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ABSTRACT 

This study assesses the level of teachers’ participation in decision-making in their schools. 

Descriptive survey research methodology was adopted and a survey study research design was 

used as the operational framework for data gathering. Data were collected from three secondary 

schools in Addis Ababa City Administration, Yeka Sub City. The sample comprised of 141 

secondary school teachers and 5 Principals who were randomly selected. In order to get the data 

for the study, questionnaire for teachers and principals were used. Based on the nature of the 

basic questions raised and data obtained, different statistical analytical tools were used. In order 

to determine the level of existing and desired teacher’s participation, a chi square test analysis 

was applied. And the t-test analysis was applied to determine whether or not there were 

significant differences between the existing and desired levels of teacher’s participation. One 

way ANOVA was employed to examine the effect of variables such as sex and qualification on 

the levels of teacher’s participation in decision making. Rank correlation coefficient was to 

assess the relationship between the groups of the respondents based on the importance they 

attached to the six decision categories. In general, this study has revealed that the existing levels 

of participation of teachers in the school decision making is very low, whereas their desire to 

participate is relatively found very high. The study established that low teacher participation in 

critical school issues result in poor governance and low staff motivation to work. This will lead 

to missing the attainment of schools objectives. The study recommends better empowerment of 

teachers in decision- making for better school performance. Teachers should be consulted and 

their opinions gathered in order to encourage them to participate. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The first chapter of this study paper deals with the background of the study, statement of 

the problem, significant of the study, Objectives of the study, limitations of the study, 

delimitation of the study and operational definition of key terms. The detail discussions 

were presented in the following topics. 

1.1 Background of the study 

Teaching is so dynamic and so concerned with people with highly required coordinated 

and supportive efforts of teachers. Effective and efficient use of instructional materials and 

human resources in schools is not possible without active participation of teachers. 

Moreover, educational objectives cannot be met without effective involvement of teachers.  

In Ethiopia, teachers are expected to actively participate in decisions made in every 

school. Teachers are subjected to make decision when they are in class rooms, preparing 

lesson plan, selecting their department leaders, unit leaders, committee representatives, 

etc. They are also supposed to discuss and decide in school matters such as promotion 

policy, working directions, etc. in staff meetings.  

As indicated in Guideline on Educational Leadership Organization, Community 

Participation and Finance (2008), teachers are members of Woreda Education and 

Training Boards (ETBs), Kebele education and training board, (ETBs) and school Parent 

Teacher Associations (PTAs). The members of kebele PTAs are also drawn from school 
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teachers including principals, parents, and students. Both (Woreda and Kebele ETBs) are 

responsible for checking and approving annual plane, budget, relevance of the curriculum, 

mobilizing resources, etc at the respective levels. 

The PTAs are responsible for the day today activities of their schools. They decide on 

budget, discipline, community participation, monitoring, dropout and repetition, access, 

etc.  Thus, both PTAs and ETBs ensure the participation of the teachers in education and 

supposed to develop ownership feeling (Ministry of Education, 2008). 

Based on the above guideline, teachers are required to be participated in school decision 

making processes directly and through their representatives. If teachers select their 

committee representatives freely and well communicated in the decisions made and its 

process they will tack it in owner. 

The literatures on teacher’s participation in school decision making (TPSDM) processes 

indicate that, professional teachers are interested to participate in activities that may 

improve school performance. Inclusion of teachers in decision making (DM) should not be 

obligatory that may be imposed up on them. It must be professional commitment, So that 

the output will be effective and fruitful. Davis (1981:152) views participation in decision 

making as “mental and emotional involvement of persons in group situations that 

encourage them to contribute to group goals and share responsibility for them.”  

The concept of participation in DM is not limited to physical involvement of the 

individual but also reflects the psychological involvement of the individual. In this regard 

Owns (1987:284) says that “participation does not only imply the presence of individuals 

but it is a genuine ego involvement.” 
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TPSDM is important on the basis of a simple, straightforward logic of benefits (Smylie, 

1992:53). Smylie further stated that; 

Teacher’s participation in decision making gives administration access to 

critical information closest to the source of many problems of schooling. 

Increased access to and use of this information are thought to improve the 

quality of decisions. In addition, because teachers have an opportunity to be 

involved in and to exert influence on decision making processes, their 

participation in decision making is thought to promote commitment to the 

decisions that are made and to increase motivation to carry them out. 

According to Smylie participation in DM is related to teacher job satisfaction and loyalty, 

goal commitment, stress, militancy, role ambiguity and conflict, and work alienation. 

Hence it can be noted from the above propositions that participation in decision making 

encourages people to release their own resource of initiation and creativity towards the 

attainment of organizational objectives. Moreover, it is viewed that participation in 

decision making is considered as a social process that improves motivation by helping the 

participants understand and clarify their path towards the organizational goals. 

Secondary schools highly need participation of teachers, students and administrative staff 

members who are directly or indirectly be affected by the decision made. Hughes (in Bush 

et al., 1980:244) underlined the importance of TPSDM as “an essential element in 

enlisting the whole hearted cooperation of professional staff.” Knezevich (1969:63) has 

also emphasized the importance of TPSDM by saying that “one of the basic characteristics 

embodied in the modern education.” The demand for teachers to make decisions and 

dealing with uncertainty may be attributed to various factors. 

Conley (1988:393) also have stated factors that advocate for TPSDM as: 
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Variable needs of students and their constantly changing behavior, being 

made to operate in the context of a highly interactive group, the goals and 

purposes assigned to teachers which are multiples ambiguous and often 

conflicting. 

Stressing the importance of TPSDM, Conley (1988: 394) further stated that: 

If teachers constantly have to deal with uncertainty and make numerous 

decisions, it is extremely difficult for anyone except the teacher to plan and 

coordinate all of these separate decisions. 

Yet there is no evidence to suggest that participation of teachers is undesirable or create 

unfavorable conditions. On the contrary, it increases motivation and minimize resistance 

to change. In light of this fact, this study intends to examine the level of secondary school 

TPSDM. The study has investigated the level of existing teacher’s participation and the 

desire to participate. Assessment of the importance attached to the decision categories 

based on the view of the respondents was also conducted by the researcher. Moreover, this 

study has also looked into the effect of other variables such as sex and qualification on the 

level of teacher’s participation. 

1.2. Statement of the problem 

As Ethiopia is part of the rapidly changing world, its education quality should be set at the 

level of the civilized world. Among the primary prerequisite for improving the quality of 

education in Ethiopia is the mobilization of teaching forces by providing them 

opportunities to participate in the school DM process. 

Usually, like any other institutions, teachers of secondary schools of Ethiopia are not 

limited only to offering courses, designed for students but are also responsible for 

participation in deciding school matters.  
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The participation of teachers in the school DM may motivate teachers to exert their mental 

and emotional involvement in group situations that may enable them to contribute to 

group goals and share responsibility. Thus, the problem of the under participation of 

teachers in the school DM has become a great concern in the field of education in Ethiopia 

(Workneh, 2012). 

The purpose of this study is thus, to assess the existing and desired level of secondary 

school TPSDM. The study also tends to investigate the effect of other variables such as 

sex and qualifications on the level of TPSDM. In general the study attempts to answer the 

following basic questions: 

 What is the level of TPSDM processes at present? 

 What is the level of teachers desire to participate in school DM? 

 Is the level of teacher’s participation differing significantly with teachers’ 

gender and qualification? 

1.3. Objectives of the study 

The objectives of this study are:  

 To discover if teachers want to participate in school DM activities, 

 To identify if teachers perceive themselves currently participating enough in DM 

in their schools. 

The specific objectives are to: 

1) Assess the present level of secondary schools TPSDM process in their schools. 
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2) Assess the desired level of secondary schools teachers’ to participation in decision 

making process in their schools. 

3) Assess if there is any discrepancy between secondary schools teachers actual and 

desire levels of participation in DM process. 

4) Assess whether TPSDM process varies with sex and qualification. 

5) Asses which decision area teachers want more to participate and which is not.  

1.4. Significance of the study 

In addition to its moral implication, TPSDM can be associated with greater job 

satisfaction, work performance, integration of individuals in to the school and increases 

teachers inter personal trust. As research findings indicate a number of functional 

outcomes of teacher’s participation showed the encouragement of better decisions, an 

increase productivity and organizational commitment. It can be noted that when teachers 

are involved in meaningful collaboration and their contribution is considered important, 

conflict in school can be minimized. Therefore, this study is focused to be important for 

the following reasons. 

1. It is expected that sharing the school problems with limited groups of teachers 

or conducting occasional teachers gathering to decide on certain school issues 

would not be enough. So the study provides school principals same clue to 

establish a general mechanism to share schools problems with all teachers and 

minimize conflict provoking situations. 

2. The study is felt to provide recommendations that can help maximizing 

TPSDM process, so that school performance might be efficient and effective. 
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3. By pointing out the adverse effect of lack of TPSDM, this study is felt to 

increase the awareness of such consequences among school principals for the 

better performance of the teaching –learning process. 

4. It is assumed that the study may develop some insights into problem solving 

skills that may increase the importance of group decision making. 

5. The study may give some clues for researchers to pursue further study in the 

area. 

1.5. Delimitation of the study 

The study is limited to examining the level of existing and desired participation of 

teachers as well as the effect of other variables such as work position, sex and 

qualification on the level of teacher’s participation in government secondary schools in 

Addis Ababa, Yeka sub city. 

1.6 Limitations of the Study 

Because of different reasons six questionnaires were not returned. Due to the statistical 

complexity the data collected was not analyzed in terms of work experience of 

respondents. And because of time and other resource limitations, students and non-

teaching staffers in the schools saying about the teachers’ participation was not taken in 

the study. 

1.7 Definition of Terms 

The meanings of some of the key words are presented as follows as it is used in the study. 

Decision making: - A problem solving process in which a problem is analyzed and a 

solution is chosen after all possible options have been considered in government 
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secondary schools of Yeka Sub City. The process is completed once the chosen solution 

has been implemented. 

Desired level of participation: - the degree of intensity of longing need or wish of 

teachers to participate in school DM process in government secondary schools of Yeka 

Sub City. 

Existing, present or actual level of participation: - actual level of participation of Yeka 

Sub City government secondary schools teachers in DM. (These terms are used 

interchangeable throughout the study). 

Government Secondary school: - is an educational institute administered under the 

general supervision of Yeka Sub City administration education Offices. These School 

organizations provide formal education of secondary level, in this case from grade 9 up to 

10, or from grade 11 up to grade 12 or from grade 9 up to grade 12. 

Level of participation: - The magnitude of Yeka Sub City government Secondary 

schools teacher’s participation in school DM process.  

Participation or involvement: – State of Yeka Sub City government Secondary schools 

teacher’s taking part with others in an activity on a formal basis with specified rights and 

obligations to contribute possible solutions to the organization.  

Principal: - The head or director of Yeka Sub City government Secondary schools. 

Teacher: - is a person employed in an official capacity and who directly participate on the 

teaching activities of Yeka Sub City government Secondary schools. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secondary_education
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secondary_education
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1.8 Organization of the Study 

This study paper is organized in five chapters. The first chapter deals with the background 

of the study, statement of the problem, significant of the study, Objectives of the study, 

limitations of the study, delimitation of the study and operational definition of key terms. 

The second chapter deals with review of related literature. The third chapter focuses on 

research methodology, procedures of the study, methods of data gathering and analysis. 

The fourth chapter deals with presentation and analysis of data. The fifth chapter contains 

summary, conclusions and recommendations of the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITRATURE 

This Chapter deals with the review of the related literature. In the meantime, it was found 

important to indicate the state of teachers' participation in Ethiopia, major areas in which 

teachers participate: their own personal and student’s affaires, the teaching and learning 

process, policy formulation, planning, curriculum design, revision, evaluation, 

improvement, and implementation. The main part of this chapter also includes reviewing 

the effect of gender, qualification and work position on teachers' participation 

2.1 Decision-Making Process 

Decision-making has never been easy and it is especially challenging for the educational 

managers of today. Van der Bank (1997:144) says that decisions can be made by the 

principal as an individual or in a group where the entire staff or a select group of staff 

members will be participated. The two contexts of DM differ significantly. Educational 

managers should evaluate the nature of the problems and decisions to be made and then 

decide if participative or group DM is called for. According to Van der Bank (1997:144) 

DM can be seen as a process of consciously choosing the most suitable way of action to 

solve or handle a particular problem after various alternatives have been considered to 

achieve the set goals and objectives. 

Hoy and Miskel (1996:317) argue that DM is a major responsibility of all administrators 

and is also a process by which decisions are not only arrived at, but also implemented. 

This implies that DM must be converted into action. According to Musaazi (1991:78), the 
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decision-making process involves a series of complex interactions of events. These 

interactions constitute the following stages, namely: 

1) Study the existing situation carefully. 

2) Recognize and define the problem. 

3) Examine the detailed make-up of the problem in the existing 

situation. 

4) Decide on the criteria for resolving the problem. 

5) Develop a plan for action. 

6) Initiate the plan of action. 

Griffith (in Morphet, 1982:126) has also described the process of DM as: 

1) Recognize, define and limit the problem, 

2) Analyzing and evaluating the problem, 

3) Establishing standards by which solutions will be evaluated or judged 

as acceptable and adequate to the need, 

4) Collect data, 

5) Formulate and select the preferred solution and test them in advance 

6) Put the preferred solution into effect. 

Similarly, Agarwal (1982:92) has presented the process of decision making as follows: 

Figure 1: The Process of Decision Making  

 

Source: R.D Agarwal, Organization and Management. New Delhi: Tata McGraw W-Hill 

Publishing Company Limited, 1982, P 92. 
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Drucker (In Owens, 1987: 271-272) has also developed similar steps for conducting 

decision making process. 

The description of these scholars concerning the process of decision making reveals the 

similarity of the process in all types of formal organizations. The studies also indicate that 

when decision makers do not follow sound DM processes, they would make hasty 

decisions which may affect organizational objectives. 

Studies made in the field of DM process showed that procedures of DM process may not 

be mechanically applicable to all types of decision processes and situations. Similarly, the 

procedure is a sequential process rather than a series of steps which is not a fixed one. DM 

is therefore a complex series of steps beginning with the recognition of a problem through 

the consideration of proposed solution and the final acceptance or mode of action. 

2.2 The nature of decision making 

The studies of DM in the field of educational organizations administration have described 

the nature, type, processes and concepts of DM. 

From both an individual and an organizational perspective, DM is an important activity. 

An administrator performs all his tasks and activities through decisions. He is 

continuously in charge of the process of decision making while setting goals, determining 

plans and course of action, formulating strategies, policies and procedures as well as 

assigning jobs for subordinates, supervising and guiding them and evaluating their 

performance. Even when ever, an administrator is made to implement a decision of his 

supervisors, he has to decide on the steps that he is required to take. Thus, decision is said 

to be a basis for all managerial actions. 
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In every case, a decision made by an educational administrator affects organizational 

climate and is made in relation to other participants. 

Nevertheless, according to the studies made on the process of DM, “at maximum, much 

better decision will be made with the accompanying individual and organizational 

benefits”, Gray (1984:349). Regardless of how meaningfully or ambiguously a decision is 

made, “the basic nature of a decision is a choice of one from two or more alternative ways 

to achieve an objective” (Campbell, 1983). 

In the process of choosing alternatives, there are various situational factors that impede the 

choice. Campbell (1983) has described the limiting factors as the ambiguity of the 

objectives or lack of acceptance of the organizational DM universally and lack of 

knowledge on time to consider. However, it is revealed that despite the complexities and 

the lack of clear definition, a decision is essentially a choice of one way to move towards 

the achievement of what some perceived to be an objective. 

DM can mean many things as the work of some theorists in the field of management and 

administration illustrate. In this regard Griffith (in Glassman, 1988:18) states the 

significance of making decisions in any organizations describing that “DM is the central 

process of administration in education”. More concisely, relating the very existence of 

organization Griffith (in Halpin, 1967:122) has further emphasized DM as “the heart of 

organization and the process of administration.” 

According to Barnard (in Griffith, 1967:223-224) “the process of DM are largely 

techniques for narrowing choice.” Stressing the importance of DM, Daft (in Owens, 

1987:267) states that “decision making processes represent the brain and nervous system 
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of the organization” underlining the highest integrity of DM with administration. Simon 

(in Owens, 1987:267) has also stated that “a general theory of administration must include 

principles of organization that will ensure correct DM.” 

Griffith (in Owens, 1987:267) has highlighted three important concepts concerning the 

nature of DM. These are:-  

1) The structure of an organization is determined by the nature of its DM 

process, 

2) An individual’s rank in an organization is directly related to the control 

exerted over the decision process, and 

3) The effectiveness of an administration is inversely proportional to the 

number of decisions that he or she must personally make. 

Gray (1984:349) perceives the process of DM in an organization as “the essence of 

management which is required when carrying out the key functions of management.” DM 

is therefore, highly connected to the action of the organization, and has the potential to 

influence the future action of the organization. Thus, certainty or uncertainty of the choice 

of alternatives is fully anticipated. Every organization makes decisions which enable it to 

achieve its goals in order to meet the critical needs of the members of the organization. 

2.3 Types of Decision making 

Based on the nature and purposes of they serve, decisions can be classified into different 

categories. In this regard, Griffith (1959:234-235) classified decisions into either of the 

two categories; individual and group decisions, personal and organizational decisions, 
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programmed and non-programmed decisions, intermediary, appellate and creative 

decisions, rational and non-rational decisions.  

Core (in Morphet, 1982:124) classified decisions by type as “Routinely occurring 

decisions, Adaptive decisions involving adjustments of existing policies, and innovative 

decisions involving the establishment of new policies and goals.” 

Barnard’s (in Halpin, 1967) statement indicates what occasions cause for decisions to be 

made. According to him decisions can be underway when “cases originated from 

superiors, cases referred for decisions by subordinates, and cases originating in the 

initiative of the executive concerned.” He referred these statements as “intermediary, 

appellate, and creative decisions.” 

2.3.1 Programmed and Non- Programmed Decisions 

Some writers such as Gray (1984), Agarwal (1982), Ivancevich (1990), Tanner (1981) and 

Davis (1981) have widely adopted distinction suggested by Herbert Simon (1987) who has 

distinguished two types of decisions known as programmed and non-programmed 

decisions. 

According to Simon (1987) programmed decisions can be observed in all types of 

organization. That is, decisions are programmed to the extent that they are routine and 

repetitive which are made within the framework of procedures developed for handling the 

situation occur whereas non-programmed decisions are novel and unconstructed. 

In light of this, the study made on decisions reveals that the management of most 

organizations makes use of a number of programmed decisions in their daily activities. 

Programmed decisions require more organizational resources while non-programmed 
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decisions need proper way of handling and identification of the problem since it may 

require the basis for allocating great amount of organizational resources. Furthermore, 

according to Knezevich (1969:62), “In the process of non-programmed decisions, solving 

new or unique kinds of problems depends on the decision makers’ intelligence, adaptation 

or problem-oriented behavior.” 

In general, programmed decisions are made effective through different kinds of 

procedures and rules that can be applied to distinctly different types of problems, whereas 

non-programmed decisions should be handled by general problem solving processes, 

judgment, and creativity. 

2.3.2 Individual and Group Decisions 

Based on a number of people involved, decision making process can be classified in to 

two. One man decisions are individual decisions. In most cases, one man decisions are 

made rarely in small organizations in the context of routine decisions which start with 

policies made at high levels. In larger organizations one man decision is uncommon 

indeed it is very hard to make decision that can be implemented to achieve the 

organizational goals. However, individual decision can be made in the context of routine 

decision where specific rules, procedures and available alternatives are well understood. 

According to Griffith (1959) group decisions are characterized by the participation of 

many people. As he pointed out in large organizations, nearly all employees in the 

organizational structure participate to achieve the desired decisions. 
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2.3.3 Personal and Organizational Decisions 

Personal decisions are decisions which are concerned with individuals to attain his goals 

that are not delegated to others. On the other hand organizational decisions are decisions 

aimed at organizational goals that can be delegated to others (Griffith, 1959). The current 

literature on this aspect for instance stresses the effect of personal decisions for attaining 

organizational goals. In other words, since organizational goal attainment can be 

facilitated by personal decisions, it might not be easy to separate personal decision from 

organizational decisions. 

2.3.4 Intermediary, Appellate and Creativity 

Intermediary decision is very common in most organizations. It arises as a result of orders, 

commands and polices that are originated from the superior to subordinates (Halpin, 

1967). The making of these decisions requires a great deal of human relation skill since 

the decisions are essentially of an implementing nature that call for a change in behavior 

of individuals who are being told to implement the decisions (Hoy, 1987), (Gorton, 1987), 

(Davis, 1981). In other words it is not in a position to assume how to get people to accept 

the decision. 

On the other hand appellate decisions made when subordinates refer cases to their 

superiors for decisions. It indicates the incapability of an individual to make decision after 

authority is delegated to him/ her. For instance, if disputes occur between two or more 

individuals or groups in the school, it may create a certain setback upon the school climate 

which might be difficult for the principal to solve it. Then he may refer the case to his 

superior in order to settle the disputes. 
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The other type of decisions which are originated on the basis of the initiative of the 

decision makers are known as creative decisions. It involves the development of new 

policies, goals, or making of major changes in the existing policies, goals and programs 

that can be made wisely but not speedily (Morphet, 1982). As viewed by Griffith (1959) 

“Creative decisions require considerable imagination and interpersonal skill in their 

implementation”. It is indicated that creative decision cannot be delegated due to its nature 

thought is shared sometimes. 

2.4 Individuals Behavior within the Organization 

In DM process individuals or groups behavior largely affect the attainment of 

organizational goals. Change that occurs in an organization does so in a social setting and 

manifested through individuals acting as members. 

Literatures on the individual behavior suggest that educational planners must be aware of 

individual behavior, which is organization does so in a social setting and manifested 

through individuals’ acting as members. Educational planners should also be aware of 

individual behavior, which is frequently reflected in a person’s personality and in the way 

the individual reacts in a social setting. 

Concerning the position of individuals in an organization, Baum and Seashore (in Tanner, 

1981) have stated that “in producing change in members of an organization, the total 

organizational structure as well as the individual must be considered.” Change in an 

individual member of an organization may greatly be influenced by organizational 

climate. For instance according to Argyris (in Griffith, 1959) study how, “lack of inter 

personal relationship between the employees and the administration may prevent 
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individuals from developing to maturity.” He has further indicated that “employees 

concern themselves only with their relatively trivial work … and look upon their 

employment as an unhappy interlude between non work periods.” He also added that “the 

employee perform repetitious tasks listlessly, showing little interest in improving their 

skills, and are concerned only with personal gain.” In such an organizational climate, 

encouraging collaborative planning efforts may ease the problem. 

2.5 Group Position within the Organization 

Studies indicated that organizational success can be achieved through individual 

motivation and interpersonal relationships improving. 

The study of individual and groups within the organization is described as a means to 

understand more about educational planning through the organizational process approach. 

Organizational action, activities and successive interactions are determined by its 

members. Hence, an important priority for an administrator in working with groups, in the 

development of cohesiveness and trust since both factors are found very important 

contributors to the effective functioning of a group. 

Group cohesiveness is the degree to which the members of a group are attracted, the group 

are willing to make personal responsibility for its tasks, and engaged in cooperative 

actions to achieve its goals (Steers, 1984). Whereas group trust is the extent to which the 

members of a group feel secured with each other and are willing to be open toward each 

other (Gorton, 1987). 

As the literatures on group behavior stresses, Gorton (1987), Hoy (1987), Tanner (1981) a 

high degree of group cohesiveness is the result of several needs. In any organization, 
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members of a group need to feel that their membership is valued and that they can make 

an important contribution to its effectiveness. 

According to Marilyn (in Gorton, 1987) “people generally possess needs for self-respect, 

affection, and recognition, by which group interaction can either meet those needs or leave 

them largely unfulfilled.” Concerning the importance of influencing the various groups 

and the development of a productive group in an organization that are associated with the 

school (Gorton, 1987: 79) states that: 

The administration should try to the extent possible to meet these needs by 

showing the members of the group that their participation is necessary and 

valued and by encouraging group members to recognized and reward each 

other’s contributions. It also should be emphasized that this kind of 

recognition and encouragement by the administrator must be conveyed 

periodically, or its impact will be diminished overtime. 

Some writers, Campbell (1983), Griffith (1959), Halpin (1967), Hoy and Miskel (1987), 

Gorton (1987), Tanner (1981) of the administrative theory in education have described a 

group as an open- interaction system in which actions and activities determine the system 

structure. 

Regardless of their nature and purposes, groups of any organization are generally 

classified as formal and informal whereas groups such as command, task interest and 

friendship groups are those differentiated among that are sanctioned by the organization, 

Robbins (in Tanner, 1981). According to Rogers (in Tanner, 1981) formal groups are 

formed on the basis of “rationality” and “logic” that may exist as long as the organization 

is functioning. As a result of combined individual needs that are influenced by the desire 

to social contact.” As noted informal groups may either enhance or impede certain 

activities of the school performance. 
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Tanner (1981) has explained the nature of groups in organizations and suggested that 

“group interaction influence the behavior of the members in achieving organizational 

goals.” 

According to Seashore (in Tanner, 1981), “when the goals of cohesive group parallel 

organizational goals, the groups work towards the organizational goals and will be more 

productive, when it has confidence in the organization.” It is noted that hostility towards 

an organization results in poor productivity or affects the quality of productivity, and may 

causes goal differences from that the organization intend to achieve. 

Among the major conditions which may influence the degree to which a group manifests 

cohesiveness is the extent to which the leader and members can work cooperatively 

between and among themselves (Gorton, 1987). He adds that “cooperation encourages 

acceptance and loyalty among the members of a group which may enhance effective 

accomplishment of many tasks and goals.” Thus, it can be noted that participation of 

members of an organization in DM process can be effective if its members develop and 

maintain a high level of trust among them. It is further noted that members of an 

organization, who have a high level of trust will openly express their feelings, opinions 

and thoughts. But if the trust level is low in a group, its members are likely to be reserved 

from organizational affaires that require participation or remain defensive (Gorton, 1987), 

(Tanner, 1981), (Hoy, 1987). 

In describing the process of DM, scholars have underlined the significance of individuals 

and groups in achieving organizational objectives. Studies show that in large organizations 

most of the basic and strategic decisions are made by groups rather than by individuals. 
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Decisions related to the determination of organizational objectives, and formulation of 

plans, strategies and policies fall in this category. 

Group DM has become more widely prevalent since organizational problems have become 

so complex and need such a variety of specialized knowledge and abilities that no one 

person can handle them effectively. Thus, group DM permits the pooling of knowledge, 

skills, information and judgment in the quality of decisions. It also acts as a mechanism 

for integrating different viewpoints and is more acceptable decisions (Agarwal, 1982), 

(Gray, 1984), (Tanner, 1981). 

As pointed out by Morphet (1982:62) group participation promotes better understanding 

and develop cooperation as well as commitment of group members to the implementation 

of the decision made. Furthermore, it provides a sense of worth and importance to the 

group members and enhances their motivation and satisfaction that also act as a training 

ground for the future managers (Agarwal, 1982:100). 

2.6 Teachers’ Participation in Decision making (TPSDM) 

As indicated by Owens (1987:284), participative DM in the schools DM process can be 

understood not only in terms of merely “task oriented” but also in terms of “mental and 

emotional involvement.” This is an indication to that participation in DM cannot be 

personal activity that may be imposed on an individual or it is not unilateral approach of 

solving problem. 

Numbers of scholars, Belasco and Alutto (1972), Conway (1984), Ivanevich (1990), Katz 

and Kohn (1978), Hoy and Miskel (1987), Gordon (1987), and Davis (1981) have defined 

participation as sharing operative responsibility within those who perform the work. 
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Though a number of definitions are given by various researchers they can be placed under 

one category viewing it as participation is mental and emotional involvement of a person 

in a group situation that encourages the individual to contribute to group goals and to 

share responsibility for them. It is also emphasized that such involvement is motivating to 

the participant and it increases his or her own energy, creativity and initiative. 

In most cases the responsibility for obtaining schools objectives depends on teachers. In 

this regard Campbell (1983:226) states that, “the school cannot really take stock of its 

efforts without involving its teachers.” He adds that “teachers are interested not only in 

those policies which affect teacher personnel practices, but they have much to do and, 

hence, to say about daily school procedures.” 

It is viewed that involving in formulating the school wide policies is found as an important 

factor in the morale of teachers and in their enthusiasm for the school as a place of work. 

Moreover, participation in decision making has been found to be positively related to the 

satisfaction of individual teachers with the profession of teaching (Glassman, 1988:88). It 

is noted that TPSDM process may lead to higher levels of outcome, satisfaction and 

efficiency while decisions made unilaterally make no contribution to the development or 

changes of the school performance (Ivancevich, 1990). 

According to Hughes (in Bush et Al., 1980: 246) TPSDM is considered as “a decisive 

factor in obtaining the cooperation of professional staff.” Teachers desire to participate in 

DM is expressed through various aspects, such as claiming the right to make decisions in 

their fields of study, and expecting others to consider their views in a wide range of 
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matters that may influence their work and their studies. This indicates that the demand of 

teachers for participation in DM is very high. 

Concerning the importance of making decisions together with the subordinates, to 

determine goals and objectives of the schools, Campbell (1983:224) viewed “it is a 

mistake for the principal to assume that he can obtain an effective community 

understanding of the purposes of the schools by doing it alone.” This may reflect the 

greater participation of teachers in school DM process is the better results can be achieved. 

Hence, encouraging teachers to participate may stimulate the interest of individual 

participant to accept greater responsibility for school effectiveness. 

Imber and Duke (1984) have also confirmed the importance of teachers’ involvement in 

DM when they state that “high levels of teachers’ participation in school decision making 

would improve schools.” According to Gray (1987:568) “one of the most frequently 

recommended strategies for dealing with resistance to change is to allow those affected by 

the change to participate in the design and implementation.” 

In Davis (1981:153) it is noted that “participation gives an opportunity to release 

participants own resources of initiation and creativity toward the objectives of the 

organization.” He adds that “participation is more than getting consent for something that 

has already been decided. It uses the creativity of all employees.” According to Campbell 

(1983) participative DM can also help participants to associate themselves with the school 

purposes. 

Moreover, it has been noted that active participation in school DM process creates a wider 

possibility of acceptance of the decision reached and as well as it enables the participants 
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to adapt themselves to the operation that underway in the school. Alutto and Belasco 

(1972) described how adaptation of participants to the newly developed decision can help 

the organization to be effective. 

Griffith (1959:242) has underlined the importance of TPSDM as “a decisive factor that 

can enhance changes that undergo in the organization.” He adds that “participation has 

also a significant influence on productivity and resistance to change.” 

Gorton (1987:17) has summarized the rational for involving teachers in DM process as 

follows: 

1) Involving teachers in DM process increases the number of different viewpoints 

and ideas which might be relevant to the decision being made. 

2) Involving teachers in DM process makes better utilization of the available 

expertise and problem solving skills which exist within the school community. 

3) Involving teachers in DM process may improve school moral by showing the 

individual involved that the administrator values their opinion, which may give 

them greater feeling of professional pride and job satisfaction. 

4) Involving teachers in DM process can aid acceptance and implementation of a 

decision because the people who are involved are more likely to understand the 

decision and be more committed to its success. 

In general, involving teachers in decision making process is a complete cycle of events by 

which school organizations makes and implements decisions.  
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2.7 Who Should Participate In Decision Making At School 

According to Van der Bank (1997:150), participative DM does not mean that all staff 

members must participate in all decisions. There are two criteria, which could be used to 

determine which staff members should participate in which decisions. The first of these 

criteria is ‘relevancy’ and the second has to do with ‘expertise’. ‘Relevancy’-refers to the 

interest a specific person has concerning the problem and the subsequent decision. 

‘Expertise’-refers to the extent to which participants to DM are qualified by means of 

training and experience. 

2.7.1 The Scope of Teachers Participation in Decision Making 

The degrees of TPSDM process potentially vary with school situations and/or problems 

under consideration. 

Bridges (in Gorton, 1987) has pointed out that “individuals or groups are usually intending 

to participate in the process of DM whenever they feel that the decision reached will 

significantly affect their lives.” It is evident that the degree of teachers’ participation is 

directly related to how well certain pre requisite conditions are met. Some of these 

involvement pre requisites occur in the participants while others exist in the school 

environment. 

In this regard Davis (1981:156) identified some major conditions that may exist both in 

the participants and their environments as follows. 

1) Time should be available before the action for participation takes place. 

2) The potential benefits of the participation should be greater than time 

consumed. 
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3) The issue on the problem under consideration should be related to the 

participants’ interest. 

4) The participants should not have only strong interest in the outcome but also 

possess the ability necessary to make a positive contribution to the decision 

affecting the outcome. 

5) Participants should not feel that their positions will be threatened as a result of 

participation. 

The desire of an individual to involve in the process of decision making varies with 

personal interest. In this regard Davis (1981:161) pointed out that “some employees desire 

more participation while others desire a minimum of participation.” It is further revealed 

that educated and higher level workers seek more participation because they feel more 

prepared to make useful contribution. It is also shown that lake of participation result in 

lower performance, less satisfaction and more stress. 

Morphet (1982:129) has explained the way the level of TPSDM can be maximized. 

According to him the degree of involvement in DM can be maximized whenever 

opportunity is provided for those vitally affected by the decision. That is, if a person 

participates in the formulation of school wide educational program he/she will understand 

it better and is in a better position to implement it. 

Tanner (1981:98) also stated that “insuring the individuals’ opportunities for participating 

in decentralized DM activities that affect them will maximize the level of teacher’s 

participation.” 
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Hoppock (in Griffith, 1979), Gorton (1987), Owens (1987), Hoy and Miskel (1987) have 

described areas of DM under which teachers take great personal interest. That is, the 

desire to participate can be occurred when teachers possess a “zone of concern” or a “zone 

of indifference.” 

Based on the work of Barnard & Bridges (in Gorton, 1987:19-20) has pointed out that 

there would be issues or problems which will fall within an individuals or groups “zone of 

concern”, and “zone of indifference”. When dealing with problems that fall within staffs 

zone of sensitivity, a high degree of participation in a group process made of DM would of 

course, be indicated (Owens, 1987:287). On the other hand, if issues or problems are 

located in teachers’ zone of indifference, participation will be less effective (Hoy and 

Miskel, 1987:338). 

2.7.2 Variables that Affect TPSDM 

Decisions are influenced by different kinds of situational factors that may affect the 

quality of decisions. In any specific instance decisional outcome will be affected by the 

nature of the problem, organizational variables, the personality characteristics of the 

decision makers, and the limited knowledge of the decision makers. 

Katz and Kahn (1978:488) identified three general determinants of the process of DM. 

These are: organizational context and its constraints, psychological aspects of the thought, 

and personality determinants. Agarwal (1982:97-98) has also described variables as 

organizational, environmental and personality factors as interfering determinants of DM. 

Specifically, Gorton (1987:14) identified the most typical situational constraints as 

follows: 
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1) Amount of time available to make decision 

2) Availability of resources necessary to implement any particular alternative 

3) Amount of information available to make decision 

4) Ambiguity of the situation, including the alternatives and potential 

consequences 

5) Degree of organizational autonomy given for DM process 

6) Amount of tension in the situation 

2.7.2.1 Teachers Expectation and its Impact on TPSDM Process 

When school principal acts as teachers expect him to act, then there will be satisfaction on 

the part of teachers that may open ways for the need to involve in school DM process. 

Bidwell (in Culbertson, 1960:424) states that “teachers’ satisfaction is largely related to 

what they expect from their administrator and perception of their behavior.” Similarly, 

Moyer’s (in Culbertson, 1960:424) study on teachers professional relationships with their 

principals indicates that “in schools where there was a homogenous outlook among 

teachers and the principal, satisfaction is high, while a large gap between the principal’s 

attitude of his staff was accompanied by marked dissatisfaction.” As it is evident from 

morale and interpersonal relationships study, teacher’s expectations of the principal may 

enhance or impede staff participation in school DM process. 

According to Culbertson (1960) indication, “employees desire to be recognized as persons 

of worth and dignity, which are treated as individuals of importance in the school 

climate.” He also adds that “employee want a voice in policy making that affect their 

welfare.” It is further indicated that teachers need to participate in the development of 
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“rating scales, salary schedules, and in-service programs”. Employees who have access to 

the principal may assume that they are assured of courteous and sympathetic hearing of 

what is undertaken in the school. 

The studies of leadership behavior describe behavioral factors that may affect teachers’ 

participation as follows: 

1)  principals’ attitude toward employees, 

2) The degree of freedom which the employees have in planning their duties, 

3) The opportunities teachers have in deciding on policies that affect them and 

4) Employees’ attitude toward their principals. 

In conclusion, studies made on this area have emphasized the existence of strong relations 

between leadership behavior and activities of the subordinates. Hence, on a similar basis, 

it is assumed that subordinate participation in DM process can be influenced by the leader 

behavior. 

2.7.2.2 Academic Qualification and TPSDM 

The relationship between academic qualification and participation of teachers in DM are 

positively associated (Riley, 1987), (Imber, 1984), (Conley, 1988), (Malik, 1969). That is 

educated members of the school; typically seek more participation since they appear more 

prepared to make useful contributions. 

Hrebiniak and Alutto (in Riley, 1987:40-41) pointed out that “highly educated employees 

desire for greater participation because of a higher level of intrinsic need.” Similarly, as it 

has been shown, “advanced degree holders want more participation in decision making 

process because of a desire to use their technical expertise.” Malik (1969:136) has similar 
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findings that “as the level of education of the faculty members’ increase, the desire for 

faculty participation in the DM process increases.” 

According to these findings, those with advanced degree seem to have mere interest in 

DM process and advocate higher level of faculty participation. Besides, they see 

themselves as they are better trained and knowledgeable about the problem of an 

educational institution. 

On the other hand, Riley (1987) study revealed partial support for these findings. 

According to him, though relationships do exist between academic qualification and 

desires of participations, no relationships are identified between academic qualification 

and actual participation in certain kinds of decision areas. 

However, there exists common understanding between the researchers that teachers with 

first and second degree desire more participation in decision making process. 

2.7.2.3 The Relationship between Gender and TPSDM 

The sex of teachers is one variable in determining the level of TPSDM. In this regard, 

Riley (1987) pointed out that “females show no sign of interest and less inclined to 

participate in organizational decision making”. Similar views were observed from Belasco 

and Alutto (1972) findings. That is, females participate less than males and desire lower 

levels of participation. 

Mallike (1969) has also indicated that “male academic faculty members advocate 

considerably more faculty participation.” Studies made by Iower and Rosenthal (in Riley, 

1987) showed the eagerness of men to involve in DM process than females. Furthermore, 

it is noted that men show more willingness, frequent and active in collective negotiation. 
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However, these variations (between males and females) do not exist in all types of 

decisional areas. For instance, actual participation of females at the classroom level is 

significantly greater than males. Similarly, females attend more frequently associational 

meetings than males (Griffith, 1959), (Bush et al., 1980), (Riley, 1987). 

2.8 Possible Consequences if Teachers do not participate in 

Decision Making at School 

According to Steyn (1998:40), there are some problems that teachers face when they are 

not involved in decision-making at school, namely: 

1) Behavior changes 

2) Psychological withdrawal 

3) Influence on mental health for example stress, burnout, etc. 

Hoy and Miskel (1996:290), provide some generalization of the literature on the 

participation of teachers in DM at school, namely: 

1) Participation results in teacher satisfaction with the profession of teaching. 

2) Teachers prefer principals who involve them in decisions-making. 

3) Teachers neither nor want to be involved in every decision-making; in fact too 

much involvement can be as detrimental as too little 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Research Methodology and Procedures of the Study 

The major purpose of this study is to examine the existing and desired levels of secondary 

school TPSDM and assess the impact of other variables on the views of participation. 

Thus, to undertake this study, descriptive survey method was designed with the 

assumption that it may help indicate the level of TPSDM process. 

3.1 Sampling 

The target population for this study is secondary school teachers found in Yeka Sub City, 

administration. In the sub city there are six government secondary schools. In these 

schools there are a total of 503 teachers (male 379 and female 124).  

Out of the six governments’ secondary schools in Addis Ababa, Yeka sub city, three of 

them were selected randomly as samples. 

Table 1: Number of Teachers in the Selected Schools 

No

. 
Name of the School 

Number of Teachers 

Male Female Total 

1 Dejazmach Wondirad Preparatory school 59 20 79 

2 Kara’alo Secondary School 66 25 91 

3 Kokebe-tsebah Secondary & preparatory School 100 35 135 

         Grand  sum 225 80 305 

 

It is assumed that even if the number of target schools is manageable, in this case three, 

the number of teachers in these schools is so large to include them all in the study 

respondents list. Because of the above mentioned reason respondents in the schools are 
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selected through random sampling technique. Out of the total of 305, the writer selected 

153 teachers as sample, respondents. The number of respondents accounts 50.16 percent 

of the population.  

Ten secondary school teachers from “Birhan-guzo” secondary school that is found in the 

study area were randomly selected for piloting the questionnaire. The purpose of the pilot 

study was:  

1) to check the clarity of the questionnaire items and instructions;  

2) to eliminate poor wording;  

3) to gain feedback on the time required to complete the questionnaire; 

4) to gain feedback from respondents on the suitability of the questionnaire items;  

5) to gain feedback regarding the appropriate time to conduct the data collection; and  

6) to identify irrelevant items.  

Based on the pilot study, the following changes were made on items in the questionnaire 

and subsequent decisions were made concerning the data collection, namely; 

1) Vague or unclear items were deleted,  

2) Items having similar concepts or ideas were rephrased, and 

3) Irrelevant items were deleted  

4) Decided to collect the data before the start of the classes and during lunch time. 

3.2 Instruments 

In order to collect data for this study, questionnaire was employed. 
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3.2.1 Questionnaire 

To meet the purpose of the study, 44 decision statements, prepared by Malik Joseph 

(1969) were adapted. After being tested in a pilot study conducted at “Birhan Guzo” 

Secondary School the number of decision statements were reduced to 39. The decision 

statements were arranged in five point scale ranging from none to maximum. They were 

also grouped in to six (budgeting and income generating issues (BIG), school building 

(SB), personnel affairs (PA), general school policy (GSP), students affairs (SA) and 

curriculum and instruction issues (C&I)) categories to enable the researcher to consolidate 

the number of decision statements and make easy for identifying the statistical differences 

between views of respondents.  

3.3 Method of Data Analysis 

Based on the nature of the basic questions raised and data obtained, different statistical 

tools were used. In order to determine the level of existing and desired teacher’s 

participation, a chi square test analysis was applied. And the t-test analysis was applied to 

determine whether or not there were significant differences between the existing and 

desired levels of teacher’s participation. One way ANOVA, were used to determine the 

significant difference between the two groups of the respondents, teachers and principals 

on their views concerning teacher’s participation. Similar testing instrument was 

employed to examine the effect of other variables such as sex qualification and work 

position. The last form of analysis was to assess the relationship between the groups of the 

respondents based on the importance they attached to the six decision categories. The 

superman rank correlation coefficient was used for this purpose. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter comprise of three major parts. The first part presents the characteristics of the 

sample population involved in the study. Hence, the profile of the study groups, 

respondents was discussed in terms of their sex, educational level and work positions. Part 

two of this the chapter deals with the presentation and analysis of the data obtained in the 

study. The last part of this chapter is about the summary and findings of the study. 

4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

153 copies of questionnaires were distributed to secondary school teachers and principals 

who were randomly selected from three Government secondary schools found in Yeka sub 

city. Out of the questionnaires distributed to respondents, 146 were recollected. The 

recollected papers are 96.4 percent of the distributed questionnaires. Though, the analysis 

is carried out on the data obtained from these 146 respondents. 

Table 2:  profile of respondents 

Variables 

  

Sex 

Total Male Female 

Position 

Teacher 109 32 141 

Principal 5 0 5 

Total 114 32 146 

Qualification 

Degree 91 31 122 

Masters 23 1 24 

Total 114 32 146 
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As the data presented in table 2 showed, the total number of respondents is 146. Out of the 

total respondents (146), 114 are males and 32 are females. Females account 21.92 percent 

and males 78.08 percent of the respondents. Five of the respondents are school principals. 

There was no female school principal in the respondents list. This was because there were 

no female principals in the sample schools. In terms of qualification, out of the 146 

respondents, 24 of them (16.44 percent) are master degree holders. The remaining 122 

(83.56 percent) are degree holders. Out of the master degree holders only one is female. 

4.2 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This part of the analysis was based on the questionnaire. In the questionnaire, respondents 

were asked to express their opinion about the present and desired level of teachers’ 

participation in school decision making process in closed form. Accordingly, they put a 

(√) mark in the space provided to show the level of a particular item which could be 

correlated to one of the five- point rating scale: “none” = 1, “minor” = 2, “moderate” = 

3, “considerable” = 4, “maximum” = 5. The following table presents the weighted mean 

scores of the responses computed against each item of present and desired participation. 

The item numbers were listed as per the subdivisions of the items in the questionnaire. 
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Table 3:- Weighted mean scores of present and desired levels of participation 

PRESENT PARTICIPATION  DESIRED PARTICIPATION 

Item Mean Item Mean  Item Mean Item Mean 

1 4   1 4 
1.1 2.18 4.1 2.68   1.1 3.84 4.1 4.21 
1.2   2.19 4.2 3.15   1.2 3.94 4.2 4.4 
1.3 2.44 4.3 2.65   1.3 4.01 4.3 4.26 

2 4.4 2.54   2 4.4 4.23 

2.1 2.06 4.5 2.58   2.1 3.68 4.5 4.16 
2.2 2.06 4.6 2.39   2.2 3.71 4.6 4.03 
2.3 2.1 4.7 2.5   2.3 3.74 4.7 4.29 

3   4.8 2.6   3   4.8 4.16 

3.1 2.3 5   3.1 3.79 5 
3.2 3.59 5.1 2.77   3.2 4.38 5.1 4.14 
3.3 2.45 5.2 2.86   3.3 4.14 5.2 4.3 
3.4 2.54 5.3 2.71   3.4 4.01 5.3 4.17 
3.5 2.93 5.4 2.66   3.5 4.21 5.4 4.23 
3.6 2.54 5.5 2.63   3.6 4.12 5.5 4.05 
3.7 2.34 5.6 2.59   3.7 4.12 5.6 4.07 
3.8 2.05 6   3.8 3.96 6 

3.9 2.43 6.1 2.32   3.9 4.1 6.1 4.03 
3.1 2.32 6.2 2.46   3.1 4.06 6.2 4.11 

3.11 2.53 6.3 2.45   3.11 4.16 6.3 4.1 
3.12 2.69 6.4 2.25   3.12 4.17 6.4 4.05 

    6.5 2.71       6.5 4.22 
    6.6 2.35       6.6 4.08 
    6.7 2.55       6.7 4.26 

Present:      N=39,       ∑= 98.15, 

Weighted mean (M)= 2.52,  SD= 0.3 

 Desired:       N=39,      ∑=159.75,  

Weighted mean(M)= 4.10, SD= 0.17 

 

Table 3 discusses the existing and desired state of teacher’s participation in decision 

making process. The item numbers written in bold as 1, 2, 3… 6 represents the major 

categories of decision areas in the questionnaire.  Accordingly, some statistical values 

useful to observe the behavior of the responses were extracted in a summary form from 

the data organized in the same table. 
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Thirty nine item scores (weighted mean scores) were summed up to yield a mean value 

(M) of 2.52 and standard deviation (SD) of 0.3 for present level of teachers in school 

decision making. The dispersion of the responses about their mean value of 2.52 was 

measured by a standard deviation of 0.3. That is, on average, each item score is located at 

distance of 0.3 standard units from the grand mean of 2.52. The degree of scatter was very 

small that it indicated a greater degree of uniformity in the weighted mean scores and as 

such the grand mean could be regarded as a higher representative description of the scores. 

Thirty seven cases out of the total of thirty nine decisional statements have various ranges 

of weighted mean scores that fall below the minimum satisfactory point (3.00) of 

participation, which was the expected mean of the five point rating scales. In other words, 

a large number of decisional items (94.87 per cent) do have mean values below the rate 

established for an average state of participation. 

The question is that, does this figure indicate a significant share in the distribution of the 

39 item scores? Or, has it reached an acceptable level of significance? Here a chi-square 

/goodness of fit/ test of independence were applied to measure the significance of the 

figure indicated. The calculated chi-square (X
2
) has a value of 24.20 and the critical value 

is 11.07 at 5 degree of freedom and .05 significant levels. Since the computed X
2
 value 

24.20 exceeds the critical value of 11.07. Thus, this indicates that a significant number of 

scores fall below the average rate of participation. In this respect, it is safe to generalize 

that the present degree of participation is lower than the average participation level in 

secondary schools under study. 

From the data in table four, it could also be able to observe that the mean and standard 

deviation values of desired level of participation for thirty nine item scores were 4.1 and 

0.17 respectively. That means the variability of the responses about their mean value of 

4.10 is measured by a standard deviation of 0.17. All the cases have different range of 

weighted mean scores that fall above the minimum satisfactory level of participation. In 

other words, all the decisional statements (100 per cent) do have a mean value above the 

rate established for an average state of participation. 
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4.2.1 Comparisons of Views Concerning the existing and Desired 

Patterns of Teacher's Participation 

The third purpose of this study was to examine the significant differences between the 

existing and desired teachers' participation. To attain this t-test analysis procedure was 

employed. 

TABLE- 4: A paired t-test of the differences between the existing and desired level 

Teachers' participation in six decision category 

 Existing Desired  

t- test 1 1 Sd 2 Sd 

2 2.52 91.76 4.10 193.56 0.09 

 

Table 4 presents the calculated means score of the existing and desired teachers' 

participation in the six decision categories. As indicated in the table above, the mean score 

of teachers desire to participate (4.10) is greater the mean score (2.52) of existing teachers' 

participation. Similarly, the computed value t = 0.09, is less than the critical value t =1.645 

at 5% confidence level. Thus this indicates that there is significant difference between the 

existing and desired TPSDM categories. Therefore, it can be noted that the desired degree 

of teachers to participate seems very high, where as their actual participation is relatively 

very low. 

Concerning the significant differences between the actual and desired teachers 

participation, different writers pointed out similar views. Riley (1987), Owens (1987) and 

Hughes (1987) indicated that a significant difference may exist between the actual and 

desired teachers' participation in different types of decision areas. It is also confirmed that 
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"teachers' desire significantly greater participation than they actually experienced at all 

organizational levels" (Riley, 1987:39). 

Thus, this may confirm that the difference between the existing and desired level of 

TPSDM categories is highly significant.   

TABLE- 5: A paired t-test of the difference between the existing and desired level of 

teachers' participation in each decision categories 

Decision 

categories 

Level of participation 

t- test Existing Desired 
 

SD 
 

SD 

Budgeting 2.27 23.24 3.93 49.01 0.37 

S. Building 2.07 21.09 3.71 44.53 0.40 

Personal Aff 2.56 51.38 4.1 107.9 0.16 

G. Policy 2.64 43.62 4.22 92.81 0.19 

Students Aff 2.7 39.63 4.16 78.02 0.20 

Curriculum 2.44 37.48 4.12 83.77 0.22 

Sum 2.52 91.76 4.1 193.6 0.09 

Significant at .05 

As indicated in table 5, the calculated value t = 0.37, (BIG), t = 0.40, (S. building), t = 

0.16, (personnel affairs), t = 0.19, (GSP), t = 0.20, (Students' affairs) and t = 0.22, (C & I) 

are less than the table value t = 1.645. This clearly implies that there is significant 

difference between the actual and desired levels of teachers' participation in each of the 

decision categories. 

When the differences between the existing and desired levels were compared, there 

appeared to be low level of participation of teachers at present while their desire to 
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participation was relatively high. Large differences were particularly observed in 

personnel affairs, GSP, curriculum and instructional decision categories. This disparity 

might have come as a result of that these decision areas are directly related to the school 

activities or act of teaching. 

An examination of the remaining (BIG, students' affairs and S. building) decision 

categories have also showed that teachers have not found themselves involved to a greater 

extent at present and indicated their desired intensity to participate. 

4.2.2 Patterns of Teachers' Participation in Existing Situation 

One of the purposes of this study was to examine whether there were significant 

differences between the respondents by position on the views of existing level of teachers’ 

participation, and further, if such could provide insights for understanding the effect of 

position on DM. 

TABLE- 6: Comparisons of mean responses by position on existing level of teachers’ 

participation in over-all decision categories 

Respondents N  Sd 

teachers 141 2.49 89.44 

Principals 5 3.50 26.17 

 

The results in table 6 show which group of the respondents were considered to have had 

different views. Remembering that rating below average corresponds to low degree of 

participation and ratings average and above average to a relatively high degree of 

participation, academic teachers ( =2.49) perceived less levels of teachers' participation 
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as compared with that of the principals perceptions ( = 26.17) who have viewed a higher 

degree of existing levels of teachers' participation. 

This disparity of perception amongst the group of respondents on the existing degree of 

teachers’ participation can be a result of their desire to involve or the position of the group 

in the school hierarchy. Besides, theoretically, some principals pretend as if teachers are 

encouraged or made to participate in every school decision areas. 

However, this assumption is not supported by early findings (Gorton, 1987: 127) reported 

that "though not all, nine to sixteen percent of the principals would eliminate teachers 

participation on items concerning the amount of money should be set aside in the budget 

for instructional materials and to each department." 

Further comparison of the mean scores using scheffe multivariate comparison procedure 

was conducted to see whether this difference was statistically significant or not. 

TABLE- 7: ANOVA table for existing teachers' participation by position 

Source SS df Ms f(ratio) f (table at 5%) 

Position 3 2-1=1 3/1=3 3/0.147 = 

20.41 

4.96 

With in 1.47 12-2=10 1.47/10=0.147 

Total 4.47     

 

As shown in above table the calculated value (20.41) is greater than the table value (4.96). 

This may imply that the magnitude of relationship between teachers and principals 

concerning existing degree of teachers, participation is significantly different. 
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However, since the table does not clearly indicate the differences between the groups on 

each decision category further analysis was worked out below. 

TABLE- 8: Significance of differences between respondents by position on the views of 

existing patterns of participation 

Decision 

categories 

Means Mean 

Differences Principals Teachers 

BIG 3.6 2.22 1.38 

S. Building 2.53 2.06 0.47 

Personal Aff. 3.5 2.53 0.97 

GSP 3.9 2.61 1.29 

Students Aff. 3.73 2.67 1.06 

C&I 3.23 2.41 0.82 

Average Means 4.10 2.9 1.20 

Significant at .05 level 

The above table shows the Significances of differences between respondents by position 

on the views of existing patterns of teachers’ participation in each decision categories. 

From the table it can be assumed that different views revealed among academic teachers 

and principal respondents. 

When comparisons were made between these two positions based on their views of 

existing degree of teachers’ participation, no significant differences were found on S. 

Building, Personal affairs and C & I. But there is significant difference on decisional 

issues such as BIG, GSP and Students affaires. This may indicate that participants have 

similar perceptions on the levels of teachers’ participation, which means the existing 

levels of teachers’ involvement were low. 
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4.2.3 Patterns of Teachers Participation on Desired Situation 

The respondents were asked to view their opinions concerning the degree of desired 

patterns of TPSDM on each of the 39 decision statements which were grouped under six 

decision areas. 

To attain this, similar system of comparisons were made involving academic teachers and 

principals as the existing degree of participation was analyzed. 

 TABLE- 9: Comparisons of Mean by Positions on the views of desired degree of teachers' 

participation in over-all decision   categories 

 

 

 

As shown in table - 9 the mean score of the principals (4.41) is greater than the mean score 

of teachers (4.08). Although there are differences in mean scores (0.33), the findings do 

not clearly indicate the statistical differences among the positions. To examine whether 

there are significant differences or not, further comparisons using analysis of variance 

procedure was used. 

4.2.4 Respondents’ opinion on the importance of Decision 

Categories 

The other aim of this study was to assess the opinion of the respondents on the importance 

of the decision categories. To achieve this aim, respondents were asked to give their 

opinion regarding six decision categories that required ranking from one to six in order of 

Respondents N  Sd 

Teachers 141 4.08 188.96 

Principals 5 4.41 42.83 
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importance. Different ranks of the respondents' were computed in order to compare the 

relative importance placed upon each decision category by each group. 

TABLE- 10: Correlations between Groups of Respondents on Importance of Decision 

Categories 

Decisional areas Respondents  Difference 

Teachers (r1) Principals (r2) D D
2 

BIG 5 4 1 1 

S. Building 6 5 1 1 

Personal Aff 4 6 -2 4 

GSP 3 2 1 1 

Students’ Aff 2 3 -1 1 

C & I 1 1 0 0 

 P (r1-r2) + 0.93 

 

Respondents were asked to rank each of the decision categories according to its 

importance for TPSDM process. Deferent ranks of each decision categories made by each 

group is shown by table 10 above. The group gave partly similar and partly different ranks 

to the decision categories depending on the importance attached to each area of decision 

areas. As shown in the table teachers and Principals gave C & I the same first rank. On the 

other hand the principals and teachers gave less concern to the S. building and BIG affairs. 

Academic teachers gave the 2
nd

 important rank for students’ affaires and the 3
rd 

rank for 

GSP issues. BIG and S. building issues were given the least priorities by teachers. On the 

other hand, C & I issues, Students affairs and GSP issues were rank priorities of 

Principals. Principal respondents gave personal affaire and S. building issues the least 

priorities. 
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In order to test the strength of the relation of the ranks assigned to the decision categories 

by the respondents, the spearmint rank correlation coefficient was used. 

As shown in the table, there is strong association between the academic teachers and 

principals (+0.93) on the views of the importance attached to the decision categories. The 

similarities and differences of the respondents in their opinion on the importance they 

attach to the decision categories may exist as a result of their academic qualification or the 

position they may occupy in the schools' hierarchy.  

4.2.5 Effect of Sex and Academic Qualification on Views of 

Existing and Desired Levels of Teacher Participation 

The last section of the analysis was to examine the effect of variables on views of 

TPSDM. 

In this regard responses of the academic teachers and principals on existing and desired 

patterns of TPSDM were categorized by sex and qualification. This made it possible to 

investigate the effect of these variables on the views of existing and desired degree 

teachers’ participation. The data for comparisons of views are indicated in following 

consecutive tables. 

TABLE- 11: Means and Standard-Deviations of respondents by sex  

Respond

ents by 

sex 

Situation 

Existing Desired 

N  Sd N  Sd 

Male 114 2.51 81.01 114 4.07 168.85 

Female 32 2.52 43.19 32 4.17 96.94 
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As indicated in the above table, on the existing situation, the mean score ( =2.52) of 

female teachers is greater than the mean score male teachers ( =2.51). Similarly, the 

mean score of females ( =4.17) slightly exceeds the mean score of males ( =4.07) in 

desired situations. 

However in both situations (existing and desired) the data do not indicate the significant 

differences between males' and females' views on the existing or desired degree of 

teachers’ participation on over-all decision categories. 

Nevertheless, this may indicate that males perceived less participation of teachers in DM 

than females in the existing situation. Whereas in the case of desired degree, the 

perception of both males and females is nearly the same.  

TABLE- 12: ANOVA table for existing participation by gender  

Situation Source SS df Ms f ratio f (table at 5%) 

E
x
is

ti
n
g
 

Between 0.00 1 0 0/0.17= 0 4.96 

With in 1.71 10 0.17 

Total 1.71     

D
es

ir
ed

 

Between 0.51 1 0.51 0.51/0.975 = 

0.52 

4.96 

With in 9.75 10 0.975 

Total 10.26     

 

As shown in the above table the calculated f value (0) is very much less than the table 

value for f (4.96). Therefore, the result indicates that there is no significance between 

males and females on their views of existing degree of teachers’ participation. Similarly, 
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the calculated value for f (0.52), which is less than the table value f (table) (4.96), indicates 

there is no significant relationship concerning the views of males and females on their 

perceptions of over-all decision categories in teachers desire to participate. 

This implies that the perceptions of males and females regarding teachers’ participation in 

school decision categories seem relatively similar. This might be the result of taking these 

decision areas as common for male and female teachers. 

However, earlier theories had negated these findings. Indik, Seashore and Slazenger (in 

Riley, 1984:35) reported that "because of the societal expectations women are more 

passive and less inclined to participate in organizational DM." similar findings were 

reported by Belasco and Alutto (1972) that "women participate less than men and desire 

lower level of participation." Other research had also showed the militancy of men to 

participate in DM better than females. In general it can be noted that sex has got effect on 

views of participation in DM. 

TABLE- 13: ANOVA table for existing participation by Qualification  

Source SS df Ms F ratio f (table at 5%) 

Between 0.81 (2-1)=1 0.81/1=0.81 0.81/0.059  

= 13.73 

F(1,10) = 

4.96 
With in 0.59 (12-2)=10 0.59/10 =0.059 

Total 1.40     

As shown in the above table, the calculated f value (13.73) is greater than the table value 

for f (4.96). That indicates there is significant difference between the respondents 

perception concerning the degree of existing teachers participation in terms of their 
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academic qualification. The difference in view of existing level of teachers’ participation 

may be due to teachers with higher level of education need to participate in school DM. 

TABLE- 14: ANOVA table for desired level participation by Qualification 

Source SS df Ms f ratio f (table at 5%) 

Between 0.08 (2-1)=1 0.08 0.08/0.046 

= 1.74 

f(1,10) =4.96 

With in 0.46 (12-2)=10 0.046 

Total 0.54     

 

As shown in the table the calculated f value (1.74) is less than the table value (4.96). That 

means qualification does not have influence on the teachers desire to participate in school 

decision making process. The existing minor difference may be due to chance, not by 

educational level. 

But earlier theories, advocate that "highly qualified employees desire greater participation 

because of a higher degree of intrinsic need" (Riley, 1987:41). 

Regarding the relationship between academic qualification and desired participation 

(Riley, 1987:41) indicated that "teachers possessing a masters plus desire more 

participation than their non-degree colleagues". However, study revealed that this 

relationship does not exist in every decision areas. In some decision categories, the 

relationship found to be stronger, whereas in others seem very loose. Hence, it may not be 

possible to conclude that academic qualification can be considered as an indicator of a 

means for participation. Malik (1969: 136) supporting this finding indicates that "there 

seems to be little doubt that the desire to participate in DM is related to the level of 

education." 
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In general, this study has revealed that the existing levels of participation of teachers in the 

school decision making is undoubtedly very low, whereas their desired degree to 

participate is relatively found very high. 

As data indicates the majority of respondents advocate greater teachers' participation in 

General school policy and Students affaires issues than in the other remaining decision-

categories and S. building and BIG issues are the least they want to participate. Thus, this 

may imply that GSP and Students affaires issues are the sensitive parts of secondary 

schools teachers. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The last chapter of this study, chapter five, deals with the summary, conclusions drawn 

from the findings of the study and recommendations made by the researcher based on the 

findings of the study. 

5.1 Summary of the Study 

The major findings of this study are summarized as follows: 

5.1.1 Views Concerning the Level of Actual Teachers Participation 

 The actual level of TPSDM was relatively very low. 

 Respondents shared similar views concerning the existing level of teachers’ 

involvements in all decision categories except in personnel affairs. 

 Findings have indicated that females perceive less level of participation than 

males. 

 Respondents with different academic qualification have similar perception 

concerning the present level of teachers' participation. 

5.1.2  Views of the Respondents on the desired level of teachers' 

Participation 

 The level of teachers' desire to participate in overall decision categories is very 

high. 
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 Respondents (both teachers and principals) showed greater desire of participation 

in 4 (i.e. BIG, personnel affairs, GSP and students affairs) of 6 decision areas. 

 There were disagreement between academic teachers and principals on the area of 

school building category. 

 Minimum disagreement was observed between principals and teachers in 

curriculum and instructional decision areas. 

 Similar perceptions were observed between first degree holders and masters 

concerning the desired level of teachers' participation. 

5.1.3 Views concerning the importance attached to the decision 

categories 

 Teachers and Principals gave similar ranks to C & I category (both ranked it first) 

while BIG and S. building issues got the list in the ranking. 

 C & I and Students Affairs were given greater concern by academic teacher, 

whereas C & I and GSP were given the first two ranks by principals. 

 A strong agreement were reached (r = +0.93) between academic teachers and 

principals in overall rankings made to decisional categories. 

5.2 Conclusions 

On the basics of data obtained in this study, level of TPSDM has been examined. 

Accordingly, the level of teachers’ participation as well as concern to make them involve 

in school DM is found very law.  
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As it is observed from the findings of this study, teachers’ desire greater participation in 

school DM. But it seems that proper attention was not given to teachers' contribution to 

the school goals. In the field of education without teachers' involvement there might be a 

possibility of reaching on wrong decisions that may not benefit the school. 

In general, the potential benefits of involving teachers in school decision making seems 

unquestionable. Thus, to conclude the following major points are released. 

The over-all present level of participation of teachers' is below average. On the other hand 

teachers desire greater level of participation in issues such as preparation of school budget 

and setting income generating sectors, concerning the school building and maintenance, 

personal affairs, formulation of general policies, students’ affaires and curriculum and 

instructional issues. This proposition may indicate that schools do not properly utilize the 

different potentials and expertise of their teachers for bettering either the quality of their 

activities. Consequently, if teachers are not made to involve in matters concerning their 

schools affairs, it may cause a number of problems. That is, it may reduce their readiness 

to do what is required to assist the school to achieve its goal, affect sense of identification 

with the school, and affect moral and professional commitment. It may also impede 

implementation of the decision made, disassociate the teachers from the school, 

discourages creativity and increases dissatisfaction. 

There is additional evidence that show differences of the respondents in viewing the 

present level of teachers' involvement in school decision making process. In this regard, 

principals and teachers' were shown differences of perceptions on the present levels of 
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teachers’ participation. Thus, this variation may indicate that the expectation given for 

present level of teachers' participation is not similar among the respondents. 

The data collected in this study concerning desired level of teachers’ participation revealed 

that teachers advocate higher level of participation. This seems resulted from the low 

considerations given for teachers. Or, teachers’ indifference in perceiving various school 

decisional statements. 

Though there is little difference in prioritizing the decision categories, the majority of the 

respondents have similar views on the importance they attached to the decision areas 

which might be the result of their position they held in the school. 

In conformity with earlier studies findings of this study also revealed that females 

perceived less teachers’ participation than males. This seems the effect of less exposure of 

females to variety of school activities. 

When academic qualification is considered the expectation is relatively similar with earlier 

findings. That is, as education level of teachers increases, the level of desire for 

participation in school decision-making process increases. This assumption might be 

resulted from the expectation of these groups (highly qualified and more years of 

experience) those who consider themselves as trained, have more knowledge about the 

problem of the school. 

When the views of teachers generally examined on both existing and desired level of 

teachers' participation, there was discrepancy. From this it might be possible. From this 

one can take note that the potential of qualified teachers have not been properly utilized by 

Government secondary schools of Yeka sub city. 
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5.3 Recommendations 

On the basis of data obtained in the study and drawn conclusions, the following 

recommendations were made. 

To use teachers' input to shape the teaching-learning environment of the school, the school 

should identify avenues for teachers’ active participation. For instance, teachers could be 

encouraged to come-up with some decisional areas and find possible solutions to the 

problems posed. This would help them to contribute their share in the schools goal 

achievements without being imposed by the principals. 

Teachers are more implementers of policies made at the apex. This practice, however, 

deprives the teachers' initiative to participate in the affairs of the school.  

Task allocation like appointing department heads, unit leaders, deciding clubs' budget etc. 

should be done by the decision of the staff based on the interest of teachers. 

Principals should identify areas of decision making in which teachers take great interest. 

Deciding issues outside the members “zone of indifference”, would not be of vital to the 

teachers and may not be accepted. Even if they are forced to accept, it may not be helpful 

to achieve the desired goals of the schools. Therefore, it is advisable for principals to be 

aware of the fact that the nature of secondary schools does not invite unilateral decision 

making system. 

As evidenced in this study respondents have shown higher participation desire. This 

implies that teachers are interested to share responsibilities. Hence, principals should use 

this opportunities by taking appropriate action to involve teachers. 
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It can also be noted from the findings that the importance attached to the decision 

categories seem highly inter-correlated. That is there is strong association between the 

academic teachers and principals (+.93). This implies that the majority of teachers are 

familiar with most of school decision statements. Therefore it seems possible to expect, 

then, that there is no difficulty for teachers to prepare decision statements being with the 

school administration (in this respect the principals). 

It has been revealed in this study that the level of teachers' desire to participate in school 

decision-making vary in terms of sex and academic qualification. In this regard the data 

indicated that females perceived less participation than males whereas teachers with a 

higher level of education seek more participation. 

In general, if all secondary school teachers are expected to make contribution, particularly, 

the principals, and the concerned institutions, such as the Ministry of Education, Zone 

education office, etc. should make possible assistance for each teacher. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

58 
 

REFERENCES 

1. Agarwal R.D. (1982). Organizational and Management. New 

Delhi: Tata McGraw-Hill Publishes Company Limited 

2. Alutto, J. A., & Belasco, J. A. (1972). “Typology of 

Participation in Organizational Decision Making”. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(1), 117 – 125. 

3. Bank, V. (1997. Educational management. Pretoria: 

University of Pretoria. 

4. Bush, et.al. (1980). Approaches to school management. 

London: Harper of row Ltd 

5. Campbell, R.F., et al. (1983). Introduction to 

educational Administration 6
th
 ed. Boston: Allyn 

and Bacon Inc. 

6. Conley, S.C. (1988). “Reforming Paper Pushers and 

Avoiding Free Agents: The Teacher as a Constrained 

Decision-Maker”.  Educational Administration 

Quarterly, 24(4), 393-404. 

7. Conway J.A. (1984). “The Myth, Mystery And Mastery of 

Participative Decision Making in Education”. 

Educational Administration Quarterly, 20(3), 11-20 

8. Davis K., & Newstrom J. W. (1996). Organizational 

Behavior at Work 10
th
 Ed. New Delhi: Tata McGraw 

Hill Publishing Company Limited. 



 

59 
 

9. Gedefaw, K. (2012). “Job Satisfaction of Secondary School 

Teachers in Ethiopia”. Submitted in accordance with 

the requirements of the degree of Doctor of 

Education, University of South Africa.  

10. Glasman, Naftaly, S., & David, N. (1988). Evaluation in 

Decision Making: The case of School Administration. 

Boston: Kluwer  Academic Publisher 

11. Gorton, R.A. (1987). School Leadership and 

Administration: Important concepts, case studies 

and simulations 3
rd
 ed. Dubuque, IA: Wm. C. Brown 

Publishers. 

12. Govindan K.R. & Mary S. (2007). Research Methodology Part 

A. India: Vinayaka Mission University. 

13. Gray, J.L. & Frederick A S. (1984). Organizational 

Behavior Concept and Application 3
rd
 ed. Ohio: 

Charles E. Merrill publishing company. 

14. Griffiths, Daniel E. (1959). Administrative Theory. New York: 

Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

15. Halpin, A. W. (1967). Administrative Theory in Education. 

London: The Macmillan Company. 

16. Hoy, W.K., & Miskel, C.G. (1987). Educational 

Administration: Theory, Research, and Practice (3
rd
 

Ed.). New York: Random House. 



 

60 
 

17. Hoy, W.K., & Miskel,C.G. (1996). Educational 

administration: Theory, research and practice (5
th
 

Ed.). New York: Random House. 

18. Imber, M., & Daniel, D. L. (1984). “Teachers 

Participation in School Decision Making a Frame 

Work of Research”. The Journal of Educational 

Administration, 22 (1), 24. 

19. Kenzevich, S.J. (1969). Administration of Public 

Education (2
nd
 Ed.). New York: Harper and Row 

publishing. 

20. Kothari, C. R. (2004). Research Methodology.3rded. New 

Delhi: New age International (p) limited. 

21. Malik, Joseph A. (1969), A Studies of Faculty 

Participation in Decision Making in Oregon 

Community College. Eugene: School of Education. 

22. Ministry of Education.(1994). Federal Democratic Republic 

Government of Ethiopia Education and Training 

Policy. Addis Ababa: St. George Printing Press. 

23. Ministry of Education. 2008). Guideline on Educational 

Leadership Organization,Community Participation and 

Finance. Addis Ababa: St. George Printing Press. 



 

61 
 

24. Morphet, et al. (1982). Educational Organization and 

Administration: Concepts, Practices, and Issues 

(4
th
 Ed.). New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc. 

25. Musaazi, J. C. S. (1991). The Theory and Practice of 

Education Administration. Hong Kong: McMillan 

Publishers. 

26. Owens, Robert, G. (1987). Organizational Behavior in 

Education (3
rd
 Ed.). New Jersey: Prentice- Hall 

Inc. 

27. Riley, D. (1987). “Teachers Utilization of Avenue for 

Participatory Decision Making”. The Journal of 

Educational Administration, 22(1). 

28. Sergiovanni T. J., et al. (1980). The New School 

Executive, A Theory of Administration (2
nd
 Ed.). 

New York: Harper and Row Publishers. 

29. Simon, H. A. (1957). Administrative Behavior (2nd Ed.). 

New York: The MacMillan Company.  

30. Smylie, M. A. (1992). “Teacher participation in school 

decision-making: Assessing willingness to 

participate.” Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 14(1), 53-67. 



 

62 
 

31. Steyn, G.M. (1998). “Teacher Empowerment and the 

Leadership Role of Principals” in South African 

Journal of Education, 18(3), 131-138. 

32. Tanner, C. K., & Williams, E. J. (1981). Educational 

Planning and Decision Making: A View through the 

Organizational Process. Lexington: MA: D. C. Heath 

and Company.  

33. WadeSango, N. (2011). “Group Work: Myth or Reality in 

School Based Decision-Making”. Group Work Journal, 

21(1), 59. 

34. Workneh, A. (2012). School Management and Decision-making 

in Ethiopian Government Schools: Evidence from the 

Young Lives Qualitative School Survey. UK: Oxford 

University Press. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

A 
 

APPENDIX 1 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

College of Education and Behavioral Studies 

Department of Educational planning and management 

An Assessment of the Participation of Yeka Sub City Government 

High Schools Teachers in Decision Making  

QUESTIONAIRE 

This questionnaire is part of a study designed to collect information about the 

level of teachers’ participation in school decision making process. The aim is to 

use the information to underline the importance of teachers’ participation in 

school decision making to improve the quality of school performance. 

Therefore your co- operation in answering each question as thought fully and 

frankly as possible is strongly required.  

To ensure complete confidentiality, I kindly request you not to write your name 

on the questionnaire. Plus to that, all your responses will be summarized and 

processed in statistical form so that you cannot be identified in any ways. 

I appreciate your cooperation in taking time to fill out the questionnaire.  

Thank you! 

I. RESPONDENTS GENERAL INFORMATION 

1) Name of the school: ______________________________________________ 

2) sex: Male ______________ Female _______________ 

3) Work Position: Teacher __________ School Director ______________  

4) Education level: Diploma _____ Degree _____ Master _____ PHD _____ 

 

 

 

 



 

B 
 

 

II. DIRECTION  

Below, there are 39 decisional statements which are grouped in to six 

categories. Against each decisional statement, please indicate in the left hand 

column the degree to which you think teachers, either individually or as a 

group, existing (now) participate in decision making in your school. In the 

right hand column, indicate the degree to which you think teachers either 

individually or as group, desire (should be) to participate in decision making at 

your school. 

In order to assist you in your judgment, each of the five degree of participation 

are defined as follow. 

Level                       Definition 

1 None = no participation 

2 Minor = at the level of providing opinion informally 

3 Moderate = on some occasions being asked for advice 

4 Considerable = serving on formally organized committees charged 

with making recommendation 

5 Maximum = being given authority to establish policy 

 

 Use the (X) mark to indicate the level you choose. 

No. Level of 
Participation Now 

 
Decision statement 

Level of Participation 
Should be 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

      INCOME GENERATION AND BUDGET (3)      

1      The decision on who will participate in the 

formulation of the school budget 

     

2      The decision on determining means of income 

generation 

     

3      The decision on the instructional materials to be 
included in the budget 

     

      SCHOOL BUILDING (3)      

4      The decision on the expansion of school 
buildings 

     

5      The decision on maintenance of School 
buildings 

     

6      The decision on maintenance of area of the 

school campus 

     

      PERSONNEL AFFAIRS (12)      

7      The decision on hiring new staff members      

8      The decision on selection of department heads      

9      The decision on the need of upgrading staff 
qualification 
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No. Level of 
Participation Now 

 
Decision statement 

Level of Participation 
Should be 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

10      The decision on who will give orientation for 
new staff members 

     

11      The decision on assigning staff members to 

committees 

     

12      The decision on solving teachers grievances      

13      The decision on securing teachers welfare      

14      The decision on fixing salary pay day      

15      The decision on determining teaching loads      

16      The decision on solving administrative 
problems 

     

17      The decision on the establishment of favorable 
conditions for the school community 

     

18      The decision on how community can 

participate in the school activities 

     

      GENERAL SCHOOL POLICY (8) 

 

     

19      The decision on school purpose and objectives      

20      The decision on the content and form of lesson 
plan 

     

21      The decision on establishing the disciplinary 
policies 

     

22      The decision on establishing relationships 
between the school director and the staff 

     

23      The decision on evaluating supervisory 
practices 

     

24      The decision on establishing a program for 
community service 

     

25      The decision on establishing teachers 
evaluation criteria 

     

26      The decision on assessing the school 

performance 

     

      STUDENTS’ AFFAIR (6) 

 

     

27      The decision on determining objectives of 

students counseling and guidance 

     

28      The decision on setting standards of student 

conduct 

     

29      The decision on establishing procedures for 

enrolling new students 

     

30      The decision on establishing rules and 

regulations governing student activities 

     

31      The decision on setting policies to cover 
student admission and orientation 

     

32      The decision on orientation activities for new 
students 
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No. Level of 
Participation Now 

 
Decision statement 

Level of Participation 
Should be 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

      CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION (7)      

33      The decision on the selection of syllabus 
problem for study 

     

34      The decision on the procedures for obtaining 
instructional supplies 

     

35      The decision on how to evaluate the syllabus      

36      The decision on syllabus change or innovation      

37      The decision on determining methods of 
instruction 

     

38      The decision on establishing promotion policies      

39      The decision on the adequacy of teaching 
performance 

     

 

III. DIRECTIONS 

Below there are six categories of decisional areas. The aim is to assess your 

judgment of the importance of each of the six categories of decisions by ranking 

them on a scale from 1 to 6. 

The area which in your judgment is most important should receive the rank 1, 

the area of second important should receive rank 2… and the area of least 

important should receive rank 6. 

1. Budget and income generating  ______________ 

2. School building     ______________ 

3. Personnel affairs     ______________ 

4. General school policy   ______________ 

5. Students’ affairs     ______________ 

6. Curriculum and Instruction  ______________ 
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Appendix    2 

Views of Respondents by position and sex on Existing level of participation (N=146) 

  

maximum considerate moderate minor none 
SUM 

 

Sd 

BIG MT 3 46 75 98 105 327 2.22 20.01 

FT 4 8 28 24 32 96 2.25 10.64 

P 4 4 4 3 0 15 3.60 5.84 

S.TOTAL 11 58 107 125 137 438 2.27 23.24 

SB MT 6 30 71 94 126 327 2.07 18.27 

FT 1 12 20 17 46 96 2.01 9.38 

P 0 5 3 2 5 15 2.53 4.91 

S.TOTAL 7 47 94 113 177 438 2.07 21.09 

PA MT 68 237 332 333 338 1308 2.51 44.13 

FT 34 52 107 96 95 384 2.57 23.72 

P 15 18 12 12 3 60 3.50 13.71 

S.TOTAL 117 307 451 441 436 1752 2.56 51.38 

GSP MT 57 157 227 232 199 872 2.59 36.83 

FT 15 40 86 58 57 256 2.60 20.83 

P 12 17 6 5 0 40 3.90 13.70 

S.TOTAL 84 214 319 295 256 1168 2.64 43.62 

SA MT 40 110 206 174 124 654 2.65 33.70 

FT 14 39 57 48 34 192 2.74 18.54 

P 9 8 9 4 0 30 3.73 10.12 

S.TOTAL 63 157 272 226 158 876 2.70 39.63 

C & I MT 34 102 205 204 218 763 2.38 31.95 

FT 16 34 64 45 65 224 2.51 17.84 

P 7 12 5 4 7 35 3.23 9.55 

S.TOTAL 57 148 274 253 290 1022 2.44 37.48 

SUM 

TOTAL 339 931 1517 1453 1454 5694 2.52 91.76 

male 255 746 1155 1165 1125 4446 2.51 81.01 

Female 84 185 362 288 329 1248 2.52 43.19 

Principal 47 64 39 30 15 195 3.50 26.17 
 

Where MT = Male Teachers, FT = Female Teachers, P = Principals,   = mean,   X
2 =

 calculated chi square
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Appendix      3  

Views of Respondents by position and sex on the DESIRED level of participation (N=146) 

 

Where MT = Male Teachers, FT = Female Teachers, P = Principals,   = mean,   X
2 =

 

calculated chi square

 

    
maximum considerate moderate minor none 

SUM 
 

Sd 

BIG 

MT 96 145 56 14 16 327 3.89 42.34 

FT 39 24 27 4 2 96 3.98 23.03 

P 10 3 2 0 0 15 4.53 12.02 

S.TOTAL 145 172 85 18 18 438 3.93 49.01 

SB 

MT 75 138 66 29 19 327 3.68 38.29 

FT 30 34 18 9 5 96 3.78 20.81 

P 9 2 0 4 0 15 4.07 10.77 

S.TOTAL 114 174 84 42 24 438 3.71 44.53 

PA 

MT 518 483 210 62 35 1308 4.06 90.91 

FT 189 112 59 20 4 384 4.20 53.84 

P 32 22 4 1 1 60 4.38 22.83 

S.TOTAL 739 617 273 83 40 1752 4.10 107.87 

GSP 

MT 364 348 119 36 5 872 4.18 78.35 

FT 135 72 39 8 2 256 4.29 46.06 

P 25 13 2 0 0 40 4.58 20.49 

S.TOTAL 524 433 160 44 7 1168 4.22 92.81 

SA 

MT 263 258 96 25 12 654 4.12 66.10 

FT 102 43 40 5 2 192 4.24 39.36 

P 15 13 2 0 0 30 4.43 15.58 

S.TOTAL 380 314 138 30 14 876 4.16 78.02 

C & I 

MT 306 286 131 21 19 763 4.10 70.39 

FT 122 56 23 6 17 224 4.16 43.29 

P 17 14 4 0 0 35 4.37 16.27 

S.TOTAL 445 356 158 27 36 1022 4.12 83.77 

SUM 

TOTAL 2347 2066 898 244 139 5694 4.10 193.56 

Males 1730 1725 692 192 107 4446 4.07 168.85 

Female 617 341 206 52 32 1248 4.17 96.94 

Principals 108 67 14 5 1 195 4.42 42.83 
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Appendix      4 

 

 
RESPONDENTS RESPONCES ON PRESENT LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION 

   Maximum(5) Considerable(4) Moderate(3) Minor(2) None(1) sum mean SD 

B
IG

 1.1 4 19 30 40 53 146 2.18 12.31 

1.2 1 16 35 52 42 146 2.19 13.43 

1.3 6 23 42 33 42 146 2.44 14.25 

SB
 

2.1 5 15 27 36 63 146 2.06 11.32 

2.2 1 18 28 41 58 146 2.06 12.03 

2.3 1 14 39 36 56 146 2.10 12.80 

P
ER

SO
N

A
L 

A
FF

A
IR

ES
 

3.1 6 27 24 37 52 146 2.30 12.93 

3.2 44 44 25 20 13 146 3.59 23.85 

3.3 5 27 38 35 41 146 2.45 14.37 

3.4 7 19 52 36 32 146 2.54 15.64 

3.5 9 42 46 28 21 146 2.93 18.58 

3.6 5 24 44 45 28 146 2.54 15.33 

3.7 8 19 35 36 48 146 2.34 12.91 

3.8 6 17 25 28 70 146 2.05 11.10 

3.9 11 19 36 36 44 146 2.43 13.32 

3.10 2 20 39 46 39 146 2.32 14.00 

3.11 8 22 39 48 29 146 2.53 14.63 

3.12 6 27 48 46 19 146 2.69 16.56 

G
SP

 

4.1 6 29 46 42 23 146 2.68 16.33 

4.2 24 42 34 24 22 146 3.15 19.05 

4.3 11 28 39 35 33 146 2.65 15.09 

4.4 10 23 36 44 33 146 2.54 14.24 

4.5 11 23 38 42 32 146 2.58 14.49 

4.6 5 20 39 45 37 146 2.39 13.98 

4.7 9 22 43 31 41 146 2.50 14.37 

4.8 8 27 44 32 35 146 2.60 15.28 

ST
U

D
EN

TS
 

A
FF

A
IR

ES
 

5.1 9 28 48 42 19 146 2.77 16.66 

5.2 14 25 54 33 20 146 2.86 17.27 

5.3 12 31 40 29 34 146 2.71 15.66 

5.4 8 28 46 35 29 146 2.66 15.90 

5.5 10 23 42 45 26 146 2.63 15.18 

5.6 10 22 42 42 30 146 2.59 14.84 

C
 &

 I 

6.1 6 21 38 30 51 146 2.32 13.24 

6.2 8 24 31 47 36 146 2.46 13.81 

6.3 9 18 38 45 36 146 2.45 13.82 

6.4 7 16 35 36 52 146 2.25 12.49 

6.5 15 24 42 34 31 146 2.71 15.30 

6.6 5 22 42 27 50 146 2.35 13.87 

6.7 7 23 48 34 34 146 2.55 15.33 

sum 339 931 1517 1453 1454 5694 2.52 91.76 
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Appendix      5 

RESPONDENTS RESPONCES ON DESIRED LELEL OF PARTICIPATION 

   Maximum(5) Considerable (4) Moderate(3) Minor(2) None(1) sum mean SD 

B
IG

 1.1 42 60 31 5 8 146 3.84 26.98 

1.2 46 60 29 7 4 146 3.94 27.92 

1.3 57 52 25 6 6 146 4.01 29.34 

SB
 

2.1 35 58 33 12 8 146 3.68 24.96 

2.2 40 55 28 15 8 146 3.71 25.17 

2.3 39 61 23 15 8 146 3.74 26.08 

P
ER

SO
N

A
L 

A
FF

A
IR

ES
 

3.1 42 57 29 10 8 146 3.79 26.17 

3.2 84 44 9 7 2 146 4.38 37.27 

3.3 65 48 23 9 1 146 4.14 31.26 

3.4 54 51 32 7 2 146 4.01 28.59 

3.5 61 59 23 2 1 146 4.21 31.88 

3.6 65 46 23 11 1 146 4.12 30.95 

3.7 71 40 23 6 6 146 4.12 32.23 

3.8 61 43 25 9 8 146 3.96 29.16 

3.9 64 50 21 5 6 146 4.10 31.15 

3.10 53 57 29 6 1 146 4.06 29.28 

3.11 59 61 19 5 2 146 4.16 31.51 

3.12 60 61 17 6 2 146 4.17 31.76 

G
SP

 

4.1 66 54 18 7 1 146 4.21 32.43 

4.2 78 54 9 5 0 146 4.40 36.45 

4.3 70 52 17 6 1 146 4.26 33.44 

4.4 70 45 26 4 1 146 4.23 32.68 

4.5 56 63 22 5 0 146 4.16 31.12 

4.6 49 63 26 5 3 146 4.03 29.27 

4.7 69 54 19 4 0 146 4.29 33.49 

4.8 66 48 23 8 1 146 4.16 31.60 

ST
U

D
EN

TS
 

A
FF

A
IR

ES
 

5.1 60 52 29 4 1 146 4.14 30.52 

5.2 79 41 19 5 2 146 4.30 35.21 

5.3 65 51 23 4 3 146 4.17 31.74 

5.4 68 56 14 4 4 146 4.23 33.36 

5.5 54 56 27 7 2 146 4.05 29.28 

5.6 54 58 26 6 2 146 4.07 29.63 

C
 &

 I 

6.1 61 45 29 5 6 146 4.03 29.66 

6.2 60 52 27 4 3 146 4.11 30.41 

6.3 62 52 23 3 6 146 4.10 30.90 

6.4 61 51 22 5 7 146 4.05 30.34 

6.5 71 50 16 4 5 146 4.22 33.44 

6.6 60 55 20 5 6 146 4.08 30.67 

6.7 70 51 21 1 3 146 4.26 33.40 

sum 2347 2066 898 244 139 5694 4.10 193.56 
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Appendix    6 

comparison between teachers and principals on desired level of participation 

DC Respondent 
maximum considerate moderate minor none 

SUM 
 

SD 

BIG Teachers 135 169 83 18 18 423 3.91 47.72 

SB Teachers 105 172 84 38 24 423 3.70 43.69 

PA Teachers 707 595 269 82 39 1692 4.09 105.36 

GSP Teachers 499 420 158 44 7 1128 4.21 90.51 

SA Teachers 365 301 336 30 14 1046 3.93 74.26 

C & I Teachers 428 342 154 27 36 987 4.11 81.99 

BIG Principals 10 3 2 0 0 15 4.53 12.02 

SB Principals 9 2 0 4 0 15 4.07 10.77 

PA Principals 32 22 4 1 1 60 4.38 22.83 

GSP Principals 25 13 2 0 0 40 4.58 20.49 

SA Principals 15 13 2 0 0 30 4.43 15.58 

C & I Principals 17 14 4 0 0 35 4.37 16.27 

SUM 339 931 1517 1453 1454 5694 2.52 91.76 

Where = mean, SD = standard deviation 
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Appendix    7 

A: - Response of respondents on Existing level of participation by qualification 

 DC Source 
maximum considerate moderate minor none 

Sum 
 

Sd 

BIG masters 0 6 16 9 41 72 1.82 7.84 

SB masters 1 2 13 11 45 72 1.65 7.21 

PA masters 10 35 66 75 102 288 2.22 17.81 

GSP masters 4 32 37 51 68 192 2.23 14.83 

SA masters 2 19 38 33 52 144 2.21 13.06 

C & I masters 4 13 30 46 75 168 1.96 11.96 

SUM masters 21 107 200 225 383 936 2.10 30.93 

BIG Degree 11 52 91 116 96 366 2.36 22.16 

SB Degree 6 45 81 102 132 366 2.16 20.11 

PA Degree 107 272 385 366 334 1464 2.63 48.41 

GSP Degree 80 182 282 244 188 976 2.72 41.30 

SA Degree 61 138 234 193 106 732 2.80 37.68 

C & I Degree 53 135 244 207 215 854 2.54 35.96 

Sum 318 824 1317 1228 1071 4758 2.60 87.13 

 

B: - Response of respondents on desired level of participation by qualification 

 

Where = mean, SD = standard deviation 

 

 Decisions Source 
maximum considerate moderate minor none 

Sum 
 

Sd 

BIG masters 29 28 8 4 3 72 4.06 21.06 

SB masters 26 20 12 11 3 72 3.76 17.92 

PA masters 136 99 37 11 5 288 4.22 46.47 

GSP masters 104 71 17 0 0 192 4.45 42.46 

SA masters 64 58 18 0 4 144 4.24 32.71 

C & I masters 85 62 17 1 3 168 4.34 37.68 

SUM masters 444 338 109 27 18 936 4.24 85.44 

BIG Degree 116 144 77 14 15 366 3.91 44.09 

SB Degree 88 154 72 31 21 366 3.70 40.96 

PA Degree 603 518 236 72 35 1464 4.08 97.29 

GSP Degree 420 362 143 44 7 976 4.17 82.63 

SA Degree 316 256 120 30 10 732 4.14 70.65 

C & I Degree 360 294 141 26 33 854 4.08 74.79 

Sum 1903 1728 789 217 121 4758 4.07 173.94 
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Appendix   8 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLES  

A: - ANOVA table for Respondents by qualification 

 Situation Existing   Desired 

 Qualification Degree Masters   Degree Masters 

 Values x1 SS X2 SS   y1 SS y2 SS 

D
ec

is
io

n
 c

at
eg

o
ri

es
 BIG 2.36 0.031 1.82 0.040   3.91 0.010 4.02 0.023 

SB 2.16 0.141 1.65 0.137   3.7 0.096 3.76 0.168 

PA 2.63 0.009 2.22 0.040   4.08 0.005 4.22 0.002 

GSP 2.72 0.034 2.23 0.044   4.17 0.026 4.45 0.078 

SA 2.8 0.070 2.21 0.036   4.14 0.017 4.24 0.005 

C & I 2.54 0.000 1.96 0.004   4.08 0.005 4.34 0.029 

sum 15.210 0.285 12.090 0.301   24.080 0.158 25.030 0.305 

mean 2.54   2.02     4.01   4.17   

Mean of mean 2.28   4.09 

SS between 0.81   0.08 

SS with in 0.585   0.464 

SS total 1.40   0.54 
Where x1= mean of degrees, x2= mean of masters, y1= mean of degrees, y2= mean of masters, SS = sum of squares  

B: - ANOVA table for Respondents on work position 

Where x1= mean of teachers, x2= mean of principals, y1= mean of teachers, y2= mean of principals, SS = sum of 

squares  

 

 Situation Existing   Desired 

Position Principals Teachers   Principals Teachers 

 Values x1 SS X2 SS   y1 SS y2 SS 

D
ec

is
io

n
 c

at
eg

o
ri

es
 BIG 3.6 0.034 2.22 0.040   4.53 0.270 3.91 0.068 

SB 2.53 0.783 2.06 0.002   4.07 0.004 3.7 0.221 

PA 3.5 0.007 2.53 0.260   4.38 0.137 4.09 0.006 

GSP 3.9 0.235 2.61 0.348   4.58 0.325 4.21 0.002 

SA 3.73 0.099 2.67 0.423   4.43 0.176 3.93 0.058 

C & I 3.23 0.034 2.41 0.152   4.37 0.130 4.11 0.004 

sum 20.490 1.193 14.500 1.224   26.360 1.042 23.950 0.358 

mean 3.42   2.42     4.39   3.99   

Mean of mean 2.92   4.19 

SS between 2.99   0.48 

SS with in 2.418   1.400 

SS total 5.41   1.88 
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C: - ANOVA table for Respondents by (Sex) 

 

Where x1= mean of males, x2= mean of females, y1= mean of males, y2= 

mean of females, SS = sum of squares  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Situation Existing   Desired 

 Sex Male Female   Male Female 

 Values x1 SS X2 SS   y1 SS y2 SS 

D
ec

is
io

n
 c

at
eg

o
ri

es
 BIG 2.28 0.026 2.25 0.053   3.92 0.008 3.98 0.036 

SB 2.09 0.124 2.01 0.000   3.69 0.102 3.78 0.152 

PA 2.52 0.006 2.57 0.303   7.07 9.364 4.2 0.001 

GSP 2.65 0.043 2.6 0.336   4.2 0.036 4.29 0.014 

SA 2.69 0.062 2.74 0.518   4.14 0.017 4.24 0.005 

C & I 2.42 0.000 2.51 0.240   4.11 0.010 4.16 0.000 

sum 14.650 0.261 14.680 1.450   27.130 9.537 24.650 0.209 

mean 2.44   2.45     4.52   4.11   

Mean of mean 2.44   4.32 

SS between 0.00   0.51 

SS with in 1.712   9.746 

SS total 1.71   10.26 
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