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ABSTRACT

The extent to which school leaders experience a team work and participate in the
practice of school decision muaking has been viewed as a means of satisfying both
organizational objective and their need The purpose of this study is to investigate
the current practice of cducational decision making and implementation in
government secondary schools. Besides it intends to evaluate the level to which
secondary school leaders’ practice decision making and implementatior: io resolve
problems in teaching learning process. The method employed in the study was a
descriptive survey. Questionnuire. interview and review of documents were used ro
collect data from 13 Principals, 26 Unit leaders, 52 Department Heads and 150
Secondary Sghao! Teachers randomly selected 13- government secondary schools in
10 sub-cities of Addis Ababa cily administration. Level of participation in decision
making, and implementation were measured based on 50 decision statements which
were grouped under eight major decision categories. A correlation between decision-
making and implementation vy computed. A significant relation betweer, decision
making and implementation were found among eight decision categories. The pattern
of responses suggested that cachers have relatively less involvement in decision
making, whereas principals hold the lion share. Teachers reported thai there is a
need for actual participation in decision-making processes, so as to hecome 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 for adoption of shared decision making. Because, it
allows greater involvemen: of teachers in decision-making, which is an important
aspect of the decentralization policy of school-level-decision making and an

alternative to the top-down bureaucratic system of schooling.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, background and statement of the problem with basic
research questions, objectives, significance, and scope, definition of key

terms and organizations of the study are discussed briefly

1.1. Background of the problem

In the past, decision making was thought of as a management function by
itself. But nowadays, rescarchers and management authorities place or relate
decision making with planning. In this regard Stephen Robins and David
(1995:104) argue that, “Plans do not just come out of thin air. They are the

results of careful analyses.

After weighing the advantages and disadvantages of various alternatives,
managers sclect that will best serve the interests of an organization.” Glueck

(1997:384) 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 always precede choice.

Decision making is often quite disorderly and complex as it unfolds.
According to McCall & Kaplan (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 terrain of managers and their organizations. There is
no beginning or end..



Furthermore Sayles (1979:15) says:

..... managers usually deal with the unexpected crises and petty
little problems that require 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, Management Theory is built on the premise that
individuals act rationally, and the essence of their job revolves around
rational decision making processes. However, issues like access, coverage,
quality and utilization of competent decision makers and their percentage as
measured by qualification, training and experience is not yet achieved in our

country.

Thus, it is unlikely that all managers who are making decisions at various
levels are satisfactorily rational in all these respects. Due to this fact,
organizations that are in so many respects, incredibly efficient and

reasonable, some times seem to make inappropriate decisions.

Decisions on school capacity may be estimated on the basis of the area of the
rooms used for teaching, the maximum acceptable distance a child may walk
or the geographic area served by the school. These criteria along with other
facts would determine where new school need to be opened, upgraded to
secondary school or shifting cducational resources in order to achieve the
objectives of equity and efficicney. In addition, continuous monitoring and
evaluation of plans is also important during the implementation stage by the

decision makers. 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 decisions that are made about the organization’s
objectives and means of reaching them provide the guide-lines for
making subsequent decisions.

Therefore, it is certainly worth for decision makers to look into the objectives

and priorities of the organization as a whole in pursuing their decision. But



in practice, for reasons of incompetence the decision makers are unable to
consider the right prioritics, to gather sufficient data, analyse it thoroughly
and sensibly in order to come up with sensible answers. Thomas and Noel
(1999:61-62) argued:
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 turn requires other decision with regard to procedures.

To this end, the development of proper educational policy and planning, as
part of national development, 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 administration 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,
Regional, Zone, Sub-city, and the_School. The decisions made could also be
categorized as policy, school organization, financing, personnel training,
curriculum and instruction, monitoring and evaluation student’s affairs,

research and development ctc.

Decision errors and ineffective implementation at any of these decision points
have negative consequences. If one makes a mistake in other sectors, the
worst result may be wasting resources, but in education the damage will be
far beyond resources. Once the flavor or the basic essence of educational
decision objectives is lost, correcting it will be difficult. Today’s mistake
cannot be ecasily seen or noticed today, but only after many years with its
devastating outcomes. This is also the same for correcting it. To this end,

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



...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
order to support the teaching /learning 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 of first
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 of the Study

The aim of this study is to investigate the current decision-making practices,
and implementation in the secondary schools of Addis Ababa City

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



leaders and teachers in the secondary schools practice decision making and
implementation to resolve problems in teaching /learning process. In light of

this, the study has the following specific 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

Decision making practice is cxpected to be proactive and ilgtic'ibétory to
problems and opportunitics rather than reactive focusing in a mere
administrative short term problem solving activities. This study mainly
focuses on evaluating the current practices of administrative decisions which

pertain to what is being done in the secondary schools.

More precisely administrative decisions 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 among the stakeholders and as a result, School Improvement Program

(SIP) could be feasible. Thercfore the study contributes to:

1. Summarize the current practices in educational decision making process
at secondary school level.

2. Provide research ideas for those who want to pursue further study in the
area of secondary school decision making.

3. Identify key decision categories that school leaders should examine in

their leadership of the school.



1.5. Scope of the Study

Decision making in Education is performed at various levels on issues of
General School Policy, School Organization, Financing, Personnel Affairs,
Student Affairs, Curriculum and Instruction, Monitoring and Evaluation etc.
But, this study is limited in scope to study school leaders’ involvement in

Decision-making and implementation of the selected decision categories.

1.6. Limitation of the study

The study was challenged with some unforcasted situations such as non
response on subjective qucstions of Part IV of the questionnaire and
interview was challenging and tiresome. Teachers and principals was not
willing to cooperate as nceded, and even those who showed cooperation were
creating delaying tactics by giving appointment for various reasons, some
filled the questionnaires carelessly, and few failed to return the
questionnaires. These conditions made the researcher consume more time
than previously allocated for data collection. Therefore, since those
conditions made the study very difficult, the data and explanations given
could not be considered as comprehensive as possible; and hence, may

result in limited generalizability.



1.7. Definition of key terms

Assistant principal

A member of administrative tcam who direct academic activities and serves in
developing, 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 after consideration. It is a thinking process, with lots of

mental activity involved in choosing between alternatives.

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 extent of school leader’s participation in school

decision-making process.

Participation
State of taking part with others, in school’s decision making process formally

on the basis of determined objectives, rights and obligations to contribute views

in school leadership.

Practice

The application of knowledge to effect change in teaching and learning process.
Principal

The highest-ranking administrator 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

manner that promotes the development of students and staff members.



School Leaders

These, for the purpose of this study, are members of the school community
contributing to the teaching /learning process and assumes a position of
principal and assistant principal (leading the school), unit leaders, department
heads , and/or teacher(leading at the class room level)

Secondary school

Educational institution operating to provide formal secondary education (Grade
9-12)and aims at laying the foundation of life long learning and human
development by offering more subject or skill oriented instruction using

specialized teachers (World Bank 2000:45)

Teacher

A full time classroom practitioner, who function more instructional 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/learning, who controls the volume and tempo of events in class rooms.

(Kruger and Van Schalkwyk 1997:12-13)

1.8. Organization of the study

The research is organized in five chapters: 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 of data analysis employed throughout the study.
Chapter Four presents the data with its analysis and discuses the research
questions in detail. Finally, chapter five summarizes the study and gives brief

conclusions and recommendations.



¢~ CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter mainly deals with reviewing literary works of various scholars
on educational decision making and implementation practices primarily, the
meaning and nature of decision-making, steps in decision making, models of
decision making were thoroughly dealt with. Then, the basic features of
shared decision making and the major making, and were reviewed. Finally,
making, and summary thcoretical 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 between two or more alternatives” (Rowe, Boulgarides, and
McGrath, 1984:85). At a very specific level, the ability to make a decision is
highly related to the making of choices from a pool of alternatives. (Hammond,
1999:63) Decision- making can also be referred as problem solving or the
process of recognizing a problem or opportunity and finding a solution to it.
Decisions are made by everyone involved in any process, but managers
typically face the most decisions on a daily basis. Rowe and Mason (1987:348)

refer to decision making in terms 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 thinks 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 making is a process of managing information structurally by an
institution, group or individuals through the manipulation of information
(Streufert and Streufert, 1978:359). Individuals within the decision making

process can act very differently to a given specific problem.



For example, some individuals may be able to think quickly and methodically
or prefer to analyse and reflect, while others may like to act upon their
thoughts rather than contemplating their actions. The personalization of such
information processing has been defined under the term cognitive style.
Cognitive style refers to the behavior and manner of one’s decision making

abilities and not to one’s decision making process.

Cognitive style is related to the actions through which individuals seek,
organize, understand, process, and evaluate information (Hayes and Allinson,
1998:853). Cognitive style also reflects 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 ability to process and
interpret stimuli. Therefore, due to the complexity and variation in use, they
propose the term decision style to mean the way a person uses information to
formulate 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. (Rowe and Mason 1987:372- 387)

There are also other forms 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 alternative from several choices, or ideas and taking action.
Because, when people make decisions, they actually use their whole system,
not just their thinking abilitics. Thus, these and other notions of decision

making and implementation processes are dealt in detail.

A school leaders’ main 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 be done.

10



This is the point where the school administration has to make a choice from
many alternatives available. In doing so, they are expected to be reasonable as
well as rational. A principal should learn to delegate certain responsibilities.
Individuals who participate and help formulating decisions will significantly

contribute as they are empowecred to become leaders themselves.

A principal may be able to utilize this resource to ensure success. This could
only happen when smooth relationship and trust is developed among the
school community. Increased trust leads to sharing more personal
information within the school communities that will enhance regenerative
interaction patterns and ultimately contribute to school improvement.
Therefore, trust should be taken as decisive ingredient in leadership and
significantly related to positive job outcomes, performance, satisfaction and

organizational commitment.
2.2. Steps in Decision Making

The majority of decision making research ascribes to the belief that decision
making is a process. Decision making is a series of steps, whereby one defines,
creates, examines, and acts upon collected or gathered information. (Rowe,

Boulgarides, and McGrath 1984:265)

They introduced a five stage process for decision making:1) defining the
problem, 2) ﬁnﬂding and analyzing solutions, 3) implementing the decision, 4)
achieving the results, and 5) managing the consequences. Phillips supports
these ideas, but rearranged the order of the stages to the following: 1)
identifying all existing alternatives, 2) valuing the alternatives according to
preferences and potential outcomes, 3) assembling the information, 4)
choosing between preferences and outcomes, and 5) selecting the most

favorable alternative (Phillips 1997:45).

11



Other researchers believe that decision making is a more personal experience.
They argue that decision making is based upon an individual’s experience,
experimentation, and rescarch. Weiss claims decision making is a function of

one’s information, ideology, and personal interest (Weiss 1983:360).

Petrides and Guiney further cxplained that decision making is an influential
process by which one’s core values and beliefs are fundamental 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
probably find our self moving back and forth also. Decision making typically
follows a six-step process: identify the problem or opportunity, gather relevant
information, develop as many alternatives as possible, evaluate alternatives to
decide on the best ,decide on and implement the best alternative and follow-up

on the decision.

2.3. Models of Decision Making

According to Murphy and Beck (1995:345), there are three main models of
Decision-Making at secondary school level: the administrative control model,

the professional control model, and the community control model.

The administrative control model schools have administrative authority over
the key dccision areas of budget, personnel, and curriculum in order to
enhance the efficient expenditure of resources for directing student services.
The professional control model is one in which teachers are involved in
school decision-making. The community control model is one in which
parents and community members are given key roles in school governance
so that the values and preferences of parents along with the community are

reflected in school functioning.
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The first two of these modecls are considered 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 Itight coupling often appear together in

current literature and are usced in a relative sense.

Numerous researchers (Willower, 1982:90; Herriot and Firestone, 1984:50)
have indicated that schools arc better understood as a mixture of loose and
tight coupling, although rclerring to different relationships in different
situations. Sergiovanni in his study found that excellent schools are both
tightly and 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-subordinate relationships, power hierarchies, rewards,
and sanctions and the likes. This is similar to the delineation of the
characteristics of bureaucracy by Max Weber in (Robbins, 1990:34).Tight
coupling operates in schools, through formalization and relying on rules and
procedures to direct the bechaviour of teachers and pupils. It is a measure of

standardization. Sergiovanni (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 behaviour of organizational members.
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A highly formalized school operates with standardized guidelines and
regulations. Written rules, procedures, instructioné, and communications
control both teachers and pupils. Tight coupling in schools is taken to be an
indicator ol school burcaucratic control. Bureaucratic control implies a
vertical line of command f{rom 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 (1984:8)

The degree to which school decision-making is centralized varies 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 control is thc system of tight coupling used to coordinate

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

2.3.2. Theory of loose coupling

Loose coupling describes the autonomy of teachers to employ discretion in
performing their work in the light of individual educational judgment. The
professional competence of teachers is recognized by the school that is
reflected in a relationship ol interdependence between the teachers and the
school. Through the mechanism of loose coupling, teachers are disconnected
from the authority structure of the school to exercise individual discretion.
However, they may simultancously be more coupled to the organizational
goals through professional commitment and performance. Loose coupling in

schools is taken to be an indicator of the professional autonomy of teachers.

Professional autonomy in an organization refers to the degree to which the
teachers use a professional organization as a major reference. It is strongly
correlated to the values of teachers over teaching, learning, self-regulation,
dedication to the field of education, and autonomy. Involving all teachers in
decision-making is not a compulsory requirement of shared decision-

making.
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However, il is recognized that education could be improved if teachers and
parents are empowered to contribute to decisions that have a direct impact

on individual schools (White, 1988:5).

Henderson in his article “A perfect match for bottom-up reform” suggested
that better decisions could be achieved if control over decisions is placed as
close as possible to the implementation of those decisions. (Henderson,
1990:39).The logic of this argument suggests a model of decision-making in
which power and authority are linked to areas of professional expertise and
specialization in the organization. This model suggests that schools are
loosely coupled organizations in which principals and other senior staff

cannot have a direct influence on the work of teachers.

Because of the nature of the organization, teachers cannot look to senior
staff to make decisions and must develop individual professional skills along
with autonomy to effectively work. A research by Sleegers and Wesselingh
(1995:201) suggests the cexistence of a relationship between professional
oriecntation of teachers and the involvement in school policy-making.
Dimmock and Walker also reported that teachers and principals felt
professionally empowered in school-based management and were motivated

to improve the management of schools. (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 spitc ol the way the process is presented on paper,
decision making is a nonlincar recursive process. Most decisions are made by
moving back and forth between the choice of criteria (the characteristics we
want our choice to meet) and the identification of alternatives (the possibilities
we can choose from). Thus, the alternatives available may influence the
criteria we apply to them, and similarly the criteria we establish may influence

the alternatives we will consider.
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There are two major approaches to decision making in an organization, the
authoritarian method in which an executive figure makes a decision for the
group and the group method in which the group decides. However, a number
of approaches could be listed but, the followings approaches are most

commonly encountered in school leadership.

2.4.1. Authoritarian Decision

The designated decision maker makes all the decisions without consulting
group members. The manager makes the decision based on the knowledge he
can gather or the most popular concept she/he had, and do not worry about
acceptance, because she/he has so much power over the followers that overt

rejection of the decision is not likely to occur.(Hughes 2006:364)

This approach of decision making has the disadvantages in that followers do
not openly object decisions, thus these leaders mistakenly assume that the
decisions have been fully accepted and will be fully implemented (Hughes
2006:364). Therefore, such managers must explain the decision to the group
and gain acceptance of it taking relatively a longer time than the time they
took to make the decision. However, it is advantageous in that it takes
minimal time to make a decision and posses assertiveness on the decision
made. Therefore, this approach may be advisable in simple and routine
administrative decisions when little time is available to make the decision

(G.R.Terry and S.G. Franklin, 2003:112).

2.4.2. Expert Decision

Select the cxpert from groups than letting the expert to consider the issues
and make decisions. This is useful when one person in the team has
overwhelming expertise. Selection of the expert may be unclear because there
is no group interaction, and tecam members may have different opinions about
who the expert is and it may become a popularity or power issue. ThHereiore,
this approach is highly dependent on specific expertise and a clear choice for

thie expert.
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2.4.3. Consultative decision

The leader separately asks cach 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 difficult to get the team together and make urgent decisions.

However, group interaction is very low , team members are not truly involved
in the decision, opinions of the least and most knowledgeable members may
cancel each other, commitment to decision may not be strong, unresolved
conflict may exist or escalate and 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 deccision. This method is often used by executive or
temporary committees. It is usclul for a large number of decisions and limited
time. But, this approach can be railroading, may not have full team commitment to
decision, and creates an air of competition among team members and results

in moderately 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. Studies show that the group often has values, feelings, and
reactions quite different [rom those the manager supposes. This approach
does not need time for explaining decision and gaining acceptance. From an
efficiency standpoint, group decision making is better because, it has been
shown many times that pcople 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 are

two types of group decision making sessions.
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One is free discussion, in which the problem is simply put on the table for the
group to talk about. The other kind of group decision making is developmental
discussion or structured discussion. Here the problem is broken down into
steps, smaller parts with speccific goals. Developmental discussion insures
systematic coverage of a topic and insures that all members of the group are

talking about the same aspcect of the problem at the same time.
2.4.6. Decision by Majority

The majority of the stall mecmbers participate in the making of the final
decision. The advantage is thatl everyone knows the rules and there 1s a way
to make sure there is an orderly process. But it is not manageable because
some subgroup may usc 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 decision. But it is not responsive to minority opinion in

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

Team members are viewed as the “the winners and the losers”; reduces the
quality of decision, minority opinion will not be discussed or valued, which
results in unresolved and unaddressed conflict and full group interaction may
not be obtained. Such approach is more useful when there is insufficient time
to make decision by conscnsus and the complete team-member commitment

is unnecessary for implementing decision.

2.4.7. Decision through Consensus

This approach is useful when time available allows consensus to be reached,
the team is sufficiently skilled to reach a consensus; the team commitment
required to implement the decision is high. It takes well-practiced

communication skills by all tcam members.
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Pure Consensus is responsive Lo minority opinion and leads to the strongest
support for the decisions made. Its disadvantages: takes a long time; one
person can block the decision. On the other hand Modified Consensus is
decided by the group in its initial meeting, are in agreement. This is usually
the majority reach on purc consensus, but reduces the chances of blocking.

Small percentages of people arc unhappy with the decision.

This is the method often used in public policy facilitated settings. Collective
decision arrived at through an effective and fair communication process. The
advantage of this approach is that it is the most effective method of team
decision making, where all tcam members express their thoughts and “feel
understood”. However, il takes more time than other methods, takes
psychological energy and skill. It can be negative if individual members are not

committed to the process.
2.4.8 Participatory Decision

Numerous studies support that participation usually results in better and
quality of work. (G.R.Terry and S.G. Franklin, 2003:112)Decisions are made by
authority after group discussion. The team creates idea and has discussions,
but the designated 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 approach, team suggcests more than one methods and listening to the
team increases the accuracy ol the decision. However, the team is not part of
decision, members compele for the leader’s attention, team members may tell
leader “what she/he wants to hear” which results in less commitment from the
team to implement decision. The school, like all formal organizations, has
basically a decision making structure. Teachers' participation in decision
making is vital and should be encouraged so that decisions result from a

shared decision making process.
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Teachers should be given the trust and confidence to participate in decision
making for they are entrusted with guiding, educating and motivating students
to excel. Therefore, after going through all the advantages and disadvantages
of the stated decision making approaches the study take a position that school

level decision-making should be participatory or shared decision making.

2.5 Shared Decision Making

“Tell me and I'll forget, show me and I may remember, involve me and I’ll
Understand.”
(Old Chinese proverb)

Shared decision making is a strategy associated with school-based
management reforms promoted in the 1980s and 90s. Advocates of teacher
empowerment and school restructuring urged principals to delegate leadership
responsibilities, develop collaborative decision making processes, and share
authority. Although the focus of reform has shifted from management
processes to accountability for student learning outcomes in the last decade,
the expectation that principals will involve others in decision making is still

strong and often mandated.

The purpose of SDM is to improve school effectiveness and student learning by
increasing staff commitment and ensuring that schools are more responsive to
the needs of their students and community (John Lange 1993:102-105).
"Student success and achicvement must be kept in the forefront of our
thinking as the reason to implement site-based, shared decision making," says
Lange. Using SDM as a mcans to shift accountability or abolish a "top-heavy
central office staff’. Everyonc who helps in making decisions must be held

accountable for the results. As (Conley 1991:225) reported,

/
....there is less agreement in the literature about what principals and
teachers participation. One end of the continuum defines

participation as teachers’ collaboration with their peers to address
instructional problems and other issues at the classroom level. At the
other end of the continuum teachers are involved in decision making
related to managerial concerns and policy.
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Some bencfits of participation cited in the literature include higher quality
decisions (because different  perspectives are considered), increased job
satisfaction and morale, a hcightened sense of empowerment, “ownership” of
school goals, and improved student performance resulting from better
coordination of the work of individual teachers. The time it takes to make
group decisions is one downside of participation. Other problems involve group
dynamics that can negatively impact the quality of decisions. Examples of

these dynamics may include “group thinking” and polarization.

2.5.1. Scope of participation in Shared Decision-Making

According to Hoy and Miskel, the nature of the relationships between teachers
and administrators and the quality of leadership correlate highly with
teacher’s satisfaction. Greater participation in decision-making, especially
concerning instructional mcthods, yields enhanced teacher job satisfaction.
Moreover, the lack of opportunities to participate in decision-making is the

greatest source of teacher dissalisfaction. (Hoy and Miskel, 1996:326-327)

Subordinates accept some decisions without question because they are
indifferent to them. According to Barnard (1938) in Hoy and Miskel, there is a
‘zone of indifference’ in cach individual within which orders are accepted
without conscious questioning of their authority. Subordinate involvement
related to these zones bascd on expertise and personal stake are shown in

Figure 1 below.

Do Subordinates Have a Personal Stake?
Yes NO
Outside Zone of Marginal with Expertise
Acceptance (Occasionally Include) Yes Do
(Probably Include) subordinates
Marginal with Inside Zone of Acceptance No Have
Relevance (Definitely Exclude) Expertise?
(Occasionally Include)

Source: (Hoy and Miskel 1996: 289)

Figure 1: Zone of Acceptance and Involvement in school decision-making
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Although group participation in decision making is often beneficial, it is not
always practical, nor is it rcasonable in some situations. Hoy and Miskel
developed a situational modcl to help administrators decide when to make
decisions by themselves and when it is best to involve others in the process.
Again Simon (1947) in Hoy and Miskel refers to this with the more positive
term, zone ol acceptance’. The problem for administrators is to determine

decisions falling inside and outside the zone. (Hoy and Miskel, 1996: 349).
2.5.2. Delegation in Shared Decision Making

Delegating decision making authority to assistants and other staff is common
management practice. Since delegation is a form of shared responsibility,
leaders must still ensurc that issues of participation are appropriately
addressed. Effective delegation requires that principals make sure assistants
know what is expected and desired, have access to information they will need,
and have the technical knowledge and interpersonal skills to accomplish the
task. Thus, delegation is both a way to increase efficiency (when tasks are
relatively straightforward and procedures are known) and a method for

personnel development (when situations are more ambiguous).

Shared Dccision-Making requires time and effort to develop appropriate
solutions and, consequently, cannot be viewed as the single decision-making
model. Models will vary according to individual building needs and according
to the type of decision/s being made. Shared Decision-Making does not mean
that every decision is made by a school committee. The principal’s role is that

of facilitator of good decision-making.

2.5.3. Principal’s role in Shared Decision Making

SDM does not replace the principal as a decision-maker on all issues. Instead,
the principal becomes "part of a team of decision makers" and will likely make
decisions on issues outside the scope of the SDM group or committees. The
principal plays a critical role in establishing and maintaining SDM. David
Stine describes the principal's new role as an organizer, adviser, and

consensus builder, who takes advantage of the group's thinking.
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David calls principals who utilize SDM "internal consultants" who provide the
staff with current research and advice. Others emphasize the facilitative
aspects, such as finding spacc and time for staff to meet, helping groups work
effectively together, and minimizing distractions and obstacles for SDM

participants.

The principal helps a school become ready for SDM by promoting a
noncompetitive, trusting climate, creating opportunities for staff to express
ideas, and placing a priority on professional development. Effective schools
have effective leaders. In a system of Shared Decision-Making, the principal
shall establish and maintain an organizational system that allows teachers,
students and parents to participate effectively in a shared decision-making
process. Principals initiate and monitor a school improvement plan. All Shared
Decision-Making is expected to involve school leaders: parents, students,
teachers, support staff, administrators, and as appropriate, community

members.

2.5.4 Teachers’ participation in Shared Decision Making

In the carlicr stages of the introduction of school-based management in the
USA and UK, the participation of teachers in decision-making was adopted
to provide more influence on schools and increase administrative efficiency.
In the 1980s and 1990s, the focus on teacher participation in decision-

making changed.

It aimed at reforming educational practices by creating conditions in schools
that facilitated improvement, innovation, and continuous professional
growth. Most of the restructuring literature favoured shared decision-
making. Teacher involvement in school decision-making facilitated better
decisions. Management practices for promoting shared decision-making were
preferred because; those closest to students know best how to improve

schools and are in the best position to implement decisions.
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The participation of teachcers in decision-making was perceived as forging
links between administrators and teachers (Sergiovanni, 1992:345).The
participation of teachers in decision-making was viewed as a change
initiative focusing on an altcrnative strategy for school management (Conley
and Bacharach, 1990:539; Goldman, 1992:15).Researchers (Mohrman,
Cooke and Mohrman, 1978:16; Schneider, 1984:26) have described the
participation of teachers in school decision-making as bi-dimensional,
consisting of a technical core of activities related to classroom instruction

and a managerial core ol aclivitics that are school wide in focus.

The technical domain consisting decisions are related to instructional task
execution. On the other hand, the managerial domain consisting decisions
are related to managerial support functions. (Mohrman, et al. 1978:18)
found strong inter-relationship among items measuring decision
participation in each hypothesized domain and differential relationship of the
two domains to attitudinal work outcomes. In their study, they examined
patterns of actual and desired levels of participation and decision deprivation

in each domain ol decisional areas.

Their results indicated that the actual participation was greater in the
technical domain than in the managerial domain. Teachers wanted greater
involvemer}g in technical issucs rather than managerial issues. This finding
was supported in later study (Duke, Shower, and Imber 1980:99).Schneider
(1984:27) also found thal teachers reported lower levels of actual
involvement and high levels of desired involvement in managerial issues. In
the study by Schneider (1984:28), the conditions of equilibrium and
saturation were not found to exist and deprivation (desired involvement
exceeding actual involvement) was reported across all decision issues.
Furthermore, Sﬁhljeidcr (1984:31) found that teachers reported higher levels

of deprivation in managerial than in technical decision issues.
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Conley (1991:260) revicwed various perspectives regarding teacher’s
involvement within decision domains. He noted that technical and
managerial decision domains are related with conceptually distinct
constructs so that each implicd a different orientation of teacher involvement

in decision-making.
2.5.5. Effects of Teacher Participation

Research in the areca of organizational management seems to support the
existence of positive effects on both workers and organizational effectiveness of
involving employees in decisions affecting their work. For example, the classic
study by Coch and French (1948) in Alutto and Belasco (1973: 31-32) reported
that they have found dramatic improvements in absenteeism, turnover,
efficiency, productivity, and the number of grievances. In addition, many of the
studies on Participatory Dccision Making (PDM) tested appear to support the
existence of outcomes such as increased job satisfaction and improved

performance. (Alutto and Belasco, 1973:35; A. M. Mohrman et al., 1978:17)

2.6 Teacher’s participation in decision-making in Ethiopia

The researcher tried to gather information from previous researches, of Asefa
Abahumna (1995) “Teachcrs Participation in Decision Making in the
Technical and Vocational Schools of Ethiopia” as well as the Markos Mekuria
(1997) “Teachers participation in the Administration of senior secondary
schools of SNNPR.” and catcgorized their finding as three levels of decision

participation: the individual level, the group level, and the school level.

The individual level includes issues closely related to the performance of
individual teachers within classrooms such as the choice of teaching
materials, teaching schedules, and student assessment. The group level
included issues relating to the functioning of groups such as subject panels
and co-curricular activity groups. The school level included issues at the
whole school level such as school goals, budget, admission policy, personnel

management, and development planning.



Although these studies proposed a multidimensional model which covers
instructional, pcdagogical, and managerial domains, it was not examined by
rigorous statistical modeling. These studies found that Ethiopian teachers
are most willing to participale in technical decisions and least willing to
participate in general administrative ones. However, Conley (1991:261)
claimed that the expectations and desires of teachers varied substantially
among teachers and across decision domains. The study also explores the
relationship between specilic management practices and the degree and form

taken by the participation ol teachers 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 hand, the managerial domain included
decisions regarding the managerial functions of the school. The two decision
domains represent the ovcerall dimensions of participation in decision-
making practice and implementation in government secondary schools of

this study.

The perceptions of teachers ol school management practices are linked with
the form and extent of teachcers’ participation in decision-making. In the final
analysis, based on thesec cmpirical researches, the study notes that,
teachers’ involvement in sccondary schools decision making enhances the
commitment to decisions and increases the motivation to implement the

decisions made.

2.7 Factors that Affecting Decision Making

A good decision is a logical one based on the available information and
reflecting thie preferences ol the decision maker. The important concept to
grasp here is that the quality of a decision is not related to its outcome: a

good decision can have either a good or a bad outcome.
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Similarly, a bad decision (onc not based on adequate information or not
reflecting the decision maker's preferences) can still have a good outcome. In
judging the quality of a decision, in addition to the concerns of logic, use of
information and alternatives, other considerations come into play: First, the
decision must meet the stated objectives most thoroughly and completely
that is how well the alternative chosen meets the goals identified. Secondly,
the decision must meect the stated objectives most efficiently, with the
concern over cost, energy, side cffects. These considerations might be affected
by different factors thereforc the following are worthwhile to be assessed

whenever the decision maker perform any type of decision.

2.7.1 Decision Environment i

o~
Every decision is made within a decision environment, which is defined as the
collection of information, altcrnatives, values, and preferences available at the
time of the decision. An idcal decision environment would include all possible
information, all of it accurate, and every possible alternative. However, both
information and alternatives are constrained because the time and effort to

gain information or identily altcrnatives are limited.

The time constraint simply mecans that a decision must be made by a certain
time. The cffort constraint reflects the limits of manpower, money, and
priorities. Since decisions must be made within this constrained environment.
It has been said that the major challenge of decision making is uncertainty, and
its major goal is to make quality decision by reducing uncertainty. Information
and alternatives continuec lo grow as time passes, so to have access to the
most information and to thc best alternatives, do not make the decision too
soon for the following three benefits:

1. Decision environment will be larger, to provide more information

and time for morc thoughtful and extended analysis.
2. New alternatives might be recognized or created.
3. The decision maker's preferences might change. With further

thought, wisdom and maturity preferences could be changed.
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2.7.2 Quantity of information

Many decision makers have a tendency to seek more information than
required to make a good dccision. When too much information is sought and
obtained, one or more of scvcral problems can arise. Delay in the decision,
because of the time required to obtain and process this information. This delay
could impair the effectivencss of the decision or solution. In addition, if so
much information is available decision-making ability actually declines
because the information in its entirety can no longer be managed or assessed

appropriately.

2.7.3 Acceptance

Acceptance is a critical factor because it occasionally conflicts with quality
criterion for standard decision. In such cases, the best thing to do may be to
choose a lesser quality solution that has greater acceptance. Thus, the inferior
method may produce greater results if the inferior one has greater support.
One of the most important considerations in decision 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
implemented with thoroughncess (and preferably enthusiasm) will work the way

they are intended to.

2.7.4 Decision Streams

A common misconception about decision making is that decisions are made
in isolation from each othcr: gather information, explore alternatives, and
make a choice, without regard to anything that has gone before. The fact is
decisions are made in a context of other decisions. The typical metaphor used
to explain this is that of a strcam. There is a stream of decisions surrounding
a given decision, many decisions made earlier have led up to this decision and

made it both possible and limited.
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2.7.5 Leaders’ competence

The ability to take timely, clcar and firm decisions is an essential quality of
leadership, but the typc of decision needed, varies according to the
circumstances. A true lecader approaches the decisions confidently, being
aware of consequences and [ully in command of the entire decision-making
process. Pareto’s rule of “Vital Few and Trivial many” may help in setting up of
the prioritics. Giving every lactor affecting a decision in equal weight makes
sense only il every factor is cqually important. The Pareto rule concentrates on

the significant 20 percent and the less important 80 percent.

2.7.6 Experience

There seems to be no greater teacher than experience. Experience is not the
number of years one spent on a given job, but access to research-analysis and
experimentation. Reliance on the past mistakes prevails on most school
leaders and managers. It is strongly believed that if a manager or a school
leader carefully analyzes his/her experience and thinks in an unbiased
manner, the causc for success or failure together with experience becomes the

basis for decision analysis.

2.7.7 Research and Analysis

Experiments are onc way ol (esting a method. It is probably the most
expensive one. One should be encouraged to do experiments and try the
various alternatives to sec which alternative is the best, because there is no
guarantee of repetition of the results. When a major decision has to be taken,

research and analysis is the most effective technique.

2.8. Factors that Affecting Implementation

Implementation is a key playcr of any innovative program. A study of it may
reveal, why a new program succeeds or fails.Fullan has defined
implementation as “the process of putting into practice an idea, program or
set of activities which is new to the people attempting to bring about the

change (Fullan 1982: 216).
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Louis and Siber, on the other hand suggest that, implementation is generally
easier when the decision made addresses the real needs. (Louis and Siber,
1979:34) The wider thc participation of the diverse groups in needs
assessment is maintained, the lower the probability that any series needs
will be overlooked. According to them, implementation conceives three
elements that may affect implementers’ ability and willingness to implement
policy: Implementer’s cognition (comprehension and understanding) of the
policy; the direction of Implementer’s response towards the decision

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

Therefore, School decisions started in national terms along with policy
statement; should be modificd in such away to address the school needs. In
the mean time, win acceptance and understanding of implementers and
ensure clfective implementation. Implementation may be affected by the

following factors.

2.8.1. Decision Clarity

Clarity of decisions will help implementers to understand what the decision
is about, why it was decided in a given way, what is expected to be done,
when it is going to be implemented, how it will be implemented. Clear goals
and objectives are decisive factors in the progress of change, with out them
efforts and resources will be wasted when one tries to figure out the meaning
of the decision. Yet, the litcrature on change suggests that this factor is often
overlooked.(Miles, 1978:87)lFullan and Pomfret (1977:369) as cited by (Fullan
1982: 254) give the following proposition on the subject of clarity.

Low
Explitness

i

" User confusion
Lack of Clarity
Frustration

Low degreeof
Implementation

Y

Figure 2 Iiffect of clarity on decision implementation
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There are however, problems associated with a prior explitness may have the
following problems. First: prior specification usually minimizes or limits the
role of the implementers, sccond: it is almost impossible to specify in
advance the exact behavioral requirement. Therefore, there may be a
problem cither with being too explicit or with not being specific enough. In
this regard, Peter Drucker argued that “the more concisely and clearly the
boundary conditions of decisions are stated the greater the likelihood that
the decision indeed be, casy Lo implement, effective and will accomplish what

is set out to do” (Drucker, 2001:109)

2.8.2 Participation

Berman and McLaughlin as cited by Fullan, 1982:68) suggest:

Teacher’s participation in decisions concerning operations and
modifications was strongly correlated with effective implementation and
continuation. Teachers, who are closest to the problems and progress of
any project activities, are in the best position to suggest remedies for
the percelved deficiencies.

Therefore, the clicet of participation can be conceptualized for the purpose of

the study as follows:

Y

Implementer’s
Commitment

| CIRCLE OF DECISION Effective
; IMPLEMEIw Implementation

’- Enhanced capacity
—4— 1 to Implement <

e ___.___!

Participa:[ion of
Stakeholders

Figure 3: Participation in rclation to commitment and capacity to implement
(Developed by the researcher)

This is an essential part of the process of implementation. A high level of
participation in implementation of any decision would undoubtedly, expand

awareness level of the implemcenters.
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2.8.3. The role of the Principal

The principal plays, a key lcadership role in introducing planned change.
There is no doubt that the major educational reforms resulted form
leadership and the success of implementation mainly depends on the

interest, commitiment, involvement, and support of leaders.

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982:234) studied effective and typical
principal’s behavior in a dctailed review of literature. In the conclusion to
their article, the authors identified several behavioral factors possessed by
effective principals: they arc clear about the priority of their goals; they “work
closely and regularly with teachers to identify classroom instructional
priorities and means of thcir achievement” ; they establish cooperative
interpersonal relationships as a means of influencing the achievements of
their goals; they encourage real not “ symbolic participation in decision-
making with in well-established structures and guide lines”, and they
provide planning time for tcachers, monitor classroom progress and all they

are ¢ assertive ,achievement oriented” in their leadership.

2. 8.4. Teacher —Teacher Relationship

Rescarch litcrature provides direct conformation that the quality of working
relationships among tcachers is strongly related to implementation

(Rossenblum and Louis, 1979; Miles et al, 1978as cited by Fullan, 1982:72)

In addition, many of the studies on Participatory Decision Making (PDM)
tested appear to support the cxistence of outcomes of PDM such as increased
job satisfaction and improved relationships, better performance, ete. (Alutto

and Belasco, 1972, 1973; A. M. Mohrman et al., 1978)
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2.9 Sex, Age, and Experience in decision making Practice

Despite the fact that socicly is progressing towards social and labor equality
between men and women, il is necessary to continue to examine from a
psychological perspective whether there are sex differences in the importance
that peoplc allocate to factors that determine the decision process. Till now,
the results of rescarch arc somewhat ambiguous because, some significant

differences identified, most of them are minimal. (Hatala and Case, 2000:342).

It seems that women arc more affected by the environment; they look for more
information, and dedicatc morc time to the decision process (Gill, Stockard,
Johnson, & Williams, 1987:121). Men, on the contrary, are more dominant,
assertive, objective, and realistic (Wood, 1990:34).However; these differences
have been interprcted as the result of the incidence of sex-related social norms
and stercotypes that arc transmitted in the form of values, traditions, and

behavioral expectations.

Together with some other cducational factors, these probably foment and
maintain some of the dilfcrences associated with certain aspects of decisions.
Therefore, although the findings have been somewhat limited, it is relevant to

continue to investigate these dilferences and determine how they are formed.

Regarding age, many studics within the naturalistic approach have been
carried out with adults and, to a lesser extent, with youths and retired
persons. Therefore, it would be interesting to analyze these three age groups
conjointly. As with sex, rescarchers debate, without much conviction, about
whether there are differences in the quality of the processes used by youths,
adults, and retired persons. Some authors believe there are differences (Dror,

Katona, and Mungur, 1998:68) and others disagree (Chen & Sun, 2003:234).

Despite this, the variable age should be taken into account, especially when
1
attempting 1o investigate [rom a naturalistic perspective, because this focus is

specifically based on subjccts’ experience and competence, which are normally
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acquired with age. Spaniol and Bayen observe that judgments are more
tranquil in retired peoplc, probably because of their difficulties with the

working memory (Spaniol and Bayen 2005:29).

2.10 Summary theoretical Frame work

Decision making, in this rcscarch, is defined as the process of selection of a
course of action from the available alternatives. School leader’s main job is to
lead the school through elfcctive decision making and quite often they have to

decide on what is to be donc, who is to do it, when and where it is to be done.

This definition of decision making is highly related to a cognitive style.
Cognitive style is an individual action to seek, organize, understand, and
evaluate information. Individual’s cognitive complexity or ability to use or
process information varies among individuals. This difference can be noticed
in the process of making sound decisions based on the same information.
This implics people have bounded rationality or limited cognitive complexity;

therefore they can be seen sceking help while they are making of decisions.

The study believes that school problems or decisions have to be shared
among stakcholders in the scctor. In this regard, the school, like all formal
organizations, has basically a decision making structure. All school leaders,
who are close to the teaching/lcarning process, should be given the trust and
confidence to participate in school decision making for they are entrusted
with guiding, educating and motivating students to excel. School decision
making, for the purpose ol this study, could be conceptualized as the
‘professional model’ and the ‘administrative model,” in which the models
could be explained by the thcory of tight and loose coupling. Therefore, the
resecarch mecasures the current practice of decision making based on the
concept of management practices of schools to include bureaucratic control

and professional autonomy ol the organization.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

In this chapter the rescarch design and methodology are discussed briefly.
The background of the rescarch setting, research method, sources of data,
sampling tcchniques, samplc size, data gathering tools, as well as methods of

data analysis.
3.1. Background of the Research Setting

The Addis Ababa Education Bureau has been established as an organization
to promote the overall education system in the city. Addis Ababa is one of the
two city administrations under the Federal Democratic Government of
Ethiopia. The city is organized into 10 sub-cities, which are composed of 99
Kebeles as, the lowest administrative level. The proportion of male and female
population is almost the same with 50.1 percent males and 49.9 percent

females (CSA, 2004:26).

Addis Ababa as the scal ol government every policy statement general
objectives and strategies arc designed and most centrally positioned. Thus,
the research is based in Addis Ababa with the assumption of the city’s
proximity to policy makers (MOE) and seat of government. In addition, it
creates convenience for the researcher to collect data from a wide array of
respondents, with minimal cost and time. This happens to be an excellent
measure to collect managcable data, and as a result increase the validity of

findings.

With all these advantages the cily possesses, it is important to note that any
negative finding may implics thal regions are experiencing the problem in
larger/or magnified extent. In addition, the data sources of this study were
‘thoughtfully selected and analyzed quantitatively using statistical tools and
supported by qualitative genceralizations of interviews of school principals and

document rcview in the issucs of decision making and implementation.
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3.2 Sources of Data

The sources of data for this research were sample principals, unit leaders,
department heads, and tcachers of the sample schools in each sub city.
These four groups of respondents were selected because their day-to-day
activities arc related to the objectives under study. Primary and secondary
sources of data were used lor this study. The primary sources of data were
obtained from school priacipals and assistant principals, unit leaders,

department heads and teachcrs of sample schools.

Secondary sources of data wcre journals, books, research papers, websites
(internet sources), manuals, and documents used to develop the relevant
review of the related literaturc. In addition, statistical educational abstracts

of Addis Ababa city administration education bureau were consulted.

3.3 Sample Population and Sampling Techniques

According to the Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau
statistical abstract report, there are 3,118 teachers in the 42 government
secondary schools of Addis Ababa city Adfninistration, as the focus area of
the study. I the city administration there are 32 general secondary schools
and 10 preparatory secondary schools. There is only one preparatory
secondary school in cach sub-city except kolfe keranyo, where there is none,

and two preparatory secondary schools in Gullele sub city.

It would be impractical and unmanageable to include all these schools and
teachers in (he study; rather come up with a representative sample. The city
administration has already stratified the total population with 10 sub cities

and the schools into general sccondary and preparatory secondary schools.

Therefore, (0 begin with the researcher assumed the governmental
stratificatior. of sub citics is homogeneous in population, infrastructure-
developmeiil, to guarantce sample representation of the total population is

reasonablec.
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To make the size of school population manageable and reduce the variations
among schools, from each sub city, one general secondary school was
selected randomly which makes 10 general secondary school samples (31.3%)
of total population of the general sccondary schools in the city
administration). There arc 10 preparatory secondary schools in the city. To
represent this population 3 preparatory secondary schools (30%) were
selected randomly. Therefore, 13 (10 general and 3 preparatory secondary)
schools were selected for the study by using stratified 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 and 163 Teachers sclected randomly, which makes a total of 254-
respondents. The sample population was selected on the bases of four
reasons in line with the sclected survey methodology. First, every individual
in the population to have been potentially selected; second, results were to be
gencralized to the population of interest, third, the sample size estimated
accurately and cost effectively, and finally, the sampling method made to be
flexible for some unanticipated purpose, to minimize or possibly avoid

sampling errors.

The numbers of secondary schools teachers are not uniform in all sub cities.
Therefore, to give fair chance to all teachers in the sample schools, the
following technique was used. If the total number of schools is N, the
determined sample size is n, and n/N gives proportionality constant number.
So lor 13 schools and a sample size of 42, the proportionality constant is
13/42 = 0.3095. The proportionality number is multiplied by the number of
teachers in each school to determine 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 sampling techniques to be included in the
study. The distribution of schools and teacher’s sample size in each sub city

is shown in the appendix 2.
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Every effort was made to include a cross section of schools based on
geographical location, preparatory and general secondary schools, and size of
the school. 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 in cach group were assumed to have similar
characteristics with respect to number of schools, experience of teachers, and
availability of infrastructures. Therefore,13 principals/assistant principals
(one from each school), 26 unit leaders (2 from each school), 52 department
heads (4 from each school) and 163 teachers (110 from general secondary
and 53 preparatory).In total 254 respondents were included in the study. (For
details refer appendix 2)

3.4 Data Gathering Instruments and Procedures

Multiple data collection methods were employed in order to amend some
inadequacies in individual methods. This method is supported by different
rescarchers, since it increases the credibility of the research findings.
Accordingly, one set of questionnaires 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
interviewed and documents comprised minutes of management committees,
Parcnt-Teacher Association (PTA) Committees, and discipline committees

reviewed.

The interview questions were also 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
constructed in English, becausc school leaders at the secondary school level
were expected to be bachelor degree holders who pursued their degree in

English.
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The questionnaire was prepared carefully by adaptation of earlier research
questionnaires (Asefa Abahumna (1995) and Markos Mekuria (1997),
M.A.thesis in Educational Administration). Adaptation was done to remove
inapplicable items for the present study; on the other hand adaptation of a

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

The first draft questionnaire was prepared in four parts: Part I, General
background of the respondents; Part II, Main body of the questionnaire,
which consists of 60 decision statements categorized into 9 groups. The views
of the respondents were measured by a 5-scale Likert- type attitude items;
Part III, 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 translated study objectives, and the basic question
to be treated through out the study. The decision statements were arranged

to be less wording, and contextual, with careful choice of response categories.

In order to select items which best suited the purpose of the study, the final
rearranged copy of the questionnaire was given to three judges for evaluation.
Two of the judges were lccturers, one from the department of Educational
Planning and management, one from department of Psychology and the third.
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 rescarch questions and the purpose of the study along
with the draft questionnaire, which enable them to determine whether or not
the questions specified as final 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 following scale: Highly relevant (3), relevant (2), some what
relevant (1) and irrelevant (0).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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Bascd on their response items with value of judges ranging from 1.75 to 3
were directly accepted to be used, because the result is assumed to be more
than the expected mean. Three decision statements which were singled out
irrelevant 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 accordance with the comments by the

judges, can be part of decision about personnel affairs.

Reliability of judge’s ratings was computed by using reliability coefficient, and
found to be 0.84 which shows their judgment was reliable. The ratings and
comments made by the judges 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 use.

Then, the relevance of test items had been ensured by the judges the pilot
testing was carried out in two government secondary schools (Menelik II and
Bole preparatory secondary schools.) The main purpose of the pilot testing
was to check the usability of the instruments and the planned procedure of

data collection.

After the collection of the questionnaire from the pilot study each decision
category in the questionnaire was examined item by item to detect
ambiguous and unclear statements, 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
collect views about the merits and demerits of participation in school decision
making. The direction given to cach part was translated into Amharic for fast

understanding of the objectives of the questions, because the questionnaire

was prepared as double faceted.
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In addition to this, to check the internal consistency of the attitude scale the
data obtained was fed into SPSS-15 and reliability coefficient was calculated
using Cronbach’s coefficicnt of alpha (Reliability Statistics) and the result
found to be (0.936), implics that the instrument is reliable. Finally, after
correcting errors and conceptual difficulties, the final form of the
questionnaire was preparcd with the confidence in its ability to evaluate 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 analysis ol data in a manner that aims to combine
relevance to the research purpose with economy in procedure. (C.R.Kothari
2007:31). The main objective of the study, as mentioned in the introductory
chapter, was to study thc current educational decision making practice and

implementation in secondary schools.

Hence, to serve this purposc descriptive survey method was selected as
appropriate, because this mcthod helps to assess the current status of the
decision making practices. 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 mcthod cnables us to determine the frequency with
which something occurs or its association with other variables. Thus,
descriptive survey method was selected as relevant method to obtain
pertinent and precise information concerning the current status of the

phenomenon and helps with the conclusion from the analysis of information.

Descriptive survey mecthod Aclps to reveal the current practices of decision-
making and implementations guantitatively 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 ctc. Having this in mind the researcher pay due attention to

the above mentioned factors in order to minimize or avoid errors.

41



In this regard, the concept 1o be measured was clearly specified,
operationalized and represcnted by decision statements, which indicates and
measures, the factual practices of decision making process. Data collected
was systematically coded, labulated and organized for analysis. Data
gathered through the two open-ended questions of the questionnaires and
interview was categorized by themes based on the research questions and

ideas used in theme format.

The organized and coded data were stored in an editable Excel spreadsheet,
was imported to SPSS-15.0, and analyzed using descriptive statistics:
frequency counts, percentages and mean scores, and chi-square to test
goodness of fit, t-test, paircd t-test, One way ANOVA and Scheffe’ test to
determine significant diffcrence between group of respondents and Spearman
rank correlation coefficient was used to determine the relationship among the
views of the respondents rcgarding the importance attached te decision

categories.

These techniques were sclected based on the nature of data collected and the
basic rescarch questions. Irequency counts and percentages were used to
determine the extent of aspects and mean scores of the alternative levels to
justify the aggregate level of participation. The chi-square analysis and the t-
test were uscd to determine the significance differences of the level of

participation of frequency count and mean scores respectively.

The mean comparison for scx, qualification, field of specialization, positions,
were determined using Onc way ANOVA(F-test)followed by Sheff’s method of
the weighted mean scorcs. when a signiiicance difference is obtained with F -
test. The weighted mecan ranks alter being arranged with newly assigned
ranks werc corrclated using Spearman rank correlation coefficient.
Qualitative data obtained [rom the two open-ended quest:ons of the
questionnaires, interviews and review of documents Werc analyzed
qualitatively by describing or narrating the ideas provided by the respondents

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 queslions posed in chapter one, both qualitatively and

quantitatively.

A total of 254 copies of the questionnaire were distributed to Government
General Secondary and Preparatory school principals, unit leaders,
department heads and tcacher respondents, who were randomly selected
from the sample schools. 241 copies (96.4%) of questionnaire were returned
properly filled in to be uscd for the analysis. Therefore, analysis was made
based on the data obtaincd [rom these 241 respondents. In addition, the
questionnaire was substantiated by structured interview made to all sample

principals of the schools and the review of school’s documents.

In the course of presentation, analysis and interpretation of data, the steps
followed were: First, present the data gathered and examine whether there is
a significant difference or not between the variables. Second, specify the
direction of difference between the variables. Third, cross check the results
with the literature review. Forth, attempt to hypothesize inconsistent results

with the literature using lindings of interview and document review.

4.1. Respondents Characteristics

The characteristics of respondents are shown in two tables. The first, table
below, gives a clear picturc about the sex, age, categories of respondents with
respect to the level of qualification, experience and field of specialization. The
second table describes the school category in which the respondents were

taken.

43



Table 1: Characteristics of respondents by sex, age, qualification, field of
specialization and cxpcrience.

A ) ~ Frequency of responses
Principal | Unit Leader | Dep’t Teacher Total
Variables Head
No. % ‘ No. ’ Yo No. % No. % No. %
i‘:ﬁe 111846 22| 846 |41 |788 | 115 | 76.7 | 189 | 78.4
Faifiale 2 ! 15.4 | 4 ‘ 15.4 11 21.2 35 23.3 52 21.6
33?25 | 7.7 ! 9 | 34.6 15 | 28.8 74 49.3 99 41.1
26-30 5 | 385 ] 8 30.8 20 | 38.5 44 29.4 77 . 32.0
31-35 2 15.4 6] 23.1 7 13.5 10 6.66 25 10.4
36-40 ] T 2 7.7 2 | 3.85 5 3.33 10 4.1
4 | 30.7 1 3.85 8 15.4 17 11.33 30 12.4
>40 )
Qualification
Diploma 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .67 1 0.40
Bachelor 11 | 84.6 | 20 100 47 | 90.4 | 144 96 228 | 94.6
Masters 2 15.4 0 0 5 9.6 5 3.33 12 5.00
Specialization
Educ.adm. 1 7.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.40
Pedagogy 1 T 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.40
Natural science. | 4 30.7 | 13 50 22 | 42.3 7 51.33 116 | 48.1
Social science. 6 | 46.2 | 6 28.1 12 | 23.1 44 29.3 68 28.2
Others | 1 | 77 ' 7 | 269 |18 346 | 29.| 193 | 55 |228
Tot. Exp. ;
<2 2 15.4 . ) 19.3 12 | 23.1 43 28.67 | 62 25.7
2-3 | 76 | 7 26.8 6 11.5 31 20.67 45 18.7
4-6 2 15.4 1 3.85 11 | 21.1 33 22 47 19.5
7-10 3 23.1 & 26.9 8 15.4 19 12.66 37 15.4
11-20 2 154 | 5 19.3 12 | 23.1 10 6.67 29 12.0
>20 3 23.1 1 1 3.85 3 5.8 14 9.33 21 8.70
Total 13 | 5.39 | 26 | 10.79 | 52 | 21.6 | 150 62.2 241 (100.0

As table 1 shows, the majority of the respondents, 78.4% are males and the
remaining 21.6% 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 statistical abstract
(2000 E.C) in this respect shows female teacher’s comprise 17.4% of the

total population of sccondary school teachers.

The largest section of the respondents 41.1% was within the age grcup of 20
to 25 and the smallest 4.1 %was between the age group of 36 (o 40. The
majority of respondents Lo this 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 26.
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Therefore, it might be concluded that there is almost similar understanding
among the respondents. [n the view of Spaniol and Bayen judgments are
calmer in older people, probably because of their difficulties with the working

memory (Spaniol and Baycen 2005, p.29)

It can also be scen in table 1 above, that only 7.7 % of the principals are
qualified with a master’s dcgree in the field of school administration. This
might explain positive effcets on the superior-subordinate relationship and
administrative participatiori. As per the policy of MOE, secondary schools
should be stalfed with first degree holders, (Ayalew Shibeshi, 1991:114) there
seems to be high compliance with the government policy since a.most all
(99.6%) of the respondents held first degree or above and a very insignificant
number (0.4%) ol the respondent were found to be under qualified. To have
48.1% of the respondents from Natural Science field seems some what biased
but it was not, because the teaching load (or weekly period allotments) and

the variety of field of study is larger than the other fields.

With regard to experience, 63.9 % of the respondents have an experience of 6
years and bclow. Thus, it can safely be concluded that many of the
respondents are new to their position. In support of this fact, interview made
with all school principals of the sample schools revealed that there is a high
turnover and a great dcal of transfer. The other 36.1% of the respondents
have an expericnce of 7-ycars and above.Therefore, it would be pessible to
generalize that more ycars of experience contribute more to the
understanding of various issucs and problems related to participation in the
decision making process. The research revealed that 15.4% of principal
respondents are with less than two years of experience. In addition, it can be
seen from Table 1 that 92.3 % of the principals assigned to the sampled
secondary schools were  from  the fields other than Eduacational
Administration. In support of this fact, the researcher witnessed the transfer

of one principal in this catlcgory to a similar position in another TVET college.



Thus, their assignment to a principal position tends to refiect the
assumption, that any onc who could understand what is presented in
administrative guide book can lcad the school. If that is the case the concern
of the principals would be merely to observe rules and regulations are being
implemented as it was presented in the guide book. If so, the cultivation of
the ability to inquire, and create new ideas and improve the school
environment will be in vain. Therefore, the appointment critericn for the

secondary school principals nceds further investigation.

Table 2: Respondents by School Category

-l"rcquency of responses
School Principal Unit Leader | Dep’t Head Teacher Total
category
No. | % No. % No. % No. | % No. %
General 10 | 769 | 20 | 769 | 40 76.9 [103 |87 | 173 | 71.8
secondary
Preparatory 3 231 O 231 12 23.1 47 131.3 68 28.2
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 schools, namcly general secondary and preparatory secondary.
In this regard 71.8% of thc respondents are from the general secondary
schools and the remaining 28.2% from preparatory secondary schools. This
stratification was done first: to ensure fair representation of sample
population and sccond to investigate if there is any significant difference
between thc two categorics of sccondary schools in their involvement in

decision making and implcmentation.

4.2, Respondents’ views on practice of decision making and

implementation

This part of the analysis was based on Part I of the questionnaire. The
respondents were asked Lo cxpress their views about the current decision
making practice and implcmentation. Respondents put check marks in the
space provided to show thcir level of agreement with five point attitude scale

of very low to very high.
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The five scale level of agreement regrouped into three levels of low, moderate
and high level of participation based on the total sum scores of each decision
categories with the assumption that participation less than 40% as low,
between 40% and 75% as moderate and 75% and more to be considered as
high participation. This assumption is also found important because views

could easily be generalized and comprehend.

Then, the respondents’ vicws grouped with the percents to show the level of
involvement in dccision making and implementation of the respective
decision categorics (For dclails refer appendix 3). Appendix 3 shows most
school leaders involvement in decision making and implementation can be
generalized as modcrate in all the overall decision categories. There is
relatively better involvement in the issues of curriculum m and instruction.
Principals have shown modcrate or high level of involvement in decision
making and implementation of all decision categories except budget, school

building and research and dcvelopment.

Table-3: Respondents’ views regarding general school governance.

Participation linQQLiCL:l(Iy of responses X2 p-
Level Low | Moderate High | Calc. | Critical value
Decision-making 51 | 107 83 | .000
process N (21.2%) { (44.4%) (34.4%) 19.65| 5.99 G
Decision 20 | 96 125 | 000
:mplementation (8.3%) '\ (39.8%) (51.9%) 73.20 9.99 1 )

(*) significant at the .05 level.
Table 3 shows that 21.2 % ol the respondents have low participation level
and 34.4% of the respondents highly participate in the decision making of the
school governance. The computed x2=19.65 is greater than the critical value
%2 =5.99 at o = 0.05 level of confidence. Therefore, there is a significant
difference between the respondents’ perceptions concerning the level of
participation in the decision of school governance. The table also indicates
that the level ol participation in school governance of 474.4% of the |

respondents scems (0 be modcrately participating.
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However, the level of participation in this category seems to be normal among
the respondents. The existing participation level in the implementation of
decisions on gencral school governance is clearly seen in Table 3; the
majority (51.9 %) of thc respondents indicates that they have high
participation, while 8.3% ol the responses reported that they have low level of

participation in the decision implementation.

The computed chi- squarc value X2 = 73.20 shows that the level of
participation in decision implementation is significant since its value is
greater than the critical valuc of X2 = 5,99, This finding implies that general
school governance is basic issuc to the smooth functioning of the school.
Table 4 shows, the greater part (53.9%) of the respondents believes that their
level of participation with reference to budget and income generating
activities can be categorized as low. And only 10.4% of the respondents claim
that they have high participation in the making of decisions on school budget

preparation.

Table-4: Respondents’ views about budget preparation.

Participation Frequency of responses X2 P-
Level Low | Moderate High | Calc. | Critical | V2lue
Decision-making 130 | 86 25 599 .200
process  |(53.9%) | (35.7%) | (10.4%) | 69.22 | * M
DeCiSiOI’l 99 i 949 43 5.99 .000
implementation  |(41.1%) | (41.1%) | (17.8%) | 26.03 : (*)

(*) significant at the .05 level

The computed value of chi square X2 =69.22 shows that there is a significant

difference among the respondents’ perceptions regarding the level of
participation on budgetary issucs. The result shows that there is very little
opportunity for the respondcnts to participate on budgetary decisions. This
finding gives a certain cluc that some authorities are ordering unplanned
activities through budget, which might create a mismatch between what is

planned and what is exactly performed in the school academic year.
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Such mismatch may results in teacher’s low commitment for budget
implementation. As shown in table 4, 41.1% the respondents clearly
indicated that their participation in decision implementation on the issues of
budget is moderate or low. This result is probably meant that the majority of
the respondents have low participation on decision implementation of

budgetary issucs. This responsc is supported by the calculated value of chi-
square, X2 =26.03 which is greater than the critical value of X2=5.99 and

clearly shows that there is a significant difference between the existing

participation levels.

Table 5: Respondents’ views regarding curriculum and instruction.

Participation IPrequency of responses X2 P-
Level Low l Moderate High | Calc. | Critical value
Decision-making 39 | 121 81 599 000
process (16.2%) | (50.2 %) | (33.6%) |41.86| = )
Decision 33 109 99 599 000
implementation (13.7%) | (4 5.2%) | (41.1 %) | 42.46 ' (*)

(*) significant at the .05 level.

As depicted in Table 5, the level of participation of respondents on the issues
of curriculum and instruction is relatively moderate since 50.2 % of the
respondents claim that they have moderate participation on the issues of

curriculum and instruction. Though, their participation level is considered

relatively moderate it can be scen from the computed X2=41.86, greater than

the critical value of X2= 5.99 showing that there is a significant difference

among the views of the respondents on the issues of curriculum and

instruction.

On the other hand, Table 5 shows 45.2% of the respondents indicate that
they have modcrate participation.13.7% of the respondents assume that they
have low level of participation in the implementation of decisions on the

issues of curriculum and instruction.

49



The calculated value of X2=42.46 is much greater than the critical value of

X2=5.99, showing that there is a significant difference between the current

levels of participation on the decision implementation which shows that
school lcaders have relatively high levels of participation on the issues of
curriculum and instruction. It also implies that respondents give due
attention for curriculum and instruction as the basic incense of the
teaching/lecarning process. The decision on the issues of curriculum and
instruction scems to practice loose coupling model because, teachers have
the expertise as well as personal stake. Therefore, professional teachers are

more coupled with their goals in achicving objectives of curriculum.

This finding is also supported by previous researches that, the greater level of
participation in decision-making, especially concerning curriculum and
instructional methods vyiclds cnhanced teacher’s commitment and job
satisfaction. Moreover, the lack of opportunities to participate in decision-
making is the greatest source ol teacher dissatisfaction (Hoy and Miskel

1996, p.32).

Table 6: Respondents’ views regarding personnel affairs.

Pa: thlpatlon [Frequency of responses X2 P-
Level  [Low  Moderate |Hligh  (Cale. [Critical |
Decision-making 69 116 56 5 99 000
process (28. 6% l 48 1%) (23.2 %) |24.81 ' | *
Decision 56 | 121 64 5 99 000
Emplemcgkl_tlon (23.2 %) \L (50.2 %) (26.6 %) |31.28 ' (*

) signiﬁcémt at the .05 level.
Table 6, shows 48.1% of the responses are moderate level of participation on
the issues of decisions on personnel affairs. Conversely 23.2% of the
respondents indicated that they have high participation on the issues of

personnel affairs. In linc with this statement, the computed value of

%x2=04 81 is higher than the critical value of X2= 599, showing that there is
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a significant difference among the responses. The findings indicate that theré '

is low participation of school lcaders on the decision of personnel affairs.

According to the findings shown in Table 6 above, 50.2 % of the respondents
indicated that the level ol participation in the implementation of issues of
personncl alffairs is modcrate. In addition, it is found that 23.2 % of the

respondcents claim to participate at low level in the decision implementation

of personncl affairs. The calculated value of chi-square X2= 31,28, greater

than the critical value of X2=5.99, shows that there is a significant difference

among the levels of participation in the implementation of decisions on
personnecl affairs. This finding indicates the existence of a certain degree of

positive relationship among the staff members.

Table 7: Respondents’ views regarding monitoring and evaluation.

Partic_i;')athm Ft@_@ll}cnd ol responses %2 P-value
LQVCL ~ Low | Moderate High | Calc. | Critical
Decision- 43 } 121 77 .000
making process | (17.8 %) |(502%) | (32.0%) |3808 | 599 | "
Decision o2F 112 102 " 000
implementation | (11.2 %) |46.5%) | (42.3%) |%373 | 599 | g

(*) significant at the .05 level.

As Table 7, 50.2 % of the participants of the study indicate that they have
moderatce participation on the issues of monitoring and evaluation. On the

other hand, 17.8 % of the respondents claim to have low participation in

decision-making. Converscly, the calculated chi- square value X<= 38.08 is

very high compared to the critical value of X2=5.99, This implies that there is
a significance difference among the levels of participation on current
decisions making on thc issucs of monitoring and evaluation. This finding
shows thatl there is rclatively fair participation of the respondents on the
issues of monitoring and cvaluation. Table 7 shows that 46.5 % of the
respondents indicated that they have moderate level of participation in

decision implementation on monitoring and evaluation.
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11.2% of the respondents assume that their participation in monitoring and
evaluation is low where as ©61.8% ol the respondents categorized as high

participants of monitoring cvaluation. In support of this fact, the calculated

value of chi square is x2=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 the 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 cvaluation decisions.

This may imply, there is a sign of documentation of best experience,
evaluation of school performance and examination, establishing promotion
poiicies for the students. However, 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% ol the respondents claim that they have moderate
or low participation in thc issucs of school building of which, 44% strongly
indicated that they have low or almost no participation on this decision

category. The computed x2-99.76, for the current practice on the decision

making of school building is larger than the critical value=5.99. This implies
that there is a significant dillcrence among the views of the respondents on

the current practice of decisions on school building.

Table 8: Respondents’ views regarding school building

Participation lEcQﬁéncy of responses X2 p-
Level Low \"I\./_I_E)derate High | cale. | Critical value
Decision-making | 100 | 88 47 5 99 .000
process (44.0 %) (36.5%) |(19.5%) |22.76 = )
Decision 102 | 77 62 <oy | 006
implementation (42.3 %) | (32.0 %) | (25.7 %) 10.17 - ()

(*) significant at the .05 level.
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In addition, Table 8 shows Lhal 42.3 % ol the respondents participate at low

level in decision implementation on the issues of school building. The
calculated value chi-squarc X2 =10.17 is larger than the critical value of
x2=5.99, showing that there is a significant difference in the views of current

participation on the “ssucs ol school building. Therefore, it is possible to
concludc that there is low parlicipation on the decision of school building.
This might because, Schools were built long before the teachers were

assigned and all these schools have new school building.

Table 9: Respondents’ views regarding student’s affairs.

Paritgag;tlc;r:_ o 1*‘r<:qucr{-;j;ﬂ(;f re—s_ponses X2 b |
Level | Low | Moderate |/ High "Calc. | Critical | "¢
Decision-making 65 | 85 | 91 .100
orocess __[27.0%) | (35.3%)_| (37.8%) 4.61 | 599 | (.s)
Decision 46 89 106 000

implementation |(19.1%) | (36.9 %) (44.0 %) A8l B |

(*) significant at the .05 level.

Table 9 shows that 73.1% ol the respondents indicate that their participation
is moderate or high, out ol which 37.8 % of the respondents confirmed that
their participation in student’s affairs is high. While the remaining 27 %
claim that they have low participation on the issues of student’s affair. In line

with this fact, the calculated value of chi square on the issue is %2 = 4.61

which is less than the critical value of %2 = 5,99, showing that there is no

significant dilfcrence among Lhe views ol respondents level of participation,
with regard to the current practice of decision making on the issues of
student affairs.

This finding agrecs with the document review where most of the schools
under study employ a pro:cdural system to involve all school leaders in the
issues ol student affairs. I"'urther more this statement was supported by the
school principals during interview. As shown in table 9, 80.9% of the
respondents participate at the level of moderate or high on the issues of

student’s afflairs.



Among which, 44% of thc respondents indicated that they have a relatively
larger participation in the decision implementation of student’s affairs. The
calculated value of X2=23.81 is larger than the critical value of %2=5.99,
indicating that there is stalistically significant difference in the current levels

of participation among the respondents view on this issue.

Therefore, it might be safc to conclude that there are significant numbers of
school lcaders, who participale in decision implementation of student affairs
issues. In line with this fact in all the sample schools there is a good level of
school lcader’s participation in dcaling with the issues of students with in the
school compound. This kind ol concern about student affairs should be given
due respect, because it is very important for the inculcation of disciplined

citizens.

Table 10: Respondents’ vicws regarding research and development.

Par-ticipation Frsquency of responses X2 P-
Level Low | Moderate High | Calc. | Critical | ¥alue
Decision-making 83 106 52 .000
brocess (344 %) (419.0%) | 21.6%) | 1828 °97 | ¢y
Decision 87 101 53 .001
implementation [(36.1%) | (41.9%) | 22.0%) | 1517] 599 | "

(*) significant at the .05 level.
As it is shown in Tablc 10, 44% of the respondents show moderate
participation on the decision made on research and development while 21.6%

depicted that they have rclatively high participation in the issues of research
and devclopment. The calculated value of chi- square X2=18.28, is higher

than thc critical value indicates that there is a significant difference in the

current decision making practice on the issues of research and development.

This finding ncgates the review of documents that some schools employ the
scheme where group of tcachers are working as a team on action researches.
It can be scen in Table 10 that 41.9 % of the respondents depicted their
participation level in the issucs of implementation of decisions on research

and developments to be modcerate.



On the other hand, 36.1% of the respondents described in their response that
the participation level of schoo lcaders on the issues of research and

development is low. In support of this fact, the calculated chi-square value of
x2=15.17 was found to be larger than the critical value of X2=599 showing

that therc is a significant difference among the views in the current
participation in the issucs ol rescarch and development. Therefore, it could
be generalized that the present participation of school leaders on the issues

of implementation of decision research and development is relatively low.

This finding implics that there is low motive in creating new ideas through
research and development ruther: teachers are more engaged in transferring
an organized knowledge, which is given to them in the form of books. As it is
shown in Table 11, 82.2 % of the re spondents fall under the moderate or high
level of participation in the overall decision-making process, out of which
17.8% of the participants strongly indicated that their level of participation is

very low.

Table 11: Respondents’ views regarding all decisions categories.

Participation F rgqugncy of responses X2 P-
Level Low { Mcﬁc;éte High | Calc. | Criticg] | value
Decision- r-ﬁ:li‘n_{c;"_ 43 | 141 57 5.99 .000
process (7. 8“/)} (98.5 %) _|@a %) | 69.94 . (*)
Decision | 135 78 .000
1mplementation l 11 6 ) | (56.0 %) (32.4 %) |71.36 .50 w i

(*) significant at the .05 level
The calculated value of X2 =69.94 ig larger than the critical value of ><'2=5.l9,9,

indicating that there is significant difference among the current level of
participation in the decisior making practice in the sample schools. This
finding show that g gencrally tnc level of decision making is moderate, though
17.8% of the respondents arguc that the participation level is low which, is
supported by the earlier rescarch that says, schools leaders are exclude from
the making of decision on (he issues for which they have direct responsibility,

*

as well as authority.
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On the other hand Table 11 also indicates 56 % of the respondents indicated
that their level of participation is moderate or high on the overall
implementation of decision catcgories, and 11.6 % the respondents claim that
they have low level of participation in the implementation of all issues in the

decision catcgories.

The calculated value of X2=71.36 is less than the critical value of X2=5.99,

showing that therc is a significant difference between the current
participation levels in decision implementation in overall issues of the
decision categories. Therclore, it can be concluded that there is relatively
higher level of participation in the decision implementation by school leaders
on over all issues of decision made than the practice of decision making at

the school.

4.3. Comparison of views on decision making and
implementation

The second and the third purpose of this study are to examine the statistical
significance between the current level of involvement in decision making and
implementation. To answer this question a paired t- test was employed. As
can be scen in Table 12, the calculated values of t=-6.73 (General school
governance),t=-4.82(budgct preparation),t=-3.91(curriculum and instruction),
t=-2.2(personnel affairs), (=-3.72 (monitoring and evaluation), and t= -3.26
(students affairs) are greater than the critical value of t=1.64, at 0.05 level of

significance.

This implies that there is a significant difference between the involvement
level in the decision making and implementation on these decision categories.
The negative t-values indicate that participation in decision implementation
is greater than the practicc ol decision making for the categories of decisions

shown in thce table 12.



Table 12: A paired t-Lest on decision mgking and implementation.

Current involvement

Decision categories | level
under study Decision- | Decision
making  [Implementati |Mean
| on Diff. p-value
t 2-tailed)
. Mean [Std.D Mean | Std.D (2-
General sch. gov. 3.1111.08 |3.59| 0.94 | -0.49 | -6.73 0.00(%)

Budget preparation 220 1.02 252 1.12 | -0.31.| -4.82 0.00(*)

Curriculum and inst. |3.16:/0.97 [3.39 | 1.00 | -0.23 | -3.91 | 0.00()

Personncl affairs | 276 ¢ 1.01 | 2.88 | 0.99 | -0.12 | -2.20 | 0.03()

- S i -
Monitoring and eva’n | 3.10 i 1.03 | 3‘32f 0.98 | -0.22 | -3.72 0.00(*)

School building

248\ 120264 124 | -0.16 | -2.26 | 0.02()

Student affairs | 3.01 1 1.19 | 325 | 1.10 | -0.24 | -3.26 | 0.00()
R iy« F I, o .
Research and devt | 2.80% 1.17 {2.81 | 1.17 | -0.01 | -0.15 | 0.88(N.S))

ke el

(*) significant at the .05 level
t-critical=1.64

The large differences in the mcan participation level are observed in general
school governance, budgcet preparation, and monitoring and evaluation. The
c_;alcuiatcd values of t=- 0.15(for rescarch and development) is much less than
the critical value t=1.64 showing that there is no significant difference
between the decision-making and implementation on the issues of research
and development. It is also clcar that a large mean difference is observed in

the table above on school governance.

This finding shows that most the decisions in this category are made by
authoritics other than decision implementers. This generalization could also

be applied for the decision on budget preparation.

Table 13, shows the weightcd mean scores of the current participation in the
decision making and decision implementation, on the overall eight decision
categorics. This table summarizes the findings of Table 12, in order to see the

overall practice of decision rnaking and decision implementation.
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As indicated in Table 13, the school leaders have greater involvement in the
decision implementation than in the making of decision, since the mean
value of involvement in the implementation (x =3.08) is greater than the mean
value of involvement in decision making (x=2.84) In addition, the computed
value of t=-4.69, is less than (he critical value t=-1.64. This indicates that
there is a significant diffcrence between involvement level in the decision

making and involvement in decision implementation.

Table 13: A paired t-test on the overall level of involvement in decision-
making and implementation.

:~ Decision -making Decision

5 Implementation | Mean t |P-value

‘Mean Std. Dev. Mcan Std. Dev. | P (2-tailed)
2.84 j .84 3.08 .80 -.16 | -4.69 | .000(*)

(*) significant at the .05 level
t-critical=1.64

Therefore, it is safc o conclude that the participation in the decision
implementation is higher (han decision making. This finding is in conformity
with previous research, because most decisions are made by administrative

bodies elsewhere and brought to the school for its implementation.

Table 14: Mean responses by position decision making in overall decision

calegories.
" Respondent's ‘ N Mean Std. Deviation
category R
| Principal L3 3.80 .58
Unit lcader ’ 26 |  3.36 BT
| Department head | 52| 2.88 78
| Teacher 150 2.66 .81
|__Total e ' 241 2.84 .84

As is shown in Table 14, there can be a variation in the views of respondents
about decision making and implementation. Assuming the acceptable level of
participation to be above avcrage, it can be seen that teachers have below

average participation. (X= 2.66 is less than the grand mean X= 2.84),
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Department heads (X=2.88) show slightly greater than the grand mean (X=
2.84), implying that thecir involvement is higher in decision making and
implementation than teachcrs. On the other hand Principals and Unit leaders
have shown relatively betler involvement, compared to teachers and

department heads.

This finding reflects the existence of traditional bureaucratic culture, where
the administrative bodics dccide most decisions on school leadership.
Therefore, based on this [act it is safe to generalize secondary schools are
practicing tight coupling, whcre standardized guide-lines, regulations, written

rules and communications prevailing vertical line of commands.

Most school teachers [eel school leaders do not want to listen to teachers'
concerns. In addition, most tcachers believe that when leaders seek them
out, it is to get them on board, rather than to understand their concerns.
Most school board members say they rely on board meetings to understand
school views, but admit that pecople with specific agendas dominate the

meetings.

The discrepancy of pereeption on  the decision making practice and
implementation may be related to school leader’s motivation to involve or
their position in the school hicrarchy. Besides it seems that there is room for
teachers to participate in the school leadership, as can be seen in the
findings of interview and document review. However, this finding seems

biased and is not supported by carlier [indings.

Table 15: ANOVA summary [or the mean comparison of responses by position
on the current decision making practices.

Sum
of Mean P-value
- | Squares | df | Square F
| _Position | 24.07 ‘s 3| 802 13.08 .000(*)
ﬁr_gc_-;sigiq_a_l 145,39, 237 | il
Total | 169.46| 240

(*) significant at ths .05 level
F Critical =2.60 p<0.05.



The differences in the mcan scores do not show the statistical differences.
Thus, further analysis was done using F-test followed by Sheffe’ multivariate
comparison (o check whether the difference s statistically significant or not.
As shown on Table 15, there is a signilicant difference among the positions.
Because, F (3,237) =13.08, p<0.05 is larger than the critical value F (3,237)
=2.60 p<0.05. However, the table does not show the difference between the
groups on cach decision calegory. Thercfore, further analysis is made using

Sheffe’ multivariate comparison.

Appendix 6 shows results of mcan comparison, that teachers and department
heads have no statistically significant difference on all decision categories.
With regard to teachers and unit leaders there is a significant difference in
views on general governance, personnel affairs, monitoring and evaluation,
and there is no statistically significant difference on budget, curriculum and

instruction school building, students affairs and research development.

In the casc of unit leader and department heads, there is a significant
difference in views on general  school governance and monitoring and
evaluation, and no statically significant difference on the other decision
categories. With respect o teachers and principals, their views are
statistically significant in all decision categories except in the decision on
curriculum and instruction, and research and development. It is also clearly
shown that principals and department heads have a statistically significant
difference in views on (he decision categories of budget, monitoring and
evaluation and school building, where as principals and unit leaders have a

statistically significant views dilference only in budget preparation.

Therefore, it might be safe to conclude that the decision on budget
preparation is centralized around principals, and all respondents have shown
that there is almost similar concern on the issues of decisions on curriculum
and instruction and research and development. The greatest disparity in all
the decision categories is obscrved between principals and teachers, while the
greatest similarity in views is observed between teachers and department

heads as well as principals and unit leaders.
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Table 16: Mean of responscs by position in decision implementation of overall
decision categorics.

Respondent's category } N Mean Std.Deviation

Principal - l 13 3.70 66

" Unit leader Ty 26 3.13 66
| Department head | 52 | 3.22 74
Tecacher 130 297 .83

_ Total 241 3.08 .80

Table 16 shows, the comparison of means on the current involvement in the
overall decision categorics arc listed. It can be seen that teachers have below
average involvement with a mecan of 2.97 (grand mean is 3.08). Though the
level of involvement in implementation is higher than the level of involvement
in decision making, as shown in Table 16, the mean of 3.70 is a big clue that

most decision implementations are centralized with the principals.

These findings may explain the cxistence of clear demarcation of duties and
responsibilitics that assumes teacher’s job, only in the classroom. The other
groups of respondents show relatively higher involvement in decision
implementation; department hcads have shown better participation in the
decision implementation than tcachers and unit leaders. Again to see the
statistical differcnce among these different positions the researcher used

multivariate comparison ol mcans.

Table17: ANOVA summary (or the mean comparison of responses by position
on decision implementation.

Sum Mean P-value
| of Squares df Square F
Positions 803 3_ 2.68 4.34 .005(%)
| Residual | 146117237 162 |
| Total | 154.15]240 -

(*) significant at the .05 level
F Critical =2.60 p<0.05.

Table 17 shows a summary ol mcan comparison of response by position and it
shows thal the calculated valuc of F (3,237) = 4.34 p<0.05 is greater than the
critical value of F (3, 237) = 2.60, p<0.05.
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Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a significant difference in current
decision implementation among the different positions. However, this
conclusion is more general and does not tell where exactly the significance is
to be found in terms of position and the decision categories. Thus, this

uestion may be answered using Sheffe’ post-hoc mean comparison method.
Y g P

Appendix 7 shows the mean difference across the categories of respondents
and it is clearly shown that there is a significant difference among the
respondents on budget preparation between principals and 'teachers,
principals and department head and principals and unit leaders. With regard
to school governance and the overall decision categories the only significance
difference seen is between tcachers and principals, while the remaining mean
differences, as can be rcad [rom the rospondents’ views about decision
implementation of the respective decision categories table does not show any

significant difference.

A negative mean difference appears between unit leaders and department
heads on general school governance, budget preparation, curriculum and
instruction, monitoring and cvaluation, rescarch and development and overall
decision categories. This can be explained as the level of participation of unit
leaders is lower than thosc of department heads on the above mentioned

decision categories, though the difference is not statistically significant.

Unit leaders and tecachers show a negative mean difference on the issues of
curriculum and instruction and budget preparation. This gives a clue that the
level of participation of unit lcaders is lower than those of teachers. However,
this finding contradicts w'th earlier finding that teachers have less
participation on budgctary issues indicating the presence of other variables
that need further investigation. Table 18, shows that the level of participation
in overall decision making by [cmale respondents is below the average hecause
the mean is 2.75 for femalcs and the grand mean is 2.84, where as the level
of involvement of male respondents is above the average(x =2.87 for males).
On the other hand, the table shows that the level of participation of females in

decision implecmentation is higher than that of males.
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Table 18: Mean of responscs by scx on decision- making and implementation
of overall decision categories.

Dec. on overall decision Imp. on overall decision
sex | categories categories
N Mcan | Std. Mcan Std. Deviation
ARSI L. ~_Deviation
male | 189, 2.87 85 3.06 719
female \ 52 2,78 | . .82 317 .85
Total | 241 284 .84 3.08 .80

This finding is supported by an carlier finding that women are more affected by
the environment; they look [or more information, and dedicate more time to the
decision process (Gill, Stockard, Johnson, & Williams, 1987:121).The
researchers believes this is a good quality in the decision making processes.
Men, on the contrary, are more dominant, assertive, objective, and realistic

(Wood, 1990:34).

However, bolth sex groups have shown above average participation in the
implementation ol dccisions as compared to the grand mean. The mean
differences between males and females in their behavior results show some
difference, though it does not show whether it is significant or not. Therefore,
‘the statistically significant test will be checked using one way ANOVA or F- test,

as shown on Table 19.

Table 19: ANOVA Summary for the mean comparison of responses by sex

Decision Sum of Mean o,
. Sourcc " Df F value
categories Squares Square
Overall Decision- | Sex .96 1, 56| .79 37
making Residual | 168.90 | 239 71
- ) Total { 169.4@_ 240
Ovcrall Sex .90 1| .50 78 38
Implementation | Residual | 153.65 239 .64
| motal | _ 154.14] 240

Table 19, shows that, with respect to the level of participation on overall
decision-making and decision implementation gender difference is not

significant (For details refer appendix 4 and 5).
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However, it can be gencralized, that female respondents are eager to
implement or execute a dccision which was decided elsewhere, conversely,
males show some reluctance in the decision implementation. Therefore, it
might be safc to conclude that [cmales are good performers and conscious of

their duty.

Table 20, shows the mean and standard deviation of different experiénces with
their level of participation. The table shows the respondents with experience of
less than two years have a greater level of involvement than the other age
groups, both in decision making and decision implementation. This finding
does not go with earlier rescarch findings, which indicate that more experience
gives confidence to participatc in decision making indicating the presence of

other variables that needs further investigation.

Table 20: Mean of responses by work experience

s : Imp. on overall decision
. Dec. on overall dccision categories ;
Experience S categories
N Mcan Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation
22 62 | 294 | 76 3.00 79
2-3 45 | 279 | 85 2.91 75
4-6 47 | 281 |  .844 3.08 .82
7-10 | 37 | 282 | 96 2.99 81
| 1120 | 29 | 286 | 88 817 .79
>20 | 21 | 297 |_ .92 3.06 91
Total 241 | 2.84 84 3.08 .80

The study reveals that the group with 11 to 20 years of experience performs
better in the decision making and implementation processes, which agrees
with earlier findings. On the other hand, teachers with an experience of
greater than 20 years have shown below average level of participation in the
decision making. Expcriences level of 2-3 years and 7-10 years demonstrated
below average level of  participation in  the decision making and

implementation process.
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Therefore, reminding that 23.1% ol the principals have a level of experience less
than or equal to 3-years, the rescarcher would like to suggest the disadvantage
of having principals belwecn 2-3 years of experience. Based on these facts it

can be possible to assume thal experience is a good indicator of level of

participation.
Table21: ANOVA summary lor the mean comparison of responses by
experiences
Decision Source Sum Df Mean F P-
categories of Squares Square value
Overall Experiences .86 S ol .| it .94
Decision- Residual 168.60 235 T
making Total 169.46 240
Overall | Experiences | 3.02 B 60 [.94 46
Implementation | Residual oo el 238 .. . .0
~ | Total 15415 240

Table 21 is intended to show il Lthere is any significant difference in the views of
respondents based on work cxperience. The summary of ANOVA table shows no
significant diffcrence. (For details refer appendix 4 and 5) Therefore, it is good to
look into the level of participation in decision making and implementation of the

decision.

Table 22: Mean of responses by qualification on the overall categories.

Dec. on overall decision categories Imp. on overall
Qualification decision categories
s oL __“: u___l\ i Mean Std.Dev. Mean | Std. Dev.
Diploma - 1y 1.88 o ; 2.60 |- ;
Bachelor | 228 |  2.85 B2 3.07 )
| Masters . 12 gl 1.15 3.27 | 111
Total _eatry 2841 .84 3.08 .80

Table 22, indicates about the relationship between qualifications of respondents
and their participation level. It can be seen in the table that respondents
holding diploma are found (o be far below average in decision making and
decision implementation. Surprisingly, respondents with masters degrees show

below averagc participation in the decision making process.
D
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The supporting information lor this finding is that, as teachers gets more
qualified then there will be morc chance for them to be employed in other
professions and for reason Lhat, subject area their masters degree compels
them to change the profession sccking better salary and working environment.
Therefore, teachers consider themselves external to the activities of the school,

because they do not know when they are going to terminate their job.

The acceptable level of participation in decision making and implementation of
decisions is performed by the bachelor degree holders. This might be expected,
because the vast majorily of the respondents are with bachelor degrees. Again,
the participation of diploma holders and master degree holders is below
average, and implies that level of educational qualification is not an accurate

indicator of participation level.

Table 23: ANOVA summary of mcan comparison of responses by qualification.

Deci'siqn Sotines . Sum of Df Mean F vaFl’I—Je
categorics Squares Square
Overall Qualification | 1.09 2 55 .78 46
Decision- Residual ~168.36 238 71
| making | Total 16946 240
- Overall Qualification 65 2 .32 .50 61
Implementation TQ_C_\{I(LL_M] ) , : 153.49 238 65
| Total _154.05] 240

A mean comparison of responsc by qualification level was done using one way
ANOVA (F- test). The resultls arc shown in Table 23 and have shown any
significant difference among thc views of the respondents on the overall decision
making and implementation. (For details refer appendix 4 and 5) Thus, tests of
view comparisons cannot be done for the overall decision categories on the
current decision making ahd decision implementation. Again, there is no
significant difference by qualification since almost all the respondents are
bachelor degree holders. Table 24 shows the mean responses on the current
level of participation in dccision making and decision implementation by
respondents with differcnt ficlds of specialization. It can be seen that the fields
of pedagogy and educational administration have higher level of participation in

decision making and implementation.
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Table24: Comparison of mcan responses by field of specialization on the current

decision- making and implcmentation practices.
| Dcc. on overall decision Imp. on overall

Field of L categories decision cat.

specialization N I Mean Std. Dev. Mean | Std. Dev.
Educational adm._—_'_ 1| 3.00 ; 2.88
Pedagogy 1 3.88 ; 4.06 ;
Natural scicnce 116 | 2.78 .84 3.09 .82
Social scicnce 68 | 294 79 3.00 76
Others | 55 | 2.82 91 3.16 .82
Total ) 241 | 2.84 .84 3.08 .80

The participants with other ficlds of specialization, such as language, have
lower participation in the decision making. The respondents with social science
degrees havc better levels ol participation in decision making than those
teachers with natural scicnce degree holders, but the converse is true in
decision implementation. The mcan comparison of responses with a field of
specialization in Table 25 shows no significance difference among the

respondents by qualification (I'or details refer appendix 4 and 5).

Table 25: ANOVA summary ol mcan comparison of responses by Fields of
Specialization.

~ Decision Source Sum of Df Mean F e
categorics Squares Square value
prerall heldol | 2.05 4 51| 72| .58
ecision- | specialization P
making | Residual | 167.41 236 "
| Total | 169.46 240 _

Overall | Field 7 1.748 4 44| 67| .61
Iripleme | specialization = 77

ntation | Residual } _ 183.39 236 .65

| Total 154.15 240

In the final analysis, respondents with a degree in pedagogy and educational
administration are performing at relatively higher levels of participation. The
majorily of tiic respondents [rom the field of social science perform better level
of participation in decision making as compared to the respondents from the
field of natural sciences. Thus, it is safe to conclude that field of specialization

could be an uccurate indicator of a teacher’s participation.
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4.4. First and Second cycle school leaders’ involvement in
decision making and implementation

The fourth purpose of the study is to evaluate if there is any significant
difference in the views of school leaders in the general (first cycle) and
preparatory (sccond cycle) government secondary schools. To serve this purpose

respondents arc categorized accordingly and responses are compared.

Table 26: Meun responses ol first and second cycle school leaders in the
practice of decision making

R - Curr(:nt;;lrticipation level
Decision catcegories on Decision-making
under study Genceral Sec.Sch, Preparatory |proan P-value
(1st Cycle) (2nd Cycle) | pigr t|(2-tailed)
(N=173) (N=68)
Mean . Std.D.  |Mean [Std.D
General sch. gov. | 3.14 I 107|302 1.12] o12| 076 0.45
Budgct preparation | 2.21 I _1.083]2.18| 1.00| 0.03| 0.24 0.81
| Curriculum and Inst. | 3.20 ;o .0921305| 1.10] o0.15 1.09 0.28
Personncl tllfalrs | 2.86 1.041 250 090| 036 250 0.01*
Momto__l__ulw and eva’n | 3.16 | 10412951 1.00| o021| 1.46 0.15
School building 1285 . 1.18| 229 122 026 | 1.53 0.13
Student alfairs | 3.10 117 ] 2.79 | 1.23 031 1.84 0.07
'Rescarch md___d_p\;ﬂ 2.84) 118 270! 1.13] 0.14| o084 0.40
Over al: decision- 290 0832.70] 084| 02|1.704| .090
muking ~ |° [

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Table 26, shows that there is a significant difference in the issues of personnel
affairs (p>0.05), where as in the remaining decision categories shows no
significant d.ifcrence. 1t is also possible to generalize based on the above table
that school icuders in first cycle sccondary schools participate better than the
second cycle school leaders in decision making. In addition, both groups
showed relatively betier participation in the issues of curriculum and

instruction, -.nd least on budgctary decisions.
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Table 27: Mcan responscs ol first and second cycle school leaders in decision
implementation

Current participation level on
Dccision-implementation

Decision catcgories  |General Sce.Sch., Preparatory
under study (1st Cycle) (2nd Cycle) M(?an t P-
| (N=173) (N=68) Diff. value
Mean | Std.D. |[Mean |Std.D el
General sch. gov. _1.3.63 | 0.91] 3.51 1.01 0.12 0.84 0.40
Budgct preparation | 2.49 | 1.07 [ 2.58| 1.25[ -0.09| -0.60| 0.55
Curriculunm: and inst. 3.40 0.95 | 3.36 1.14 0.04| 0.24| 0.82
Personnel alluirs 2.93| 097|274 1.04] 0.19] 1.36] 0.18
Monitoring «uid cvan | 3.39 0.95|3.14| 1.05] 0.25| 181| 0.07
School building 1 2.66 120 260| 1.35] 0.06| 034 0.73
Student affuirs | 3.27 1.02 | 321 ] 1.28] 0.06| 038 071
| Rescirch and devt | 2.85 ; 187270 147 0.15 0.88 0.38 |
Over all ducision-— 5 ) 12 1301 (003 | 01 loss | 040
Implemciit:tion o : i -

As shown in Tuble 27, there is no significant difference in the views of first and
second cycie  respondents  on  the current participation of decision
implemcntatioi. The participation in the decision implementation is found to be
high in gen il secondary schools than the preparatory secondary schools

except in the budget preparation, where it is higher in the preparatory schools.

General Scl.uol Governance, Curriculuin and instruction, Monitoring and
Evaluation, ua Students Alfairs are found to be best practiced decision
categor ws it .o government sccondary school. The researcher would like to
suggest that selool leaders need Lo motivate stalf members to practice decision

makine and iiplementation on the other decision categories.

4.5. S-hwot wuders’ views regarding the importance attached to
d. isi... ategories

As the other intcation of the study was to investigate the views of the secondary

school leade: s ¢ the importance attached to the eight decision categories, the

respondents woee asked to rank the decision categories. The responses were

group. iut - tioe four categorics. The scores given in individual groups are

averagcao an. y..en a.ncew rank order as shown in the Table 28 for the purpose

of the compa.is.i.
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Table28: Mean rankings by position on the importance of the decision

categories
: b . Principal Unit Leader | Dep’t Head Teacher T
' Decision categories
under study Mean [New | Mean New |Mean [New | Mean [New
rank |rank |rank frank |rank [ank |rank rank

General school 231 | 1 | 419 | 4 | 317 | 2 | 3.32 2
governance _ _

Budget preparation | 3.31 2 3.96 2 4.68 5 4.35 3
Curriculum and 346 | 3 | 408 | 3 | 245 | 1 2.87 1
instruction ‘

Personnel affairs 6.15 7 4.75 6 5.19 7 5.15 6
Monitoring and 400 | 4 | 388 | 1 | 455 | 3 | 487 5
evaluation 7

School building 6.85 8 5.27 8 5.06 6 5.28 7
Student affairs 4.69 6 4,73 5 4.660 4 4.37 4
Research and 446 | 5 | 492 | 7 | 521 | 8 | 572 8
development

It

is clear from the Table 28, that department heads and teachers give higher

importance to curriculum and instruction (rank=1) than principals and unit

leaders, who ranked it third place. Principals give priority to general school

governance while unit leaders rank monitoring and evaluation first. Principals

and unit leaders give a second preference to budget preparation. Thus, it is

safe to generalize that instructional domain is ranked highest by teachers and

department heads as compered to principals and unit leaders. Principals and

unit leaders have shown less concern for the school building while teachers and

department heads are less intcrested 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 coefficient is used. The results are

summarized in Table 29.

Table 29: Correlation between groups of respondents on the importance of

decision categories.

Unit Department
Principals leaders heads Teachers |
Principals |  --=s=-wme | mmemeeeeeeo | mmmemeeemen | memmemmes
Unit-leaders 4+ T4 | ssssseesmes | cemmeeecem | sesmemseems
Department— 4= E16 +667 | cmmmmmmmeem | mmmmmmeee-
heads
Teachers +708 +.607 + .881 i




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 and principals.
However, there is a loose association between the views of unit leaders and
department heads, as well as the views of principals and department heads. The
researcher would like to comment that difference of respondents’ opinions on
the importance attached may be explained by their academic qualification, field

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 241 usable questionnaires, 11.6% of the two questions were left open
by 3 Unit leaders (1.24%), S Department heads (2.1%), 20 teachers (8.33%).
However, all principals commented on the two questions. Thus, comments given
by the 213-respondents (88.4 %) assumed to represent the views of leaders of
secondary schools of the study sample. The response for this part focuses
mainly on respondent’s judgment about the benefits of participation and
problems of not participating in the decision making processes and
implementation of the school. The responses on this part generalize 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 not, by arguing that most of the comments raised
informally by these teachers arc ignored by the administrating 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 principals and
administrators, who show reluctance to the comments made by teachers.
Besides, the importance of participation are believed to be better chance of
changing of work environment with good governance, collective and transparent
leadership, smooth communication, execution or implementation of plans and
programs. In addition, jobs will be done with ownership, daily activities in the
school will be positive, and develop a sense of accountability and feeling of

responsibility.

There will be clear vision and confidence on the objectives of the school.
Decision will not be forceful, and expert decisions (or concrete 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, hierarchical structure and rationality. It helps to believe that every one

owns her/his job; thus effort 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 also suggested that
managerial issues fall insidc (cachers' zones of acceptance, while technical
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 gencralize from all 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 resources aiming to advance economic, social,
political and technological development. The researcher finds almost all the
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 decision
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 [rustration, and management system will be
authoritative, where citizen's right is not fully respected. Decisions of such kind
will have drawbacks, ignored casily, less success in their objectives, and do not

enhance accountability and 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 RECOMMENDATION
This final chapter deals with the summary, the conclusion drawn from the
major findings of the study and the recommendations made based on the

study.

5.1. Summary and findings

The primary objective of the study was to investigate the current decision
making and implementation practices in the secondary schools of Addis
Ababa city administration. In order to achieve this objective a questionnaire
was developed and pilot tested at Menelik II and Bole preparatory schools. The

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 Ababa city administration. The 254 respondents in this
study were grouped intc principals, unit leaders, department heads and
secondary school teachers, who were randomly drawn from the sample school.
These respondents served other purposes of the study, i.e. comparison of
views concerning the level of participation in decision making and
implementation. A total of 241 usable questionnaires were collected providing
the basic data for the study. In addition a review of literature was done and

views of many researchers and practitioners were gathered.

The data obtained were analyzed using statistical tools of frequency,
percentage, chi-square, t-test, paired t-test, one way ANOVA, (Or F-test), and
Sheffe’ multivariate mean comparison and Spearman rank correlation to
compute the agreement in the rank judgment of the groups of respondents

and the following major findings were reached:

1. The actual level of pacticipation of respondents in decision
implementation is modcrately better than participation ‘the making
decisions. And a signilicant difference is found between the decision
making practice and implementation of decisions in all decision

categories except school building and research and development.
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. The decisions in which almost all respondents participate better are
curriculum and instruction, personnel affairs, and monitoring and
evaluation. Most decision making and implementation practices seem to
be centralized around principals. Department heads shows high
participation in decision implementation, while unit leaders on decision
making next to the principals. However, teacher’s participation in all

decision categories is found to be low compared to other schonl leaders.

. Principals show preference and greater importance to decisions on
general school governance, Unit leaders on Monitoring and Evaluation,
Department heads and teachers on curriculum and instruction. Strong
similarity, or positive correlations, are recorded (rho=+0.881) between the

views of teachers and department heads.

. There are no significant differences among the school leaders’ views in the
importance of participation in the process of decision- making and
implementation, all believe with the importance of participation in

decision making.

. Budget preparation, gencral school governance and curriculum and
instruction are given greater priority but, school building, and research
and development are given lesser priority by almost all groups of

respondents.

. There are no significant differences among the respondents’ views with
respect to teaching experience and qualification. Thus, these variables
may not be suitable indicators for thz level of participation in government

secondary schools.

. Females show greater participation in decision implementation than

decision-making, but the converse is true for males.

75



8. School leaders in general secondary schools participate better than
preparatory school leaders in the overall decision making and
implementation. There is significant difference between the views of
school leaders in General secondary schools and Preparatory secondary
schools only in their participation of decision making on personnel

affairs,

9. Significant number (23.1%) of principals assigned on Principal/Assistant
Principal positions are found to be less than four years of experience and
(84.6%) are not specialized in the fields of educational administration.
However, School leaders specialized in the field of social sciences shows
better participation in decision making than implementation compared to
the school leaders sp:cialized in the fields of Natural sciences and vice

vVersa.

5.2. Conclusion

School leadership is a team 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 participate in the process of decision making and
imp]enientation and their duties are mainly limited at classroom level with

noticeable demarcation.

Teaching experience and qualification are not identified as indicators of the
level of participation in decision making at the secondary school level. This
might implies that, as teachcrs become more experienced and qualified in
their field of specializatior:, they tend to be reluctant to issues of decisions
that might arises with an intention of leaving the profession. Participation in
decision making is positively related to the individual teacher’s satisfaction,
and it is an important factor in the morale of teachers and their enthusiasm

for the activities in the school.
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A significant number of principal’s positions are held by personnel with less
experience in leadership practices. At this point the stated criterion for holding
principal position seems not applicable. Experienced and qualified principals
can create more conducive school environment than the inexperienced
principals to the teaching/learning process, teacher’s commitment, and

participation in decision making and implementation.

Various educational authoritics are comfortable with leaving school policies to
educators but, this fact seems to be overlooked. Therefore, school leaders need
to pay attention when teachers feel alienated and ignored, because in due
course educational reforms recquire teachers to implement changes in the

classrooms.

However, the continued indifference to teachers' participation of in decision
making and implementation is likely to cause negative result on teacher
morale and performance, leading them to leave their jobs in any possible time
for other jobs. This may eventually lead to the loss of experienced teachers

and utilization of teacher’s optimum effort and energy may not be realistic.

"Teacher’s have little or no information about budget allocation even for their
department’s activities. This will have negative consequences by creating
mismatch between planning and implementation. This leads to hamper school

improvement program.

5.3. Recommendation

1. The decision making process encompasses rational, deliberate and
purposeful action. It begins with development of a decision strategy and up
to implementation and appraisal of results. Teachers’ participation increases
the consensus on goals, priorities, and breaks the narrow perception that
many teachers may have when they are isolated in the classroom. Therefore,
it should be in the interest of the administrators to encourage participation
in planning and policy formulation, which will facilitate and commit teachers

to effective implementation of school decisions.



2. Teachers, through 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 makers and the media
do, especially in view of the tremendous pressure to transform schools aimed
at meeting students' needs. 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 field
of Educational Administration. The more knowledge that the educational
leaders have, the stronger will be the leadership practice. Therefore,
principals should be appuinted through public advertisement on the basis of
merit, previous knowledge or skills in educational administration. MOE on
the other hand has to give special attention to the employment of principals

with an experience of educational administration.

4. Experience has greatest value behind principals’ administrative success.
Therefore, assigning prolessionals with longer years of experience in
administrative positions may help to reduce the shortage of principals

qualified in the fields of educational administration.

5. Budget should be prepared on the basis of school needs and plan. However,
it seems that higher officials allocate budget with out consultation of the
stakeholders. Thus, the burcau needs to collect thorough information from
schools about the current nceds and design reasonable scheme for allocation

of budget.
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Appendix-1: Map of Addis Ababa City Administration (Research Setting)

Source: Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia City government of Addis Ababa
Office for the Revision of the Addis Ababa Master Plan.(ORAAMP}—(2007}

2. Bulbula, Derartu Tolu 3. Agazian No.3 4. Dr
6. Misrak Goh, Limat Minch 7. Asko

School’s Key: 1. Dilachin -Haddis Alemayehu 5. Entoto Amba, Yekatit 12
8. Africa Unite 9. Ginbot 20 10. Berhan Guzo




Appendix 2:

Sample distribution of Respondents

11

1-Principals

3- Department heads

2-Unit leaders
4-Teachers

No. of Sample
S. secondary Number of Sample [Sampl No. of responden{ Respondents Total Sample
No. Sub Schools teachers Gen.sec. |Prep. | in the sample 0.3095 Respondent’s Respondent’s
city Schools | Sec. schools * Tot. No Category Category
iGen. Prep [Tot. M F Tot. Sch. M F |[Tot. | M |F |Tot. | 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
> = = e
1 kAddls 2 1 3 235 36 271 [|Dilachin 53 3 66 | 18 | 3| o1 3 4 14 | 39 1 2 |4 14
etema
i 4 1 181 3 218 1

2 Al::a.k1 5 37 Bulbula |Derartu | 88 | 22 [ 110 | 28 | 7 | 32 6 8 28 | 73 9 4 |8 20

kaliti tulu
3 ‘ Arada 5 |1 6 328 43 371 | Qiafian ‘ 30 ) 17 1011 3 | 4 14 12| 1 2 l'a B

“Bole 2 3 | 2 55 . 2 - Ha G ' T o
% e SRR L et 43 9 | 52|13 6 3 ' 14 20 1 2 4 9

5 3 2 g 2 i it | 2 5 ;
5 Gullele | 3 2 5 422 105 | 527 | Entoto [Yekatit | 254 | 28 | 182 | 48 57 6 8 28 134 9 4 |8 43
Amba 12
6 Kirkos 3 1 4 257 53 310 | Misrak |Limat | 83 | 27 | 110 | 26 |10 | 36 8 22
Goh Minch 6 28 | 81 2 4 | 8
fa -

7 Kolfe 4 4 232 47 279 | Asko 36 5 41 11 213 3 4 14 | 24 1 5 |4 6

keranyo
8 Lideta 2 1 3 205 60 265 ufﬂxnfirt:;:a 61 25 | 86 |19 |8]27] 3 4 14 | 62 1 o |4 20

= e a 1 24 :

9 |Nifasilk 3 1 4 223 24 7 | Ginbot 55 6 61 | 17 |21 19| 3 4 14 | 14 1 o |4 12

- lafto 20
10 | Yeka 4 ] 5 274 82 356 g;;zan 57 13 65 16 | 4| 20 3 4 14 | 46 1 5 |4 13
Total 32 10 |42 [2576 |542 |3118 10 3 641 [142 |783 |200 |50 |254 | 39 | 52 [182 [514 | 13 | 26 52 | 163

Source: Addis Ababa city Administration education bureau statistical abstract 2000 E.C.
Key: Respondent’s Categories:



Appendix 3: Percentages of categories of involvement in the decision making and implementation in terms position

< - Decision categories under study
g & 5 o General Budget Curriculum Personnel |Monitoring School Student Research Overall
"g - 'g & School Gov. |Preparation and Affairs and Building Affairs And Dec.
e K] g ) Instruction Evaluation Development | Categories
a8l a o/ g Dec. | Imp |Dec. | Imp | Dec. Imp | Dec. | Imp | Dec | Imp | Dec Imp | Dec. | Imp | Dec. | Imp | Dec Imp
Kol K=z o .
e - " i7E lzr T |- - T 7 |77 hsa | - T (231 (308 | T | -
2 26 3.8 ) 30.8 |38.5 [ 3.8 |154 |77 7 ) ~ [30.8 B8.5 [11.5 [15.4 |19.2 346 |3.8 3.8
312 1 1173 |ss [s19 |3ss =
T4 17150 | W ' 53 e
!l s
‘1 13
23.1 |7.7 |38.5 (30.8 30.8
2 8 30.8 |50.0 61.5 [46.2 [50.0 |53.8 [38.5 [57.7 38.5 |57.7 [34.6 B8.5 (34.6 |46.2 |57.7 |46.2 538 69.2
312 | 2 50.0 38.5 48.1 |63.5
o ‘ : 53.8
4 150 ° > i e ﬁ"; f y 49 o s { - eLe ;2"‘-" .
1 13 76.9 [92.3 |53.8 [61.5 031 |30.8 460 |385 go [769 [69.2 53.8 76.9 |76:9 |61.5 [46.2 76.9 |69-2
- 26 65.4 [50.0 |7.7 |15.4 |46.2 [30.8 53.8 [34.6 B1.5 [42.3 [34.6 P3.1 53.8 |38.5 |23.1 [19.2 l42.3 26.9
= = _ — ——t — :
4 150

Key: i-irincipal ~ 2- Unit Leaders  3- Department Heads 4-Teachers

I -



Appendix 4: Descriptive statistics of categories of participation in the decision making in terms of sex, age, qualification, specialization

and total work experience.

Var. General Budget [Curriculum | Personnel | Monitoring School Student |Research & Overall
school Gov. | preparation & inst. affairs and eval. building affairs developmen decision
| t
Mea [Std. D| Mea |Std. D |Mea [Std. D [Mea [Std. D |Mea Std. D [Mea Mea [Std. D |Mea IStd. D Mea Std. D
x 0 508| 108| 225| 1.03|316] 098 274] 101312 2.51 305| 116285 116! 287| 085
i 1 285 105] 205| 097/3.15! 096282 1.033.04 2.39 287| 1282600 1.17| 275| 082
! 301 113 221| 095/3.28| 092|287 0.96]3.22 2.56 38| 1.19]2.710 1.17) 2911 0.78
2 300 1.09] 209 1.06/2.8 | 1.09[251| 103|285 2.35 277 1.16]273] 121| 265! 0.87
y 3 3.55| 095 258, 1.00]33 0.74 [3.16 09 345 | 2.65 | 328, 094 317 106! 318 08!
2 |4 330 085 229 130]290| 1.06 271 086 303 2.58 | 305 139323 097] 287 092
5| 215| 1.03] 341 1.07]2.70] 0.80 3.1l 1.09 2.38 2.84 281] L31!286: 1.13] 0.89 |
= e | 171 | 100 .| 4.14 .| 1.44 1214 2.00 1.17 1 1.00 | | 1.88 .
EE-RE 301 108] 220] 1.01]3.16] 0961277 101 3.12 248 | 1. 304 116280 115 285| 082
<203 308 15| 232] 126]299] 120/262] 1122383 252 1. 260 | 1520297 137 273| L15
< 1 4.43 1.86 2.71 3.11 | 3.43 225 3.83 1.00 ! 3.00
5 2 4.29 o404 .| 3.43 .| 3.44 | 4.14 3.25 4.33 .| 4.00 | .| 3.88 .
= 3 300 1.09] 2.13| 099[3.13] 1.00{2.74| 1.033.10 243 L 287 121]275, 123] 279| 084
g |4 324 1.02] 231 105[3.19] 0961282 | 099]3.13 263 1 327 11002750 1.12] 294] 0.79
o 5 301 114 219] 1.03[3.16] 0961269 | 1.02]3.04 240 1. 295| 122297 1.06] 28] 091
! 503| 115| 222 091]326] 097297 086 327 256 | 1. 322 1020267 127] 294 076
3 2 11s| 107 218 1.06]3.07| 099[257| 1.03]3.03 257 L 298| 125|281 1.03| 279| 085
5 3 1.07] 1130 2.15| 1.05/3.18| 1.03/2.68| 1.043.07 247 L. 300 1.16]289| 129| 281 | 084
2 14 113 | 1.14] 225 1.08]3.04| 1.00[271| 1.14][3.11 230 L 295] 1.16[278] 1.05] 282 096
o 5 1.14| 085| 228 1.01[3.03| 1.02/297| 096[291| 107 |2.57] 1. 299 | 128[290 1.17] 286| 0.83
i 5 0851 1.09] 213] 11913361 06612521 11113081 1.191226] i 264| 12712830 109] 277! 092




Appendix 5: Descriptive statistics of categories of participation in the implementation of decision in terms of sex, age, qualification,
specialization and total work experience

General ' Budget (Curriculurn Personnel IM0nitc>ringfI School ' Student Research&i Overall
var 11 N school Gov. ] preparation & inst. affairs ‘ and eval. fl building affairs jdeverllcipme} decision
. |

Mean |Std. D | Mean Std. D | Mean Std. D |Mea Std. D |Mea Std. D |Mea 5td. D [Mea 5td. D [Mea |Std. D | Mean Std. D

< 19189 ] 364 [ 092 | 249 T 110 | 336 | 1.00 1282] 095 [327] 1.00 1259 121 [324] 110 1281 120 | 3.06 | 0.79
4 [ 52 | 345 | 1.00 | 259 | 121 | 350 | 1o 13.07] L1t (351 089 1283 1.32 1330 L1 [278] 107 | 3.17 | 0.6
| 99 | 3.65 | 0.88 | 262 | 1.10 | 346 | 10 13.00] 090 1338 0.98 271 ] 115 1350 099 [272] 1.16 | 3.8 0.76 |

' 77 1544 [ 106 228 101 328 1.9 267! 107 3723 1.00 1251 127 [301] 1.16 1281 125 | 297 (g5

Q 3 25 | 366 | 071 | 277 106 © 340 0 0.90 3120 077 331 097 1275 122 3190 107 1293 120 0 318 073
(4 10 ] 367 | 083 | 227 127 | 312 o0s3 |278 | 0.82 3.04 1.00 | 255 133 1328 1.07 [3.07; 095 298 073

] 30 1372 | 098 | 266 | 120 | 3.50 089 |2.84] 120 [347] 096 268 145 [311] 1.19 1290] 106 | 5124 o086

= 11 1 [ 1386 - Lo [ Tasr | 1.33 | 4.00 | | 2.00 | 1400] . T200] . | 260 .
5812228 | 359 | 092 | 251 | 111 | 339 | 099 12.87] 098 13327 0.97 1261 122 13.25] 1.09 [2.78] 116 | 307 . 079
S8 12 [376 115 | 267 | 132 | 333 | 129 13191 109 [332] 127 1331 143 [329] 137 1333] 119 [ 327 | 111

< [ 1] 400 [T 13147 T 289 286 . [250] 1383 . [1.00] | 2.88 |

S [ 1 a7 . 1457 T4 . [ 3.11 | 14147 . [325] 433] . Ta00] . | 406 .
= 13716 [ 566 | 089 | 248 [ L1 | 336 | 1.0s [2.89] 1.00 1335] 1.00 [2.64 | 126 1323 ] 113 [284] 125 | 3.09 | 082
8 468 345 [ 009 | 262 | 1.13 ] 330 | 093 1274 ] 1.03 [3.17] 088 1263 ] 123 [323] 1.07 12.63] 1.10 | 3.00 | 076
“ 1955 | 363 | 096 | 244 [ 112 | 354 | 095 13.02] 094 3441 1.06 1265 124 [330] L.11 1297] 105 | 316 | 082
] 62 | 3.63 | 096 | 271 | 1.18 | 354 | 1.03 13.12] 095 [3.42] 1.01 12.75 | 1.17 [3.45] 099 1269] 123 | 322 | 0.79

g 1445|348 [ 085 | 238 | 1.01 | 315 | 099 1261 090 [3.13] 091 1253] 114 [303] 111 1271] 107 | 291 | 075
EN B ET 103 | 243 | 114 | 346 | 1.2 [2.81] 1.00 1342 ] 1.03 [263] 133 1308 115 [284] 138 | 3.08 | 0.82
g 4 37 | 351 | 096 | 226 | 0.96 | 324 | 090 |285] 094 1327] 1.01 256 1.4 1325] 1.09 [284] 1.00 | 3.00 ] 0.81
R EF | 306 | 0.84 | 2.66 ‘ 120 7/ 340 | 1.01 13.16] 1.00 1323 096 [2.71] 142 324 115 13.090 111 | 3.i7 | 0.79
L 19 21 | 367 [ 100 | 266 128 | 3.52 | 084 [257] 1.3 1343 ] 096 [2.63] 144 13.06] 1.26 [2.81] 1.08 | 3.07 | 091 |




Appendix 7: Significance differences between Me

implementation practices (N=241).

Principals Principals Principals Uit lendeny Wi Unit leaders Dep’t Heads
Vs Vs Vs Dei't Hedda Vs Vs
Decision categories Unit iea;:lers Dep’t Hsads 'I‘eachelgs P = ’I‘each;:rs Teachers
under study Mean v.:;lue Mean - 1 Mean _1 Mean ve;] Mean ) 1 Mean | P-value
Diff. Digg | eus D | Ve Diff. i Diff. | Value Diff.
r
ceneralschool | o.s7| wa8| oo6) ooy 79¢9| 003| -00| 100! 23] 70| 23 a8
--__ggvernance ! - ! ! R | | I
Budget i " -
S 1.33(*)  0.01 1.12(*) 0.0l - 1310 0.00_ -21. .89 .02 1.00‘ .19 77
Curriculum and | 0.78| -0.02| 1.00 0.17] 0.95| -0.37| 050| -.19| 85| .19 73
Imstruction
Personnel 0221 093] 034 074 0.70| 0.10| 0.12| 97! g 15| .36 15
affairs
Monitoringand [ o | o o 0.36| 0.68| .79(")| 0.05|-0.15| .94 28| 61| .43 .06
evaluation
School building | ggn| 0.54] 06s 0.37 0.79| 0.18| 0.06| .10| .18| 93| -192 .95
Student affairs 0.45| 0.70| 0.54| 0.48 0.63| 0.27| 0.09| 1.00| 0.18] 0.90| 0.09 1.00
hessarel and 067] 0411 0.28| 0.89| 0.67| 0.26]-0.38| 0.60|0.008| 1.00| 39 22
development
Lmp. of avesall S7| 21| 48| 27| 73| 02| -09| 97| 16| 81| o5 26
Dec.Categories

(*) The mean difference is significant at the .05 level



Appendix 8: Computation of correlation coefficient of mean rankin

g of respondent by position on the importance of the decision

categories
Respondents Difference Between Ranks1,2,3 and 4
Decision 1 2% 3% 4+ 1*:2% 1*-3* 1*-4* 2*-3*% 2*-4*% 3*-4%
°ategzzf§y‘mde’ (N=13) | (N=26) | (N=52) [(N=150) | d | d* | d | o | d ¢ | 'd | d | d | & | d]| &
General school .
governance 1 4 2 2 -3 9 -1 1 -1 1 2 4 2 4 0 0
Budget preparation 2 2 5 3 0 0 -3 9 -1 1 -3 9 -1 1 2 4
ﬁl;trﬂxccttlalg? e 3 3 1 I 01 o0 2 | 4 2 4 2 14 121410 o0
‘ Personnel affairs 7 6 7 6 ] | 0 0 ! | =] ] 0 0 ] 1
sz;;‘t:;ct’;’)';t’ s 4 1 3 5 3009 I 1 2,4 4 16 -2 4
School building 8 e 7 0 0 |1 I Y 4 1 I -1 |
Student affairs 5 4 4 1 1 2 4 1 1 ] 1 0 0
5:5:%;2}22? 5 7 8 8 24| 3| 9] 3] 9 A T T O T I
¥ d 24 32 22 28 28 10
Rho) p*-p* = 1 - 6>.d°
Gekptp oL +.714 +616 | +738 | +.667 | +667 |+ 881
N (N*-1)
(Rho) 1*-2*=1 - 6*24 (Rho) 3*-4* =1- 6*10 (Rho) 2*-3* =1 - 6*28
8 (64-1) 8 (64-1) 8 (64-1)
(Rho) 1*-3*=1- 6*32 (Rho) 1*-4*=1- 6*22 (Rho) 2*-4* =1-  6*28
8 (64-1) 8 (64-1) 8(64-1)
Key:
1* - Principal ~ 2* -UnitLeader 3* -Dep’t Heads 4* - Teacher
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Appendix 9: Respondents’ comment on the advantages and disadvantages of participation in the secondary school decision- making

Advantages of participation in Decision Making

Disadvantages of not participating in Decision Making

Rules and regulations of the school will be developed together and
executed with slight discrepancies.

Implementation with no complaints,

Decision will be understood,

Increase willingness to participate,

Working together in team will be easier,

Develop ownership feeling.

Facilitate problem solving,

Duties will be executed faster,

. Create conducive environment tor the teaching learning process.
- Decisions will be reasonable:

Improve weakness and strengthen the positive sides.

Problems could be seen from different angles,

Free from prejudice,

Increase motivation of teachers,

Reduce 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 obligates, the person t o be loyal for his/her decision,

No ambiguity in the decision objective,

Develop experience, self confidence, and satisfaction with job.
Creates confident administration full of motivated employees.
Picks hidden talents of young teachers

Manage corruption, and motivates honesty and improves integrity
School becomes a research center

Imprevement of schoo! planning

Budget aliocation wiii be tair and reasonable.

Smooth running of the teaching learning process, Helps

to internalize the problem

Hard to bring the expected behavioral change,

Reduce acceptance, and performance.

Develops fear in any decision,

Takes away freedom

Create boss- servant relation causes carelessness,

Lack of dedication during the implementation, Moral crisis.
Easy to be interfered by politics, or

i any external agents,

Lack of reliability of the decision.

Decisions will be waste of resources (time, money, etc.)
Teachers feel dependant. no academic freedom, and
Discourage people reduce quality of education

It affects student's performance,

Resources will not be fairly distributed,

Hard to take action on cther's decision.

Decisions may be impractical,

Full of errors, and have nothing to do with the school's objective,
Easily opposed by the implementers.

Yields rough relationship with decision makers,

Partakers will be challenged to undertake the decision,

Create work load, which are not effective,

No initiation to execute the job,

Students cheating will be facilitated Externalize school problem

IX




Appendix 10: Questionnaire

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL GF GRADUATE STUDIES
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT (EDPM)

(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 would like to express my special thanks for your sincere cooperation, in advance, to fill
the questionnaire. This queslionnaire is part of a study designed to collect information
about The Current Educational Decision-Making Practice and Implementaticn in Some

Selected Government Secondary Schools of Addis Ababa City Administration.

The major aim of this study is o use the information in order look into the decision-
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 will depend on the quality of the responses. Therefore, your
cooperation in answering each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible is highly
recommended.
GENERAL DIRECTION:

» You are kindly requested not to write your name anywhere on the questionnaire to

ensure complete confidentiality.

» Please put (v) mark under the scale you agree for each item for part one and two
but your rank order for part three.

» All your responses will be summarized and processed in analytical form

only for the purpose of the rescarch.

With regards.



X1

DIRECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION

Below there are the list of seven gencral inquires about your personal background. You are
kindly requested to indicate your rcsponses about cach question with (v) in the box
provided for cach items.

1. Name of the school

2. Geographical Location in the city: Sub-city Kebele

3. Primary responsibility: Principal ] Unit leader ] Teacher ]
Assist. Principal [] Department head ]

4, Sex: Male ] [Ffemale )
5. Age group: 20-25 L—1 26.30 [—1  31-.35 1 36.40 T —

6. Level of qualification: 12-’:’ Bachelor ]
12+2 Masters 1
12+3 _— Subject Area

7. Work experience

<2 2-3 4-6 | 7-10 | 11-20 > 20

As principal/Assisl. Principal

As a unit leader

As a department head

As a teacher

On the current position

Total service years




XII

DIRECTION II: QUESTIONNAIRE

Below there are 50 decisional statements, which are grouped into eight categories. Against
each decisional statements therc are two columns, Please indicate in the left hand column
the degree to which you participate in the making of the stated decision at your school.
And, in the right hand column indicate how far you participate in the implementation of
each hiw 025 0/ @01 ho0s foAL ASr T evhhay
NG r COOT A2C B50-PoU HCHEC P@-A% UANT +COPA: NATHY NCNHC S 1ANT AL
CACNLT COA% ARl LCH OE4 W% 09 OAREPET AINEE NCTLLT L1 PhCOHPT

decisional statement.

LCh NNEPT Nhei QA 0327 AL RIABANF: In order to assist your responses each of
the five level of participation is defined as follows.-FAT6.2F AaoPnd A4 L£a0 TP AN AN

L0 PTG ARYPT tmeiao P

Your current

navrs oG

5.Very high
NY° hee by
U

Term definitions: (1-C19°)

authority to establish policy (A“1.L47T
@A PT QAN AhhaelP})

Your current

participation in participation

the practice of Very low: No participation of any kind in the decision

decision-making. nne® He-15 FaT6 implementation

artg Poohimrl Low:(H¥-1'5 AT6. Ad¥)At the level of providing @®-A%7 70T

eChy opinion informally (hA\6 AAE. ao€NF oL Benm
OAY U7 14N A28+CN aomfe)

1 Very low Moderate: aohhiA% -FA47T 6. On some occasions 1 Very low

ANY™ Np-FG being asked for advice( P22 CFALE | nmoo Y415 AT 6

ATE P@As TILNLE TANTT AI8PCAN aomPP) 2 Low

2 Low High: hevI'% -FAT6.  Serving in formally NP 15 OT6

WP o6 organized Committee with a chance of 3. Moderate

3. Moderate making recommendation(fié- havd-C bLt | sonna% a6

aohnAg ATE 0T Nloo4F) 4. High

4. High Very high : 017" ha % -+476 Being given heFs FATE

5.Very high
AMg°® he s +aT6,

Your current

Decision Categories at the

Your current

participaifion in Secondary school level participatiop
e e etii stk POy COOTS NCHC Pardl, HanT i
decision-making implementation
of - ( Under study) of 2

. General school governance

12345

Setting the purpose and objectives of the school

School planning (strategic/ operational/annual etc.)

Setting the content and form of lesson plan

Establishing disciplinary policies

Establishing teacher’s evaluation criteria

Determining length of school day and hours

Setting transparent decision making procedures

. Preparation of budget

Financial decision of the school through out the year

Determining means of income generation

Utilization of school generated income

Bl W] N|o|uv|s k(o=

Setting budget for a project implementation




XIII

Settinébudget for teacher’s development program.

Amount budget for educational materials supply

School’s support to parent teacher association (PTA)
activity in generating income

C. Curriculum and instruction

Evaluaticn of content and syllabus for improvement

Text book preparation and selection

Text book provision

Procedures in obtaining instructional supplies

Seiection_' ol é;upp]ementary texts and materials

Choice of teaching method and pedagogical styles

Allocation of teaching aids and teacher’s teaching load

. Decision about personnel affairs

Recruiting, selecting and hiring teachers

Allocation of personnel among teaching positions

Teacher’s transfer and performance evaluation

R0~ |g(~]o || »lw|o]—

Resolving tcacher’s grievance and conflict

Participation level of parents in the school’s decision

Delegating responsibility and authority to personnel

Pre-service/Induction training of teachers

In-service training of teachers

Selection of personnel to attend on/off job trainings

.

Decision on monitoring and evaluation

Data recording and keeping system of the school

(= El|o(w|~|own

Evaluation of examination and its confidentiality

Establishing Student promotion policies

Assessment of school performance

Evaluation of supervisory activities

Accreditation of official documents

Documecritation of best experiences of the school

Decision on school buildigg

School building expansion

School building maintenance

Maintenance of school compound

Maintenance of school supplies and materials

Q).bwt\)~:11~qo\m4=w

. Decision on student affairs

Adoption of promotion policy for students

Setting objective for student’s guidance and counseling

Setting governing rules and regulations for students

Setting standard admission procedures for students

Allocation of Students in Classrooms( class size )

The decision to suspend or expel a student

- Research and development

School’s need assessment

Action rescarch activities in the school

W= mlo oo b

Implementation of research out comes




DIRECTION III:

Below there are eight categorics of decisions to be ranked in their degree of importance
according to your judgment. The ranking order of these decision categories are on the scale
from 1 to 8. (hiLv NFT CFUZNGTF O3 Paray CONT NACHD ANELPT hand ALY AT -
AHIC 15 hdh 8% L4% NCUS-PFm)The area, according to your judgment, the most
important should receive the rank number-1, with the second importance should receive
rank number -2, and 8 for the last ranking (VY @oOdT APD AMI® hALAL POLA-TS
£LI-1 WIAUP Cao@udli KL AL COLINDS 2458 ol Cavabili::)

S. Categories of decision Rank order in _the 1mport-ance of declslonT
No. categories ( Your judgment) ]

General school governance
Preparation of budget
Curriculum and instruction
Decision about Personncl affairs
Decision on monitoring and evaluation
Decision on school building

Decision on student alfairs

Research and development

RN B |WIN|—

DIRECTION IV:

This is the last part of the questionnaire, where you can write any comment freely. Your
response for this part is expected to focus on your judgment about the benefits your
participation and problems of not participating in the decision making practice and
implementation of the school.

1. What are the benefits of participation in the decision making practice and
implementation? N@A% ANNT 0T NeoA L2 DAL AL PO LaomT AP IR A

2. What are the problems of not participating in the decision making practice and
implementation? 0MAY%L AAMNT O-NF AWAGATFED 190M-T @-QY 2T AL COLhAET WA
-7(1"‘.7'.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Mekuria Abera

XIV



XV

Appendix 11: Interview guidc for the Principals /or Assistant Principals.

Name of the school

1. What are the key arcas of decisions in your school?

2. In how many days does the management committee meet to decide
on the teaching/ 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

Jjustifiable
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