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ABSTRACT 

The extent to which schaul leaders experience a team work and participate in the 
practice oj'school decision IIIlIking has been viewed as a means 0/ satisfjling both 
organizational ohjective and their need. The plllpose of this stlldy is to investigate 
the current pf'(lctice 0/ "dllC{ltional decisiun making and implementation in 
guvernment secundary sch""I.I. Besides it intends to evaluate the level to which 
secondmy school leaders' practice decision making and implementatior. to resolve 
prohlems in teaching learning process. The method employed in the stlldy was a 
descriptive survey. QuesfionJ1uil'e, interview and review of documents were used 10 

col/ect dut f /i'om 13 Principals. 26 Unit leaders. 52 Department Heads and 150 
Secondmy S{jhool Teachers randomly selected 13- government secondary schools in 
10 sub-cities of Addis Ahaha city administration. Level a/participation in decision 
making. and implementatiol1 lI'ere measured hased on 50 decision stotements which 
were grouped IInder eight IIIlIjur decision altegories. A correlation hetween decision­
making and implementation II'lIS computed. A significant relation hetweer. decision 
making and implementation lI'erejiJUnd among eight decision categories. The pallern 
of responses sllggested that teachers have relatively less involvement in decision 
making. lvhereas principals 1111'" the lion share. Teachers reported thaI there is a 
need for actual participation in decision-making processes. so as to become part of 
the decision and implementation. Finally. the research investigates that teachers 
prefer participating in the academic to the administrative aspects of school 
leadership and indicated the need/or adoption of shared decision making. Because. it 
allows greater involvemel1l " /Ieachers in decision-making. which is an important 
aspect af' the decentrakaliol1 policy of' school-level-decision making and an 
alternative to the top-down hlirellllcratic system of schooling. 
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, I 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, background and statement of the problem with basic 

research questions, objectives, significance, a nd scope , definition of key 

terms and organiza tion s of the study a re discussed briefly 

1.1. Background a/the problem 

In the past, decision making was thought of as a management function by 

itsel f. But nowadays, researchers and management a uthorities place or relate 

decision m aking with planning. In this regard Stephen Robins and David 

(1 995:104) argue that, "Plans do not just come out of thin air . They are the 

results of careful analyses. 

After weigh ing the advantages and disadvantages of vanous a lternatives, 

m anagers se lect that will best serve the interests of a n organization." Glueck 

(1 997:384) on the other hand: 

..... managers make dozens of decisions everyday and their success as 
managers depends on how well they make their decisions. Thus, 
decision making is a critical part of being an effective manager. 
Making a good decision is a process of identifying problems and 
resolving them or of identifying opportunities and taking advantages of 
them. 

The process of decision-making is made up of two major components: choice 

and judgment. Judgment is the process of selecting a specific alternative to 

implement. It can occur without being followed by choice. However, some 

levels of judgment a lways precede choice. 

Decision making is often quite d isorderly and complex as it unfolds. 

According to McCall & Kapl a n (1979: XV): 

. ..... decisions are made and problems solved in fits and starts. The 
process is like a flowing stream, filled with debris, meandering 
through the telTain oj managers and their organizations. Thf!,re is 
no beginning or end... ~ 



Furthermore Sayles (1 979: (5) says : 

.. ... managers usually deal with the unexpected crises and petty 
little problems that requ ire much time than they are worth .... Thus, 
managerial work is hectic and fragmented and requires the ability 
to shift continually from person to person from one subject or 
problem to another. 

On the other hand, Ma nagem ent Theory is built on the premise that 

individuals act rationally, a nd the essence of their job revolves around 

rationa l decision making processes. However, issues like access, coverage, 

qua lity and utilization of competent decision m a kers and their percentage as 

measured by qua lification , Lraining and exper ie nce is not ye t achieved in our 

country . 

Thus, it is unlikely that a ll managers who are m a king decision s at variou s 

levels a re satisfactorily raLional in a ll these respects . Due to this fact , 

organizations that are III so many respec ts, incredibly efficient and 

reasonable, some times seem to make inappropriate decisions. 

Decisions on school capacily may be estimated on the basis of the area of the 

rooms used for teaching, lh c maximum acceptable dista nce a child may walk 

or the geographic a rea served by the school. These criteria along with oth er 

facts would determ ine whcrc new school need to be opened, upgraded to 

seco ndary school or shifLing ed ucational resources in order to achieve th e 

obj ectives of equity and effic iency. In add ition, continuous monitoring and 

eva lua tion of p lans is al so impo rtant during the implementation stage by the 

decision m a kers . Walelign Admassu and Genet Demissie (2000: 106) put it: 

...... because, planning compels visualization of the entire 
organizational work, it helps managers in their decision making 
process. The decis ions that are made about the organization's 
objectives and means of reaching them provide the guide-lines for 
making subsequent decisions. 

The refore , it is certa inly wo rLh for decis ion ma kers to look into the objectives 

and priorit ics of the organizaLion as a whole in pursuing their decision. But 
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In practice, for reasons of incompetence the decision makers are unable to 

consider the right priorities, Lo gather sufficient data, analyse it thoroughly 

and sensibly in order to come up with sensible answers . Thomas and Noel 

(1 999 :61-62) a rgued: 

Decisions at every point are not mutually exclusive; a single 
decision may affect more than one aspect of the organization. In 
addition, decisions with-in and across categories are 
interdependent and interwoven. The implementation of these 
decisions in tum requires other decis ion with regard to procedures. 

To this end, the developmcnt of proper educational policy and planning, as 

part of national developmcnt, can be linked with the enhancement of 

National Planning. Thus, this research tries to evaluate the current practices 

of decision making and implementation in the government secondary schools 

of Addis Ababa city admini s Lration in line with recent research findings. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Education, in Ethiopia, is a complex endeavor involving several kinds of 

decisions, which spread across different entities at different levels : National, 

Regiona l, Zone, Sub-city, and Lhe School. The decisions made could als.o be 

categorized as policy, school organization, financing, personnel training, 

curriculum and instruction, monitoring and evaluation student's affairs, 

research and development cLc. 

Decision e rrors and ineffecLi vc implementation at any of these decision points 

have negative consequenccs. If one makes a mistake in other sectors, the 

worst result may be wasLing resources, but in education the damage will be 

far beyond resources. Oncc Lhe l1avor or the basic essence of educational 

decis ion objectives is IOSL, correcting it will be difficult. Today's mistake 

cannot be easily seen or nOLiced today, but only a fter many years with its 

devastating outcomes. Thi s is also the same for correcting it. To this end, 

Julie, John & La ura (2006: 1) made the following conclusion : 

3 



.. . the impact of flawed decision may not be tolerable and could be 
avoided or minimized. Otherwise, generations' will pay for it. This 
could happen if decision makers at all levels do not systematically 
collect, and analyse various types of data including input, process, 
outcome and satisfaction, to guide a range of decisions to help and 
improve the success of an education system. 

The purpose of this study is, therefore, to examine the current decision 

making practices and implementation , the major decision making categories 

practiced and the level of their implementation in government secondary 

schools of Addis Ababa City Administration . In addition, the study tried to 

examine the effect of participation of stakeholders in decision making in 

ord e r to support the teachin g jlearning process. In particular, the study tries 

to answer the following basic questions: 

1. To what extent do secondary school leaders involved in decision making? 

2. To what extent do secondary school leaders involved in decision 

implementation? 

3. Is there significant difference between the level of involvement by school 

leaders in decision making and implementation at secondary school? 

4. Are there significant differences in the degree involvement of school leaders 

in terms of sex, experience, qualification and field of specialization? 

5. Is there a significant difference among school leaders' involvement offirst 

and second cycle secondary schools in decision making and 

implementation process? 

6. Is there a significant difference in the importance attached to the decision 

categories by secondary school leaders? 

7. Are there significant differences among the school leaders' views in the 

importance of participation in decision making and implementation 

processes at secondary school? 

1.3. Objectives afthe Study 

The aim of this study is to investigate the current decision-making practices, 

and implementation If1 the secondary schools of Addis Ababa City 

Administration. Moreover, the study tries to evaluate the level .to which 

4 
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leaders and teachers in the secondary schools practice decision making and 

implementation to resolve problems in teach ing / learning process . In light of 

thi s, the study has the foll owi ng s pecifi c objectives. 

1. Examine the level of secondary school leaders' involvement in the practice of 

decision making and implementation. 

2. Identify the decision categories frequently practiced in secondary Schools. 

3. Check if there is a significance difference in the practice of decision making 

of first and second cycle secondary school leaders. 

4. Evaluate the importance attached to the decision categories by secondary 

school leaders? 

5. Summarize current decision making practice and implementation of the 

secondary school leaders and construct possible recommendation. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

Decis ion making practice is expected to be proactive and ~icrP~tOry to 

probl ems and op portuni Lies rather than reactive focusing in a mere 

admin istrative short term problem so lving activities. This study mainly 

focuses on evaluating the current practices of administrative decisions which 

perta in to what is being done in the secondary sch ools. 

More precisely administra tive decis ions are responsible to the operation and 

maintaining, implementing new educational projects and evaluating the 

performance of the school. This in turn results in smooth and collaborative 

effort amon g the stakeholders a nd as a result, School Improvement Program 

(SIP) could be feasible. Thercl"orc the study contributes to : 

1. Summarize the current practices in educational decision making process 

at secondary school level. 

2. Provide research ideas fo r those who want to pursue further study in the 

area of secondary school decision making. 

3. Identify key decision categories that school leaders should examme m 

their leadership of the school. 
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1 .5 . Scope a/the Study 

Dec ision making in Education IS performed at vanous levels on issues of 

General School Policy, School Organization, Financing, Personnel Affairs, 

Student Affairs, Curriculum a nd Instruction, Monitoring and Evaluation etc. 

But:, this study is limited in scope to study school leaders' involvement m 

Decision-making and implementation of the selected decision categories . 

1.6. Limitation a/the study 

The study was challengcd with some unforcasted situations such as non 

response on subjective qucstions of Part IV of th e questionnaire and 

interview was challengin g a nd tiresome. Teachers and principals was not 

willing to cooperate as needed , a nd even those wh o showed cooperation were 

creating delaying tactics by giving appointment for various reasons, some 

filled the questionnaires carelessly, and few fa iled to return the 

questionn a ires. These cond itions m ade the researcher consume more time 

than previously a llocated for data collection . Therefore, smce those 

conditions made the study very difficult, the data and explanations gIVen 

could not be considered as comprehensive as possible; and hence , may 

resu lt in limi ted generalizability . 
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1.7. Definition of key terms 

Assistant principal 

A member of administralive leam who direct academic activities and serves In 

developin g, implementing, assisting and establishing of the school goals and 

objectives as well as planning of the school's instructional programs. 

Decision making 

The act of making up one 's mind about something, or a position or opinion or 

judgment reached a fter consideration. It is a thinking process, with lots of 

mental activity involved in choosing between a lternatives . 

Information 

The result of processing, manipulating and organizing data, which can be 

shaped, comprehended and embedded in meaningful contexts. 

Level of Participation 

Describe the magnitude or cxlent of school lea der's participation in school 

decision-making process. 

Participation 

State of taking part with olhers, in school's decision making process formally 

on lhe basis o f determined objectives, rights and obligations to contribute views 

in school leadership. 

Practice 

Th e application of knowledge Lo effect chan ge in teaching a nd learning process . 

Principal 

The highest-ranking adm inistrator in schools who play multiple roles: school 

manager , instructional leader, and the leader of school reform in developing and 

implementing policies, programs, curriculum activities, and budgets In a 

m a nner that promotes the development of students and staff members. 
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School Leaders 

These , for the purpose of this study, are members of the school community 

contributing to the teachin g /Iearning process and assumes a position of 

princ ipa l and assistant princ ipa l (leading the school), unit leaders, department 

heads, and / or teacher( leading at the class room level) 

Secondary school 

Educational in stitution opcrating to provide formal secondary education (Grade 

9-1 2)and aims at lay ing thc founda tion of life long learning and human 

development by offering more subj ect or skill oriented instruction using 

specialized teachers (World Bank 2000:45) 

Teacher 

A full time classroom practitioner, who function more instructiona l approach 

than managerial; she/he is the most important human resource in achieving 

the core missions of educational institution . She/He is a 'conductor', of 

teaching/ learn ing, who controls the volume and tempo of events in class rooms. 

(Kruger a nd Van Schalkwyk 1997: 12 - 13) 

1.S. Organization of the study 

The research is organized in rivc ch apters: Chapter One deals with introduction, 

the purpose of the study and significance of the problem. Chapter Two covers 

extended review of related literature about participatory decision-making with 

its different approaches. Chapter Three discuses the research methodology, 

procedures and methods or data analys is employed throughout the study. 

Chapter Four presents th e data with its analysis and discuses the research 

questions in detail. Finally, chapter five summarizes the study and gives brief 

conclusions and recommcnda tions. 
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( CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Thi s chaptcr mainly deals wiLh reviewing lite ra ry works of various scholars 

on educational decision making and implementation prac tices primarily, the 

m eaning and nature of dec ision-making, steps in decision making, models of 

decision m a king were th oroughly dealt with. Then , the basic features of 

sha red dec ision m a king a nd the major m a king, and were reviewed. Finally, 

m aking, a nd summa ry Lheore tical frame work of decision making and 

implementation were treated. 

2.1. The Meaning and Nature of Decision Making 

The word "decision" has been defined as "an answer to some question, 

problem or a choice betwcen Lwo or more a lternatives" (Rowe, Boulgarides, and 

McGrath, 1984:85). At a ve ry s pecific level , the a bility to make a decision is 

highly related to the m a kin g of choices from a pool of a lternatives. (Hammond , 

1999 :63) Decis ion - making can a lso be referred as problem solving or the 

process of recognizing a problem or opportunity a nd finding a solution to it. 

Dec isions a re made by everyone involved in any process, but managers 

typically face the most dec is ion s on a daily basis. Rowe and Mason (1987: 348) 

refe r to decis ion m a king in Le rms of five key cognitive processes: 

1) The stimuli, that arouses the decision maker; 

2) The response, the manner in which one responds to the stimulus; 

3) The reflection, how one thinlcs about the problem; 

4) The implementation, how one implements and executes the decision; and 

5) The evaluation, determining the effectiveness of the decision based on 

its desired goals. 

Decision m aking is a process of m a nagmg information structurally by an 

institu tion , group or indi vi duals through the manipulation of information 

(S treufert a nd S treufe rl, 1978 :359). Ind ividuals within the decision making 

process can act ve ry diffe rcnLly to a given spec ific problem. 
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For example, some individuals may be able to think quickly and methodically 

or prefer to analyse and rcnect, while others may like to act upon their 

thoughts rather than conlemplating their actions . The personalization of such 

information processing has been defined under the term cognitive style. 

Cognitive sly le refers to lhe behavior and manner of one's decision making 

abilities and not to one 's decisio n making process . 

Cognitive style is related to the actions through which individuals seek, 

organize, unde rstand , process, and evaluate informa tion (Hayes and Allinson, 

1998 :853). Cognitive style also renects the type of thinking, remembering, and 

problem solving. Cassidy (2004:336) Rowe and Mason on the other hand 

depict cognitive style as the way in which individuals use information in 

relation to their cognitive capabilities , explicitly, their a bility to process and 

inlerpret stimuli. Th erefolT, due to the complexity and variation in use, they 

propose the term decision style to mean the way a person uses information to 

formula te a decision . According to them decision style is cognitive process 

which includes one's personality in relation to one's needs, values, and self­

concept. (I~owe and Mason 1987:372- 387) 

The re are alst? other form s of thinking, like I have a gut feeling; I know it in 

my heart, I feel it in my bones, etc. However, this research is preferably based 

on more practical definition of decision making than definitions based on 

thinking abilities. That is, it is the process of selecting the most reasonable 

and justifiable a lternative from seve ral c hoices, or ideas and taking action. 

Because, when people make decisions, they actually u se their whole system, 

no t just their thinkin g abililics. Thus, these and other notions of decision 

m a king and implementation processes are dealt in detail. 

A school leade rs ' mam job is to lead the school through effective decision 

making, and quite often they have to decide on what is to be done, who is to 

do it, when and where is to bc done. 

10 



Thi s is the point where the sc hool ad ministration has to make a choice from 

ma ny a lternatives avai lable. In doing so, they a re expected to be reasonable as 

well as rational. A prinei pal should learn to delegate certain responsibilities. 

Individua ls who pa rticipa te a nd help formula ting decisions will s ignificantly 

contribute as they are empowered to become leaders the m selves. 

A principal may be a ble to uti lize this resource to ensure su ccess . This could 

only happe n when smooth re la tion ship and trust is developed among the 

school community. Increased trus t leads to s ha ring more personal 

information within the sc hool co mmunities that wi ll enhance regenerative 

interaction pa tterns a nd ultimate ly contribute to school improvement. 

Therefore, trust s hould be taken as decisive ingredient in leadership a nd 

significantly related to positive job outcomes, performance, satisfaction and 

organizationa l commitmen l. 

2.2. Steps in Decision Making 

The major ity of decis ion making research ascribes to the belief tha t decis ion 

making is a process. Decisio n making is a ser ies of steps, whereby one defines, 

creates, exa mines, a nd acts upon co llected or gathered information . (Rowe, 

Boulgarides, a nd McG rath L984:265) 

They inti'0duced a five s tage p rocess for decis ion m aking: 1) defining the 
I 

problem , 2) fin d ing and ana lyzin g so lution s , 3) implementing the decision, 4) 

ach ieving th e resufts, a nd 5) managing the consequences . Phillips supports 

these ideas, but rearranged the order of the stages to the following: 1) 

identifying a ll existing a lternatives, 2) valuing the a lternatives according to 

prefere nces a nd pote ntia l outcomes, 3) assembling the information, 4) 

choosing between prefelT nees a nd outcomes, and 5) selecting the most 

favorable a lte rnative (Phillips 1997:45). 
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Other researchers believe lhal decision making is a more personal experience . 

They argue that decision making is based upon an individual's experience, 

experimentation , and rescarc h. Weiss cla ims decision making is a function of 

one's informa tion, ideology , and personal interest (Weiss 1983:360) . 

Petrides and Guiney furl hcr cxpla ined that decision making is an influential 

process by which one's corc values and beliefs are funda m ental to the decision 

making process (Petrides & Guiney 2002 : 1702) . These researchers along with 

others recognize decision making as a cognitive process. 

In a typical decision making situation, as we move from step to step, we will 

proba bly find our self movi ng back and forth also. Decis ion ma king typically 

follows a six-step process : idc nlify the problem or opportunity, gather relevant 

information , develop as many a lte rnatives as possible , evaluate alternatives to 

dec id e on the best ,decidc on and implement the best a lternative and follow-up 

on the decision. 

2.3. Models of Decision Making 

According to Murphy and Bcck (1 995 :345), there are three mam models of 

Dec ision-Making at seconda ry school leve l: the administrative control model , 

the professional control mod cl, and the community control model. 

The admini strative control mode l schools have administrative authority over 

the key decision a reas of budge t, personnel, and curriculum in order to 

enha nce the efficient expendilure of resources for directing student services . 

Th e professional control model is one in which teachers are involved in 

school dec ision -makin g. Thc community con trol model is one in which 

parents and community mcmbe rs a re given key roles in school governa nce 

so tha t the values and prclcrcnces of parents along with the community are 

reflected in school functionin g. 
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The first two o f these modcls a re cons idered in this paper, because its aim is 

to study the decision making practice and implementation at the school level 

as parents and community members are not directly involved in daily 

decision-making. 

Therefore, for the purpose of this study decision making models at the 

school could be conceptualized as the 'professional model' and the 

'administrative model,' in which the models could be explained by the theory 

of tight and loose coupling . Loose and tight coupling often appear together in 

current lite rature and arc uscd in a relative sense. 

Numerous researchers (Willower, 1982:90; Herriot and Firestone, 1984:50) 

have indicated that schools are better understood as a mixture of loose a nd 

tight coupling, a lthough referring to different relationships in different 

situations. Sergiovanni in his study found that excellent schools are both 

tightly a nd loosely coupled based on analysis of the literature surrounding 

school effectiveness (Sergiovanni, 1984: 12). 

2.3.1. Theory of tight coupling 

Tight coupling comes as a result of schedules, rules, procedures, hierarchy, 

authority, superior-subordina te relationships, power hierarchies, rewards, 

and sanctions and the lik cs. This is similar to the delineation of the 

cha racteristics of bureauc racy by Max Weber in (Robbins, 1990:34).Tight 

coupling operates in schools, throu gh formalization and relying on rules and 

procedures to direct the bchaviour of teachers and pupils. It is a measure of 

standardization . Sergiovan n i (1984: 8): 

.. . Tight coupling is the hierarchical and organizational structure built to 
facilitate and enhance the achievement of school goals. They refer to the 
formal, prescribed, and enduring frameworks, which include the roles, 
rules, regulations, procedures, and authority relationship, that rigidly 
control the be haviour of organizational members. 
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A highly formalized school operates with standardized guidelines and 

regulations. Written rules, procedures, instructions, and communications 

control both teach ers a nd pupils. Tigh t coupling in schools is taken to be an 

indicator of school burcaucratic control. Bureaucratic control implies a 

vertical line of command from the superior of the school, through the 

hierarchical structure, to the subordinates, with the purpose of fulfilling the 

rules and regulations of the organization. Sergiovanni (1 984 :8) 

The degree to which school decision-making is centralized vanes both 

between and within different school systems. Some researches suggest that 

it is an administrative control model. This is a bureaucratic model in which 

the schools are still operating in a traditional bureaucratic culture.(Chan, M 

.T., Ching, Y.C.and Cheng, Y.C. 1997:230; Cheng and Chan , 2000:206) 

Bureaucratic co ntrol is the system of tight coupling used to coordinate 

activities betwee n the top and bottom of an organization (Daft, 1992: 132). 

2 .3.2. Theory of loose coupling 

Loose coupling describes the a utonomy of teachers to employ discretion in 

performing the ir work in thc light of individual educational judgment. The 

professional competence of teachers is recognized by the school that is 

reflected in a re lationship of interdependence between the teachers and the 

school. Through the mechanism of loose coupling, teachers are disconnected 

from the a uthority structurc of the school to exercise individual discretion. 

However, they may simultaneously be more coupled to the organizational 

goals through profession a l commitment and performance. Loose coupling in 

schools is ta ke n to be an indicator of the professional autonomy of teachers. 

Profess iona l a utonomy in an organization refers to the degree to which the 

teachers use a professional o rganization as a major reference. It is strongly 

correla ted to the values of teach ers over teaching, learning, self-regulation, 

dedication to the field of ed ucation, and autonomy. Involving all teachers in 

dec ision-m aking is not a compulsory requirement of shared decision­

m a king. 
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However, it is recognized LhaL education could be improved if teachers and 

pa rents are empowered Lo contribute to decisions that have a direct impact 

on individu a l schools (Whi Lc, 1988:5). 

Hender son in hi s article "A perfect match for bottom-up reform" suggested 

that better decisions could bc achieved if control over decisions is placed as 

close as possible to thc imple men tation of those decisions. (Henderson, 

1990:39) .The logic of this a rgumen t suggests a model of decision-making in 

which powe r a nd authority arc linked to areas of profession a l expertise and 

specializa tion in the organization. This model suggests that schools are 

loosely coupled organizations in which principals and other senior staff 

cannot have a direct inl1ucncc on the work of teachers. 

Because of th e nature of thc organization, teachers cannot look to semor 

sta ff to m ake decisions and must develop individua l professional skills along 

with autonomy to effectively work. A research by Sleegers and Wesselingh 

(1 995:201) su ggests the cx istence of a rela tionship between professional 

orien tation of teac hers and the involvement in school policy-making. 

Dim mock a nd Walker also repo r ted that teachers and principals felt 

professiona lly empowered in school-based management and were motivated 

to improve the m a n agemcnt of sc hools. (Dimmock and Walker, 1998:76) 

2.4. Approaches to Decision Making 

Effective school leaders should be able to make good decisions in a timely and 

well-considered way, help to lead a team to spectacular and well-deserved 

success. A critical factor that decision theorists sometimes neglect to 

emphasize is that in spite of the way the process is presented on paper, 

decision ma king is a nonl incar rec ursive process. Most decisions a re made by 

moving back and forth betwecn the choice of criteria (the characteristics we 

want our choice to meet) and thc identification of a lternatives (the possibilities 

we can choose from). Th us, the alte rnatives availa ble may inl1uence the 

cri te ria we apply to them, a nd s imila rly th e c ri te ria we establish may influence 

the a lterna tives we will conside r. 
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There a re two major approac hes to decision making in an organization, the 

authoritarian method in whic h a n executive figure makes a decision for the 

group a nd the gro up method in which the group decides . However, a number 

of a pproaches could be lislCd but, the followings approaches are most 

commonly encountered in school leadership . 

2.4. 1. Authoritaria n De c is io n 

The designated decision makcr makes a ll the decisions without consult ing 

group mem be rs. The m a nagcr makes the decision based on the knowledge he 

can gather or the most pop ula r concept she/he h a d, and do not worry about 

accepta nce , because s h e / hc has so much power over the followers that overt 

rej ection of the decis ion is nOl likely to occur.(Hughes 2006:364) 

This a pproach of decis ion ma king has the disadvantages in that followers do 

not open ly object decision s, thus these lea ders mistakenly assume that the 

decisions have bee n fully acccpted a nd will be fully implemented (Hughes 

2006:364). Therefore, such managers must explain the decision to the group 

and gain acce ptance of it. tak ing relatively a longer time than the time they 

took to make the decis ion . However, it is adva ntageous in that it takes 

minimal time to make a dccis ion and posses assertiveness on the decision 

m ade . Therefo re, th is approac h may be advisab le in simple and routine 

adminis trati vc decisions whcn little time is availa b le to make the decision 

(O.R.Terry and S.O. Franklin, 2003: 11 2). 

2.4.2. Expert Decis ion 

Select the cxpe rt from gro ups tha n letting the expert to consider the issues 

and m a ke decis ion s. Thi s is useful when one person in the team has 

overwhelming expe rtise. Selcction of the expert may be unclear because th ere 

is no group in te raction, and tcam members may h ave different opinions about 

wh o the expert is a nd it may become a popu larity or power issue. Therefore, 

this approach is highly dcpcndcnt on s pecifi c expertise and a clear choice for 

the expert. 
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2.4.3. Consultative decision 

The leader separately asks each team member's opinIOn and averages the 

results to make the decision. This approach is very advantageous to cancel out 

extreme opinions, errors and ideas of group members were consulted. It is 

useful when it is diffic ult to get the team together and make urgent decisions. 

However, group interaction is ve ry low, team members are not truly involved 

in the dec ision , opinions or the least and most knowledgeable members may 

cancel each other, commitment to decision may not be strong, unresolved 

conflict m ay exist or esealatc a nd damage future team effectiveness. It is 

advisable to use this approach when time available for the decision is limited 

and team participation is required, but lengthy interaction is undesirable. 

2.4.4. Decision by minority 

A minority of the team, two or more members who constitute less than 50% of 

the team, make the team 's dec ision. Thi s method is often used by executive or 

temporary com mittees. It is usefu l for a large number of decisions and limited 

time. But, this approach can be railroading, may not have fu ll team commitment to 

decision, and creates an air or competition among team members and results 

in moderatcly less commitment from team to the decision. 

2.4.5. Group Decision 

The group shares ideas and analyses, and agrees upon a decision to 

implement. Stud ies show that the group often has values, feelings, and 

reactions quite different from those th e manager supposes . This approach 

does not n eed time for explaini ng dec is ion a nd gaining acceptance. From an 

efficiency standpoint, group dec ision making is bette r because, it has been 

shown many times that people prefer to implement the ideas they themselves 

think of. 

People will work harder and more energetically to implement their own idea 

than they would to implement an idea imposed on them by others. There a re 

two types of group decision making sessions . 
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One is free discussion , in which the problem is s imply put on the table for the 

group to talk a bout. The oLher ki nd of group decision making is developmental 

discussion or structured discussion. Here the problem is broken down into 

steps, smaller parts with specific goals. Developmental discussion insures 

systematic coverage of a Lopic a nd insures that all members of the group are 

talking about the same aspee L of the problem at the same time. 

2.4.6. Decision by Majority 

The majoriLy of the staff members participate m the making of the final 

decision . The actvanLage is LhaL everyone knows the rules and there is a way 

to make sure there is an orde rly process. But it is not manageable because 

some subgroup may u sc for its own benefit and prevent discussion of 

important issue. 

The other majority decision is voting, this is the most commonly used method 

but not the best method . Discuss the decision until 51% or more of the team 

members agree on a deci s ion. But it is not responsive to minority opinion in 

the group, which can later undermine decisions that have been made. 

Tea m me mbe rs are viewed as Lh e "the winners and the losers"; reduces the 

qu a lity of dec ision, mino riLY opinion will not be discussed or valued, which 

results in unresolved and unaddressed conflict and full group interaction may 

not be obtained. Such a pproac h is more useful when there is insufficient time 

to make decis ion by consensus a nd the complete team-member commitment 

is unnecessary [or implemc nLing decision . 

2.4.7. Decision through Consensus 

This approach is u sefu l whcn Lime availa ble a llows consensus to be reached; 

the team is sufficiently s killed Lo reach a consensus; the team commitment 

required Lo implemenL Lhe dec is ion IS high. It takes well -practiced 

communica Lion skills by all Lcam members. 
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Pure Consensus is responsi ve Lo minority opinion a nd lea ds to the strongest 

support for the decisions made. Its disadvantages: takes a long time; one 

person can b lock the decision. On the other hand Modified Consensus is 

decided by the group in i1.s initial meeting, are in agreement. This is u sually 

the majority reach on pure consensus, but reduces the chances of blocking. 

Sma ll percentages of peoplc arc un happy with the decision . 

This is the method often used in public policy facilitated settings. Collective 

decision arrived at through an effec tive and fair communication process. The 

advantage of th is a pproach is that it is the most effective method of team 

decision m aking, where all lcam members express their thoughts and "feel 

understood". However, iL lakes more time than other methods, takes 

psychological energy a n d skill. It can be negative if individual members are not 

committed to the process . 

2.4.8 Participatory Decision 

Numerous studies supporl Lhat participation usually results in better and 

qua lity of work. (G .R.Terry and S .C. Franklin, 2003: 112)Decisions are made by 

authority after group discussion . The team creates idea and has discussions, 

but the de s ignated leader makes the final decision. The designated leader calls 

a meeting, presents the issue, listens to discussion from the team, and 

announces the decision . 

In this a pp roach, team suggesLs more tha n one m ethods a nd listening to the 

team increases th e acc uracy of the decision . However, the team is not part of 

decision , m em bers compele for th e leader's atte ntion, team members may tell 

leader "whal she/he wants to hear" which results in less commitment from the 

team to im plement decisi on. The school, like all forma l organizations, has 

basically a decision makin g sLructure . Teachers ' participation in decision 

making is vital and should be encouraged so that decisions result from a 

sha red decision making process . 
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Teachers should be given the trust a nd confidence to participate In decision 

making for they are entrusted with guiding, educating and motivating students 

to excel. Therefore, after going through a ll th e advantages and disadvantages 

of the stated decision making a pproaches the study take a position that school 

level decision -making should be participatory or s h ared decision making. 

2.5 Shared Decision Making 

"Tell me and I'll forget, show me a nd I may remember, involve me and I'll 
Understand. " 

(Old Chinese proverb) 

Sha red decis ion making IS a strategy associated with school-based 

m anagement reforms promoted In the 1980s and 90s. Advocates of teacher 

empowerment and school res tructuring urged princ ipa ls to delegate leadership 

responsibili ties, develop collaborative decision making processes, and share 

authori ty. Although the I'oeus of reform h as shifted from management 

processes to accountabili ty for student learning outcomes in the last decade , 

the expectation that principa ls wi ll in vo lve others in decision making is still 

strong and often mandated. 

Th e purpose of SOM is to improve school effectiveness and student learning by 

increasing staff commitment a nd ensuring that sch ools are more responsive to 

the needs of their students a nd community (John Lange 1993: 102- 105). 

"Student success a nd achieveme nt must be kept in the forefront of our 

thin king as the reason to implement s ite-based, shared decision making," says 

Lange . Using SOM as a means to shift accountability or a bolish a "top-heavy 

central offi ce staff '. Everyone who helps in making decisions must be held 

accountable for the resu lts. As (Con ley 1991 :225) reported; 
/ 

.... there is less agreemenl in the literature about what principals and 
teachers participation. One end of the continuum defines 
participalion as teachers ' collaboration with their peers to address 
instructional problems and other issues at the classroom level. At the 
other end of the contilluum teachers are involved in decision making 
related to managerial cOllcerns and policy. 
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Some benerits of participation c ited in the literature include higher qua lity 

decision s (because d i ffe ren l perspectives a re con s idered), increa sed job 

satis faction a nd morale, a heightened sense of empowerment, "ownership" of 

school goals, and im proved student performa nce resulting from better 

coordination of the wo rk of ind ividual teachers. The time it takes to ma ke 

group decisio ns is one downside of participa tion. Other problems involve group 

dynamics tha t can negatively impact the quality of decis ion s. Examples of 

these dynam ics m ay include "group thinking" a nd pola rization. 

2.5.1. Scope of participation in Shared Decision-Making 

According to I-loy a nd Miskel, the na ture o f the rela tionships between teachers 

and administrators a nd th e qua li ty of leadersh ip correlate highly with 

tea cher's satisfac ti on. Greater participation in decis ion-making, especia lly 

concerning instrucLional methods, y ields enhanced teacher job satisfaction. 

Moreover , Lh e lack of opportun iLies to participate in decision-m aking is th e 

grea test source of teache r dissaLisfaction. (Hoy and Mis kel , 1996:326-327) 

Subordinates accepL some decis ion s without question because they a re 

ind ifferent to them. Accordin g La Barnard (1938) in Hoy a nd Miskel, there is a 

'zone of indifferen ce' in each individual within which orders are accepted 

with out con sciou s quesLioning of the ir a uthority. Subordinate involvemen t 

relaLed to Lh ese zones based on exper tise a nd pe rsonal stake a re shown in 

Figure 1 below. 

Do Su bordinates Have a Personal Stake? 

Yes NO 

Outsidc Zone of Marginal with Expertise 
Acceptance (Occasionally Include) Yes Do 

(Proba bly [ncludc) subordinates 
Margina l \:v ith I nsidc Zone of Acceptance No Have 

Relevance (Definitely Exclude) Expertise? 

(Occasiona lly Include) 

Source: (Hoy and MIskel 1996: 289) 

Figure 1: Zone of Acceptance a nd Involvement in school decision-making 
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Alth ough group participaLio n in decis ion ma king is often beneficia l, it is not 

always practical, nor is iL rcasona ble in some s itu a tions . Hoy a nd Miskel 

developed a s itu a tiona l model to help administra tors decide when to make 

decisions by themselves and when it is best to involve others in the process . 

Again Simon (1947) in I-I oy a nd Miskel refers to this with the more positive 

term , 'zone of acce ptance' . The problem for administrators is to determine 

decisions falling in s ide and oULside the zone. (I-Ioy and Miskel, 1996: 345). 

2 .5.2. Delegation in Shared Decision Making 

Delegatin g decision makin g aULhority to ass is tants a nd other staff is common 

m anagem enL pracLice . Sincc delegation is a form of shared responsibility, 

leaders must still ensure Lhat issues of participation are appropriate ly 

addressed. E:ffec tive delegaLion requires that principals make sure assistants 

know what is expected and des ired, have access to information they will need, 

and ha ve the technical kn owled ge a nd interpersona l skills to accomplish the 

task. Thus, delegation is bOLh a way to increase efficien cy (when tasks are 

relatively stra ightforward a nd procedures are known) a nd a method for 

pe rsonnel developm ent (whcn situ ation s a re more a mbiguous). 

Sha red Dec is ion -Ma king rcc.juires time a nd effort to develop a ppropriate 

solutions and, consequenl.ly , cannot be viewed as the single decision-making 

model. Mode ls will vary according to individua l building needs and according 

to the type of decisionjs be ing m ade. Shared Decision-Ma king does not mean 

that every decision is madc by a school committee. The principal's role is that 

of facilitator of good decis ion -making. 

2.5.3. Principal's role in Shared Decision Making 

SDM does not repla ce th e principal a s a decision -m a ker on a ll issu es. Ins tead, 

the principa l becomes "part o j" a team of decision makers" a nd will likely ma ke 

decision s on issues outside the scope of the SDM group or committees . The 

principal plays a critical rolc in establishing and mainta ining SDM. David 

Stine desc ribes lhc princ ipal's new role a s a n organizer, adviser, and 

consensus bu ilder, who Lakes advantage of the group's thinking. 
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Dav id call s principa ls who uL ili zc S DM "internal consultants" who provide the 

staff with cu rrent research a nd advice. Others emphasize the facilitative 

aspects, suc h as finding spacc a nd time for staff to meet, helping groups work 

effectively together, a nd minim izing distractions and obstacles for SDM 

participan Ls. 

The principal h elps a school become ready for SDM by promoting a 

noncompetitive, trusting cl imate, creating opportunities for staff to express 

ideas, and placin g a priori LY on professional development. Effective schools 

h ave effective leaders. In a sysLem of Shared Decision-Ma king, the principal 

sha ll establi s h and mainta in an organizational system that allows teachers, 

students and parents to parLicipate effectively in a shared decision-making 

process. Prin c ipals initiatc und monitor a school improvement plan. All Shared 

Dec ision -Ma kin g is expectcd to involve school leaders: parents, students, 

teache rs, s upport s taff, adm inis trators, and as appropriate, community 

members. 

2.5.4 Teachers' participation in Shared Decision Making 

In the earlier s tages of thc inLroduction of school-based management in the 

USA and UK, the pa rticipaLion of teachers in decision-ma king was adopted 

to provide more influ en cc on schools a nd inc rease administrative efficiency. 

In the 1980s and 1990s, the focus on teache r pa rticipa tion in decision­

m ak ing ch anged . 

It a imed at [-e fo rm in g educational prac tices by creating conditions in schools 

tha L faciliLa ted improvement, innovation, and continuous professional 

growth. Most of the re strucLuring literatu re favoured shared decision­

m aking. Teache r involveme nt. in school decis ion-making facilitated better 

dec isions. Ma nage ment practices for promoting shared decision-making were 

pre ferred becau se; those c losest to students know best how to improve 

schools and arc in th e besL position to implement decision s. 
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Th e partic ipation of teachcrs in decision-m a king was perceived as forging 

links be tween administraLOrs and teachers (Sergiovanni, 1992:345).The 

pa rticipa tio n of teachers in decis ion-making was viewed as a cha nge 

ini tia tive foc u s ing o n a n allcrnative strategy for school ma nagement (Conley 

a nd Bacha rach , 1990:539; Goldma n , 1992 : 15).Researchers (Mohrma n, 

Cooke a nd Mohrman, 1978 : 16; Schneider, 1984:26) have described the 

pa rticipa t io n of teac hers in school decis ion -m a king as bi-dimensiona l, 

con s is tin g o f a technical core of ac tivit ies re lated to classroom instruction 

an d a manageria l core of aClivil ies th a t a re sc hool wid e in focus. 

The technical doma in con s is ling decisions a re related to instructional task 

execution. On the other hand, the m a nagerial domain consisting decisions 

are rela ted to ma nager ia l support functions. (Mohrma n, et a l. 1978: 18) 

found stro ng in te r-relationship among items mea sunng decision 

pa r ticipa ti on in each hYPOLhcsi;::ed doma in a nd diffe re ntia l rela tionship of the 

two doma ins to a tti tud inal wo rk outcomes . [n the ir s tudy, they examined 

pa tterns o f actua l a nd dcs ircd levels of pa rtic ipation a nd decis ion deprivation 

in each domain of dec is ional a l'eas. 

The ir results ind icated thaL the ac tua l pa rticipa tion was greater III the 

technical dom ain th a n in Lhc m anageria l domain. Teachers wanted greater 

involvemen t in technical issu cs ra ther tha n m a nageria l issues. This finding .,.-
was suppor ted in la te r s tudy (Duke , Shower, and Imber 1980:99).Schneider 

(1 984:27) a lso found thaL teachers reported lower levels of actual 

involvem ent a nd high levcls of des ired involvement in managerial issues. In 

the s tudy by Schncidcr (1984:28), the condition s of equilibrium and 

saturation we re not found to exi st a nd deprivation (desired involvement 

exceeding actual in volvcmcnt) was reported across a ll decision issues. 

Fu rthermore, Sch neider (1984:3 1) found tha t teach ers reported higher levels -
of de privation in ma nage ri al Lhan in techni cal decision is sues. 
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Con ley (1 991 :260) 

involvem ent within 

revi cwcd 

decision 

va ri Ous pe rs pectives 

domains. He noted 

regarding teacher's 

that technical and 

ma nagerial dec is ion dom ains are related with conceptually distinct 

constructs so that eac h imp licd a diffe rent orie ntation of teacher involvement 

in decisio n-ma king. 

2.5.5. Effects of Teacher Participation 

Research in the a rea of organizationa l ma nagemen t seems to support the 

existence o f positive e ffects on both wo rkers a nd organizationa l effectiveness of 

involving employees in decisions affectin g their work. For example, the classic 

study by Coch a nd French (1948) in Alutto a nd Belasco (1 973: 3 1-32) reported 

tha t they have found drama tic improve ments in a bsenteeism, turnover, 

effic ien cy, prod ucti vity, and the num ber of grievan ces. In addition, many of the 

studies on Pa rticipatory Decision Ma king (PDM) tested appear to support the 

existence of outcomes such as increased job satisfaction a nd improved 

performance. (Alutto a nd Belasco, 1973 :35; A. M. Mohrman et a I., 1978: 17) 

2.6 Teacher's participation in decision-making in Ethiopia 

The researcher tried to ga Lhe r information from previous researches, of Asefa 

Aba humn a (1995) "Teachers Pa rtic i pation in Decision Making in the 

Technical and Vocatio nal Sc hoo ls of Ethiopia" as well as the Markos Mekuria 

(1 997) "Teac he rs participation in the Administra tion of senior secondary 

schools of S NNPR." a nd caLegorized their finding as three levels of decision 

pa rtic ipa tion: the individ ua l level, the group level, and the school level. 

The individua l level includes issues closely related to the performance of 

individual teach ers with in classrooms such as the choice of teaching 

m a terials, leaching sch edules, and student assessment. The group level 

in cluded issues rela tin g lo the functioning of groups such as subject panels 

and co-curricu la r activity gmups. The school level included issu es at the 

whole se ho() 1 level such as school goals, budget, ad mi ssion policy, personnel 

m a nage ment, a nd developmenL plan ni ng. 
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Although these studies proposed a multidimensional model which covers 

instructional, pedagogical, and managerial domains, it was not examined by 

rigorous statistical modelin g. These studies found that Ethiopian teachers 

are most willing La parti cipatc in tech nical decisions and least willing to 

participa te in general administrative ones. However, Conley (1991:261) 

claimed that the expectations and desires of teachers varied substantially 

among teachers and across dccis ion domains. The study also explores the 

rel a tionship be tween specific management practices and the degree and form 

taken by the participation of tcachers in decision-making. 

The variables of teachers' participation in decision-making for this study 

were borrowed from Mohrman et al. (1978: 18) that categorizes decision In 

school as technical or managerial domains. The technical domain of 

Mohrman is conceptualized as pedagogical issues related to the professional 

tasks of the school. On the other ha nd, the managerial domain included 

decisions regarding the managerial functions of the school. The two decision 

domains represent th e ovnall dimensions of participation in decision­

m a king practice a nd implemcntation in government secondary schools of 

this study. 

Th e perceptions of teachers of school management practices are linked with 

the form and extent of teachers' participation in decision-making. In the final 

analysis, based on thesc cmpirical researches, the study notes that, 

teachers' involvem ent in sccondary schools decision making enhances the 

commitment to decisions and increases the motivation to implement the 

decisions mad e . 

2.7 Factors that Affecting Decision Making 

A good decision is a logical one based on the available information and 

reDecting th e: preferences of the decision maker. Th e important concept to 

grasp here is that the quali ty of a decision is not related to its outcome: a 

good decision can helve either a good or a bad outcome. 
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Similarly, a bad deci s ion (one not based on adequate information or not 

reflecting the decis ion maker's preferences) can still have a good outcome. In 

judgi ng the quality of a decisio n , in addition to the concerns of logic, use of 

information and alternatives, olher conside ra tions come into play: First, the 

decision must meet th e slaled objectives most thoroughly and completely 

that is how well the a lternaLive chosen meets the goals identified. Secondly, 

the decision must meel Lhe stated objectives most efficiently, with the 

concern ove r cost, e ncrgy, side effecls. These consideration s might be a ffected 

by different fac tors therel'orc lhe fol lowing are worthwhile to be assessed 

whe never th e decision maker perform a ny type of decision. 

2.7.1 Decision Environment 

Every decision is m ade wiLhin a decision environment, which is defined as the 

collection of information, allernatives , values, and preferen ces available at the 

time of the decision. An ideal decision environment would include a ll possible 

information, al l of it ace ura Le, and every possible a lternative . However, both 

informa tion a nd a lternaLi ves a rc con strained because the time and effort to 

gain information or ide ntify alLe rnatives are limited. 

The time constraint s imply means that a dec is ion must be made by a certain 

time. The dfo rt consl rainL reflects the limits of manpower, money, and 

priorities. Since decisions mus\. be made within this constrained environment. 

It h as been sa id that the major challenge of decision making is uncertainty, a nd 

its major goa l is to m ake qu a liLY decis ion by reducing uncertainty. Information 

and a lte rnalives continue to grow as time passes, so to have access to the 

most information and to lhe best alternatives, do not make the decision too 

soon for the following three bendits : 

l. Dec ision environmenl wi ll be larger, to provide more information 

an d Lime for more LiJoughLfu l a nd exte nded a na lys is. 

2 . Ncw al ternaLives mighL be recognized or c reated. 

3. The decis ion maker's pre fe rences might change. With further 

thou gh t, wisdom and maturity prefe rences could be changed. 
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2.7.2 Quantity of information 

Many dec is ion makers have a tendency to seek more informa tion tha n 

required to make a good dec is ion. When too much information is sought and 

obta ined, one or more of several problems can arise. Delay in the decision, 

because of th e ti me required to obtain and process this information. This delay 

could impai r the effec tiven ess of the decision or so lution. In addition, if so 

muc h informa tion is a va ila ble decision-making a bility actually declines 

beca use the informa tion in its entirety can no longer be managed or assessed 

appropriate ly . 

2.7.3 Acceptance 

Acceptance is a c ri tical facto r because it occasiona lly confl icts with quality 

criterion for s tandard decision. In su ch cases, the best thing to do may be to 

choose a lesse r quali ty so lution that has greater acceptance. Thus, the inferior 

meth od may prod uce grea ter results if the inferior one has greater support. 

One of thc most important conside ra tion s in decis ion making, then, is the 

people factor. Therefore, it is always advisable to consider a decision in light of 

the implementing people. Only decisions that are implemented, and 

implem ented with tho rou ghn ess (and preferably enthusiasm) will work the way 

they a re in tended to. 

2.7.4 Decision Streams 

A common m isconcepLion abo ut dec is ion ma king is that decisions are made 

m isola ti on from eac h olher: gather information, explore alternatives, and 

m ake a choi ce, withoul regard Lo any thin g that has gone before. The fact is 

deci s ions a rc made in a conlexl of other decis ions. The typical metaphor used 

to explai n th is is that of a sl rca m . There is a s tream of decisions surrounding 

a given decision, many decisi ons ma de earlier have led up to this decision and 

m a de it both possible and limited . 
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2.7.5 Leaders' competence 

The a bili ty to take timcly, clear a nd fi rm decis ion s is a n essentia l qua lity of 

leadership , but th e ty pc of decis ion needed , varies according to the 

circumstances. A t rue leadcr a pproaches the decisions confidently, being 

awa re of consequ ences a nd fully in command of the entire decision- making 

process. Pa re to's r ul c o f "Vilal I' ew a nd Trivial ma n y" may help in setting up of 

the priori lic s . Givi ng every faclo r a ffect ing a decis ion in equa l weight makes 

se nse on ly if every fa c tor is clj ual ly im po r tan t. Th e Pa re to rule concentra tes on 

the s ignificant 20 perce n t and the less importa n t 80 percent. 

2.7.6 Expe rie nce 

There seems to be no grcatcr leach er tha n expen ence . Experience is not the 

number of years on e spenl on a give n job , but access to research -ana lysis and 

experimen tation . Relia nce on the pa st mis ta kes prevails on most school 

leaders and manage rs. It is slrongly believed tha t if a m a n ager or a school 

leader carefu lly a na lyzes h is/ her expe rience and thinks in an unbiased 

m a nner , the causc for s ucccss or fa il u re together with experience becomes the 

basis for dccis ion a na lys is. 

2.7.7 Rese arch an d Analysis 

Experimcnts a re onc way 01' lesting a m eth od. It is proba bly the most 

ex pen sive one. One s hould be encou raged to do expe rimen ts a nd try the 

various a lLernatives to sec wh ich a lte rnative is the best, because there is no 

gua rantee of repetition of lhc resu lts . When a major decision ha s to be taken, 

research and a na lysis is thc most effec tive technique. 

2.8. Factors that Affecting Implementation 

Imp lem en tatio n is a key playc r of any innova tivc program . A s tudy of it may 

reveal , why a new program succeeds or fa il s. Fulla n has defined 

implem entation as "the proccss of pu tti ng in to practice an idea, program or 

set of acti vities whi c h is new to the peop le a ttempting to bring about the 

cha nge (Fullan 1982: 2 16). 
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Lou is a n d Siber, on the oLher han d s uggest th at, implementation is generally 

easier wh cll the decision Iflud c addresses the real needs. (Louis a nd Siber, 

1979 :34) The wide r the purticipaLion of the diverse groups in needs 

assessment is mainta ined , the lower the probabili ty that any series needs 

will be overlooked. According to them, implementation conceives three 

ele ments Lha t may affee L implemen te rs ' ab ili ty a nd willingness to implement 

policy: Impl ementer's cogniLion (comprehen s ion a nd understanding) of the 

policy; the direction of Implementer's response towards the decision 

(acceptan ce, neutrality , or rejection) and the intensity of that response. 

Therefore , Schoo l dec is ions sLa rted in national terms a long with policy 

sta Lemen t; s ho uld be modi fied in such away to address the schoo l needs. In 

th e mean Li me, win acecpLanee and understanding of implementers and 

ensure effecLive implemcnLa Lion. Implem entation m ay be affected by the 

foll owing facLo rs . 

2 .8 . 1. Decision Clarity 

Cla rity of decis ions will help implementers to understa nd what the decis ion 

is a bout, why it was decided in a given way, what is expected to be done , 

when it is going to be im pleme nLed, how it will be implemented. Clear goa ls 

and obj ec t. ivcs a re decisive facto rs in the progress of c hange , with out th em 

efforts and reso urces will be wasted when one t ries to figure out the meaning 

of the decis ion. Ye t , th e liLeraLUre on chan ge s uggests tha t this factor is often 

ove riookeci .(M iles, 1978:87)I<u llan an d Pomfre t (1977:369) as cited by (FuHan 

1982 : 254) give th e followin g pmposition on th e subjec t of clarity. 

User confusion Low degreeof 
LOW ;] Lack of Cla rity 

Explitncss Implementation 
i"rus tration 

Figure 2 Effect of clarity on dcc ision implementation 
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There are however, pro blems associaLed with a prior explitness may have the 

following problem s . FirsL: pr ior s pecification usually minimizes or limits the 

role of th e implemenLers, second: it is a lmost impossible to specify in 

advance Lhe exact behavioral requirement. Therefore, there may be a 

problem cither with bcing lOO explic it or with no t be ing s pecific enough. In 

thi s regard , Peler Druc ke r ,.u-gucd tha L "the more concise ly a nd clearly the 

boundary conditions of decisio ns are stated the greater the likelihood that 

the decis ion indeed be, easy to impleme nt, effective and will accomplish what 

is set ou t Lo do" (Druc ke r , 2001: 109) 

2 .8.2 Participation 

Berman and Mc Laughlin as ciLed by Fullan, 1982:68) suggest: 

Teacher's participation in decisions conceming operations and 
modifications was s trongly cO ITelated with effective implementation and 
continuation.. Teachers , who are closest to the problems and progress of 
any project activities, Cire in the best position to suggest remedies for 
the p ercpived d eficie ncies . 

Therefore , t.h e clTcct o f partic ipation can be conceptu a lized for the purpose of 

the study as fo llows: 

Implementer's 
Commitment 

Participat ion of ---- Effective 
Stakeholders t CIRCLE OF DECISION > 

IMPLEMENTATION Implementation 

-1 
Enhanced capacity 

L_ 4 to Implement 

Figure 3: IOartici pation i" ,-e la tion to comm itment and capacity to implement 
(Developed by the researche r) 

This is an essential par t of Lh e process of implem entation. A high level of 

participation in implementaLion of a ny decision would undoubtedly, expand 

awareness leve l of the implc mc n Lc rs. 
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2.8.3. The role of the Principal 

Th e principa l plays , a key leadc rs hip role in introducing planned change . 

There is no doubt lh a l lhc major educational reforms resulted form 

leadership a nd the success of imple menta tion m a inly depends on the 

interest, commilmen l, in volve ment, and support of leaders. 

Leithwood a nd Monlgo me ry (1982 :234) studied effective and typical 

principa l's beh avior in a delailed review of literature. In the conclusion to 

their article , the a uth ors id e ntified several behavioral factors possessed by 

effective p r' inc ipal s : th ey an: clear about th e priority of their goals; they "work 

closely and regularly wilh leachers lo identify classroom instructional 

priorities a nd m ean s of lhe ir achievement" ; they establish cooperative 

in terpersonal re lat ionships as a mea n s of influencing th e achievements of 

th eir goals; lhcy en courage real not " symbolic participa tion in decision­

making wi th in well -eslab lished structures and guide lines", and they 

provide pla nning time for leachers, monitor classroom progress and all they 

are" asserti ve ,achievemc n L oriented" in their leadership. 

2. 8.4. Teacher - Teacher Relationship 

Research li tcrature prov ides dircet co nforma tion that the quality of working 

relations h ips amo ng lcache rs IS strongly re lated to implementation 

(Rossenblum a nd Louis, 1979; Miles e t a I, 1978as cited by FuIlan, 1982:72) 

In additio n , many of lh e s Ludies on Pa rticipatory Decision Making (PDM) 

tested appcar- to su pporl lh e ex istence of outcomes of PDM such as increased 

job satisfact ion an d imp rovcd relationships, better performa nce , etc. (Alutto 

and Belasco , 1972, 1973; A. M. Mohrman et a I. , 1978) 
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2.9 Sex , Age, a nd Expe rience in decision making Practice 

Despite th e fact that soc icLy is p rogressing towards socia l and la bor equa lity 

between men an d wom c n , iL is necessa ry to con t in ue to examine from a 

psychological pe rspect ivc ,d lc thcr there a re sex differe nces in the importan ce 

tha L people u lloca Le Lo fClcLors Lha L determin e the dec is ion process . Till now, 

the results of research Cl '·C somcwh a t amb iguou s becau se, some s ignificant 

differences iden tified , mOSL 01· Lhem a re minima l. (Hata la and Case, 2000:342). 

It seem s that. wom en arc more a ffected by the environmen t; they look for more 

informatio n, a nd dedicatc more time to the decision p rocess (Gill, Stocka rd, 

J ohnson , & Willia ms, 1987 : 12 1). Men , on the cont rary, a re m ore domina n t, 

asse rtive, objective, a nd rea lis ti c (Wood , 1990: 34).However; these differences 

h a ve been interpre ted as t.h e rcsult of the inc ide nce of sex-rela ted social norms 

and s tereo t)!peS t hal arc Lra ns mi tted in the form of va lues, traditions, and 

behavioral expectation s . 

Togeth er WiLh so mc othc r cd uca tional fac tors, these probably foment and 

ma intain some of thc d ilTcrcn ccs associaLed with certa in aspects of decis ion s. 

Thcrefore, a lLhough the find ings ha ve been somewhat limited , it is relevant to 

continue lo investigate thcse di ffe rences a nd de te rmine how they are formed. 

Rega rdin g age , m a ny s tudics within the na turalis tic a pproach have been 

car ried oU L with adul ts and , Lo a lesser exten t, with youths and retired 

person s . Th e re fo re , it would be interesting to a nalyze these three age groups 

conj ointly . As with sex, rescm c he rs deba te , without much conviction, about 

wh eth e r th ere a rc d ifferenccs in the q uali ty o f th e processes u sed by youths, 

a d u lts, an d re t ired pe rsons. So me a Ulhors be li eve th ere a re diffe rences (Dror , 

Katona , a nd Mu ngur, 199K :(8) a nd others d isagree (Che n & Sun, 2003 :234). 

Des pite th is , th e varia ble age s hould be ta ke n in to account, especia lly when 
\ 

a ttempting to investigate fro m a na tura li stic pers pective , becau se this focu s is 

spec ifically based 011 subjce ts ' ex pe rie nce a nd competence, which a re norma lly 
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acq uired with agc. Spaniol und Baye n obse rve tha t judgm en ts are more 

tranquil in retired people, probably because of their difficulties with the 

working memory (Spaniol and l:3ayen 2005:29). 

2.10 Summary theoretical Frame work 

Decision making, in this rcsearch , is defined as the process of selection of a 

course of act ion from thc available a lternatives . School leader's main job is to 

lead the school through c lTceL ivc decision making a nd quite often they have to 

dec ide on what is to be done , wh o is to do it , when and where it is to be done. 

Thi s defin it ion of deci s ion makin g is highly re lated to a cognitive style. 

Cognitive sty le IS an ind ivid ual ac tion to seek, organize, understand, and 

evaluate info rmatio n. Ind ividua l's cogn iti ve complexi ty or ability to use or 

process in J"ormat ion varics umo ng individuals. This difference can be noticed 

in the process of makin g sou nd decisions based on the same information. 

Thi s implie s people have bounded rationality or limited cognitive complexity; 

therefore they can be seen scekin g help while they are making of decis ions. 

The study believes th a L school problems or decisions ha ve to be shared 

among s takcholde rs in th e sector. In this regard, the school, like all formal 

organ izations, has basically a dccis ion ma king structure . All school leaders, 

who a re close to the teac hi ng / lea rning process, should be given the trust and 

confidence to pa rt ic ipa te ill sc hoo l decis ion making for they are entrusted 

with guid in g, ed ucating and motiva ting students to excel. School decision 

m aking, for the purposc oj" thi s study, could be con ceptualized as the 

'professiona l model' and th e 'administrative model,' in which the models 

could be exp lained by th e Lhco ry of tight and loose coupling. Therefore, the 

research m easures the c u rren t pract ice of decision making based on the 

concept of ma nage ment pracLiccs of schools to include bureaucratic control 

and professional autono my oj" the orga niza t ion. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

In this ch uptcr the reseCl reh des ign a nd methodology are discussed briefly. 

The background of the reseul'c h sett in g, research method , sources of data, 

samplin g techniques , sam ple size, data gathering tools, as well as methods of 

data analysi s . 

3.1. Back ground of the Research Setting 

The Addis Ababa Education l:3 ureau has been established as an organization 

to promote the overall edueaLion system in the city. Addis Ababa is on e of the 

two city ad ministration s under the Pederal Democratic Government of 

Ethiopia . The city is orga nized into 10 sub-c ities, which are composed of 99 

Kebeles as, the lowest admi nisir-a ti ve leve l. The proportion of male and female 

popula tion is a lmost the senne with 50.1 percent males and 49.9 percent 

females (CSA, 2004:26). 

Addis Ababa as the seaL 0[' government every policy statement general 

objectives an d strategies arc des igned and most cen trally positioned. Thus, 

the research is based in Add is Ababa with the assumption of the city's 

proximity to pol icy make rs (MOE) a nd seat of government. In addition, it 

creates cO Jlvc nience fo r the research er to collect data from a wide a rray of 

respondenls, with m inim al cost a nd time. This happens to be an excellent 

m easure to collect manageable da ta, a nd as a result increase the validity of 

findings . 

Wi th a ll th ese advantagcs the e il.y possesscs, it is im portant to note that any 

n egative fi nd ing may implies Lhal regions a rc experiencing the problem in 

larger / or m agn ified exte nt. III add ition , the data sources of this study were 

. thoughtfully selec ted and analyzed quantitatively using statistical tools and 

supported by qualitative genera li zations of interviews of school principa ls and 

document review in the issues o f decis ion making and implementation. 
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3.2 Sources of Data 

The sourccs of data fo r this rcsearch were sample principals, unit leaders, 

departmen t heads, and tcachc rs of the sample schools in each sub city. 

These four grou ps of respondcnts were selected because their day-to-day 

activities arc rela ted to the objectives under study. Primary and secondary 

sources of data were used fen this study . The primary sources of data were 

obta ined fro m sc hool pr'i ncipals an d assistant principals, unit leaders, 

departmen t head s a nd tcachers of sample schools . 

Seconda ry so urces of data we rc journa ls, books, research papers, websites 

(intern et sources), manu a ls, a nd documents u sed to develop the relevant 

review of th c relatcd liteJ"aLuTc. In add ition , s ta tistical educational abstracts 

of Addis Abuba ci ty a dmini straLion education bureau were consulted . 

3.3 Samp le Popu lation and Sampling Techniques 

According to th e Addi s J\baba City Administration Education Bureau 

statistical ubstract re por t. , Lherc are 3,1 18 teachers in the 42 government 

secondary school s of Addis J\baba city Administration, as the focus area of 

the study . I II the c ity admini stration there a re 32 general secondary schools 

and 10 p rcpara tory secondary schools. There is only one preparatory 

seco nda ry sc hool in each sub-ci ty except kolfe keranyo, wh ere there is none, 

and two prc pa ratory secondary schools in Gullele sub city. 

It would bc impractical a nd unmanageable to include all these schools and 

teac hers in the study ; rath c r come up with a representative sample. The city 

administraLio n h as a lready sLratified the total population with 10 sub cities 

and the sc il ool s into general secondary a nd preparatory secondary schools. 

Therefore, lo begin wi Lh Lhc researcher assumed the governmental 

stratifica tio ll of sub c ili es is homogeneo us in popUla tion, infrastructure­

developm e nl, to gus mntec sum pie reprcse n tat ion of the total population is 

reasonable . 

36 



To make the size of school population manageable a nd reduce the variations 

a mong schools, from eac h sub c ity, one genera l secondary school was 

selected randomly which makes 10 genera l secondary school samples (31. 3%) 

of tota l population of Lhc general secondary schools In the city 

administration) . There arc 10 preparatory secondary schools in the city. To 

represent this population 3 prepa ra to ry secondary schools (30%) were 

se lected randomly. Thereforc, 13 (1 0 general a nd 3 preparatory secondary) 

schools were selected for Lhe study by u s ing s tratified and simple random 

sampling techniques. 

Out of the randomly selected secondary schools 13 Principals or Assistant 

Principals were included purposively and 26 Unit-Leaders, 52 Department 

Heads a nd 163 Teachers selected randomly, which ma kes a total of 254-

res pondents. The sa mple population was selected on the bases of four 

reasons in line with the sclecled survey m ethodology . First , every individual 

in the population to h ave bec n potentia lly selected; second , results were to be 

generalized to the popula Li on of interest, third , the sample size estimated 

accu rately a nd cost e ffeclive ly, a nd finally, th e sampling method made to be 

flexible for some unanticipaled purpose, to minimize or possibly avoid 

sampling errors . 

The numbers of secondary schools teachers are not uniform in a ll sub cities. 

Therefore, to give fair cha nce to a ll teachers in the sample schools, the 

foll owing technique was used . If the total number of schools is N, the 

delermined sample s ize is n, and n / N gives proportionality constant number. 

So for 13 schools and a sample s ize of 42, t he proportionality constant is 

13 / 42 = 0. 3095 . The proporlionality number is multiplied by the number of 

teachers in each school to deLermine the number of teachers from that school 

to be included in the study. Based on this result respective teachers were 

drawn by using simple random samplin g techniques to be included in the 

study. The distribution of schools and teacher 's sample s ize in each sub city 

is shown in the a ppendix 2. 
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Eve ry effort was made to include a cross section of schools based on 

geographical location, preparatory and gen era l secondary schools, and size of 

the schoo l. Previous rescarch suggests that sample size of (30 percent) 

represents population of the study in many instances. (Best and Kahn; 

2005 : 18).Thus, the study includes 30.95 %( 254) of the total population of 

783 teachers (542 General secondary and 241 preparatory secondary 

schoolteachers) . 

Sub cities included 10 eac h group were assumed to have similar 

characteristics with respect to number of schools, experience of teachers, and 

availability of infrastructu rcs . Therefore,13 principals/ assistant principals 

(on e from each school) , 26 unit leaders (2 from each school), 52 department 

hea ds (4 from each school) a nd 163 teachers (110 from general secondary 

and 53 preparatory).ln tota l 254 respondents were included in the study. (For 

details refer a ppendix 2) 

3.4 Data Gathering Instruments and Procedures 

Multiple data collection m e thods were employed in order to amend some 

inadequacies in individua l methods. This method is supported by different 

researchers, since it in creases the cred ibility of the research findings. 

Acco rdingly, one set of qucs ti onnaires for the four groups of respondents with 

closed-ended and two open -cnded questions to serve the objectives of the 

study. To support the evidence found from the questionnaire, principals are 

in terviewed and documen ts co mprised minutes of management committees, 

Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) Committees, and discipline committees 

reviewed. 

The interview questions wcre a lso prepared to ask how decision making and 

implementation process could become effective and about how the schools 

are practicing the decision making process. The questionnaire was 

cons tructed in English, bccausc school leaders at the secondary school level 

were expected to be bac he lor degree holders who pursued their d~gree in 

English. 
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The questionnaire was prepared carefully by adaptation of earlier research 

ques tionnaires (Asefa Abahumna (1995) and Markos Mekuria (1997), 

M.A. th esis in Educationa l Adm inistration) . Adaptation was done to remove 

inapplicable items for the prcsent study; on the other hand adaptation of a 

pre-tested questionnaire makes the present study more reliable and valid. 

Th e rirst draft questionna ire was prepared in four parts: Part I, General 

background of the respondents; Part II, Main body of the questionnaire, 

which consists of 60 decision s tatements categorized into 9 groups. The views 

of the respondents were measured by a 5-scale Likert- type attitude items; 

Part 1II, listing of the 9 decision categories in the order of importance by the 

respondents; and Part IV, two open ended questions, which were used to 

gather respondents supportive views about the study. The questionnaire was 

constructed based on the t.rans lated study objectives, and the basic question 

to be treated through out th e study. The decision statements were arranged 

to be less wording, and contextual, with careful choice of response categories. 

In ordcr to selcct itcms which best suited the purpose of the study, the final 

rea rranged copy of the questionnaire was given to three judges for evaluation . 

Two of the judges were lecturers, one from the department of Educational 

Planning a nd management, one from department of Psychology and the thircL 

one is a graduate student from the department of Educational Planning and 

Management in Addis Ababa University. The judges were given the statement 

of the problems, basic rcsearch questions and the purpose of the study a long 

with the draft questionnaire, which enable them to determine whether or not 

the questions specified as fin a l were really relevant to the objectives of the 

study. This was done by the list of 10 questions which were to be rated 

according to the fo llowing scalc: Highly relevant (3), relevant (2), some what 

relevant (1) and irrelevant (O).The judges were also given a free space to fill 

any comment that they feel important regarding the items, the instruments, 

contextual meanings, choice of response categories etc. 
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Based on their respon se items with value of judges ra nging from 1.75 to 3 

were directly accepted to be used, because the result is assumed to be more 

than the expected m ean. Thrce decision statements which were singled out 

irre levant by the judges were omitted, 10 decision statements that are 

responded as some what relevant were managed to be rearranged into 3 new 

decision statement. The nine categories of decision were reduced to eight 

because decision about trainings, in accorda nce with the comments by the 

judges, can be part of decision a bout personnel a ffairs. 

Reli a bili ty of judge's ratings was computed by using reliability coefficient, and 

found to be 0.84 which s hows their judgment was reliable. The ratings and 

comments made by the judgcs reduced the total number of decision items 

from 60 to 50 and further review of the related literature . Terms that were 

found to be ambiguous left out and those terms which were found to be too 

general refined for the final u sc. 

Then, the relevance of tes t items had been ensured by the judges the pilot 

testing was carried out in two government secondary schools (Menelik II and 

Bole preparatory seconda ry schools .) The main purpose of the pilot testing 

wa s to check the usability of the instruments and the planned procedure of 

data collection. 

After the collection of the qu estionnaire from the pilot study each decision 

category in th e questionnaire was examined item by item to detect 

am biguous and unclear staLements, which can affect the respondent's 

genuine responses. The questions were edited thoroughly and Part IV, which 

was open to collect supportive suggestions about the study, was changed to 

collec t views about the merits a nd deme rits of participation in school decision 

m ak ing. The direction given to cach part was translated into Amharic for fast 
,.. -... 

un derstanding of the objectives of the questions, because the questionnaire 

was prepared a s double face ted. 
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In addition to thi s, to chcc k Lhc interna l consistency of the attitude scale the 

data obtained was fed in Lo S I'SS- 15 and reliability coeffic ient was calculated 

using Cronbach's coefficicnL of a lpha (Reliability Statistics) and the result 

found to be (0.936), impli cs Lhat the instrument is relia ble. Fina lly, a fter 

correcting e rrors and conccptua l difficulties, the final form of the 

questionnaire was preparcd with the confidence in its a bility to eva luate the 

current practice of decision making and implementation. 

3.5. Methods of Data Analysis 

The design and methodology of a research is the arrangement of conditions 

for collection and analys is of data in a manner that aims to combine 

relevance to the research purpose with economy in procedure. (C.R.Koth ari 

2007:31). Thc main objccti\;c of thc study, as mentioned in the in troductory 

chapter, was to study th c current educational decision making prac tice and 

implementation in secondary school s . 

Hence, to serve this purpose descriptive survey method was selected as 

appropriate, because this method helps to assess the current status of the 

decision making pract ices. The relevance of this method to such purpose has 

been noted by (Cohen and Manion 1997, p.83; C.R.Kothari 2007, p.37-39) as 

the descriptive survey method enables us to determine the frequency with 

which something occurs or its associa tion with other variables. Thus, 

descriptive survey method wus selected as relevan t method to obtain 

pertinent and precise information concerning the current status of the 

phenomenon and helps with the conclu sion from the analysis of infor:n a tion. 

Descriptive survey mcthod .1elps to reveal the current practices of decision­

making and implementations quantitatively in a wider magnitude from a 

relatively large sample size. However, this method may be influenced by the 

method of data collection, non response, questionnaire imperfection, 

processing errors etc. Hav in g this in mind the researcher pay due attention to 

the above mentioned factors in order to minimize or avoid errors. 
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In this regard, the concept to be measured was clearly spec ified, 

operationalized and represented by decision statements, which indicates a nd 

measures, the factua l practices of decision making process. Data collected 

was systematically coded, tabulated and organized 'for analysis. Data 

gathered through the two opc n-ended questions of the questionna.ires a nd 

interview was categorized by themes based on the research questions and 

ideas used in theme form a l. 

The organized and coded daLa were stored in an editable Excel spreadsheet, 

was importcd to SPSS- 15.0, and analyzed using descriptive statistics : 

frequency counts, pe rcentages and mean scores, and chi-square to test 

goodness of fit , t-test, paired t-test, One way ANOVA and Scheffe' test to 

determine s ignificant diffcn:ncc betwecn group of respondents and Spearman 

rank correlation coefficient was used to determine the relationship among the 

views of the respondents rcgarding the importance attached to decision 

categories. 

These techniqucs were sc lectcd based on the nature of data collected and the 

basic research questions . 1.'['Cqueney counts and percentages were used to 

determin e the extent of a spects and mean scores of the a lternative levels to 

justify the aggregate level of participation. The chi-square analysis and the t­

test were used to determine the significance differences of the level of 

participation of frequency count and mean scores respectively. 

The mean co mpa rison for sex, qualification, field of specialization, positions , 

were determined using One way ANOVA(F-test)followed by SheWs method of 

the weighted mean score~. when a signi;icance difference is obtained with F -

test. The weighted mean ranks a fter being arranged with newl',' assigned 

ranks were uJrrelated uSing 

Qualitative dat.a obtaincd from 

Spearman ---
the two 

rank correlation coefficien t. 

open-ended questons of the 

questionnaires, in te rviews and review of documents were analyzed 

qualitatively by describing 0[" narra ting the ideas provided by the r ~spondents 

based on their themes. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter deals with the description, analysis and interpretation of data 

based on the basic questions posed in chapter one, both qualita t ively a nd 

quantitatively. 

A total of 254 copies of the question naire were distributed to Governmen t 

General Secondary a nd Preparatory school principals, unit leaders , 

department heads and teacher respondents , who were ra nd omly selected 

from the sample schools. 24 I copies (96.4%) of questionn a ire were returned 

properly filled in to bc used li)l' th e ana lysis. Therefore , a na lys is wns made 

based on the data obta in ed i"rom these 241 responden ts . In addition, the 

questionnaire was substantiated by structured interview made to a ll sampl e 

principa ls of thc sch ools and the review of school's documents. 

In the course of presenta ti on, analysis and interpretation of data, I:he steps 

followed were: F'irst, prese nt the data gathered a nd examine whethe, there is 

a significant difference or not between the variables. Second, specify th e 

direction of differe~ between the variables. Third, cross check the resul ts 

with the literature review. ]" onh, a ttempt to hypothesize in con s is tent results 

with the litcra ture usi ng findings of in te rview a nd docum ent review. 

4.1. Respondents Characteristics 

The characte ri s tics of respondents are shown III two ta bles. The first, table 

below, gives a clear pic ture about the sex, age, categories of respond ents with 

respect to the level of qualification, experience a nd field of specia liz' tion. Th e 

second table describe s the school category in which the respondents were 

taken. 
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Table 1: Characte ri s tics of responden ts by sex, age , qualification , fi eld of 
specializa tion a nd experience. 

Principa l 
Variables -- . 

No. % _.- ----,. 
Sex 

11 84. 6 
male 

I female 2 IS.4 
---- --

I 
Age 

1 7 .7 
20-25 

S 38 .S 
26-30 

2 IS.4 
31-35 
36-40 1 7 .7 

>40 4 30.7 

Qualification 
Diploma 0 0 
Bachelor I I 84 .6 
Masters 2 15 .4 
Specialization 
Educ.adm. I 7 .7 
Pedagogy 1 7.7 
Natural science. 4 30 .7 
Social scie nce. 6 46. 2 
Others 1 7 .7 

.. --'._ - .. - ----
Tot. Exp. 
<2 2 IS .'1 
2-3 1 7 .f) 
4-6 2 15.4 
7-10 3 23. 1 
11-20 2 IS.4 
>20 3 23. I I 

Total 13 5.39 ------

Frequency of responses 
Un it Leader 

No :-1-- % 

() 

H 
( ) 

2 

o 
2f) 
o 

o 
o 

'I 
1 

7 

26 

I 
I 
I 

-

H4. 6 
IS.4 

34 .6 
30 .8 
23.1 
7. 7 

3.85 

0 
100 
0 

0 
0 

50 
23 . 1 
26.9 -- -_. 

19.3 
26 .H 
3.85 
26.9 
19 .3 
3.85 

10.79 

Dep't 
I-lead 

No. 

41 
11 

15 
20 
7 
2 
8 

0 
47 
5 

0 
0 

22 
12 
18 

.. ------

12 
6 
1 1 
8 
12 
3 

52 

Teacher 

% No. 

78.8 11 5 
21.2 35 

28.8 74 
38.5 44 
13 .5 10 
3.85 5 
15.4 17 

0 I 
90.4 144 
9.6 5 

0 0 
0 0 

42 .3 77 
23.1 44 
34.6 29 . 

23 .1 43 
11. 5 31 
21.1 33 
15.4 19 
23.1 10 
5. 8 14 

21.6 150 

Tota l 

% No. % 

76.7 189 78.4 
23.3 52 21.6 

49 .3 99 41.1 
29.4 77 32.0 
6.66 25 10.4 
3.33 10 4.1 
11.33 30 12.4 

.67 1 0.40 
96 22B 94 .6 

3.33 12 5.00 

0 1 0.40 
0 1 0.40 

51. 33 11 6 48. 1 
29 .3 68 28.2 
19.3 55 22 .8 

28.67 . 62 . 25.7 
20.67 45 18.7 

22 47 19 .5 
12.66 37 15.4 
6.67 29 12.0 
9.33 21 8.70 

62.2 241 100.0 

As table 1 shows, the majority of the respondents, 78.4% are males and the 

remammg 2 1.6% females. The female teacher's participation is far less 

compared to that of male , which can be justified, from various literatures and 

data. Addis Ababa city Administration Education Bureau sta tistica l abstrac t 

(2000 E.C) in this respect shows female teacher's comprise 17.4% of the 

total population or seco ndary sc hool teachers . 

The largest section of the res pondents 41. 1 % wa s within the age group of 20 

to 25 and the smalle s t ij . I 'l!uwas between the age group of 36 10 40. The 

majority of respondents to th is study (83 .5%) were with in the age group of 

between 25 and 35, and only 16 .5% of them were above the age of ~:6 . 
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Therefore, it might be concludcd thelt there is a lmost s imilar understanding 

a mong thc respondents. In Lhc view of Spaniol and Bayen judgm ents a re 

calmer in older people, probably beceluse of th eir difficulties with the workin g 

memory (Span iol and Baycn 2005, p.29) 

It can a lso be seen in telblc I above, that only 7 .7 % of the princ ipals a re 

qua lified with a maste r's degrce in the fi eld of school a dministrat ion. Thi s 

might expla in positive ef"f"ccts on the superior-subordinate relation ship and 

administrative parlicipalioll. As per Lhe policy of MO E, secondary schools 

should be staffed with firs t degree holders, (Ayalew Shibeshi, 1991: 114) there 

seems to be hi gh complia nce with the government policy since a .most a ll 

(99.6%) of the rcspondents held first degree or a bove and a very insignificant 

number (0.4%) of the respondent were found to be und er qualified. To have 

48 .1 % of the respondents from Natural Science field seems some what bia sed 

but it was not, because the teaching load (or weekly period allotm ents) and 

the variety of fi eld of study is la rger than the other fields. 

With regard to expe rience , 6:\.9 % of the responden ts have a n experien ce of 6 

years and below. Thus, il ca n safely be concluded that many of the 

respondents arc new to the ir position. In support of this fact, intervi ·~w made 

with al l school principal s or the sample schools revealed that there is a hi gh 

turnover and a great deal 01' Lransfer. The othe r 36 .1 % of th e respondents 

have a n experience of 7 -ye~lI's anci a bove.Therefore, it would be possible to 

generalize that more years of experience contribute more to the 

unders tand ing of various issues and problems related to participa ~ion in the 

decision making process. The research revealed that 15.4% of principal 

responden ts a rc with less than two years of experience. In addi t ion, it can be 

seen from Table I that 92.:\ % of the principa ls assigned to th e sampled 

secondary schools were rmm the fields other than Ed IJcation a l 

Admini stration. In support or this facL, the researcher witnessed the t ransfer 

of one principal in thi s caLego ry to a simi lar position in another TVE:T college . 
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Thus, their assignmenl to a principal position tends to reflect the 

assumption , thal any onc who could understand what is presented in 

admini strative guide book can lead the school. If that is the case the concern 

of the principal s would be mcrely to observe rules a nd regulations are being 

implemented as it was presenled in the guide book. If so, the cultivation of 

the ability to inquire, and create new ideas and improve the school 

environment wi ll be in valll. Therefore, the appointment criterion for the 

secondary school principa ls needs fu rther investigation. 

Table 2: Respondents by School Category 

Frequency of responses 
School Principal Un it Leader Dep't Head Teacher Total 
category 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
General 10 76.9 20 76.9 40 76.9 103 68.7 173 71.8 
secondary 

28.2 Preparatory 3 23.1 () 23.1 12 23.1 47 31.3 68 

Total 13 5 .39 26 10.79 52 21.6 150 62.2 241 100.0 - . -

Table 2 shows the number and percentages of respondents taken from the 

two groups of schoo ls, namely general secondary and preparatory secondary. 

In this regard 71 .8% of the respondents are from the general secondary 

schools and the remaining 28 .2% from preparatory secondary schools. This 

stratification was done firs l: to ensure fair represen tation of sample 

population and second lo invest igate if there is a ny s igni fi cant d ifferen ce 

between the two categories 0[' seco ndary schools in their involvl~ment in 

decis ion making a nd implc rn cnlal ion. 

4.2. Respondents' views on practice of decision making and 

implementation 

This part of the ana lysis was based on Part II of the questionnaire. Th e 

respondents were asked lo express their views about the current decision 

making practice and im plementation . Respondents put check marks in the 

space provided to show lhcir level of agreement with five point attitude scale 

of very low to very high . 

46 

'1 



The fivc scalc Icvel or agreernen L l-cgrouped into three levels of low, modera te 

and high levcl or participaLion ba~cd on the total sum scores of each decision 

categories with Lhe assump tion that participation less than 40% as low, 

between 40% and 75% as modcra te a nd 75% and more to be considered as 

high participation. This assumpLion is also found importa nt because views 

could easily be gen era lizcd a nd comprehend . 

Then, the res pondcnLs' vicws grouped with the percents to s how the level of 

involvemenL in dcc ision making and implementation of the respec tive 

decision categorics (For details refer appendix 3). Appendix 3 shows most 

school leaders in vo lveme nL in decision making and implementation can be 

generalized as moderaLe in a ll the overa ll decision categories . There is 

relatively beLte r involvement in the issues of curriculum m and in!;truction. 

Principals have shown moderate or high level of involvement in decision 

making and implementatio n of all decision categories except budget, school 

building and research and development. 

Table-3: Respond enLs ' views regarding general school governance. 

,..-------- _ ... _. - - _ .... 

Participation 
Level 

~ecision-makin g 
Low 

5 1 
IProcess (21 .2%) 
E::-----:--c:---.- .- -- ... - . 
pecision 20 
'mplementation (8.3%) 

_ .. _---
equency of responses x2 p. 

Moderate High Calc. Critica~ 
value 

.. 
107 83 19 .65 5.99 I .000 

(44.4%) (34.4%) 
I (*) I 

--
96 125 5.99 I 

.000 
(39.8%) (51.9%) 73.20 (*) 

(*) significant at the .05 level. 

Table 3 shows that 2 1.2 % or the respondents have low participation level 

and 34.4% of the respondcn t~ high ly participate in the decision making of the 

school governance. The computed x2= 19.65 is greater than the c.!'itical value 

x2 =5.99 aL a = 0.05 leve l or confidence. Therefore, there is a significant 

difference between the respondenLs' perceptions concerning the level of 

participation in Lhe decision of school governance. The table also indicates 

that the level or pa rLi c ipat ion in school governance of 44.4 % of the 

respondenLs seems Lo be moderaLely participating. 

47 



However, the level of partieipul.ion in this category seems to be normal among 

the respond ents. Th e exisLing partic ipation level in the implementation of 

decisions on general sehoul gove rna nce is clearly seen in Ta ble 3; the 

majority (5 1.9 %) of the respondents indicates that they have hi gh 

participat ion , wh ile 8.3% of the responses re ported that they have low level of 

participation in the decision implementation. 

The computed chi- square value x2 = 73.20 shows that the level of 

participation in dec ision implementation is significant sll1ce its value IS 

greater than the c ritical va lue of x2 = 5.99. This finding implies tha t ge neral 

school governance is basic issue to the smooth functionin g of the school. 

Table 4 shows, the greater part (53.9%) of the respondents be lieves that the ir 

level of participation with rcCerenee to budget and income generatin g 

activities can be ca tegorized as low. And only 10.4% of the respondents cla im 

that they have high participation in the making of decisions on school budget 

preparation. 

Table-4: Re spondents' views abo u t budget preparation . 

Participation 
Level 

pecision-making 
proce.~~_. __ ._. _ __ 
p ecision 
mplementation 

.. 

F req uency of responses 

Low ~ 
I 

Moderaf'e High 
130 86 25 

(53 .9%) (35.7%) (10.4%) 
. -. ----- ... ,-- ... __ . -

99 99 43 
(4 1.1 %) (41. 1%) (17.8%) 

--- - - - . --

Calc. 

69.22 

2603 

x2 p. 

Critical 
vp.lue 

5.99 
. JOO 

(*) 
~-

5.99 .000 
(*) 

(*) significant at the .05 level 

The computed va lue of chi squure x2 =69.22 shows that there is a significant 

difference among the responden ts' perceptions regarding the I ,~ve l of 

participation on budgetary issues. Th e result shows that there is very little 

opportunity for the respondents to participate on budgetary decisions. Thi s 

finding gives a ce rtain clue that some authorities are ordering unplanned 

activities through budget, which might create a mis match between what is 

planned and what is exaeLly performed in the school academic year. 
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Such mismatc h may results in teacher's low commitment for budget 

implementation. As s hown in table 4, 41.1% the respondents clearly 

indica ted that their pa r tie ipUl.ion in decision implementation on the issues of 

budget is modera te or low. Th is resu lt is probably meant that the majority of 

the respondents have 10"'" participation on decision implemen tation of 

budgeta ry issu es . Thi s response is supported by the calculated value of chi-

square , x 2 ;26.03 whi c h is greater than the c ri tical value of x2; 5.99 and 

clearly shows that th e re is a significan t difference between the existin g 

participation levels. 

Table 5 : Respondents' views rega rd ing curriculum and instruction. 

Participation Frequency of responses x2 p-
--

Level Low Moderate High Calc . Critical value 

becision-making 39 12 1 81 
5.99 .000 

process (1 6.2%) (50.2 %) (33.6%) 41.86 (*) 

Decision 33 I 109 99 
5.99 .000 

mplemen t<l~io~_ (1:3.7%) 
, 

(45 .2'X,) (41.1 %) 42.46 (*) I .. . \: >----
(*) slgmficant at the .05 level. 

As depicted in Table 5, the level of participation of respondents on the issues 

of curriculum a nd in s truct ion is re lative ly moderate since 50.2 % of the 

respondents cla im that they have moderate participation on the issues of 

curriculum and instruction. Though , their participation level is consid ered 

relatively modera te it can be seen from the computed X 2=41.86, greater than 

the critica l value of x2; 5.99 showing that there is a significant difference 

among the views of the respo ndents on the issues of curricu lum and 

instruction . 

On the other hand, Ta ble :=; shows 45.2% of the respondents indicate th at 

they have modera te pa rticiput ion. 13.7% of the respo ndents assume that they 

have low level of parti c ipat ion in the implementation of decisions on th e 

issues of c u rriculum and ins t ruc tion. 
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The calculatcd value of x :2~ 42.46 is much greater than the critica l value of 

X 2=5.99, showing th a t the re' is a s ign ificant difference between tr,e current 

levels o r partic ipa t ion on I he d eCIsion implementation which shows tha t 

school leaders have relative ly hi gh levels of participation on th e issues of 

curriculum a nd in stru el. ion. It a lso implies that respondents give due 

attention for curric ulum a nd in s truction as the basic incense of the 

teaching/lea rning process. The decision on the issues of curriculum a nd 

instruction seems to praclice loose cou pling model because, teac hers h ave 

the expe rtise as well a s pe rsonal sta ke. Therefore, professional teachers a re 

more coupled with th e ir goals in ach ieving objectives of curriculum. 

This findin g is a lso supporLed by previous researches that, the greate r level of 

participat ion in dcc ision -making, especially concerning curriculum a nd 

instructional methods yields cnhanced teacher's commitment and job 

satisfactio n . Moreove r, thc lack of opportunities to participate in decision­

making is the greatest so J rce of teacher dissatisfaction (Hoy and Mi skel 

1996, p.32). 

Table 6: Respond ents ' views rcgard ing personnel a ffa irs. 

Par t icipa tion 
Level 

/<'rcque ncy of responses 
- -- > 

crate --.-Low IM~ci f----,---,. - '---'---
ecisil>n -ma kin g 69 
rocess (2 8 .6%) 

--- - - --_. 
ecision 56 

'mplementation (23.2 %) 
'-"--- . __ ._-- --- - , 

16 
.,1%) 

21 

I 
(48 

1 
(50 .2 %) 

High 
56 

(23 .2 %) 
64 

(26 .6 %) 

Calc. 

24.81 

31.28 

x2 p-

r.ritical value 

5.99 
.000 

(*) 

5.99 .000 
(*) 

(*) significant at the .05 level. 

Table 6, shows 48.1 % of the responses are moderate level of participation on 

the issues of decisions Oil personnel affairs. Conversely 23.2% of the 

respond ents indicated that they have high participation on the Issues of 

personnel a ffairs. In lin e with this statement, the computed value of 

x2=24 .8 1 is hi gher lhan 11 :(' critical vu luc of x 2= 5.99, s howing th at the re is 

so 
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a significan t difference among the responses. The findings indicate that there _ 

is low participation of school leaders on the decision of personnel affa irs. 

Accordin g to thc findings s hown in Table 6 above, 50.2 % of the respondents 

indicated that the level or partic ipation in the implementation of issues of 

personnel affairs is mod e raLe_ I n add ition, it is found that 23 .2 % of the 

respondents c laim to parLicipalc at low level in the decision implementation 

of personnc l affairs_ The calcu lated va lue of chi-square x2= 31.28, greater 

than the critica l value of X 2=5_99, shows that there is a significant difference 

among the levels of parlicipation in the implementation of decisions on 

personnel a ffairs. This finding indicates the existence of a certain degree of 

positive re lationship a mong the sLaff members. 

Table 7: Respondents' views regarding monitoring and evaluation _ 

Participation Frequency of responses x2 
P-value 

Level --_4~oW -or M.~~~!:~!~_ High Calc. Critical 
---- ~-----

ecision- 77 
5 .99 .000 

akin~process (17_8 %) (50 _2 %) (32_0 %) 38_08 (*) 
- -.-- -

eClSlOn 27 1 12 102 
5.99 I .000 

mplem::ntation (11_2 %) (46.5 %) (42.3 %) 53.73 
.J~ 

(*) significant at the _05 level. 

As Table 7, 50 _2 % of th e parLicipants of the study indicate that they have 

moderate participation on the issues of monitoring and evaluation. On the 

other hand, 17.8 % of the respondents claim to have low pa rticipation in 

decision -making. Conversely, the ca lcu la ted chi- square value x2= 38 .08 is 

very h igh compared Lo the criLica l value of X 2=5 .99 _ This implies that there is 

a significance difference among the levels of participation on current 

decis ions making on the issues of monitoring and evaluation. This finding 

shows that there is relaLive ly fa ir participation of the ~espondent.s on the 

Issues of monitoring and evulualion. Table 7 shows that 46 _5 % of the 

respondents indicated th uL they have moderate level of partici pation in 

decision implementation on mon itoring a nd evaluation _ 
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11.2% of the respondcnts ussume that their participation in monitoring and 

evaluation is low where as 6 1. 8(Yo of the respondents categorized as high 

participants of monitorin g ('vuluation. In support of this fact, the calcula ted 

value of chi square is X 2=53 .73, which is greater than the critical value of 

X2=5.99, showing that there is a significant difference between the current 

level of participation on th e issues of monitoring and evaluation and the low 

level of participation of the respondents. Due to this fact it is safe to conclude 

that there is a relatively larger participation of respondents on the issues of 

implementing monitoring and eva luation decisions. 

This may imply, thcre is u sign of documentation of best expenence, 

evaluation of school performance and examination, establishing promotion 

policies for the students. 1·lowever, the researcher could not reach to such 

documented experiences during document review, though it is usual to keep 

at least student's records. 

Table 8, shows that 80.5% of the respondents claim that they have modera te 

or low participation in the issues of school building of which, 44% strongly 

indicated tha t th ey have low or a lmost no partic ipation on this dec is ion 

category. Th e compu ted x2 =22 .76, for the current practice on the deci s ion 

making of school building is larger than the critical value=5.99. ThiS impli es 

that thcre is a significant diflCrence among the views of the respondents on 

the cur rent practice of decisions on school building. 

Table 8: Respondents' views regard ing school building 

Participation 
Level 

ecision-making 

ecision 
'mplcmcntation 

. 

'quency of responses Fre 

I--~-~-:-.---~ 
(44 .0 %) 

102 
(42.3 %) 

i 
I 

I 

Moderate 

88 
(36 .5 %j 

_ .. - ---

77 
(32.0 %j 
.-. 

High 

47 
(19.5 %j 

62 
(25.7 %j 

Calc. 

22.76 

10.17 

x2 p-

Critical 
value 

.000 
5.99 

(*) 

5.99 .006 
(*) 

(*) significant at the .05 level. 
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In addition, Table 8 shows l!Jill 42 .3 % of the respondents pa rticipate a t low 

level in dec ision impicrnclil<J lion on the issues of school bui lding. The 

calculated value chi -square Xl = I 0.17 is large r than the critical value of 

X2=5.99, showing that there is a significant difference in the views of current 

participation on the issues 0 1' school build ing. Therefore, it is possible to 

conclude that there is low participation on the decision of school building. 

This might because, Schools were built long before the teachers were 

assigned and a ll these schools have new school building. 

Table 9: Respondents' views regarding student's affairs . 

.--." ----"-..,..-
of responses x2 p-

Participation l"rcqueney 

te ~ High Calc . Critical value 

/ 91 .100 , 4.61 5 .99 
Vo) (37 .8 %) (N.S) 

106 
23.81 5.99 .000 

Vo l (44.0 %) (*) 

1---- - Lev~_. __ Lo~~ ~ I Modera 

ecision-mak in g 65 , 85 
I 

rocess. ._ .. _ __ L~~o __ o,q I (:\5~} _O 

ecision 46 ; 89 

'mplemc:~Lati0!l_ (19.1 %) (36?..'. 
(*) s IgnIficant at the .05 level. 

Table 9 shows that 73.1 'X, of the respondents indicate that their participation 

is moderate or high, out of which 37.8 % of the respondents confirmed that 

their participation in student's affairs is high. While the remaining 27 % 

claim that they h ave low participation on the issues of student's affa ir. In line 

with this fact , the calculated value of chi square on. the issue is x2 = 4.61 

which i;; less than the crilic,,1 value o f x2 = 5.99, showing that there is no 

significa nt difference among the views of respondents level of participation, 

with regard to the current practice of decision making on the issues of 

student affairs. 

This finding agrees with the document reVlew where most of the schools 

under study employ a pro ~cdural system to involve all school leaders in the 

issues of student affairs. i' urLher ;nore this statement was supported by the 

school principals during interview. As shown in table 9, 80.9% of the 

respond ents participate al l.he level of moderate or high on the issues of 

student's affairs. 
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Among wh ich, 44% of the respondents ind icated that they have a re latively 

larger pa rtic ipa tion in the decision implementation of studen t's a ffa irs. Th e 

calculated va lu e of X 2=23.H I is la rge r tha n the cri t ical value of )(2=5.99, 

indicating tha t there is statistical ly s ignificant difference in the curren t levels 

of partici pa tio n a mong th e respo ndents view on this issue . 

Therefo re , it mi gh t be sare 10 co nclude tha t the re a re s igni ficant numbers of 

school leaders , who pa rt icipate in decis ion implementa tion of student affa irs 

issues . In lin e with thi s raet in a ll thc sample schools there is a good leve l of 

school leadcr 's pa rti c ipa tion in dea lin g with the issues of students with in the 

school compound. Thi s k ind or conce rn a bout s tudent a ffa irs should be given 

due respect, because it is vcry important for the inculca tion of disciplined 

citizens. 

Table 10 : r~esponde n ts ' views rcgarding research and development. 
-

Pa rticipa tion Frc 'quency of responses x 2 p-

Moderate High Calc. Critical value 
... --Level L00- r 

106 52 
5.99 

.000 
(44.0%) (2 1.6 %) 

18 .28 
(*) 

- - - - ._-
pecision- ma kin g 83 
process ___ ._ .. __ (34 : ~ 'Xl) 

10 1 53 
15. 17 5 .99 .001 

(4 1.9 0
/.,) (22. 0 %) (*) 

--- - -- - - -

becisioll 87 
' mplemc!:ta tio~~_ E6:.I% ) I 

(*) significant at the .0 5 level. 

As it is show n in Ta bl e 10, 44% of the respondents show modera te 

participa tion on the decis ion made on research and development while 2 1.6% 

depicted tha t they have relat ive ly high pa rticipation in the issues of resea rch 

and development. The ca lcu la ted value of chi- squa re X 2= 18.28, is higher 

than the c ritical va lue in d icates tha t th ere is a significant difference in the 

current decis ion making practice on the issues of research a nd development. 

This findin g nega tes th e n:v icIV or docum en ts that some schools employ the 

scheme where grou p of teachers a rc working a s a tea m on ac tion researches . 

It can be seen in Table I () tha t 41.9 % of the respondents depicted their 

participation level in the issues o r im plementa tion of decis ions on research 

and deve lopme n ts to be lTloderate . 
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On the other hand , 36. I uA, (l ll he re . .,pondcnts described in their response that 
the participation level or schoo l leade rs on the issues of research and 
development is low. In support of this fact, the calcula ted chi-squa re value of 
x2=1 5.17 was found to be 1, II 'ge r than the critical value of X 2=5.99, showing 
that there is a s ignificant difference among the views in the current 
participation in t.he issucs of rcscarch a nd development. Therefore, it cou ld 
be generalizcd that the prcsent participation of school leaders on the issues 
of implementation of dccision resea rch and development is relatively low. 

This findin g implics lhal there is low motive in creating new ideas through 
resea rch and development rather; teachers are more engaged in transferring 
an organii:ed knowledge, whieh is given to them in the form of books. As it is 
shown in Tablc 11 , 82.2 % of the respondents fall under the moderate or high 
level of participation in LIlt· ovc rall decision-making process, ou t of which 
17.8% of the participants slmngly indicated that their leve l of partic ipation is 
very low. 

Table 11: Respondents' views regarding a ll decis ion s categories . 

partL~i~e~tio~-c~fT~~~~~a 
pecision-~ aki~lgl;~ '43 -1'4] 
process . . } 17.8%) I (:18 .5 'X, 

of responses x2 p. 

te High Calc, Critical va lue 

57 
5 .99 .000 

) j2~7 %) 69.94 (*) .. . 
pecision 28 1:35 
·mplemen tali~~ _. J.~ 1 ~6. %) i (:1h<2.'~o 

78 
5.99 .000 

) (32.4 %) 71.36 (*) ~-.~ 

(*) significant at the .05 level 

The calculated value of x2 =69 .94 is la rger tha n the critical value of X'J.=5 ,9,,9, , 
indicating that there is signiricant difference among the current level of 
pa rticipation in the decisiol ·. making practice in the sample schools. This 
finding show that genera lly tnc level of decision making is moderate:·, though 
17.8% of the respondenls arguc that the participation level is low wh ich , is 
supported by lh e earl ier l'CsCi.ll'ch Lha t says, schools leaders a re exclude from 
the makin g of decis ion O il II'll: issues 1'0 1' which they have direct respow;ibili ty, 
as well as du lhoriLy, 
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On the other hand Table I I also ind icates 56 % of the respondents indicated 

that their level of pa rt ic ipa tion is moderate or high on the overa ll 

implemen tation of dec ision calcgo ries, a nd 11.6 % the respondents cla im that 

they have low leve l of panicipalion in the im plementation of a ll iss ues in the 

decision categories . 

The calcu lated valu e of x2 ~ 71 . 36 I S less than the critical value of X 2=5.99 , 

showing tha t there I S a signifi ca nt difference between the current 

partic ipation levels in decision implementation in overall issues of th e 

decision catego ries. Th erci"ore, it can be concluded that there is relatively 

higher level of participation in the decision implementa tion by school leaders 

on over a ll issues of decis ion made than the practice of decision makin g at 

the school. 

4.3. Comparison of views on decision making and 
implementation 

The second a nd the third purpose of this study a re to examine the statistical 

sign ificance betwee n the current leve l of involvement in decis ion making a nd 

implemen tation . To answer this question a paired t- tes t was employed. As 

can be seen in Table 12, the calcu lated values of t=-6 .73 (General school 

governa nce), t=-4.82(budget prepa ration), t=-3. 91 (curriculum and instruction), 

t=-2.2 (personnel affairs), t=- 3.72 (monitoring a nd evaluation), a nd t= -3.26 

(students affairs) are greater lhan the critical value of t= 1.64, at 0 .05 level of 

sign ificance. 

Thi s implies that there is <I signi fi ca nt d iffere nce between the ir;volvement 

leve l in the decis ion makin g and implementation on these decision categories. 

The negative t-values indi cate that partic ipation in decision implementation 

is grea te r tha n the practice of decis ion making for th e categories of decision s 

shown in the table 12. 
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Table 12 : A ra ired t-Lest on dl:c ision m~king and implementation . 

- - ... ---~-~. -

Current involvement 
Decision catcgorie s level 1-:::-.. - .-. -

under study Dccision- Decision 
making lmplementati 

t--c-----... - on 
1-· Mea.n: Std.D Mean Std.D J:~., ' 

peneral sch. gov. 3. 11 1.0S 3.59 0.94 
._-- -

!Budget preparation 2.20 1.02 2.52 1.12 
--.-

Curriculum and inst. 3.16\ 0.97 3.39 1.00 
. . _- ---- _. - I' ... 1.-. --.-::- . 

Personnel affairs 2.7f> I', 1.0 I I 2.88 0.99 
-1----Monitoring an-ci-eva';:; - 3.10 ! 1.03 I 3 .32

f 
0.98 

::-7'--'- . --~ - -------

-2'1 td 120-12-:64-'1-.24 School building 
- . ..... --_._-_ ._ - . ! .. . -- ._ -_._-

Student a ffa irs 3.01 , I. 19 3.25 1.10 j 
- :.~.-------- . _._ .-

~esearch and dev't 2.80 '-1, 1. 17 2.S 1 1.17 
.- --

Mean 
Diff. p-value 

t (2-tailed) 

-0.49 -6.73 0.00(*) 

-0.31 , -4.S2 0.00(*) 

-0 .23 -3.9 1 0.00(*) 

-0.12 -2.20 0.03(*) 

-0 .22 -3 . .72 0.00(*) 

-0.16 -2 .26 0.02(*) 

-0.24 -3.26 0.00(*) 

-0 .0 1 -0.15 O.SS(N.S ·l 

(*) slgmlicant at the .05 level 
t-critical= 1.64 

The large differences in thc mean participation level are observed in genera l 

school governance, budgctrrcraration , &nd monitoring and evaluat.ion . The 

calculated values of t=- O. 15(for resea rch a nd development) is much less than 

the critical va lue t= 1.64 show ing that there is no s ignifica nt d ifference 

between the decision-mak in g a nd implementation on the issues of resea rch 

and development. It is a lso clear that a large mean difference is observed In 

the table above on school governance. 

This finding shows that most the decis ion s In this category a re made by 

authoriti es other than decision implementers. This genera lization could a lso 

be a pplied for the decision on budget pre pa ration. 

Table 13, shows the weighted mean scores of th e curre n t participation in the 

decision mak ing and decision implementation, on the overall eight decision 

categorics. This ta ble summ'lrizcs the findings of Table 12, in order to see the 

overall practice o[ deci sion rnak ing a nd decision implementation. 
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As indicated in Table 13, the school leaders have greater involvement in th e 
decision implementation than in the making of decision, s in ce the mean 
value of involvement in the irnpit:ment:ation (x =3.08) is greater than the mean 
value of involvement in c.i <:<: isi<>rl making (x=2.84) In addit ion, the computed 
value of t=-4. 69, is less than the critical value t=-1.64. This indicates that 
there is a s ign ilicant difference between involvement level in the dec ision 
making a nd involvement in decision implementation. 

Table 13: A paired t-test on the overa ll level of involvem ent in decis ion­
making and implementation. 

"i' l?ecision -making ;\~ 

,f. 

. Mean Std . Dev . 
-

2.84 .84 
. - '-- - . . _ . . _ ... . . 

-
Decision 

Imp 
Mean 

lementation 
Std. Dev. 

-,--

3. Oil .80 
-- .. .. • - ---.-----

Mean t P-vaJue 
Diff. (2 -tailed) 

-. 16 -4 .69 .000(* ) 
--_. 
(*) signilicant at the .05 level 

t-critical= 1.64 

Therefore, it is sare to conclude that the participation in the decision 
implementation is h igher than decis ion making. Thi s rinding is in con formity 
with previous research, bcccJUse most decisions a re made by admin istrative 
bodies elsewhere and brought to the school for its implementation. 

Table 14: Mean responses by position decision making in overall decision 
ca legories. 

r.---=--- - ..... -... ----. . Respondent's N Mean Std . Deviation category . ___ . ____ . __ 
-."--" _.-. Principa l _ . __ _ . I 3 3 .80 .58 .. . . ,. - - . .. .. 

Unit leader 2 '---_. - -- ._. - _.- -- --- .. 6 3.36 .67 . .. .... - _. __ . .. 

Depa~t.!'!! e..!ll _~(;,il_g ... 5 2 2.88 .78 -_. -Teacher 15 0 2.66 .8 1 -_. ------,._-
Total 24 1 2 .84 .84 

As is shown in Table 14, thcrc can be a varia tion in the views of respondents 
about decision making and im plemen lation. Assuming the acceptable level of 
participation to be above average, ~t can be seen that teachers h flve below 
average participation. (X= 2.66 is less than the grand mean X= 2.84). 
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Department heads (X=2 .HI)) s how slightly greater than the grand mean (X= 

2 .84), imply ing that theil' involvement is higher in decision making and 

implementation tha n teachers . On th e other ha nd Principa ls and Unit leaders 

have shown relative ly beLLe r involvr:men t , compared to teachers a nd 

department hea ds . 

Th is fin ding re nects the cxis Lc nce of trad ition a l bureaucratic cu lture, whe re 

the adm ini stra l.i ve bodies decid e mos t deci s ion s on school leadership . 

The refore , based o n Lh is f<Jel. iL is sa fe to ge ne ra li ze seco ndary schools a re 

practicing tight couplin g, where s ta nda rdized guide- lines, regulations, written 

rules and communications prevai lin g ve r tical line of command s. 

Most school teache rs feel sc hool leaders do not want to listen to teachers' 

concerns . In add ition , most teachers believe that when leaders seek them 

out, it is to get them on board, rather tha n to understa nd their concerns. 

Most school board members say they rely on board meet ings to understand 

school views, but adm it that people with specific agendas dominate the 

m eetin gs . 

The discrepa ncy of perecpl. iol l on the dec is ion makin g practice a nd 

im plemellla l. ion may be rci<Jl.ed to schoo l leader's motivation to involve or 

their pos ition in the school hieral-ehy. Besides it seems that there is room for 

teachers to participate in the sc hool leaders hip , as can be seen in the 

findings of in te rview a nd document review. However, thi s finding seem s 

biased and is not supported by earli er findings . 

Table i s: ANOVA summa ry for the mean comparison of responses by pos ition 

on the current decision making practices . 

Sum 
of 

____ _ _ ___ ~qu,m;s 
Posit ion 2'1.07 

Residual 
-- - --

'----
Total 

14 5 .:)<) 

1('<1.46 

Mean P-value 

d f _ Square F 
-- . .060(* ) 3 8 .02 13.08 

- - - - -- -- ----- .- - ---
237 .6 1 

- - .. -- -- -
240 -_. _ -
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The differen ces in thc mcan sco res do not show the statistical differences. 
Thus, further analysis was done using F-test followed by Sheffe' multivar iate 
comparison 1.0 c hcck whether the differe nce is statistically s ignifica nt or not. 
As shown on Tablc 15, th en: is a s ignifi cant diffe rence a mong the pos itions. 
Becau se, F (3,237) = 13.08, p<0.05 is larger than the cri tical value F (3, 237) 
=2.60 p<0.05 . However, the Lable does not show the difference between the 
groups on cac h dec is ion catego ry. Th ercfore, further a na lys is is made u s ing 
Sherfe' multi va ria te compa ri son . 

Appendix 6 shows resu lts or mcan compa rison, tha t teachers and department 
heads have no sta ti s tica lly significant difference on a ll decis ion categories. 
With regard to tea chers und un it leade rs th e re is a s ignificant difference in 
views on gcneral govcrn a nce, pcrsonnel affa irs, monitoring and eva luation , 
and there is no statistica lly s ignificant difference on budget, curriculum a nd 
instruction school building, students a ffairs and research development. 

In the case of unit Icader clnd dcpartment heads, there is a s ign ificant 
difference in vi ews on general sc hool governa nce a nd monitoring an d 
evaluation, and no statically sign ificant difference on the other deci s ion 
categories. With respec t to teachers and principals, their views a re 
sta tistically s ignifica nt in a ll decision categories except in th e decision on 
curriculum clild instruc tion, and researc h a nd deve lopment. It is a lso clearly 
shown that rrinc ipa ls and departm ent heads have a statistically s ign ificant 
difference in views on t.hc dccision categories of budget, monitoring and 
eva luatio n an d school building, \\ hcre as principals a nd unit leaders have a 
stat istically significant vicws di lTcrence only in budget prepa ration. 

Therefore, it might bc sal'c to conclude that the decision on budget 
prepara tion is centra lized aroLi nd principa ls , a nd a ll respondents have shown 
that there is a lmost s imila r ,;ollcern on the issues of decisions on curriculum 
and instruction and resca rch a nd development. The greatest disparity in a ll 
the decision categories is obscrved between principals and teachers, wh ile the 
greatest s imilarity in vicws is observed between teachers a nd department 
heads as wel l as prin c ipals and unit leadc rs. 
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Table 16 : Mea n of response!; by pos;tion in decis ion implementation of overa ll 
decis ion ca tegori es. 

Respondent's category I 
Principa l .. r 

" Unit leader I 

N Mean Std. Deviation 

13 3 .70 .66 

26 3. 13 .66 
Departm~ n t l1..e? d I 52 3.22 .74 

.--. . - -_. 
Teacher C--. - ---- ... -
Tuta I '----'-- - - - - _.- •. 

150 2.97 .83 ... -~--- - -------
24 1 3 .08 .80 ._--.-._- -

Table 16 shows, the compariso n of means on the current involvement in the 

overa ll decision categories arc listed. It can be seen that teachers have below 

average involvement with u mean of 2 .97 (grand mea n is 3.08). Though the 

level of in volveme nt in impl ernentation is higher than the level of involvement 

in decision making, as shown in Ta ble 16, the mean of 3.70 is a b ig clue that 

mos t decision implementations are centra!ized with the principals. 

These fin dings may expla in the existence of clear demarcation of duties and 

responsibi liti e s (hat a ssum es teache r 's job, on ly in the classroom. Th e oth er 

groups of respondents show rela ti ve ly higher involvement in decis ion 

implementation; departmen t. heads have s hown better participation in the 

decis ion implementation th un teachers and unit leaders. Again to see the 

statistica l di fference amo ng these different position s the resea;eher used 

multivar ia te compari son of mcuns. 

Table 17: ANOVA s um mary 1'01' the mean comparison of responses by position 
on decision impleme ntation. 

,-- - _ ._ ._-------
Sum 

.. 

Mean P·value 
of Sguare~ df Square F 

Positions 8 .0J J 2.68 4.34 .005(*) 
Residual . '

1 

. __ .. _14fl .1 1 2J7 
_!otaJ. . . .. .. 1_54. I =; 1240 

.62 -_. . -------- . .• . 

- -- ._- ------- . 
(*) S l gJ11 !lean t at the. 0:) level 

F Critica l =2.60 p<0.05 . 

Table 17 shows a summa ry or mcan comparison of respon se by pO :3 ilion a nd it 

shows that the ca lculated val ue of F (3,237) = 4.34 p<0 .05 is greater tha n th e 

critical value of F (3 , 2J7) = 2.flO, p<0 .05 . 
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Therefore, it can be concludt:cI that there is a significant difference in current 

decision implementa tion aillong th e different positions. However, this 

conclusion is more general u nd does not te ll whe re exactly the significance is 

to be found in terms of position and the decision categories . Thus, this 

question may be answered using Sheffe' post-hoc mean comparison method. 

Appendix 7 shows the mean difference across the categories of respondents 

and it is clearly shown thaL there is a s ignificant d ifference among the 

respondents on budget preparation between principals and teach ers, 

principals and department hC;ld and principa ls and unit leaders. With regard 

to school governance and the overa ll decis ion categories the on ly s ign ificance 

differen ce seen is between teache rs and prin cipa ls, while the remaining mean 

differences, as can be read from the I".::spondents' views about decision 

implementation of the respect ive decision categories table does not show any 

significant difference. 

A negative mean difference a ppears between unit leaders and department 

heads on general school gove rnance, budget preparation, curriculum and 

instruction, monitoring and evaluation, research and development anel overall 

decision categories . Thi s can bc explained as the level of participation of unit 

leaders is lower than those of department heads on the above mentioned 

deci s ion categories, though the difference is not statistically s ignificant. 

Uni t leadcrs and teachers shtlw a negative mean difference on the issues of 

curriculum and instruction Wi d budget prepaJ"ation. This gives a clue that the 

level of participation oj unit leaders is lower than those of teachers. However, 

this finding contradicts w' t h earlier find ing that teachers have less 

participa tion on budgetary issues indicating the presence of other variables 

that need further investigation. Table 18, shows that the level of participation 

in overall decision making by female respondents is below the average because 

the mean is 2.75 for femal es and the grand mean is 2 .84, where as the level 

of involvement of male respondents is above th e average(x =2.87 for males). 

On the other hand , the tabl e shows that the level of pa rticipation of females in 

decision implementation is higiler thRn that of ma les. 
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Table 18 : Mean of respo nses by scx on decis ion - ma ki ng a nd impl ementa tion 

of overall decision ealcg,) ries . 

-

Dec. on ovcra II decision Imp. on overall decision 

sex cate ones categories 

N Mcan Std. Mean Std. Deviation 

Deviation f..-...-- - -.. _ - _ . . _- .--<- -- -~ . 
.85 3 .06 .79 _ ._--_. ._. -----. -

ma le I 189 2 .8 7 _.- - ---. - . . - ._ . 

femal e 52 2. 75 .82 3 .17 .85 

Total 24 1 2.81.J .84 3 .08 .80 
- - .- -. 

This fin d ing is supporled b y a n carlier finding that women are more affected by 

the environment; they look for mo re information, and dedicate more time to the 

decis ion process (Gill, Stockard, Johnson, & Williams, 1987: 121 ).The 

researchers believes this is a good quality in the decision m aking processes. 

Men, on the contrary, arc more dom inant, assertive, objective, a nd reali stic 

(Wood, 1990:34). 

However, both scx groups !l;lvC s hown above average parti cipation in the 

implementation of dcci s ions us compared to the grand mean. The mean 

diffe rences between ma les <'11"](.1 kmales in th e ir beha vior results show some 

differen ce, th ough it does not. show whether it is sign ificant or not . Therefore, 

the statistically sign ificant tes t wi ll be checked using one way ANOVA or F- test, 

as shown on Table 19 . 

Table 19 : ANOVA Summary for Lhe mean compa rison of responses by sex 

Decision Sourcc 
categories 

~--- --~.-­
Overall Decision -
making 

Overall 
im plemenLalton 

Sex 
Residual _. _ -

TOLa l 

Sex -
Residua l _ . __ .. -

TOLa l 

Sum of 
Squares 

-
.56 

I 
168.90 

-- . __ .-
169.46 

._. -_. 

______ ~o_ 
153.65 
154 .14 

- ---

Mean 
p-

Of Square 
F value 

1 .56 .79 .37 

239 .71 _ . 
240 

1 .50 .78 .38 
- --

239 .64 
240 

Table 19, shows that , wiLh respect Lo thc level of parti cipation on overall 

deci sion -mak ing and dec is io n implementation gender difference is not 

significa nt (For details refer a ppcndix 4 and 5). 
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However, it can be gencralized, that female respond ents are eager to 

implemen t or execute a dec is ion which was decided elsewhere, conversely, 

males show some reluctan ce in the decision implementa tion. Therefore, it 

might be safe to conclude lhal females are good performers a nd consciou s of 

their duty. 

Table 20, shows the mean and standard deviation of different experiences with 

their level of participation. Th e t.a ble s hows th e respo ndents with experience of 

less tha n t.wo years have a gn:a ler level of involvement than the other age 

groups, both in decision ma king and decision implementa tion. This finding 

does not go with earlie r resea rch fi ndings, which indicate that more experience 

gives confidence to participu t.e in dec ision ma king indicating the presence of 

other va riables that needs fUI·ther in vestigat ion . 

Table 20: Mean of responses by work experience 

Experien ce 
Dec. on 

N 
<2 62 -
2-3 45 
4-6 47 

7-10 37 - ." -
11-20 29 -
>20 2 1 -- _ ._-

Total 241 -

oveml! dc cision categories 

Mean - -,.- ... -----~ 
2 .94 
2 .79 
2 .8 1 
2 .82 
2 .86 
2 .77 
2 .84 

Std . Deviation 
. -.-

.76 

.85 --
.844 - -, 
.96 _._------ -
.83 - , 
.92 --
.84 

Imp. on overall decision 
categories 

Mean Std. Deviation 
3.22 .79 
2 .91 .75 
3.08 .82 
2.99 .8 1 
3. 17 .79 
3.06 .91 
3.08 .80 

The study revea ls that the group with 11 to 20 years of experience performs 

better in the decision making a nd implementation processes, which agrees 

with ea rlier findings. On lhe other ha nd, teachers with a n experience of 

greater than 20 years have shown below average level of participat.ion in th e 

decision ma king. Experiences level of 2-3 yea rs a nd 7- 10 years demonstrated 

below average leve l () f p;JrLi cipa t: ion In the dec ision mak ing and 

implemen tati on process . 
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Therefore, reminding that 23.1 °;', o f the pri ncipa ls have a level of experience less 

than or equal to 3 -years, the resea rcher would like to suggest the disadvantage 

of having princ ipals between 2-3 ycars of expe rience. Based on these fa cts it 

can be possible to assllme lilat experience is a good indicator of leve l of 

pa rticipation. 

Table2 1: ANOVA summary rOt- the mea n comparison of responses by 
experie nces 

Decision Source Sum Df Mean F p-
of Squares Square value 

.86 5 . 17 .24 .94 
categorie ~ __ .. ::--_.,--

Overall Experiences 
Decision- Res idual 168.60 235 .72 
making Total 169.46 240 

Overa ll Ex crienccs 3.02 5 .60 .94 .46 _.-
151.13 235 .64 - _ .. _-_. - -_. ImplementaLion Residual 
154.15 240 -- ------- - -ToLa l '----- - _._--- --

Table 21 is intended to show if the re is any s ignifican t difference in the views of 

respondents based on work cxpnience. The summary of ANOVA table sh ows no 

significant differen ce . (1' '' 1" deLtils refe r appe ndix 4 and 5) There fore , it is good to 

look into the level of parLicipaLion in decision making and implementation of the 

decision. 

Table 22 : Mean of responses by qualification on the overall categories. 

QualificaLion 

- - _ . -

Diplom..a _ _ -_. 
Bachelor - .- -- .-
Maste rs -- --_._--

Total -- . 

-

-
_ . 

-

-

Dec. on 0\ 

I 
22H 

12 
24 I 

'crall decision categories Imp. on overall 
decision categories 

Mean Std .Dev. Mean Std. Dev. _. . _-- -
1.88 2 .60 _. .. ---
2.85 .82 3.07 .79 

-- --- .. 

2.73 1.15 3.27 1.11 . - -_ . --_. 
2.S'1 .S4 3.0S .SO 

. -. . - .. L--. 

Table 22, indicates about the t'Clalionship between qualifications of respondents 

and their part icipation level. I t. can be seen in the table that respondents 

holding diploma a re found lo be fa r below average in decis ion making and 

decision implcmentation. Surprisingly , respondents with masters degrees show 

below average participatiott in the decision making process. 
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The supporLing information I'or Lhis finding is that, as teachers gets more 

qualified then there will bc mo rc chance for them to be employed In other 

professions a nd for rea son LhaL, subject area their masters degree compels 

them to change the profession seeking better salary and working environment. 

Therefore, teachers cons ider Lhemselves external to the activities of the school, 

because they do not know when t.hey a re going to terminate their job. 

The accepta ble level of pa rticip;lIio n in decision ll'.<1 king an d implementation of 

decisions is performed by t.he I);whelor degree holders. This might be expected, 

because the vast majo rit y of 1>1(; rcsp(,ndcnts a rc with bachelor degrees. Aga in, 

the participaLion of diploma holders and master degree holders is below 

average, and impli es thaL Icvel 01' education a l qualification is not ar.. accurate 

indicator of participatio n level. 

Table 23: ANOVA summary of mean comparison of responses by qualification. 

Decision 
categories 

Overall 
Decision­
making _ _ 
Overall 

Implemen tation 

Source 

Qualificulion 
Residu al 

--=-,- ,---
Total 
Qualirication 
-- --- -
Residual -- -
Total 

'-----_. - - - - - -- -

, 
Sum of 

Of Squares 

1.09 2 ., 

168.36 238 -
16'1.46 240 - .. -_.--

.65 2 

'1 _.: : ;~:~~= __ ;;~ 

p-
Mean F value Square 

.55 .78 .46 ----

.71 

.32 .50 .61 

.65 
, 

A mean compurison of "esponse by qua lirication level was done using one way 

ANOVA (P- test). The "esulb arc shown In Table 23 and have shown any 

significant difference among Ll-.c views of the respondents on the overall decis ion 

making and implementation. (For details refer a ppend ix 4 and 5) Thus, tests of 

view comparisons cannot be done for the overall decision categories on the 

current decision making a hd decision implemenLa tion . Again, there is no 

significant difference by qualifi cation s ince almost all the respond.~nts a re 

bachelor degree holders. Ta blc 2 '1 shows the mea n responses on the current 

level of part.ic ipation in decision making a nd decision implementation by 

respondents with differen l field s of specia lization. It can be seen that the fi elds 

of pedagogy and educalional a dm inislration have higher level of participation in 

decision makin g and im plemen La lio n . 
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Table24: Comparison of mean respo nses by field of specialization on the current 
deci sion- making and irnplcmentation practices. 

----~ - ---
' . on overall decision Dec Imp. on overall 

Field of categories decision cat. 
special iza tion N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

-~ 

Educationa l adm. 1 3.00 2.88 
Pedagogy _ . 1 - _ ... - 3.88 4.06 
Natural sc ience 1 16 2 .79 .84 3.09 .82 - ----. 
Social science 68 2.94 .79 3.00 .76 
Others --- r §~ --
Total 24 1 

2.82 .91 3. 16 .82 ---
2.84 .84 3.08 .80 

The participants with other I'iclds of specialization , such as la nguage, have 

lower participillion in th e decision making. Th e respondents with social science 

degrees hav l: beller leve ls 01 rmrticipalion in decision making than those 

teachers wit.h natural science degree holders, but the converse is true in 

decision implementation. The mean comparison of responses with a field of 

specializatiolJ in Table 2:> shows no s ignifi cance difference among the 

respondents by qualificat ion (I :or details refer appendix 4 and 5). 

Table 25: ANOVA summary of mean comparison of responses by Fields of 
Specialization . 

. , Decision Source 

categoric~ j_-,-_ __ __ _ 

Overa ll Field of 
Decision­
makin g 

speci aliz§.l~ ) n 

Resid ual 
Tota l -----

Overa ll 
Ir Ii pic JrJ<' 
ntatio l J 

Field of 
~ IJec ial izaJcion 
Res icl un I 
--~- -
Total 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I , , 

Sum of 
Squares 

2.05 
-

167.41 
169.46-

1.748 
-- _ ._,--

152.39 
-

154. 15 

Of Mean F p-

Square value 
- ----

4 .51 .7';, .58 

236 .71 
I-- --

240 
.-

4 .44 .67 .61 
_ . --

236 .65 
~- .. -

240 --

In the fin al analysis, respond enls with a degree in pedagogy and educational 

administrulion are performing al relatively higher levels of participation. The 

majorilY of L1le respondents from lhe field of social science perform better level 

of participation in decision making as compared to the respondents from the 

field of nalural sciences. Thus, il is safe to conclude that field of specialization 

could be an ;,ccurate in dicator of a teacher's part.icipation. 
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4.4. First and Second cycle school leaders' involvement in 
decision making and implementation 

The fourth purpose of thc s ludy is to evaluate if there IS any s ignificant 
difference in the views of school leaders in the general (first cycle) and 
prepa ratory (second cyclc) government secondary schools. To serve this purpose 
responden LS ; Irl: categorized al:C() ['d ingly and responses are com pared . 

Table 26: Mean responses or ri rsl. CI nd second cycle school leaders in the 
pruclice of decis ion m;ll<ing 

-
Cu rr cnt pa rticipation level 

Decisio[ [ caLcgorics 
c r study 

1I1 Decision-making 
und 

J See.Sch. 
Cycle) 

Genera 
( I SI 

(N .= 173) 

Meanl 
General. sc~",gov. ___ 3.14 
Budg<:!:J? 
Curricul l 
Personnc -

""p<lc..al~~ __ 2 .2 1 
11'1'1 und ins L. 3.20 
I "ITa irs 

Std.D. 
----

1.07 

_ 1.:21.. 
_9·~~ 

1.04 

Preparatory 
(2nd Cycle) 

(N=68) 
Mean Std .D 
~-

3.02 1.12 
2.18 1.00 ' --
3.05 1.10 ----
2.50 0.90 

Mean 
Diff. 

o. J 2 

0.03 

0.15 

0.:16 ... --Monitori] 19 and eva'll 
~ --_ . ----_. 

2.i-l() 

:l. Ib I 
2.55 
3.10 
2.84 

.. 
1.04 2.95 ~OJ!.. 0.2 1 

~--. School b uilding 
Student; 
Rescarch r----:o- -

Ovcr al ! 
m; 

lilai rs 
and dev'l 
d cc ision­

'l<ing~_ 

1.18 
_ 1:.!.Z. 

1. 18 -----

. ~90 I 0.83 

2.29 1.22 0.26 
2 .79 1.23 0. 31 ---
2 .70 1.13 0.14 ._--

2 .70 0.84 0.2 
.. 

t 

0.76 
0 .24 

1.09 
2.50 -_._--
1A6 
1.53 
1.84 
0.84 

1.704 

P-value 
(2·tailedl 

OA5 
0.81 

0.28 
0 .01 * 
0.15 
0.13 
0.07 
0.40 

.090 
.. . . • 1 he mean dIfference IS s lgnlf[cant at the .05 leve l. 

Table 26, s h ows that there is a s ignificant difference in the issues of personnel 
affairs (p>O. lJ5), whe re CIS in the rema ining decision categories shows no 
significanL d .llc:rl: ncc. It is also possible to gene ralize based on the above table 
that school i,:;jdcrs in ri['st cycle sccondary schools partic ipate better than the 
second cycle s c: hool Icaders i[1 decision making. In addiLion, both groups 
showed relmivcly belier pal'li c ipa lion 111 the issues of curriculum and 
instruct io[ [, : ,[ lei IcCls !. o[ I budgct,.! [·y dec is ions. 
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Table 2 7 : Mean responses or rirst and second cycle school leaders in decis ion 
im plclTle n tation 

.- ~-

Currenl participa tion level on 
~Jn -im plemel: tation Dcci si 

General Sc 
(1" Cy 

(N = 17 

Decision ca Lcgories 
sludy under 

Mea n S 
General seb ' J J,O\~_. _ _ 3.63 
Budgcl prel ",,'Clllon 2 .4<) - - ---- --
Currieul UllJ :111 d insl. 3 .40 
Personnel LI 1"1": .. i rS'--c--_1_2_. 93 

Hid cva'n 3.39 MonitorinK: 
School buil< I~':!.g ___ 2 .66 
Student aff: I II'S 3,27 
Resc:I n :h CII :d ,,,; v't 2.85 
Ove r :tIl d , 

Im plem( 
:C 1SllH l - 13 1 i 

~ _" I I :1l.:, lIon ~ 

'c .Sch . Preparatory 
cJe) (2nd Cycle) 
3) (N=68) 
ld.D. Mean Std.D 

0.91 3.5 1 l.0 1 
l.07 2 .58 l. 25 

0.95 3 .36 l.14 
0.97 2.74 l.04 
0.95 3. 14 1.05 
l.20 2.60 1.35 
1.02 3.2 1 l.28 - - --~- -
1.17 2.70 l.1 7 

- - - - -- --~ 

) .75 3 .0 1 0 .93 
-

Mean t P-
Difr. value 

2-tailed ) 

0.12 0.84 0.40 
-0.09 -0.60 0 .55 
0 .04 0.24 0 .82 
0 .19 l. 36 0 . 18 
0.25 l.81 0.07 
0 .06 0.34 0 .73 

~ 

0.06 0. 38 0 .7 1 
0. 15 0 .88 0 .38 

0.1 0.85 0 .40 

As shown in '['" ,)Ie 27, then: is no s ignifica nt difrerence in the views of first a nd 

second eye,,: responde n ts on th c current participation of dec is ion 

implell l( ·IILa t: " . I. '['he par tic ipation in the decis ion implemen tation is found to be 

high ill gel'! '1':, : scconcJa l-y schoo ls than the pre paratory secondary schools 

except in the iJL:d get preparution, where it is higher in the prepa ra tory schools. 

Gener:li Scl. "ol Governance, Cu rri cu lum and in stru ction, Moni to ring a nd 

Evalu:iI ;oll, ' ."', S tude n t's /\rra irs are found to be best prac ticed decis ion 

categol :' .·s il 11.,' govcl"IllTle n t scco nd a ry school. Th e researcher would like to 

suggest thal s,:I ,, )o l leade rs need to motiva te staff m embers to pract ice dec ision 

makim( and i:dl)lcmentalion on thc other dec ision categories . 

4.5. [l '. 'it o" , L •. uders' views regarding the importance attached to 
d . ·isi .. " _'ategories 

As the othe r ;111, .l tion o r the study was to inves tigate the views of the secondary 

school leadc : .; C :I the im po rla nce attached to the eight decision categories, th e 

respon <il' n i.s .\". ', : usk ed t.o ra n k t he decision categories. The responses were 

group, ill l : i ". fOUl' cu tego r ies . Th e scores given in ind ividual groups are 

averagc (~ un " ;:,:. ·,:n a ·new runk ( lI~d er us shown in the Table 28 for the purpose 

of the cO lnpa. ·; s, ,, 1. 
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Table28 : Mea n ra n kings by position on the importance of the decis ion 
categories 

Principal Unit Leader Dep't Head Teacher , Decision categories 
under study Mean New Mean lNew Mean lNew Mean lNew 

rank <'ink rank ank rank ank rank rank 
General school 2 .3 1 I 4 .19 4 3. 17 2 3.32 2 governance 
Bu dget preQ.aration 3 .3 1 2 3.96 2 4.68 5 4.35 3 
Curriculum and 3.46 3 4.08 3 2.45 1 2.87 I instruction 
Personnel affairs 6. 15 7 4.75 6 5. 19 7 5.1 5 6 
Monitoring and 4 .00 4 3.88 1 4.55 3 4.87 5 evaluation _ .. 

School building 6.85 8 5.27 8 5.06 6 5 .28 7 
Student affairs 4 .69 6 4.73 5 4 .66 4 4. 37 4 
Research and 4.46 5 4.92 7 5 .21 8 5.72 8 development 

It is clear from the Ta ble 28, that department heads and teach ers give h igher 

importance to curriculum and instruction (rank=l) than principals and un it 

leaders , who ranked it third place. Principals give priori ty to gen eral school 

governance while unit leaders rank monitoring a nd evaluation first. Principals 

and unit leaders give a second preference to budget preparation. Thus, it is 

safe to generalize that instructional doma:n is ranked highest by teachers and 

department heads as comp2.red to principals a nd unit leaders . Pri ::1cipa ls and 

unit leaders h ave sh own less concern for the school building while te a.chers a nd 

department heads are less interested in research and development. In order to 

test the strength of the relation of ranks assigned to the decision categories by 

the respondents, Spearman rank correlation coe fficient is used. The results a re 

summarized in Table 29. 

Table 29: Correlation between groups of respondents on the importance of 

decision categories. 
-

Unit Departmen t 
Principals leaders heads Teachers 

Principals ------.---- - - -------- - ------ - ---- -----------
Unit-leaders + .714 -- -- ------- --- - ----- -- ._------- ---

Department-
+.61 6 +.667 -------- - --

~ heads 
. . -- .-

Teachers +.7:,g +.667 + .881 ------- - ---._---
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As can be seen in Table 20 there is relatively strong positive correlation between 
the views of teachers and department heads, as well as teachers a nd principa ls . 
However, there is a loose association between the views of unit leaders a nd 
department heads, as well as the views of principals and department heads. The 
researcher would like to COr.1ment that difference of respondents' opinions on 
the importance attached may be explained by their academic qualification, fi eld 
of specialization or position in the school organizational hierarchy. 

4.6. School leaders' views in the importance of participation in 
decision making and implementation. 

The sixth purpose of this study is to investigate the views of the secondary 
school leaders on the merits and demerits of participation in the decision 
making and implementation process on the above listed decision categories. 
Therefore, to serve this purpose respondents were given two open ended 
question to write their comments on the advantages and disadvantages of 
participation in decision making and implementation. 

Out of the 24 1 usable questionnaires, 11.6% of the two questions were left open 
by 3 Unit leaders (1.24%), 5 Department heads (2.1%), 20 teachers (8.33%). 
However, all principals commented on the two questions. Thus, comments given 
by the 2 13-respondents (88.4 %) assumed to represent the views of leaders of 
secondary schools of the study sample. The response for th is part focu ses 
mainly on respondent's judgment about the benefits of participation and 
problems of not pa rticipaling in the decision making processes a nd 
implementation of the school. The responses on this part general ize this 
research in the following way. 

4.6.1. Importance of participation in Decision- Making process. 
All the respondents believe on the importance of participation in the decision 
making except three teachers, who commented that there is no difference, 
whether they participate or nol, by arguing that most of the comments rai sed 
informally by these teachers arc ignored by the ad ministrating staff regardless 
of their importance . 
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Such, comments are found in the middle of the comments made by others too . 
This gives a clue that there are significant numbers of school principa ls and · 
administrators, who show reluctance to the comments made by teachers. 
Besides, the importance of pa rticipation are believed to be bette r chance of 
changing of work environment with good governance, collective and tran sparent 
leadership, smooth communication, execution or implementation of plans a nd 
programs. In addition, jobs will be done with ownership, daily activities in the 
school will be positive, and develop a sense of accountability and feelin g of 
responsibility. 

There will be clear VISIOn a nd confidence on the objectives of the school. 
Decision will not be forceful , and expert decisions (or con crete ideas) would be 
involved, Teachers will be involved in the problem solving and growth of the 
school, and this will create uniformity of procedures and operations regardless 
of the individual administrator. It promotes impersonality, build division of 
labor, hierarchica l structure and rationality. It helps to believe that every one 
owns her/his job; thus effor t will be exerted in every activity. 

The importance of teachers' involvement in the decision making process IS 
stressed by Conley, S. C., and Bacharach, S. B. (1990:542) who suggest that school 
principals will have to work with the staff as well as, other interested parties in 
identifying needs and establishing high expectations, if schools are to be 
effective. Mohrman (1978), while expanding the work of Barnard (1938), 
investigates teachers' involvement in decision making In relation to two 
organizational domains: technical and managerial. 

He noted that teachers report a higher level of actual and desired involvement 
in the technical domain than in the managerial domain. He a lso suggested that 
managerial issues fall inside teachers' zones of acceptance, while tech nical 
issues fall outside teachers' zones of acceptance. Participation in the decision 
making is revealed in the implementation the decision made and helps to 
improve the school management, instructional supplies and policies of 
education, and take responsibility during the implementation. 
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It would be reasonable to generalize from a ll the comments that , the objective of 

participation is to create a tcam whose main task is to ensure the success of its 

citizens and proper utilization of resou,ces a iming to advance economic, social, 

political and technological development. The researcher finds a lmost a ll th e 

comments of the same value and lists them all for they need further 

investigation. (For details refer appendix 15) 

4.6.2. Disadvantages of not participating in Decision-Making process. 

All the respondents believe on the importance of participation in the decis ion 

making is to mean in other words that, they all agreed in the disadvantages of 

not participating in the decision making. Participants of the study enumerate a 

number of reasons on the disadvantages of participation. One teacher 

commented, 

I might suggest an unusual approach to a skill or concept and the 
response the principal will likely give a deaf ear, off-handed, and through 
them I sense unwillingness on his part to assign decision making to me. 
The teacher keeps on, his comment; however, it should be noted that 
nothing about us can really be done with out us. 

(Emphasis added) 

A decision making process that does not facilitate the participation of its 

subordinates bring about frustration, and management system will be 

authoritative, where citizen's right is not fully respected. Decisions of such kind 

will have drawbacks, ignored easily, less success in their objectives, Cl nd do not 

enhance accountability a nd responsibility. 

The challenges will be alienated from the school and the profession, and will be 

considered as problems of the management rather than the school community. 

This in turn brings failure to working in unison for a common goal and hampers 

the teaching/learning process with heavy impact on the improvement of 

schools . The researcher would like to indicate the disadvantages of non 

participatory decision making process with the assumption of their importance 

for further study(For details refer appendix 15). 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIOlIT 

This fin a l chapter deals wiLh the summary, the conclusion drawn from the 

major findings of the study and the recommendation s made based on the 

study. 

5.1. Summary and findings 

The primary objective of the study was to investigate the cu rrent dec is ion 

making and implementation practices in the secondary sch ools of Addi s 

Ababa city administration. In order to achieve this objective a questionnaire 

was developed and pilot tested at Menelik II and Bole preparatory school s. Th e 

statements were arranged in order to answer the basic research questions. 

The study was carried out in 13 randomly selected secondary schools of ten 

sub cities in Addis Abab;) c ity administration. The 254 respondents in th is 

study were grouped intc principals, unit leaders, depa rtment head s and 

secondary school teachers, who were randomly drawn from the sample school. 

These respondents served oLher purposes of the study, i.e. comparison of 

views concernmg the levcl of participation in decision making and 

implementation. A total of 241 usable questionnaires were collected providin g 

the basic data for the study. In addition a review of literature was done and 

views of many researchers a nd practitioners were gath ered. 

The data obtained were analyzed using statistica l too ls of freq uency, 

percentage, chi-square , t-test, paired t-test, one way ANOVA, (Or P-test), and 

Sheffe' mul tivariate mea!] comparison and Spearman rank correlation to 

compute the agreement in the rank judgment of the groups of respondents 

and the following major findin gs were reached: 

1. The actual level of pa;·ticipation of respondents lP dec is ion 

implementation IS moderately better than participation the ma king 

decisions . And a significant difference I S found between the decis ion 

making practice and implementation of decisions m all dec ision 

categories except school bu ilding and research and development. 

74 



2 . The decisions in which a lmost a ll respondents participate better are 
curriculum and instruclion, personnel affairs, and monitorin g and 
evaluation. Most decision making and implementation practices seem to 
be centralized around principals. Department heads shows high 
participation in dec isi on implementation, while unit leaders on decision 
making next to the principals. However, teacher's participation in a ll 
decision categories is found to be low compared to other school leaders. 

3. Principals show preference a nd greater importance to decisions on 
general school governance, Unit leaders on Monitoring and Evaluation, 
Department heads and leachers on curriculum and instructbn. Strong 
similarity, or positive correlations, are recorded (rho=+O.88I) between the 
views of teachers and department heads. 

4. There a re no significant differences among the school leaders' views in the 
importance of participalion in the process of decision- making and 
implementation, a ll believe with the importa n ce of participation in 
decision making. 

5. Budget preparation, general school governance and curric'llum and 
instruction are given greater priority but, school building, and research 
and development a re given lesser priority by a lmost all groups of 
respondents. 

6. There are no significant d ifferen ces amon g the respondents' v';ews with 
respect to teachin g experience and qualification. Thus, these variables 
may not be suitable indicators for th :,: level of participation in government 
secondary schools. 

7. Females show greater participation in decision implement.'J.t.ion than 
\ 

decision-making, but lhe co nverse is true for males. 
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8. Sch ool leaders in general secondary schools participate better th an 

prepara tory school leaders In the ove rall decis ion making and 

implementation. Th ere is s ignificant difference between the views of 

school leaders in General secondary schools and Prepara tory seconda ry 

schools only in their pa rticipation of decision making on personnel 

affairs. 

9. Significa nt number (23 .1 %) of principa ls a ssigned on Principa l/ Assistan t 

Principal pos itions are found to be less than four years of experience and 

(84.6%) are not specia lized in the fields of educational a dministra tion. 

However, School leaders specialized in the field of socia l sciences shows 

better pa rticipation in decis ion making than implementa tion compa red to 

the school lea ders sp<:cialized in the fields of Natural sciences and vice 

versa. 

5.2. Conclusion 

School leadership is a tea m act with a joint responsibility; hence there is no 

doubt that the entire school community should work together for the 

improvement of the school. But the reality or the findings show that teachers 

are given less opportunity to pa rticipa te in the process of decis ion makin g and 

implementa tion a nd their d u ties are ma inly limited a t cla ss room level with 

noticeable demarcation. 

Teaching experience a nd qua lification are not identified as indica tors of the 

level of participation in decision making at the secondary school level. This 

might implies tha t , as teachcrs become more experien ced and qua lified in 

their field of specializatioL, they tend to be reluctant to issues of decis ions 

that might arises with an intention of leaving the profess ion. Parti cipation in 

decision making is positively related to the individual teacher's sa tisfac ti on, 

a nd it is an important factor in the morale of tea chers and their enthusiasm 

for the activities in the school. 
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A significa nt number of principa l's positions a re held by personnel with less 

experience in leadership practices. At this point the stated criterion for holdin g 

principal pos ition seems not applicable. Experienced and qualifiedl principals 

can create more condu cive school environment than the inexperienced 

principals to the teaching/ learning process , teacher's commitment, and 

participation in decision making a nd implementation . 

Various educational auth orities a re comfortable with leaving school policies to 

educators but, this fact seems to be overlooked. Therefore , school leaders need 

to pay attention when teachers feel a lienated and ignored , because in due 

course educational reform s require teachers to implement cha nges in the 

classrooms. 

However, the continued indifference to teachers' participation of in decision 

making and implemen tation is likely to cau se negative resul t on teacher 

mora le and performance, leading them to leave their jobs in a ny possible time 

for other jobs. This may eventually lead to the loss of experienced teachers 

and utilization of teacher's optimum effort a nd energy may not be realistic . 

. Teacher's have little or no in formation about budget a llocation even for their 

department's activities. This wi ll have negative consequences by creatin g 

mismatch between planning and implementa tion. This leads to hamper school 

improvement program. 

5.3. Recommendation 

1. The decis ion making process encompasses rationa l, deliberate an d 

purposeful action. It be;sins with development of a decision s trategy and up 

to implementation and appraisa l of results. Teachers' participation increases 

the consensus on goals, priorities, and breaks the narrow perception that 

marty teachers may have when they a re isolated in the classroom. Therefore, 

it should be in the interesL of the administrators to encourage pa rticipation 

in pla nning and policy formu lation, which wi ll facilitate and commit teachers 

to effective implementation of school decisions. 
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2 . Teach ers, th rough daily personal contact with students, have the knowledge, 

skills, and insight to know what work should be done in schools . They know 

about trends, developments and works before policy ma kers and the med ia 

do, especially in view of the tremendous pressure to transform schools a imed 

at meeting students' n eeds. Therefore policy makers must seek teachers 

input in all planning and discussions about the school. 

3 . Modern administration requires intense study and understanding in the fi eld 

of Educational Administration. The more knowled ge that th e educationa l 

leaders h ave, the strol lgcr will be the leadership prac tice . Therefore, 

principals should be appuintcd through public advertisement on t:,e basis of 

merit, previous knowledge or skills in educa tional ad ministration . MOE on 

th e other hand has to give specia l a ttention to the employment oj' princ ipa ls 

with an experience of educational administration. 

4. ' Experience has greatest value behind principals' administrative success . 

Therefore, a ssigning professionals with longer years of experien ce in 

administra tive positions may help to reduce the shortage of principa ls 

qualified in the field s of ed ucation a l a dministration . 

5. Budget should be prepared on the basis of school n eeds and plan. However, 

it seems that higher officials a llocate budget with out consultat ion of th e 

stakeholders. Thus, the burea u needs to collect thorough information from 

schools about the current nceds a nd design reasonable scheme fo r a llocation 

of budget. 
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Appendix-I: Map of Addis Aba ba City Administration (Research Setting) 
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Appendix 2 : Sample dis tribution of Respondents 
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Appendix 3: Percentages of categories of involvement in the decision making and implementation in terms pos ition 
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Appendix 4: Descriptive statistics of categories of participation in the decision making in terms of sex , age, qualification, specialization 
and total work experience. 
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Appendix 5: Descriptive statistics of categories of participation in the implementation of decision in terms of sex, age, qualification , specialization and total work experience 
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, I j ' I 

:2' ' 3 25 3.66 0.7 1 2.77 1.06 i 3.40 0.90 , 3. 12 : 0.77 3.31 0.97 , 2.75 1.2: : 3.19 i 1.07 i 2.93 1.20 3.18 0.75 14 10 3.67 0.83 i 2.27 1.27 ! 3.12 0.85 i 2.78 1 0.82 , 3.04 , 1.00 : 2.55 , 1.35 i 3.28 1 1.07 13.07 ; 0.93 , 1.98 0.73 . 5 30 3.72 0.98 I 2.66 I 1.20 I 3.50 1~·89 12.84 1.20 i 3.47 0.96 2.6U 1.45 13.1 1 I 1.1 9 12.90 I 1.06 I 3. 14 0.86 <= 1 1 1.86 . I 1.00 1 . I 4.57 ; I i~33 1- ~ I 4.00 1 . I 2.00 i . I 4.00 . I 2.00 I . I 2.60 ~ .g 2 228 3.59 0.92 I 2.5 1 I 1.11 I 3.39 I 0.99 12.87 I 0.98 f 3.32 I 0.97 2.6 1 : 1.22 3.25 1.09 12.78 I 1.16 I 3.07 ' 0.79 6 ~ 3 12 3.76 1.1 5 I 2.67 ! 1.32 3.33 I 1.29 3. 191 1.09 i 3.32 1.27 3.31 I 1.43 3.29 1.37 3.33 1 1.19 I 3.27 : 1.11 1 I 4.00 . I 1.7 1 I · 3. 14 I 2.891 12.86 2.50 I 3.83. 1.00 I . 1 2.88 ' .~ ) 1 4.71 . 4.57 I . I 4.29 : 3. 11 i 4.14 : 13.25 : : 4.33 . 14.00 . 1 4.06 ~ 3 116 3.66 0.89 2.48 1.11 3.36 I 1.05 2.89 1.00 13.35 1 1.00 12.64 1 1.26 13.23 1 1.13 2.84 1 1.25 I 3.09 I 0.82 [ 4 68 3.43 0.99 I 2.62 1.1 3 I 3.30 1 0.98 2.74 1.03 13. 17 1 0.88 2.63 1 1.23 13.23 1.07 2.63 1.10 3.00 I 0.76 
Vl 5 55 3.63 0.96 2.44 1 1.1 2 3.54 I 0.95 13.02 0.94 13.44 1 1.06 12.65 1 1.24 13.30 1.11 2.97 1 1.03 I 3. 16 i 0.82 

" u 

5 ·c 
" 0-
X 

'" 

1 62 3.63 0.96 2.71 1.18 3.54 1 1.03 3. 12 0.95 13.42 1 1.01 2.75 1 1.17 13.45 0.99 2.69 1.23 3.22 I 0. 79 2 45 3.48 0.85 I 2.38 I 1.0 1 I 3. 15 I 0.99 12.6 1 0.90 13.13 1 0.9 1 2.53 1 1.14 13.13 1 1.11 2.7 1 1.07 2.9 1 I 0.75 3 47 3.64 1.03 I 2.43 I 1.14 I 3.46 I 1.12 2.81 I 1.00 3.42 1 1.03 12.63 1 1.33 13. 18 1 1.15 12.84 1 1.38 I 3.08 I 0.82 4 37 3.51 0.96 2.26 I 0.96 3.24 I 0.90 2.85 0.94 3.27 1 1.0 1 I 2.56 ! 1. 14 13.25 1.09 12.84 1 1.00 I 3.00 I 0 .. 81 ~ 29 _ _ J66 I _03: 1 2.66 1 1:20 1 3.40 i 1.01 13.1 6 1 1.00 ! 3 23 1 0.96 12.7 1 f 1.42 1 3.24 ! 1.15 13.09 1 1.1i : 3.1 7 I 0. 79 16/}U 3.67T 1.00 I 2.66 I 1.28 I 3.52 I 0.84 12.57 1 1.13 13.43 I 0.96 12.63 1 1.44 13.06 1 1.26 12.8 1 I 1.08 I 307 I 0.9 1 
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Appendix 7: Significance differences between Mean Difference responses by Position on the current decision implementation practices (N=241). 

Decision categories 
under study 

General school 
gove rna n ce 
Budget 
prepara tion 

-

, Curriculum and 
instruc t ion 
Personnel 
affairs 
Monitoring and 
evaluation 
School building 

Student affairs 
Research and 
development 
Imp. of overall 
Dec .Categories 

Principals Principals Principals 
Vs Vs Vs 

Unit leaders Dep't Heads Teachers 
P- P- P-Mean value Mean 

value Mean value Diff. Diff. Diff. 

0.57 0.36 0.56 0.27 .79(*) 0.03 1 

' 1.33(*) 
~ 

0.01 1.12(*) 0 .0 1 1.31(*) 0.00 
, 

0.36 0.78 -0 .02 1 1.00 0.17 0.95 

0.22 0.93 0 .34 0.74 0 .70 0.10 

0 .51 0.48 0 .36 0.68 .79(*) 0.05 

0.62 0.54 0 .68 0.37 0.79 0.18 
0.45 0.70 0.54 0.48 0.63 0.27 

0.67 OA1 0.28 0.89 0.67 0.26 

.57 .21 .48 .27 .73(*) .02 

Unit leaders Vs Unit leaders Dep't Heads 
Dep't Heads Vs Vs 

Teachers Teachers 
p. P-Mean 
value Mean value Mean P-value 

Diff. Diff. Diff. 

-. 00 1.00 i .23 .70 .23 A8 
.-

-.21 .89 -.02 1.00 .19 .77 
, 

-0.37 0.50 -. 19 .85 .19 .73 

0.12 .97 .48 .15 .36 . 15 

-0 .15 .94 .28 .61 .43 .06 

0 .06 .10 .18 .93 -.12 .95 
0.09 1.00 0.18 0.90 0 .09 1.00 

-0.38 0.60 0.008 1.00 .39 .22 

-.09 .97 .16 .81 .25 .26 

(*) The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve l 



Appendix 8: Computation of correlation coefficient of mean ranking of respondent by position on the importance of the decision 
categories 

Respondents Difference Between Ranks l,2,3 and 4 
Dec isio n 

1* 2* 3* 4' 
1 *-2* 1*-3* 1*-4* 2*-3* 2*-4* 3*-4* 

catego ries under 
(N=\3) (N=26) 

study 
General school 

I 4 
governance 
Budget preparation 2 I 2 
Curriculum and 

3 I 3 
instruction I , 

• Person nel affairs 6 

Monitoring and 
I 

~ 
evalUallU II .1 

School bui lding 8 8 

Student affairs 6 5 
Research and . 

5 7 
development 

I d' 
(Rho) pO_po = 1 - ~ 

N(N-I) 
._ -

(Rho) 1*-2* = I - 6*24 
8 (64-1 ) 

(Rho) 1 *-3* = 1- 6*32 
8 (64-1 ) 

Key: 

(N=S2) 

2 

5 

I 

7 

3 

6 

4 

8 

(N=ISO) d d' d d' 

2 -3 9 -I I 

3 0 0 -3 9 

I 0 I 0 2 4 , 
6 o o 

5 3 9 
I 

7 0 0 2 i 4 

4 I I 2 I 4 

8 -2 4 -3 I 9 

24 32 

+ .714 +.616 

(Rho) 3*-4* = 1- 6*10 
8 (64- I ) 

(Rho) 1*-4* = \- 6*22 
8 (64-1) 

1 * - Principal 2* - Unit Leader 3* - Dep't Heads 4* - Teacher 

VlIl 

d d' d d' d d' d d' 

- I I 2 4 2 4 0 0 

-I I -3 9 -I I 2 4 

I 2 4 2 4 2 4 0 0 
I 

, 

- I o o 
-I -2 4 -4 1(, -2 4 

; ; , 
I I 2 4 I I -I I 

2 4 I I I I 0 0 

-3 9 I I I I 0 0 

22 28 28 10 

+.738 +.667 +.667 +.881 

(Rho) 2*-3* = 1 - 6*28 
8 (64- 1) 

(Rho) 2* -4* = 1- 6*28 
8(64-1 ) 
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Appendix 9: Respondents ' comment on the advantages and disadvantages of participation in the secondary school decision- making 
Advantages of palticipation in Deci sion Making 

Rules and regulations of the school will be developed together and 
executed with s light discrepancies. 
Implementation with no complaints, 
Deci s ion will be understood, 
Increase wi ll ingness to participate, 
Working together in team will be eas ier, 
Develop ownership fee ling. 
Facilitate problem solv ing, 
Duti es will be exec uted faster, 

; C reate conducive env irollment ,'or the teaching learning process . 
Decision s \\ ill be reasonable: 
Improve weakness and strengthen the positive si des. 
Problems cou ld be seen from different angles, 
Free from prejudice, 
Increase motivation of teachers, 
Reducc conflicts, and improve relationship and collegiality 
Enables the school meet or achieve the predetermined goal 
Enrich teaching learning process, 
Decisions happen to be democratic, 
Create psychological readiness for implementation . 
It obli gates, the person t 0 be loyal for his/her decision, 
No ambiguity in the decision objective, 
Develop experience, self con fid ence, and satisfact ion with job. 
C reates confident administration full of motivated employees . 
Picks hidden talents of young teachers 
Manage corruption, and mot ivates honesty and improves integrity 
School becomes a research center 
! :T'!prcve mel~! of sch(;;,; ! planii:ng 
Budget allocation \VIii be tim and reasonable. 
Smooth running of the teaching learning process, Helps 
to internalize the Droblem 

/ ' 

Disadvantages of not participating in Decision Making 

Hard to bring the expected behavioral change, 
Reduce acceptance, and performance. 
Develops fear in any decision, 
Takes away freedom 
Create boss- servant relation causes ca rel essness, 
Lack of dedication during the implementation, Moral crisis. 
Easy to be interfered by politics, or 

i any external agents. 
Lack ofreliabilit) o(the deci sion. 
Dec isions will be waste of resources (tillle, money, etc) 

, Teachers feel dependanl. no academic freedom. and 
Discourage people rpduce quality of education 
It affects student's performance, 
Resources will not be fairly distributed, 
Hard to take action on o~her's decision. 
Decisions may be impractical , 
Full of errors, and have nothing to do with the school's objective, 
Easi ly opposed by the implementers. 
Yields rough relationship with deci sion makers, 
Partakers will be challenged to undertake the decision, 
Create work load, which are not effective, 
No ini tiation to execute the job, 
Students cheating will be faci litated Externalize schoo l problem 

IX ~-



x 

Appendix 10: Questionnaire 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
S CHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT (EI)PM) 

(EDUCATIONAL LEDERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT) 

THE CURRENT EDUCATIONAL DECISION MAKING PRACTICE AND 

IMPLEMENTATION 

IN SOME SELECTED GOVERNMENTAL SECONDARY SCHOOLS OF 

ADDIS ABABA CITY ADMINISTRATION 

Dear Respondent: 

I wou ld like 1.0 express my speCial Lhanks for your sincere cooperation, in advance, to fill 

the questionnaire. This questionnaire is part of a study designed to coll ect information 

about The Current Educational Decision-Mak ing Practice and lmplementati':'n in Some 

Selected Government Secondary Schools of Addis Ababa City Administration. 

The major a im of this stud), is to use the information in order look into the dec ision ­

making practices, and evaluate the level at which decision making process is utilized or 

implemented to improve and resolve problems in teaching learning process. 

The researcher needs to remind ' the respected respondents to consider that the result and 

success of the study wi ll depend on the quality of the responses. Therefore , your 

cooperation in answering each question as thoughtfully a nd frankly as possible is highly 

recommended. 

GENERAL DIRECTION: 

:.- You are kindly requested no\. to write your name anywhere on the questionnaire to 

ensure complete con fid entialit.y. 

:.- Please put ( ,, ) mark unde r th e scale you agree for each item for part one and two 
but your rank order for pa rt three. 

:>0 All you r responses will be summarized and processed in a na lytica l form 

only for the purpose of the research . 

With regards , 



XI 

DIRECTION I : GENERAL INFORMAT ION 

Below there are the list of seven general inquires about your personal background. You are 

kindly requested to indicate your responses about each question with ( _) in the box 

provided for each items. 

1. Name of the school 

2. Geograph ical Location in the city: Sub-city _______ Kebele _____ _ 

3. Primary responsibility: Principa l c:::=J Un it leader c:::=J Teacher C=J 
Ass ist. Principal c:::=J Depa rtment head c:::=J 

4 . Sex: Male c:::=J Vemale c:::=J 

5 . Age group: 20-25 c:::=J 26- 30 3 1 -35 36 -40 c:::=J > 40 c:::=J 
6. Level of qualification: 12~ Bachelor 

12+2 Masters 

12+3 Subject Area __________ _ 

7. Work experience 
-

< 2 2-3 4-6 7-10 11-2 0 > 20 
-

As principa l/ Assist. Principal .. 
As a unit leader 
As a deEar tment head -
As a teacher 
On the cur ren t position 

Total service years 



XII 

DIRECTION II: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Below th ere are 5 0 decisiona l s tatements , which a re grou ped in to e ight categories. Against 

each decis ion a l statem en ts the re are two colu mns, Plea se ind icate in the left h and column 

the degree to which you partic ipa te in t he m a king of the sta ted decision at your school. 

And , in the righ t h a nd column in d icate how fa r you pa rticipate in the implementation of 

each dec isional statement. hll.t! n;J'+ n')'/n,')' aJoi) ' r h"'I.Ym~, I'CD· ... •• ~,g,'I'l':-r un'lhtl 

nM"'}-)' CO{l ··r- F'C 50-\"''1.lf'I· 'lIellc I'CD· ... •• V"'(1:r- ','CWPtl:: m,'/H.V 'IIC11C I'm· ... ·/, 'I ... M· ~g, 

1')' CfI::O') 1'(0 ...... Or.T.l,·r)· .I:·c7i nfl-/,,'l t · ),VUH" (0,"".::0 'Ii') "'"lI]b-'P. n'''I .~·l "l l7.1:· 1'/,C{l::O') 

.I:·c7i Oflol" " ;~ Oh·tI I](\"). (1;1'::0" )" ~g. g,"lOO·tI·):: In order to assist your responses each of 

the five level of participation is defined as follows."· ... ·)·b·:::O·) t'lun"lM /,·).tl.,!'un:l'·::o I]t'l (,9"fI')' 

.I:l :q 1'., ..... )-6.: h,{','I'I':.r- 'rm'"un'PtI:: 

Your current Term definitions: (lC7'9") Your current 
participation in participation 
the practi c e of Very low: No participation of any kind in the decision 
d ecision-making. 0"19" 1"»./";' .,' ... . ).(,.: implementation 
ar· ... ~. \,unfl lll')' Low :(,I1+"'r,' ., ..... ) .• : MI ;~)At the level of provid ing (I) .... .. . ) ·r"ll]b-'P. 

.I:·c7i::o opinion informally' (;' tI .. ;'tI .. unO.l:Or,' \''''I.I:·l"l .~·C7i::o 

f] tllf'/ V'L ;!' " ... ·0 ), ·) ·~.·"C ·O unmN') 

I Very low Moderate: a o',hN;' ·'· ... ·)·b·: On som e occasions I Very low 
Of/IY" 'lItl""";: bein g asked for ad vice( 0,1'.1:.:>.:>"'1. \'·"t'lrr. 0''19" 1,;,·g' ·1· ... ·)'.: 
.,.rd·.: VaJ· ... •• "'I.I'.Ot .p " ... M ··) ),·).tlA' Cll unmN') 2 Low 
2 Low High: h',>,";: ., ..... ).(,.: Serving in formally 11+"";' ., ..... ).(,.: 

l""""r,' ·,· ... ·)·G: 
orga n ized Committee with a ch ance of 3. Moderate 

3. Moderate m a kin g recommendation (rflb- ~,unb-C /l"'l. '~ aoljh(l:;' .1' ... . ) .• : 

"o'lht'l:;' ·r ... ·)·G: OlNI' Oun ;I' ~'<j: ) 4 . High 
4. High Very high: 0''19'' h<j: ·h' .,' .... ) .• : Being given h<j: ' rr,' 'r"'h~ 
hr, >"r,' ·,· ... ·)·G: authority to establish policy (t'l"'l . .l:l7" )· 

0l· ... ·/,::O:1' f]t'lf],.). Mhunlf')) 5.Very high 
5.Very high 0"19" M:·/·r,' ·,· ... ·)·G: 
11'"'IY" hfJ>I" ;: 
''''''')-G: 

Your current Decision Categories at the Your current 
participation in Secondary school level participation 
the practice of 

\' (1) .... . /. CoM's '1'C11C I'OJ· ... •• ', ... (f.r-
in the decision 

decision,ma k ing 
( Under study) 

implementation 
o f. ? , of ? 

-:: ---
I 2 3 4 5 A. General school governance 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Setting the purpose and objectives of the school 
2 School planning (strategic / operational/annual etc .) 
3 Setting the content and form of le sson plan 
4 Establishing disciplina ry policies -
5 Establis hi ng tea cher's evaluation criteria 
6 Determ ining length of school day a nd hours 
7 Setting lransparen t decision making procedures 

r-= 2 3 4 5 B. Preparation of budget 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Fina n c ial decision of the s chool through out the year r- -
2 Determ ining mea n s of incom e ge~leration 

r- 3 Utilizat ion _o f.......:,,>chool generated In~ome ---
4 Settin a bud get for a project implem en tation 

~ -, 



5 Setting budget for teacher's development program. 
6 Amount budget for educational materials supply 
7 School's support to parent teacher association (PTA) 

activity in generating income 
2 3 4 5 C. Curriculum and instruction 1 2 3 4 5 

I Evaluaticn of content and syllabus for improvement 
2 Text book prepara(ion and selection 
3 Text book Erovision 
4 Procedufc,s_in obta ining instructional suppl ies 
5 Selection of supplementary texts and mate ria ls l-t- ' 
6 Choice of teaching method and pedagogical styles r- ' 7 Allocation of teaching aids and teacher's teaching load 

2 3 4 5 D. Decision about personnel affairs 1 2 3 4 5 1 Recruiting, selecting and hiring teachers 
2 Allocation of personnel among teaching positions 
3 Teacher's transfer and performance evaluation 
4 Resolving teacher's grievance and conflict 
5 Participation level of parents in the school's decis ion 
6 Delegating responsibility and authority to personnel 
7 Pre-serviee/lnduction training of teachers 
8 In-service training of teachers 
9 Selection of personnel to attend on/off iob trainings 

2 3 4 5 E. Decision on monitoring and evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 1 Data recording and keeping system of the school 
2 Evaluation of examination and its confidential ity 

- , 3 Establishing Student promotion policies 
4 Assessmen t of school performa nce 

[ --I-- I--- -5 Evaluatiop of sUEervisory activities 
+-6 Accreditation of officia l do~uments 

7 Documcr,l.a tion of ':lest eXEeriences of the school -b 1 2 3 4 5 F. Decision un school building 2 3 4 5 1 School building expansion 
2 School building maintenance ~ 3 Ma intenance of school comEound 
4 Maintcnance of school supplies and materials , 

2 3 4 5 G. Decision on student affairs 1 2 3 4 5 1 Adoption of promotion policy for students ; 
2 Setting obiective for student'sguidance and counseling 
3 Set ting governing rules and regulations for students 

, , 
4 Setting standard admission procedures for students ! 5 Allocation of S tudents in Classrooms( class s ize) 
6 The decision to susEend or eXEel a student , 1 2 3 4 5 H. Research and development I 1 2 3 4 5 1 School's need assessment 
2 Action research activities in the school - -
3 Implementation of research out comes 

XIII 
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DIRECTION lll: 

Below there are eight ca tegories of decisions to be ranked in their degree of importance 

according to your judgment. The ranki ng order of these decis ion categories a re on th e scale 

from 1 to 8. (hll.V O;J"-),- 1'· ' ·II t. " ("·)-') 119''')')' I'OH'I'L Co(l:)'· n1,CIl,91 M·,·pr·)· hM/.AI.'!;1·;,' m· 

h 'I'le g: Allh 8';: ,l'.t. :~ IIC II("'," I'(I)·)The area, according to your judgment , the most 

important should receive the rank number- I , with the second importan ce shou ld receive 

ra n k number -2, and 8 for the last ranking.(nll.U9" uoot..)· 1,:P:'"1 0"19" ~\!l/.NI. 1"''1A ') '') 

.l'.ai·1 AVl.IH" YrroQ;l.t.i'i .r.O: l'l"r,'11 1" "I:I'lm.') .r.t.Po-8 Ouollm') ' J'ootlll":::) 
. 

S. 
Categories of decision 

Rank order in the importance of decision 
No. categories (Your judgment) 

I General sch ool governan ce - .-
2 Preparation of budget 
3 Curriculum and instruclion 
4 Decision about Personnel a ffairs 
5 Decis ion on monitoring and evalua tion 
6 Decision on school building 
7 Decis ion on student affairs 
8 Research a nd development 

DIRECTION IV: 

This is the last pa rt of the questionnaire, where you can write any comm ent freely. Your 

response for this part is expected to focus on your judgment about the benefi ts your 

participation and problems of not participating in the decision ma king practice and 

implementa tion of the school. 

1. What are the benefits of participation in the decis ion making practice anel 
implementation? om·<'\'/, ~\o nl'!' ",,11'1' Ouo<,\ · , · ~:,91 O(l)·<'\'/,m· <'Iy. \'O'I.,I'uorn" ) · ~\ ,91') ;J''r. "1';''1'-: 

2. What are the problems of not partic ipating in the decis ion making practice anel 
im plementation? Om·<'\'/. ~\onl'!' (IlNP 'louo''I-i·,,:,91 n"'1.om..)- OH'I'/.,91:)'· <'Iy. r"'1.h() ·J:-)· 1li'1·;J"P. 
7l:':r 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
Mekuria Abera 
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Appendix 11: Interview guide ror the Principals jor Assistant Principals. 

Name of the school_~. 

1. What a re the key areas of decisions in your school? 
2 . In how many days does the management committee meet to decide 

on the teachingj learning process? 

3. Do the committees have all the necessary facts and information you 
need for the decisions to be made? 

4. What are the implications of committee's decision in terms of action 
or implementations? 

5 . Do you believe that the likely consequences of your decisions are 
justifiable 

.... 

," 
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