
iarefufiy', (Z) complete the questionnaireo and (1) return it in the
self -add.ressed enveloPe .

I regret maki-rig this imposition on you at this busy time of the
year. Hor+ever, in oider that the study be as meaningful as possible it
i= 1r"ry important that your response to the questionnaire be includ-ed in
the surwey of principal expectatíons' Therefore r r¿rilr be very gratef'ul
to you if you r,¡ilf return the coml:leted. questiorüraire lglore Jr¿49-å,

1965.

Sincerely

Edr+ard. P. Rei-mer
I'iaster of Ed-ucation Stud.ent
University of l'laritoba

EPR;er

Encl.
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Coverins Letter Proíessors

'ldínnipeg !, I'ianitoba
l{ay 22, 1968"

This letter is a request for about -eifteen mj¡utes in your busy

schedule. PTEASE REA.! ON' I need your help!

Iror my I'{aster of Education thesis at the University of I'{anitoba

I am conducti:rg a d.

bution of adninis_tffive deõision-maki¡e responsibifities in the* nett

unjtarr¡ scho-ol-d-ivisions in I'Ianitoba'

The study wilf analyse the expectations of principals, superin-
tendents, and trrrstees , "onã""tting 

their respeciive rofes in order to
id.entify areas of potential- conr'lj-ct a.nd" help clarify the respective
rofes of the school administrator.

To give add-itional meaning to the study the responses of the

above administrators r,¡il-l- be compared with nonns to be established by

the responses of a number of selected university professors of school
administration.

!troul¿ you ki:r¿ly (f ) read the i:rstructions for the enclosed
questionnu.io "ái"iliü, 1ài ""-prete 

the-questionnaire, and (r) retu::n
it in the self-ad.d.resseá envelopã before .Iune 5, 1268" Strict anonymity

r+il1 be nrai:rtained,.

to

In respond-ing to the questionnaire you should. thjllk in terms of
smal-I urba:r and rrral school d.ivisions ruith approxi:nateþ 2e000-61000

pupils. The* te:ni ilsuperintendenttr in the qgeFtionnaire refe
'.superinteqèent apgoi¡rte¿ Uflne focaf scfioof ¡oarù

IknoralhavenorighttomakethisimpositÍononyou,butl
need. gg response to the questionnaire, a¡rd, l+ill greatly appreciate
receiving it ' It is needed to establ-ish norrns '

Sirrcerely

Ed-r.¡ard. P" Reiner
Grad.uate Stud.ent
University of I'fanitoba

EPR:er

frrcl.

ible i
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i'oll_ol¡-up Letter

Winrripeg 9, I'lanitoba
June 10,1963.

this Ìetter comes as a friendly reminder, .About tr¡o r,¡eeks

ago I sent you a questionnaire on *DMINISTRÀTIVE ÐtrCISI0N-1{AKÏNG'

To d-ate it has not been returned to me.

I am sure you are interested. in participating j:r the surveyt
as the find-i¡gs of the study should prove significant to everyone
involved in educational- administration.

To make the results val-id. it is vely jÍIportat*, that every
questionnaire be::eturned on tjme to be íncluded. in the stud-y. If
i receive yours r.sithin a few days I ru'ill still be able to include
your anslJers.

I thdnk you sincerely for your anticipated. response. If
you have already mailed. the questi6nnaire, please ignore this letter"

Sincerely

Edward. P" Reimer
Graduate Stucl-ent
University of I'ia.niioba

EPR: er
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APPENDIX C

TA-B],8 XLY

DISTRBUTION Oi¡ NESPOI{SES BY DECISION-IIEVÍS

General Decision-
]i*Rank ltem GroupN012

¡ (e)

t "12
4 "09
4 "45
4.6a
4.85

1.28
1.)0
1"69
2,11
2"19

lAo

2,20
2 "43

J "47

(q) z.ga
(z) z"+a

2 "51
1"10

(e) t"gt

2 ,00
(z) z.te

2 "17
2"48

G) i.7z

t.96
1E)
t ø )'

2 "10
2"00
J.OB

r (+) z (t) q?5) 1o(i7) g3t) t (¿)
t (z) t (z) a?Ð 2J$4) tt .16)r (z) t (z) zo(+tl zt(qg)
t]t) e(¡i ) tz(tz)
i (a) i(r+) zg(at)

te(6tt 7(26)
1i0z) tz(ze) t (z)
n (+o) zt (+9) q G)
+(n) tz(jz) t3o)
z (6) zt(la) ro(ze)

e(ro) ts56) t?t) r (+)
>(tt) j2(7o) + (g) 5(tt)
i Q) tt(tz) t (z) g(zt)

g3g) rr(4e) t?t)
6(17) t ?g) ztG+)

t G) tt(At) t1t) to(n)
t Q) ta(6>) z (+) to(zz)
t Q) ze6r) i Q) to(zt)

t?t) 10(41) toça1¡
t (t) z (6) ñ(as)

tht) a(zz) 1lQB) +(tS) t (+)
i Q) tt(z+) z+(sz) z (+) t?¡)t (z) r3o) te(+z) z (r) 9Qt)t (+) tsT>) z (g) >(zz)

=(tq) ¡ 
(a) ztTg)

g3t) 12(44) +?s)
z4$z) zt (+6) t (z)
¡(tz) tt(tù t 0) t Q)q(fl) t6(to) z (g) t (+)

t6(++) t (t) tg(¡t)

P
H
E
ù
T

¡(tg) 12(44) z.g6
t (z) 26(:-l) to(zz) t te
t?z) te(42) tl3o) t.ea
I (+) t+(øt) eß>) +"to

ro(ze) z+(st) +"et

1þt) 7Q6)t (z) e(rr )r (z ) s?z)

P
H
E

S

T

(z)

/o\

27

+6
41

)Ð

¿l
+6
4t
¿)
)6

P
H
E
c
L)

T

1 Selection of non- P

professional- sta^ff H
E
S

î

Assignment of
teachers to
courses

Selectíon of
teaehers for
emplo¡rment

F.etention and
dismissal of
teachers

Instructional
aid.s in bud.get

Selection of
optional
subjects

Definiticn of
îIon*professional
duties

tQ)

r (¿)

z (t)

f

H
E
,)

T

anLl

+6
41
t7,

)o

o"7LI

46
ll't

)r)

¿l
46
41
az
L)

)o

1l

46
42
a7

)o

¿l
4Õ

41
¿)
)o

P
H
E
q

T

P
H
11

;)
T

(z)

\)/ t (t)
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General Irecisi-on-
ii'-Rank Item

T"43tE XLV (continued)

Group N 10

Release of l-ocal
ner,¡s items

Selection of
vice-princípa1s

Ðuti-es of
professional
assistants

Participation
in community
projects

Performance of
non-professional
staff

+(t>) 6(zz)
50t)t (z) e(rg)

2"41
2"87
2.7 4
3.8J
4 "08

2 "O7(z) z "ol
2 "16
2 "91(6) t.zs

2 "25t (z) z ">6
2'49
1 "11

s?+) t.6t

2.87
1.52
1"69
2"87
1"3t

2.r4
1,0?
3.41
4"22
4.28

2.81
1.74
1 .86
1.14
3.OO

2.24
2.29
2 "282 (9) 1"o4

a(zz) t.6t

7 Q6) +(t>) 6(zz)
12(26) r¿(io) 1j(zB) z (+)
11(26) g(zt) tz(za) z (s)

6(26) 15G5) z (g)
t (t) a(rr) 14ß9) 1j(42)

P27
H46
843
è¿)
TJ6

6(zz) 1iG6) +(ts) z (t)
e(ts) J406) z (+) z (+)
¡(tz) 31(Tz) z (>¡ 5(rz)r (i) t3z) t3z) t3z)t (t) gQt) a(zz) t6(4+)

t Qe) a(¡o) >(tg) +(tt)
z (+) zi$1) tq(tt) i(ll )
t?e) 14ßJ) rc37 ) 6(14)

t?t) 14(61) 6(za)
z (6) 1r(42) 1439)

: LI

H45
þ+)
s21
r16

10

+(t>) e(¡o) z (t) tt(+t) z (z)
z (q) zeTi) to(zz) t Q) t (z) t (z)
t 0) ztßo) tt3t) t (z) 4(ro)t?t) tz(52) +(tt) t?t) r (+)

z (6) 143e) r t(tt) g(zs)

t (+) >(tg) g3s) 5(tl) 7(26)
z (+) tîs) tt?e) z (+) r6(ts) 6(1i)
z (t) z (=) 1435) 1 (z) 1t(io) tt(ze)
¿(re) z (g) 10(45) 6(27)
+(tt) t G) t (t) tz(tt) t6(aa¡

7 Q6) 6(zz) r (+) gßt) 1þt)
1eG1) z+(sz) z (+) t (z)
tz(zs) ze(6s) t (z) r (z) r (z)
t (t) e(re) +(ra) >(zt) +(ra)
5Q+) tt(tt) +(rr ) tt(5tì, 5(+)

z (t) sþg) 14$z) r (+) ¡(tg)t (z) 5(rr) j1(67) g(zo)
7?a) z6(60) t (z) eQt)
5Qt) sQz) sQz) s(t¡)
t (t) g2s) r (¡) ttØt)

z (6)

45
/11

22

16

oaLl

+6
4z
42¿)
)o

27

+6
+)
aaLL

56

P
H
E
J

T

P
H
'üru
ù
r

v
H

E
S

r

P
H
l!

à
T

9

tþt)

11

12

r (+)¿l

+6
at

¿¿

to

27
40
41
az¿-)

)o

P
H
E
ù
T

of
students

13 Expulsion
ind.ivÍdua1

t4 Serious discipline
problems
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TÁ}LE XLY (continued.)

General
F-Rank

Decision-
Iteni Group X0

1 (4)

t (e)
tht)i (e ) s?+)

1 (4)

2 (e)
1

2.67
2.24
2,21
¿.|.i

(a) t.io
2"00
1 .86
2"02
2 "32$) z "ag

1.18
1 "40(z) t,59
1 .65

(a) z"i1

1"12
1 "11
1.21
I o)¿
2.At

(4) z"o4
t.44
1.TB
2.04

3) z"tz

2"44
(+) z"ag

2 "71
1.04

(e) t">e

P 27 t?t) z (ù 1o(j7) 6(22) 6(zz)
H +à i'(+) e(ìÐ zt$g) t?s) + G)E 42 t fi) t?t) zz(tz) +(to) e\t+)
s zj r (¿) g3g) 73o) 6(26)
r ta tG)t?g) +(tt) zt(se)t

l5 Increasing
corrnunitY
r.rnderstand,ing

l6 In-service
activities

Use of ioulti-
purpose areas

Use and care
of equipreent

Sturlent health
and safety

20 Extra-curricular
act ivities

Transfer of
teachers

D'7cl

+6
42

l6

27 S?g)
45
43 z (>)
¿)
l6

27 z (t)
+6
4'
24

)o

27 1

q6 1

41 1
21

56

z (t)

z (s)

tUÐ rhe) t (+) z (t)
tt Q+) ze(6t ) i(t t )
tþt) z6(62) s(19)
ì (i) rr(50) t3z)

ijß6) tl(+z) t ltg)

1e0o) 2 (l) t (+)
31(69) tz(27) 2 \4)
zsbe) r(26) t (z) t (z)
ri (4e) g(tg) t?t)
t1g) 17QT) 1 (t) e(zz)

6(zz)
z (+)
t (z)
t?+)

P

H
L

î

P

t{
E
ù
T

tl

te(q) 6(zz)
+t(eg) l(rr)
t6(84) 6(14)
t+(6t) 6(26)
tz3t) t6(++)

shg) t (+) z"zo
g(zo) z (+) z.ß
e(t+) z (j) z"oe
+(tl) t (4) z'15
6(+e) to(zg) 1"7t

P 27 z (t) g3t) g3t)
H 4:.6 t þ) ß35) te3g)
E 43 + þ) 15(15) ß$7 ¡s zj 5Q2) 11(48)
r j5 t(t) a(rr)+(tt)

19

(r ) s0Ð t6(sg) r (+) t (+)
' (z) zâ(er) r>(tt) r (z) t (z)
0) tt (+o) r a(qz) z (j) t \T )

6(26) tz(52) t?t) z (e)
z (6) 1e$5) j (e) rt(tt)

P
H
T.I!

S

T

I (+) 15$6) 6(zz) I (r I )
z+(çz) i(r t) t>(tt)
te(42) tt(+o) 6(t+)
+(n) 14G1¡ 5Qz)
¡ (a) izSJ) te(lo)

P27
H+6
-ü +)
>¿)
î36

¿t

P

H
l1

S

T

1B
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TABIE Xl,V (contj:iued )

General- DecisÍon-
b--Rank lten Group N 47

,)0 5

p 27 z (ù aiil 11(41) i(lr) 6(zz) t \+) z"5a.Ã A¿ , ù\ .àbe\ ztbo\ t'(z) e(tt) z (+) z"t6
g it t h) irbi) a(ig) tt(26) e(tq) z'et
s àt 1 (+) r i¿) fil>t) B(15) . z"6e
r ti t b) e(tù t (t) ra(5r) gQø) ,"ee

e(zz) tz(+q¡ 5(rl)
ths) ts16) z (+)
e(rs) z6(60) 736)r (+) 15$7) a(r)
t 3) 14(40) eQ6)

P
E
ïr
!

i)
T

tht) ¡o(n) t (+) r z(++) I .(+)
z (q) e(rz) q(zo) zz( a) 5(11 )
r (e) 7(G) e(rs) 24$6) i (z)' +(n) r (+) tt1q) I (+)
t 3) t (t) 26(72) a(zz)

+(ts) e(lo) tz(q+) l(ll)
t 0) t 0) 21$o) t>(51)
t 0) t 0) z6(6o) tt(26)

z (g) g3g) e3e)
15G2) zo(ir')

{ ¿l
Hq6
843
s21
r16

e(zz) te(tg) I (+) z (t)
ß(ze) zt $g) z (+) + (g)
i'Q) st1z) t (z) eQt)
t?t) tz(iz) +(tt) t?t)
+ht) t+(tg) 6(17) a(zz)

P
H
r¡g

r
z (t) r (+) tt( t) +(ri) tþ6) z (t)
z (ai r (z) z+(tz) 5(rr ) tt(24) t 0)

r (z) zz(it) + (g) ts3s) t (z)
¿(ts) 4(ta) 12(55) 2 19)

I (t) z (6) I (e) zt(5a) g(z>)

P
H
E
Þ

T

t Qe) tt (qt ) e (to)
tz(26) ttßt) tt2e)
e(tq) rc(21) z+(>6)
t (+) t2(52) ro(a1¡
z (6) ¡ (e) zz(6t)

Ðqat 1l

Hq6
845
s23
r16

Selection of
furrriture

23 Eval-uation of
teacher
perf ormance

24 .Adult education
courses

25 Pupil
transportation

Z6 Complaints from
Parents

27 Unprofessional
conduct

28 Selection of
supervi-sors

2T 1þt)
t6
43 z (t)
21

55

27

4o
41
25

)o

¿l
+6
41
¿)
l6

)'7

+6
43
22

to

z (+)

tht)t (t)

r (+)

r (z )

22

2,o4
(z) z.oo

r "98
2 "59(e) z "gt

2"91
1"55
5 "r5
5.65
4.20

) ")¿
4"14
4.O5
4.15
4 "57

I (+) z"oa
40et a ))

1.63t (+) z"+t
4?t) z"el

2"92
2"BO
2"84
t "55
5,97

3 "o4
+ G) t"za
z (>) t ">z

5.19
g(zs) q"oo

t (+)
r (z)

r (+)
eQ6)

P
t1

l1

ö
T

(+ )

(z)
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T¿-BLE XIV (conti¡ued-)

General Decision-
F-Rank Item GrouP bT 0 1 X

2"85
2"50

(z) z"gs
1.48

(a) 1.19

1"38
t "59
1.79
4"22
4.64

1 .46
(4) z"o4

1"53
2,09

(6) 2 "58

1"12
2"BO
toa
5 "15
4 "00

2"48
¿" Il
5 "OO
2 "68
1,69

1"72
c^c
2"o2
2.10

t (t) z"s6

1.85
1.89
3 "98
4 "00
4 "64

a(¡o) 7Q6)g(zo) e(rr)
tz(za) tlSo)
1o(4j) tz(sz)
g(zs) rs(io)

P
H
E
ù
T

'^\;l 3 [ ] ? ì i lI) L1Í1¿\,?ÍL:^J
z (t) 5(z) 2 (5) 24$67 eQt)i (+) t?t) 

,iÍ12) LiÍt:-l

P27
H+6
842
Ò¿)
r16

t3t) 14$z) g(tt) t (+)
i'Q) r3t) zt(+6) t (z) q O)
t 0) zo(47) tg(q+) t (z)

lQz) tt$t) t?t) z (g)
z (6) a(zt) tt(tt) t (g) eQ6)

z (t) r (+) 7(26) 17(61)
z (+) t 0) zz(+a) t (z) tt3t) t (z)
t (z) t (z) ß(qz) >(tz) 17 (4o) 1 (2)

t3o) t (q) 1iG5)
z (6) z (6) z6(tz) e(rz)

+(t¡) I (¿) t>(=6) z (t) l(rg)
¿ (s) t Q) z6(>t) t (z) tz(26) z (¿,)

t (z) zz(st) t (z) t6(tt) t Q)
1+(6+) z (g) iQt) t (l)
6(tt) eg(sr) r (t)

tQa) re(62)
e(rz) r0z) t (z) + (g)
t1t) 2eTe) +(to) z (s)

17 04) >(zz) t (+)
t 3) zo(se) ro(za) +(tt)

P
H
E
q

I

)4

r (+) 1j$6) 6(zz)
z (+) jz(To) t 3>)
t 0) 5rG1) + (g)
t1t) 17 04) s?t)

ro(ee) ztGg)

tt (+t)
(+) zt $g)

tt Qo)r (+)
3) a(n)

r (¿)

r (+)

r (+)

r (+)

27
4o
43
21

)o

29 Promotíon of
teachers

10 Participation
in bud-get

ïnitiating
beginners

32 Programs to
be offered

11 Specifications
of build.ings

Partieipation
in experiments

15 Assisiance for
in-service

27

+6
41
¿)
t5

P
H
l!

S

T

P

H

Ð

ù
T

P
H
ErI

Þ
m

31

cl

+6
43
c7

56

o'7LT

+6
41

36

¿l
+6
42

)a

¿l
+6
41
a2
L)

J6

P
H
'Í¡
!

ù
T

z (t)

1Qt)
i(rr )t (z)

t (t)
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TABLE XLV (contínued.)

General- lecision-
T¡-Ra¡k ltem Group N 0 1

(¿)

(¡ )

(6)

2 (6)

z (t)

t (z)

5i+)

1

t(t)z

4"t¿
4.12
t1 9Q

1"9x
4.51

.76

'24
"42
"6n
"06

z (t)

t (t)

t?t)

zz(ü) +(ts)
51(67 ) s(zo)
zs(67) tz(za)
lgþ6) t (i)
n Qt ) tg(tt)

get) 10(17) >0g)
rcbz) tg(qt) s(rz) z (+)
ts3s) t>(t>) t Q) 6(t+) t (z)
túil gçg) z (g) a\t>) t ,(+)itzo) tQo) r (i) r+(+o) e(tt)

P
H
fi
-tr
c

T

4o

I (z)
t (>)
2 (6)

(+)

(i )

t ,(+)

r (i)

21

+6
41
¿¿:.
5b

¿l

+6
45
21

16

¿l
+6
+)
2J
)o

¿l

+6
41
21

)0

P
H
E
Þ

T

P

H
E

T

)t

n
-r
H
Iì
q

I

P
H
E
ù
T

Selection of
school sites

Orientation
activities

Program for
niaintaining
plant

Experimental
projects

Participation
of parents

Reporting on
teachers

lüays to group
pupils

)o
4Ø)
z (s)

10(57) tz(¿+) z (t)
1506) tt(z+)
tt(tz) a(rg) z (¡)
to(+t) tz(>z) t (+)
ro(es) n (+t) s0q)

3.19
1"TB
5.75
4.o5
4"45

2.41
ç4) 2"41

2,16
2.57

3) t "z+

t (+)
to(zz)
1t(to)
t ßo)

za(se)

z (t) 7Q6) z (t) 14$z)
t Q) + (g) t Q) 25$4)
t 0) e(t+) z (¡) t6(tt)
t (+) r (¿) r (+) rr(+e)
t (t) z (6) tz(tt)
z (t) 14$z) 1 (¿) >(tg)
+ (g) 2eþt) + (g) t ?>)r (z) za(et) to(zt) t (z)

tq(û) sQz) +(tt)
tz(ts) t (a) re(lo)

r (+)
4 ( ol

t0)
z (g)
t (t)

tþg)
t (z)

z (6)

t(tt)t (z)
s0)

)ó

t9

a 
^/1

2,11
2,o7
2.7 B
t "14

DCA

2.11
z"z6
¿.1 I

2.64

1"50
1.58
1.64
1 ,91
2.09

anLI

4b
41
¿)
15

c'7

+6
45
¿¿

)o

z (t)
t (z)
t (z)

1þt) 1j(48) 6(22)
t Q) t6(te) 6(tt)
t 0) 2eß7¡ eçzt)

t Gz) t+(6+)
1s(5j) tt36)

P

H
E
e

T

41

p zT ¡?g) t6(¡g) s?t) r (+)
H 46 t (z) zs(65) tSSt) t (z)
E 4t + Ø) ß(+z) te(+z) z (t)
s 21 t3t) 1s(ú) 1 (+)
r rc t 3) gQs) 1e$3) z (6)

42
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TêBIE XLV (continued.)

General ])ecision-
F-Rånk ltenr Group ¡l 0 1

Principals-
superíntendent
meetings

Prornot Íon of
indiviclual
students

Attend.a¡ce
bound.aries

Daí1y lesson
planning

Evaluating
pupÍl progress

Pupil
conduct

Promotion
practices

2.11
o a.)
LÐLL

2.28
2"16

2 (6) 2"67

24Ge) t?t)
1404) tt(z+)
1z(74) to(zl)
14(64) a(t6)
1B(50) 14(-r9)

1r(56) to(n) z (z)
z (+) z6(i7) re(ie¡
4(ro) z4GT) t+(tt)

7 3o) ts3s)
1 (t) za(l,6) t>(+z)

t?t) z (t) 20(74) z (t)
z (+) 6(ß) 1i(3i) ßQt)
t 0) t 0) 1iß6) to(ts)
z (g) 6(26) 10(41¡ 5Qz)
1 (j) z (6) g(z>) zz(6t)

¿l
+6
41
aa
ln

.l

46
IL¿
a2
L)

to

c'7

4o
4z
¿¿

,o

t (z)

t (z)

(z)

(6)

P

H
.[:ì

ù
T

41

t (q)

1 "17
1 ,41
1 .17
t "74
t.41

3 "78
4 ,14
4.19
5 "78
4"51

1 "15
1 ,',10
1 ,10
1"50
1,42

t ,6t
1 ,62
1"55
x "95
2.o3

P
f.r
II

E

T

44

4o

t0)
>(tz)

2 (6)

P
H
E

T

45

t+(sz) 11(41) z (t)
s?t) nßo) + (g)
t 0) t6(a+) + (g)
z (g) rr(ro) a(t6) r (l)
¡ (e) zz(6t) g(zs) t (t)

P
It
E
ù
T

g3t) gßt) e(io)
+ (g) 1B3e) zz(+a) z (+)
t 0) 1e(44) zo(q) t (z)
r (+) +(tt) 15ß5) t?t)

s(zz) zo(se) z(rs)

P

H

-E¡

S

T

47

ß(+e) +(rl)fi1e) s(rr) t (z)
fi(ü) z(te)ttß6) g(tg) t (+)
re(ro) fi(42) r (i) t (t) 1

P

H

11

c

T

4B

fi(qe)
+t(eg) t (z)
2e(6r) i 0)
rs(7e'¡ 5Qz)
zr (re) z (6)

ø(zz)
q (g)
s(rg)

P
H
E
S

T

ÅQ

t (s)

tQ)

Lt
q6

4)
22

t6

c''ìLl

+6
41
D7

t6

27 10(17)
+6 t (z)
A?, t (c\
aJ r \s/
oz

)o

27 l(tt)
+6
4t 2 (5)
23

te t (t)

t (t)

1.24
1.24
1 "17
1"52

3) t "e1

(4) z"zt
4QZI ø JJ

1 "9'
2"22
2"49

+(ts)

t (z)

eQs)¡ (e)
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Tê-BLE XLl¿ (continued")

'

Gener.al Ðecision-
F*Rarrk ftem Group N

1 "20
1.01
1,11
A Aqlûli
1 "19

1.9t
1,4O
1,52
1 "78r (¡) r.al

3.91
4.04
4.10
4 "26
4.7 4

1.85
5.96
4 "19
3.90
+")4

2.40
z (q) z"+a
t Q) z.ge

1.Oo
+(tt) t"ol

^ ^/Z.UO
2,25
^ ^À¿"tt
a =/¿")o

t (t) 2.6+

1"92
2"09
2"15
47C<o))

z (t)

1 (1)

zT 17 (6j) s(io) z (t)
46 to(22) t¡1e) t (z)
4j th6) lz(tù 4 (g)
21 19þil +?l)
t6 s0+) 1e$1) tz(117

27 6(zz) 6(zz) tt?e)
+6 r (z) za(6t) t6(15¡ , Q)
45 t (z) 21(4s) zo(+t) t (z)
23 6(26) to(to) r (+)
t6 1j(42) rcçaa¡ i (e)

P
H
Ir
S

I

r
H
E
ù
ñ
L

P
H
ËlÐ

T

P

}I
Ë

')
T

P
H
E
q

T

P
H
E
q

T

P
H
n¡r

Þ

T

(z)

Praetices
for homer.+ork

l.[ethods of
reporting
to parents

Publ-ic use
of school
facilitíes

Agenda for
board- neetings

Procedu-re for
requisi-tionj"ng
supplies

Selecting
curricu-lum
problems for
stu.dy

Appointments
to curriculum
commÍttees

50

tr,t jT s1g) 1 (4) 12(44) g3t)
46 t 0) + $) z (+) 16(1j) zt(q6)
43 t (z) + (g) z (t) 1637) zo(qt)
zJ 1 (+) r (+) 10(45) n(+e)
55 z (6) t G) ¡o(e6)

t (26) 17 (65) t?t)
g(zo) to(65) t ?>)t (z) t 0) zt(+g) t6(j7)
a?t) t+(6t) z (g)
>?q) 13G6) t6(++)

,7
+6
45 t(z) 1

23 t?l)
t6 2 (6)

53

+(tt) g3¡) lo(re) z (a)
g(zo) 1430) 1430) 5(¡ )
t Q) t,s(3j) s(rg) 1431)

a(re) r(5o) ¿(re)
2 (6) 143e) s?q) tt(tt)

C, 
'1

g3t) 6(zz) t (zt) t?t) z (t)
e(tt) 4 O) zq(tz) tc(zz) z (+)
e(t+) t 0) zTGi) z(te )t (+) ls6s) 6(26) t (+)

t (t) 21(rs) >(t+) e(zz)

55

3Qt) +(t=) te(6t) z (z)
t (z) t1e) ze(62) r(re ) z (+)
i 0) e?+) 25ßi) e(rg) z (s)

1=(6s) e(t¡)
s G) 1eG5) ti$1¡ 1 (e)

=6

r (+)
z (+)

tþ+)

¿o

+6
4t
22

)c

27
+6
45
2t
to

aaLl

4'
42
¿)
to
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î"å-BLE XtV (coniirrued )

General
F*Rank

Decision*
Item Grou"p N

ï

I (+) 1 rB,
1.79

(=) t "sz
2"o9

$) z"tt

2

I

14$z) >(ts) s(zz) r (+)
eQ6) s(zo) zt(io) 2 \4)
a ß) rQ6) z+(=6) z (5)
ì (¡) 1 (4) 1B(?B) t?})

z (6) to(81) 3 (s)

P27
H+6
T¡ I'7t+)
s21
r16

64 Selestíon of
textbooks


