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Abstract

Decision-making in higher educational institutios€ritical for achieving the universal goals
of these institutions, particularly in terms of dbang and research related decisions.
Decision-making affects the strategic plans andsgofuniversities in relation to designing
modules, choosing teaching methods and particigpatnresearch grant applications, and

more.

Surveying literature indicates that few empiricaidses have been conducted on the level of
participation of academic staff in the various tymé decision-making, which compares the
participation of two universities from two differeaultures. For this reason, this study aims
at bridging the gap in knowledge in this area &fesrch by studying the participation of
academic staff in teaching, research, financialéssand administrative decision-making in
the Faculty of Education at King Saud Universitydae School of Education at the
University of Leeds. A triangulation approach isediswhich combines quantitative and
gualitative research methods, documentary anadygisobservations. 96 questionnaires were
analysed from two universities and 18 in-depthriieavs were conducted. The analysis
focuses on similarities and differences betweenratttgal and desired levels of participation
in decision-making by the academic staff at both #forementioned universities, with

particular focus on cultural traces.

This study finds that academic members of staffi@atUniversity of Leeds are more likely to
actively participate in teaching, research, finah@sues and administration related decision-
making. Conversely, the academic staff of King SBmiversity desire to be more involved

in all areas of decision-making.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Introduction
The issue of participation in decision-making hadme a significant topic since the

management of higher education has been discugééd.the introduction of management
issues and techniques into the higher educationsingl the discussion of decision-making
has emerged. There has been a considerable amblitgrature produced on the issue of
academics and decision-making participation, yétnmach of this addresses the issue in the
Arab world, or brings the discussion to a cultuwwamparative level. This study focuses on
the issue of academics’ participation in decisicaking at two different higher education
institutions in two different countries. The aimtbfs study is to investigate issues regarding
academics’ participation in decision-making in tditferent cultures. There is an urgent need

for more research in this area combining diffei@ntures.

The introduction chapter begins with general inicidry discussions as set out below, and
then presents the significance of the researchenatea of decision-making. It then sheds
light on the issue and significance of comparagiv@milar research. Following this, it sets
out the purpose of the research. The researchtolgis@nd questions are also discussed. The
chapter ends with a summary and an outline of tirdysin order to provide the reader with

an idea of the structure of the study and its guste

The role that decision-making has in the managermknhiversities cannot be understated.
Major decisions, strategic plans, and faculty aondent welfare require constant deliberation
and policy-making where decisions are usually dalte. University policies and regulations
emphasise the participation of academic staff edécision-making process in their faculty
or department. Such emphasis acts in accordancé wie Joint ILO/UNESCO
Recommendations, concerned with the teaching peesowhich identify the participation of
different types of academic decisions made by higitkicational institutions. In addition,
decision-making in higher educational institutiamsonsidered as one of the main issues that

should be taken into account when the relationdleippveen self-governance and academic
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decision-making, and collective bargaining struesuand processes are addressed (Vere,
2007).

Unfortunately, theories on how strongly academaffatesire to participate in institutional
decision-making are not readily found in the cohte#xhigher education. Therefore, it would
be helpful to take the Human Relations Movement NbIRheory of the 1930s-1940s and
adapt it to the higher education context. HRM tister such as Argyris, McGregor,
Herzberg, Likert, and Ouchi introduced participgtdecision-making (PDM), which leads to
more effective organisation and higher staff morkta example, Frederick Herzberg (1987)
assures that intrinsic factors such as achievermeotgnition, and responsibility are what
actually motivate workers, and not extrinsic fastsuch as salary, working conditions, and
job security. Similarly, Maslow's (1943) theory mibtivation indicated that people require
self-actualisation. Furthermore, "the Japanese stiymanagement views collective decision-
making and egalitarianism as vital ingredientsvargday operations”. Similarly to managers
of the business world, educational institutionsrapiired to follow participative approaches
that allow employees from different positions tatjggpate in decision-making and take

ownership of institutional decision-making (Wortmei2002).

On the other hand, some theorists disagree withsdmae. Opponents to participatory
decision-making models, such as Victor Vroom (197Innebaum and Schmidt (1957),

Hersey and Blanchard (1972), and Fiedler (1967yeasiga conditional style of management.
According to these models, subordinate participatiould be used in some situations. They
imply that factors, such as employee maturity,| $&itel, willingness to be involved, leader

personality, and the type of problem should beriakéo account by managers while using
PDM techniques (Wortheim 2002).

Academic staff participation is not always realisér example, some institutions and
faculties are limited to making decisions on arthas$ are concerned with actual teaching and
instruction, and not with the governance (Asklig§00). Academic staff have tried to seek
representation on decision-making structures, ddgarsuch issues as faculty tenure and
promotion, curriculum development, faculty beneéitel compensation (Lapworth, 2004). It
has also been found that there is a gap betweerldbeed and actual involvement of
academic faculties in the decision-making procesédabeir departments (Emery & Brien,

1984). Giving academic staff the opportunity totjggrate in the decision-making process

11



has bridged the gap between administrators andeatadstaff in the way that decision-

making is carried out (Winter 2009).

Garvin and Roberto (2001) have identified two meded decision-making, the advocacy
approach and the inquiry approach. They suggestat the inquiry approach is more
effective as it allows more collaboration, and timal decision reached is the one which the
whole group can be considered to have contribubgdarids. This argument seems useful,
nonetheless, it is argued against the point thdtoasl (Garvin & Roberto, 2001) have not
addressed the issue of decision-making empirically. study has bridged this gap by
investigating a range of models of participationdiecision-making empirically using real
world data from two higher educational institutiohs addition, it compares perceptions of
the decision-making process of the Education fasulbf King Saud University and Leeds
University. Although both universities are instituts of higher education and have had a
long history of academic contribution and excelenihese universities are different in the
sense that they cater to different students, haffereht faculty training and different

organisational cultures.

The goal of the present study is to determine iffees and similarities in the process of
decision-making of two different universities, ommethe United Kingdom and other in the

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The comparison is expecttetring to light cultural differences,

practices and perceptions that few studies haeengted to explore. The interest in studying
and comparing the decision-making process in thvesainiversities had been borne from the
growing awareness that dynamics in decision-magmogesses are influenced by a number
of factors such as culture, member roles, groupatibn, communication patterns and even

leadership styles.

The importance of my research is derived from #et that there are not many comparative
studies in this field. To my knowledge, this stusjl be the first research that compares
academic staff participation in institutional deairsmaking between two universities that
belong to different political, cultural, economand social environments; one in the United
Kingdom and other in the Kingdom of Saudi ArabideTsignificance of decision making

research and my study are further highlighted m ftllowing section after discussing my

personal interest in this topic. Later, the chapteeds light on the importance and

significance of comparative research, as this mparative study. The purposes of the

12



study are then presented and discussed. The chajgiepresents the research objectives and

concludes with the research questions.

My interest in this topic stems from two main sascThe first is personal. | am a young
researcher from King Saud University in Saudi Asabibelieve that the issue of decision-
making in higher education is a very important ésas it reflects on organisational
effectiveness and efficiency. In my experience ‘ehtound that there are major differences
between the Saudi and British contexts, and | therewvanted to learn and reflect on both.
Without doubt, the British culture has more expgeee in managing higher education, and
this would definitely provide progressive ideas andgestions to my home university. Being
a member of academic staff at the Faculty of Edocadt King Saud University and also a
current PhD student at the School of Educationhat Wniversity of Leeds has made it
possible for me to carry out my research at these ihstitutions. The second source of
interest in this particular topic is professiorauiring my experience of working as a teacher
at the King Saud University, | noticed some poim&dated to decision-making and
involvement of academic staff. | believe that sigssues could be improved and developed,
and this led me to explore this particular issueinB a teacher at King Saud University
might bring up some concerns regarding researclast honetheless | paid much attention
not to fall into this kind of bias; more discussion this issue is presented in the section of
ethics in Chapter Three, Methodology.

1.2 The Significance of Decision-Making Research
The significance of research in decision-makinghigher education stems from several

points. First of all, the role of higher educatimess come under close scrutiny over the years
as governments have taken much interest in thethayuniversities are being managed and
in the ways that their funding has been allocakddnjing, 1997). Universities had long held
the tradition of being removed from the encumbrarafegovernment regulations as they had
been granted autonomy in their management and &tration (Kogan, 2000). However,
this is currently changing in the sense that usities are being threatened by new corporate
and management structures (Eckel, 2000). Highecataun institutions did not worry about
building and cultivating a marketing image in thasp Their courses and graduates had done

that for them. Now, in order to increase admissiamnd attract the best students, universities

13



must resort to corporate strategies, such as offemcentives, offering non-traditional

courses and investing in advertisements (Kezar KeEQ004).

Secondly, in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and otheuntries in the Gulf region, the
expansion of higher education has also reflectedttift from traditional government funded
universities to being founded and financed by pevastitutions, quasi-private agencies and
other organisations (Mazawi & Sultana, 2009). kpanse to the changing global market and
repositioning of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in thé&ernational environment, the Kingdom
has implemented a fast-track plan in building apedning new universities that will train and
attract foreign specialists and students in théd figf science and technology. Since the
development of Western organisations and instigtiomost universities’ structure and
management have also become managerial (Kriegér,)20

Thirdly, shifts between decision-making models agovernance have brought about
significance in researching this area. Change&engbverning policies of higher education
across the globe have led to two common types @em@ance: collegial and managerial
governance. Collegiality traces its history in timedieval era of universities in Europe.
Collegiality refers to the set of practices andiges in which academic staff participate in
the decision-making process concerning the opemtiof the university (Vere, 2007).

Collegiality results from mutual respect and hoyeamong the academic staff of the
university. At the same time, collegiality stemenfr the belief that decision-making in

universities should come from the academics thatimarthe best position to know what
academic programs and policies should be implerdeatethe university (Bush, 1997).

UNESCO (2004) recommends that collegiality showddte norm in the university in terms
of institutional autonomy. UNESCO states that gpieédecision-making should be the norm
in universities and colleges; decisions on admiaigin and determination of policies of
higher education curricula, research, extensionkvaord allocation of resources should be
given to academic faculties and departments toldpvand improve academic excellence.
However, over the past decade or so, there hasabskift towards managerial governance in
higher education institutions (Shattock, 2002).

In the late 1990’s, corporate governance was appbeeducational settings, especially in
higher education, in countries such as Australenada, New Zealand, United Kingdom and

the United States (Vesna, 2002). The manageriah fof governance involved the use of

14



rational business models of decision-making, whigre then applied to the organisational

set-up of universities. With the managerial mo@shphasis on strategic management and
leadership roles was increased, while collectiveisiien-making decreased. In this model,

the decision-making process takes a hierarchicat fwhere a small group of individuals at

the top make decisions on issues related to theagesment and improvement of the

university whether it is on funding, course offgsnor research projects (Van Tilburg, 2002).
The managerial model has been viewed by its prageras more efficient and effective than

the old collegial bodies.

On the other hand, decision-making in some higltercation institutions has remained
participatory and collaborative, especially, whieere is a faculty union, as in most American
universities (Levin, 2006). With the presence daeulty union, management is dictated by
law to engage in a bargaining agreement with thenyrespecially on matters such as faculty
benefits, salaries, and tenure. Still, there astitirtions that have resisted the managerial
model and have enhanced the collegial model toembdit challenges of the present
competitive environment in higher education (Tille§998). Decision-making is still the
responsibility of the concerned academic facultesl departments where a number of
committees and governing bodies become adminissratothe department and school, such

as faculty senates, committee chairs and deanpé€f&Palfreyman, 1998).

Decision-making in universities and colleges has teken a more bureaucratic structure and
has become even more managerial than ever befeza(k& Eckel, 2004). With increased
pressure to expand accountability issues and niaictampetitive advantages in terms of
student admission rates, universities and collagesiow becoming more corporate than they
are educational institutionsb{d). This has also led to a decrease in the partioipaof
academic staff in the decision-making process (Normbrose & Huston, 2006). In their
place, external players such as the board of dirgcinspectors and accreditation bodies
have become more involved in the development ofjyiarms and policies regarding the

functions and management of universities.

However, there has been an observed differenceenmanagement of small colleges from
larger universities. For one, smaller collegesiasélled with a sense of community, which
gives an almost a familial atmosphere to the celegulture, and decision-making has been

found to be more patrticipatory (McNay, 2002). Mareq there has been a clamour for the
15



return to the shared-governance model of the past the modern corporate governance of
the present. It has been argued that although rsiies and colleges now exist in a corporate
environment, it is the academic faculties who caly exploit resources that universities and
colleges depend on. Thus, going back to sharedrganee where academic faculties are

involved in the decision-making process becomesnaip/e (Lapworth, 2004).

In the past, academic faculties had enjoyed supracae€emic authority in the sense that
academic staff controlled all decisions that pesdéito the running of the institution from
available courses offered, grading systems, adomssnd selection of students and honours
programmes (Kezar, 2005). This set-up persistedafdong time until the government
scrutinised more and insisted that universitiesukhte opened and regulated by external
bodies. This has led to the decline of the autharft academic staff in governance and

decision-making, in their departments and univiesitLevin, 2006).

Finally, the argument presented above of a shiffanernance and decision making styles in
educational institutions raises the issue of thpartance of researching this area in order to
identify the current styles of the two institutiansthese two different countries. It is instantly

noticed that all literature and research in thesaas focused on Western civilisations. There
is very little evidence or literature on decisioaking and governance styles in the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia, the Arab or the Islamic worldsisTissue offers this study a major source of

originality.

1.3 The Significance of Comparative Study
The comparative aspect of this study is a majorcgoof originality and significance. The

choice to present a comparative study was influgfigeseveral issues. A comparative study
is a systematic way to highlight motives and fesguof parameters of the given cases
(Hantrais, 2009). This approach was used due tditheulty of analysing and understanding

this state-of-the-art topic of interest in relatiom each case individually (Charles 1987).
Therefore, it can be seen as more beneficial t@iden an existing alternative and existing
case to develop a better and broader understamditizge topic of interest. A comparative

study also provides further scientific material®nfr the boundaries of two cases for
identifying the key issues to be considered asrpatars of interest for the target audiences.

These issues may include cultural and social diffees in reference to the studied cases (i.e.,
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the demographic variables), standard practicesregulations, quality assurance and audits,
leader-follower relationships, planning and decisiaking processes within the two

environments, to name but a few (Brislin 1986).

This study addresses the fact that finding sintiegiand differences in the decision-making
process of the two universities is a challenge b®eat might unnecessarily influence the
direction of the comparisons that were carriediouhis study. In order to avoid such biases,
this study uses an exhaustive data gathering mekiaaovers a wide variety of data sources
from interviews, questionnaires, direct observatiand document research, therefore,

eliminating the tendency to focus on the trivial.

From a professional standpoint, this study is etqued¢o bring about some instrumental
benefit as results might provide an aid in whicldentify what form or style of the decision-
making process could bring about better resultschvbould then help with the formation of
a decision-making model in order to increase caatper and collaboration. In other words,
results might be of benefit to those in chargeénasé universities in the development of their

governance and decision making styles, as oneutisti could learn from the other.

Having pointed out these issues, the comparatigystan then help to produce a systematic
topology and classification of the topic of intdreBhis can also help in the development of
framework(s) for a better understanding of procesgiéhin each of the given environments,
and even according to the stakeholders of each. daternational comparisons make
researchers aware of possible cultural bias. Han(e®09) said that comparative research
relies on concepts of equivalence or correspondenaeh enrich the field of study, such as
in the case of cultural equivalence, wherein, thenopmena are observed or judged in the

same way in different cultures.

Surveying the literature showed that there hasbeen any study that has investigated two
different cultures, such as those addressed irsthdy. The majority of studies have tackled
the issue of decision-making in higher educationstitutions from theoretical perspectives,
which basically translated the Western theories Artabic (i.e., Alkabisi 1975, Adwri 1979,
and Fadhelallah 1983). Translating Western theonis Arabic does not allow researchers
to look for originality in their studies. Nevertleslk, Berger (1956) suggested that researchers

need to compare cultures. Berger (1956) states:
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When we try to compare bureaucratic and profestjnealisposition in the East and
the West, we find that there may be differenceattifudes and behaviour in spite of
the similarity in structure. As other realms, samity in structure and form, often the
result of culture diffusion, does not mean simtlardf institutional or behaviour
patterns.

It can be concluded from Berger’s statement theg¢arschers have to look at the local culture
of every nation or country. This is a very impottaspect due to differences in the contextual
factors. For this reason, this study investigatath IBritish and Saudi cultures. About thirty
years ago, Alawy (1980) addressed the issue of aangp Arabic and Western cultures in
relation to higher education institutions. The antrecommended conducting a comparative
study on Arabic and Western universities. Alawy 8QpP suggested that the bureaucratic
system within Arabic universities is a barrier fittre involvement of academic staff in
decision-making. These findings might be very ratévto the study; nonetheless, they are
outdated.

1.4 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the present study is to gain a deapderstanding of, and insight into, the

complexity of the decision-making process in theaadion faculties of both the University
of Leeds and King Saud University, and how thipesceived by the academic staff of both
departments. In doing so, the intention is to idgspecific factors that influence and shape
the decision-making of education faculties, howislens are reached, and the cultural
differences that are present in this process.

The results of this study are expected to reflectierature and theory. This study is also
expected to help in establishing a decision-makmoeglel that can be used in higher education
and, which can be used as a basis for furtherestumind theory building. Moreover, higher
education governance and decision-making in theegbrof Saudi Arabia has not been
studied, and therefore this study would provideasi$to higher-education institutions in the
Kingdom for further organisational development. sTtatudy also intends to reflect on
practice. Sharing and comparing results of bothituteons might help them in developing
their practices relating to decision making.
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1.5 Research Objectives
The present study aims to compare and understancabademic members of staff perceive

the management of decision-making processes inetheation faculties of King Saud

University and the University of Leeds. Specifigalthis study is underpinned by three
objectives. Firstly, it aims to gain an in-depthdarstanding of decision-making policy and
practice in the Education Faculty of King Saud Wmsity and the School of Education,
University of Leeds. Secondly, it assesses theuémite of culture and values regarding
academic staff decision-making in the two case ystdépartments through comparative
research. Finally, it assesses implications ofehmpirical research findings for changes to
organisational practice that will: (a) enhance fsfjab satisfaction through appropriate
involvement in institution-wide and department dem-making; (b) lead to more effective

decision-making policies and practices.

1.6 Research Questions
The research objectives presented above are underpiby the following research

guestions:

1. What are the similarities and differences betwdenEducation Faculty, King Saud
University, and the School of Education, Universitly Leeds, in the policy and
practice of academic staff decision making?

2. To what extent are members of academic staff ofingrranks and levels of
responsibility involved in the decision making pees in their departments at the two
institutions?

3. To what extent do the perceptions of staff on tlaeitual level of participation in
decision making match their desired level of ineshent in making decisions, and
how might this be explained in terms of differenceshe status and responsibility of
respondents?

4. From a comparative perspective, to what extent stamlarities and/or differences
between the two institutions be explained in terofiscontrast on organisational
culture?

5. What are the Faculty / departmental change leaigesstd management implications

for optimising staff involvement and quality of @ggon-making processes?
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The first research question explores the underlgiagision-making policies and practices
based on an analysis of policy documents and tlsereation of departmental meetings.
Answers to the remaining research questions aredbas a survey of all academic staff in
the two departments. A follow-up in-depth analysigolves a sample of in-depth semi-
structured staff interviews with staff ranging frahmse with the most senior to those with
the most junior position of responsibility. A connative analysis is based on insights drawn
from similarities and differences in organisationalues and culture with implications for the

leadership and management of change.

1.7 Outline and Summary of the Study
This introductory chapter has presented key isselasing to the significance of the study.

The first section presented the significance oéaesh in the decision-making of the faculty
at different educational institutions. This hasoalsflected on the significance of this study.
As the study is comparative in nature, comparing wvganisations from two different
contexts, it has been imperative to discuss isselesing to comparative research and its
significance. The second section discussed theoparpf the research and the research
objectives. The final part of the chapter presetivedresearch questions. These questions are

elaborated and discussed further in the third @rapt methodology.

Overall, the thesis is presented in eight chapléhis first chapter was introductory, shedding
general light on the issue of investigating andaating the readers’ interest in this topic; it
also set the research significance, purpose, olgscand questions. The second chapter
reviews literature relating to decision making ngral, as well as decision making in the
context of higher education in general. This chajstalso aimed at establishing a conceptual
framework for the research investigation. Chaptdre® discusses issues relating to
methodology and research design. This is followgthbee chapters presenting findings. The
first of these, Chapter Four presents preliminany exploratory findings from documentary
analysis and observations. Chapter Five presergs gihantitative findings from the
guestionnaires. This chapter is extensive withisdieal analysis and tables. Chapter Six
presents the findings emerging from in-depth ineawg with members of the faculty. The
implications of the research findings are discussedhapter Seven. Finally, the study closes

with a conclusion in Chapter Eight.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review and a Theoretical Framework

2.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to review the theory anpirical studies related to the decision-

making processes in higher educational institutiamsl to establish a conceptual framework
for the study. This chapter is divided into twotpafl he first part starts by defining decision-
making. It also provides some explanation aboutbth&ic related issues, for example, the
types of organisational decisions. An overview oing essential concepts of general
institutional decision-making is presented. It ignfficant to establish a clear and shared
understanding of these basic concepts as theysat repeatedly in this study. Towards the
end of the first part, the focus is on the literatwegarding decision-making in higher
education, highlighting what has been covered nhiezaesearch. It also identifies strengths
and limitations of this research. While reviewirtge tliterature, three thematic areas of
decision-making in higher education are highlightstaff participation in decision-making,
group decision-making, and the changing landscépegber education. The second part of
the chapter provides a suggested conceptual frarkefo investigation. The conceptual
framework provides definitions and description afigus attributes that have been discussed
in the research. This comprises of attributesirgjab organisational operational issues, such

as decision making, change management, authoutgalicracy, and more.

2.2 Decision-Making

This section discusses issues of decision-makintpengeneral sense, not referring to the
context of the study of higher education. The radso this is justified by the fact that higher
education institutions are organisations, and mamagt and leadership theories designed
for general business relate to those in higher &tlut This is a generic issue in the sense
that higher educational institutions could be vidves business organisations, and theories
developed in general business could contributeralade to educational institutions. Added
to this is the fact that literature on organisagiobehaviour and decision-making in general
business is more extensive, whereas, it is raiheted in the context of higher education
(Thorne & Cuthbert, 1996).
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2.2.1 Defining Decision-Making

Before embarking on the decision-making processs iessential to establish a useful
definition for the term. Reviewing the literatur@,number of useful definitions have been
found. Reason (1990), for example, defines it asatttion of selecting from a list of options.
This definition seems too narrow as it limits demsmaking to an action rather than a
process. Buchanan and Huczynski (2004, 754) defias the process of making choices
from several options. Although this definition delses decision-making as a process, it is
still simplistic. Anwar et al. (2008) follow the same key ideas in their defonti that
decision-making is the outcome of mental procegsegnitive processes) leading to the

selection of a course of action among severalratares.

According to Anwaret al. (2008), every time an individual undertakes thecpss of
decision-making, the result is a final choice ie form of an action or an opinion. In the
same manner, a choice can be optimal or sub-optirda&cision-making and the
psychological processes involved can be optimaigrovable. This means that the aim of
the decision-making process is to reach what isgdezd to be the best available option. It is
noticeable how all these definitions stress theeetspf rationality in decision-making. The
role of emotional factors, such as anxiety, stresdear, is heavily ignored. Robbins (2005,
44) highlights that it is too naive to assume ttfagices are not influenced by feelings. In this
regard, decisions are not only made in work-relaiéghtions, people make many decisions
in their daily lives, and since this study aimsimtestigating work-related, group, and

organisational decision-making, a better definitstwould be reached.

Brattonet al. (2010, 409) suggest a definition that focuses orkwelated decision-making.
This idea is also based on the work of Mintzberg7@), March (1997), and Millaet al.
(1999). It says that decision-making is the conskiprocess of making choices among
several alternatives with the intention of movimgvards a desired course of action. This
definition highlights three issues. Firstly, dearsimaking requires a choice of alternative
options. Secondly, decision-making is a process ttbguires thinking; it is the evaluation
between the available options and reaching the dyest Finally, it requires action, and that,
in turn, requires commitment of resources. Schemnoraret al. (1998, 243) define decision-
making in a more practical manner highlighting fiaeeas: recognising and defining a
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problem or opportunity; identifying and analysidteenatives choosing a preferred course of
action; implementing the preferred option; and Ilfinavaluating results and taking corrective
action as needed. This definition seems to excerdsl| of decision-making to suggest

evaluation and correction.

When talking about decision-making in organisatjonach reference (e.g. Mintzberg, 1989,
Robbins, 2005) has been made to top managementtiNdess, Buchanan and Huczynski
(2004, 753, 754) mention that decisions are madaldevels of the organisation, among
managers and non-managers. Reviewing literaturdegision-making, it has been noticed
that there is a distinction between individual deri-making and group decision-making. |
highlight that this study is not concerned with themer as it investigates decision-making in
organisations. It focuses on non-managers involmnmedecision-making. Hence, based on
definitions as mentioned above, | define decisiakimg as the process through which
members of an organisation choose from severatnaliges aiming at moving towards

desired solutions. It is a process that reflectg@up dynamics within an organisation and
effectiveness (Martin 1998, 202). Related to thBnd®n of decision-making are the two

“stages or steps of decision-making” and “typesogjanisational decisions”. These two
aspects are important and relevant to the main cirthis chapter to establish a shared

understanding of the main related issues.

2.2.3 Stages and Steps of Organisational Decision-M  aking Processes

Several stages and steps in the decision-makingegsoare highlighted in the literature.
These stages and steps are applicable to bothidodig and organisations with some
differences. Understanding these stages and stegudvised to improve the efficiency of the
decision-making process. The importance of makimg rost appropriate decisions in a
relatively short time is stressed by Martin (1998)2) to reflect and impact on the

organisation’s effectiveness. The relevance of skistion to this study stems from the fact
that the study also investigates stages, strategidstechniques in decision-making at two
educational institutions. Added to this, the stepsl stages are integrated within the
definition of decision-making. Hence, it is critida shed light on the literature of the stages
and steps of the decision-making process.

Beach and Connolly (2005) highlight four steps decision-making. For them, the process
starts with understanding the situation and thélpra. A similar step has been mentioned by
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Robbins (2005, 85) Martin (1998), Brattehal. (2010, 410). It is interesting to note that the
reference in these four works is focused on a probdnd this shows that they are possibly
suggesting a negative meaning. In other words,cbugd show that these categorisations are
embedded in the problem-solving steps and techsidgiechanan and Huczynski (2004, 753,
756), Schermerhoret al. (1998, 243) are positive about this step and roeritie first step to

be recognising an opportunity.

The second step mentioned by Beach and Connoll@5)2@s to describe all possible
alternatives and courses of action. Bratébral. (2010) say that in order to describe them |,
relevant information should be gathered in ordeuriderstand all the possible alternatives.
This information will also help in creating theteria for evaluation. Then a person or an
organisation can evaluate advantages and disadyanfar every possible course of action
against objectives and preferences of the selfher drganisation. After evaluating, the
optimal alternative is chosen. Martin (1998) andtBmet al. (2010) suggest an extra stage
including follow-up and evaluating the decisionidtnoticeable how these models describe
the decision-making process rationally. Howeverjsitquestionable whether or not this

happens in real situations, and perhaps this regjsome empirical investigations.

2.2.4 Types of Organisational Decisions
There are many different categorisations for typesrganisational decisions, for example,

those offered by Martin (1998), Schermerhetral. (1998), Beach and Connolly (2005). The
three most common typologies categorising orgaosak decisions are according to

objective, structure, and timescale. The reasosrition the types of organisational decisions
is because the study investigated various levelswafivement and engagement in different

types of decisions.

According to Objectives

Reflecting on objectives of decisions, they canadbehree kinds: strategic, tactical and
operational. Strategic decisions define and shag@&pad terms, the purpose and direction of
the organisation. For example, the micro and macmomic environments in which the
organisation operates are normally reflected aradyaed to be strategic in nature requiring
strategic decisions. Top management is usuallhange of these decisions, and they tend not
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to be delegated or decentralised (Martin, 1998gs€hdecisions are analysed and made on an

individual basis by leaders. They are non-repejtand in most cases they are irreversible.

Tactical decisions are known as ‘administrativecid®ns. They usually relate to the
management of resources of the organisation, résolof important problems and the best
or optimal allocation of factors of production ihet organisation. In some cases, these
decisions are decentralised, although in otherrosgéions, these decisions are centralised
and made by management. They constitute the mgldfebetween operational and strategic

decisions.

Operational decisions are made by members of angagtion on a routine basis. All levels
of responsibility in the organisation take thisaypf decision on a daily basis. This type of
decision includes different repetitive decisionshwimmediate effect. The result is expected

within certain parameters with a high degree ofaiety, or is known beforehand.

According to Structure

Decisions are also categorised depending on thaauaised by the decision maker or the
organisation to reach the decision. A decision ¢@admetimes be a result of a procedure
mapped out in advance. In this case, it would peogrammable decision. On the other hand,
a decision could respond to an exceptional everitoation. In such a case, it would be a
non-programmable decision. Within non-programmalaeisions, a distinction can be made
between structured decisions (those decisions ichmparameters influencing the decision
are to some extent identified) and low structureigiens (in which parameters are multiple

or difficult to quantify, and of a high degree aingplexity).

According to Time

Categorising decisions according to time differaties them in terms of the duration or time
horizon of their effects (intended or unintende&cording to this parameter, decisions can
be classified into three groups: long term, mediarm, and short term decisions. Long term
decisions usually orientate the whole activity lod brganisation for a period of five or more
years. These types of decisions are consideraffiguli for an organisation to make as they
have a certain impact on the overall objectivee Tdng-term decisions are also critical as
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they are irreversible. Medium term decisions affamnpanies for a period ranging from one
to five years. These types of decisions are reviersHowever, costs involved in reversing
these types of decisions are significantly highantthose involved in reversing a short-term
decision. Short-term decisions are taken more @&stiy than the other types, and their
effects are short-term. These decisions are fombst part characterised by being reversible

with relative ease if the decision taken is foumdé suboptimal.

2.3 Decision-Making in the Higher Education Context
Although the issue of decision-making has beenudised extensively in literature for general

business, there has been little in the contexigifdr education. It has been noticed that there
is also some literature on the issue of decisioktngain the area of organisational behaviour
in educational administration, for example, Honirgid Oort, (2009), Owen and Valsky
(2006) and Hanson (2003). However, much of the udision is about organisational
behaviour and decision-making in the context ofymmaversity education (Tierney, 2008).
The work of Harriset al. (1997) seems to exceed to post-secondary educataretheless,

it talks about the issue of decision-making inegdls rather than universities.

Work on decision-making in higher education hasnb&sckled by various authors, for
example, Floyd, 1986, Easton & Van Laar, 1995, tabme & Nydick, 1997, Zona, 2005,
Singleton, 2006, Brown, 2007, Williamet al, 2007, Anwaret al, 2008, Jiao, 2009, and
Mehtaet al, 2010. In this section, | reflect on literaturedats relevance to the proposed
research. In order to achieve this, discussiomasgnted through three themes: the changing
landscape of higher education management and Eaderstaff participation, and group
decision-making. | highlight that these themes e@wacluded from the papers mentioned
above. The pieces of literature reviewed are thetnmdluential, as well as being the major
contributors, to this particular area of decisioakmng in the last few years. The themes
concluded from the literature are also underpinbgdhe research questions in terms of
decision-making practices, policies, academic stafblvement in making decisions, and
organisational culture. I highlight the point tipgces of relevant literature in this context are
discussed thematically and not author by authorthin final part of this section, | draw
attention to limitations of the existing literatuoa the topic for my intended research, and

therefore, a composite conceptual model is suggeéstine following part of this chapter.
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2.3.1 The Changing Landscape of Higher Education Ma  nagement and
Leadership

There have been many major changes in the highmaédn context all over the world, over
the last few decades (Fleming, 1997), which hafectdd decision-making. Jones (1985), for
example, agrees and highlights that such changasdt rfom global economic changes,
where there is an increased demand for world-alasdified and trained labour. He argues
that governments in the UK have seen economic thegad the way they wanted to shift and
transform the higher education system to be ableotapete with other nations. Cuthbert
(1996, 171) emphasises that the most powerful fdorechange in higher education
management and leadership is the drive for effayeft is questionable how ‘bringing more
efficiency’ affected decision-making within higheducation. Levin (2006) believes that such
a desire for more efficiency has brought the manalgsystem to educational institutions.
Shattock (2002) also highlights the shift from thellegial model of leading higher
educational institutions to a managerial model.l&gphl management suggests that teaching
staff should play a participatory role in the magragnt of schools or educational
departments (Sergiovanni, 1991). According to thpproach, the teaching staff should

become an integral part of leadership within edaonat institutions and share their visions.

Another change was mostly associated with the dbiitards the market and customer-
oriented policies (Eckel, 2000), and the use othucratic and externally-imposed forms of
control, especially over fund-related issues. Z&@05) adds that the changing landscape in
higher education institutions is a result of thergase in financial pressures and competition
between professionals in the industry. AccordingZtma (2005), this phenomenon has
contributed to the shift of power to be held domiha by administrators of higher
educational institutions. Conducting research ireg¢huniversities in the USA through
primary data, interviews, and documentary analy8sa finds that the shift of power to this
group, administrative members of staff has happanéde expense of a decrease in power of
the academic community in these institutions. Similindings have been reported by
Williams et al. (2007) in a study conducted also in the USA. Anetaal. (2008) in a study
conducted in 19 universities in Pakistan found thatshift of power was unsatisfactory for
academics as it revealed a drive towards centt@isalhe figure of the Chief Investment
Officer at American universities is a key indicatdrthe importance acquired by financial

considerations in higher educational organisatiasd)ighlighted in Zona’s research.
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Zona (2005) discusses how the introduction of @&fcimvestment officer (CIO) affects the
decision-making process in higher educational tinstins, where much authority and power
is vested in the CIO. There is significance in daghor draws attention to the change in the
context of higher education and the shift of powerough the introduction of new
administrative positions. The role of the CIO atsdimpact on institutional decision-making
has not been previously analysed. The creation ofenaccountable figures (especially
financial) in academic institutions is a clear oah and indicator for change. The
introduction of a CIO within an institution alsoflinences the organisational politics and
group dynamics, and this relates to the topic aisien-making. Academic staff understood
the shift of power, however, a ‘political decisioraeking’ strategy has been described to be
useful in such a situation. Zona describes theigmite and communication strategies of the
CIO in moderating, or manipulating, group dynamids. institution’s tradition, customs,

‘corporate’ culture and practices also reflect lom way decisions are made.

The study by Zona (2005) discussed analyses in thinge institutions in the USA. In this
regard, although the sample is rather small to rgdise, it might be so in the American
context. Moreover, Zona seems to exaggerate tleeafolhe CIO as a key driver of change
and influence on decisions, while it is assumed #h@IO, and departments associated with
this figure, tend to modify certain practices otiden-making. Zona'’s study seems limited
in the sense that does not consider other fadbatscontribute to the evolution of decision-
making processes in academia. Financial pressumecorased competition between higher

education institutions would be a relevant factoanalyse; however, it was ignored.

2.3.2 Participation in Decision-Making
There is usually a perceived gap between idealspaactical realities when it comes to the

professional world. Academics perceive the existeoicthis gap, which in Floyd’s (1986)
opinion creates job dissatisfaction and even fatistn. One of the common examples of the
gap between ideals and practical realities relaiethe decision-making process within an
organisation. Floyd (1986) reports a lack of satBbn among academics in the participation
process. It is inferred from this that academic fners of staff wish to be more involved in
decision-making. However, it is assumed that academembers of staff are less motivated
to participate in decision-making within their imgtions because intensified financial
pressure, accountability and competition act asmd@vators for academic staff to
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participate. Moreover, unrewarded participationd grecedence of other demands work
against extensive academic participation. "As ingtins governance is becoming less
participatory, fewer individuals care about or areolved in academic governance" (Jones,
1997). All these issues raise concerns about utistital effectiveness, morale, and the

quality of decision-making.

In a research conducted in three higher educatistitutions in the USA, Singleton (2002)
considered decision-making in higher educationtutgtns mainly as a response to external
requirements. Reference is made to the Sarbanesr®@xt conducted in the USA. Singleton
reports that this Act undermines academic auton@ng perceived satisfaction from
participation in decision-making. In this regard, is not only institutions that are
undermining academics involvement in decision-mgkifbut also organisations and
governments, which impose national policies to riegstadministrative roles and the

involvement of academics.

Ideally, the rationale for faculty participation institutional decision-making rests on two

sets of reasons. The first set relates to emplopeescipation in any organisation, which is

enclosed in the generic organisation theory, aedstttond set relates to the faculty role in
higher education embedded in higher educatioraliee. In various types of organisations,
participation in institutional decision-making ismmected with employee satisfaction and the
quality of work life. These two factors are incriegty considered to be valued outcomes in
their own right (Floyd, 1986 and Minor, 2004).

In reality, however, academics sometimes lack tkgedise to make particular decisions,
especially those related to finance. To overcone ¢hallenge, Floyd (1986) suggests the
creation of committees in which they will become ren@active members and decision-
makers. However, Floyd’'s opinions are not well supgd by empirical research findings,
she just refers briefly to the literature. In aotit her work is out-dated, which means that
what she suggests might not correspond well with rdcent changes within the higher

education landscape.

Bloomer (1991) argues that machinery centralisatsomeffective in planning, organising
and directing organisations. In supporting of theisirical studies, Griffen (1994, 31) states
that:
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A school head that wants to succeed must avoishdallictim to the sheep syndrome
in which teachers are seen as a faceless herdeao bdirected and instructed without
any creativity and knowledge to contribute to thecgss of the school.

There have been a few studies conducted on actgbldasired participation in decision-
making in different parts of the world. Some ofrthound significant differences and others
did not. For instance, Karue, (1980), Maritim (1p&3d Muraya (1981), found significant
differences between actual and desired participaiio decision-making. Mualukoet al.
(2009) demonstrated no significant differences betw actual and desired participation
relating to various areas such as instructive, ridigion of classes, teaching and
administration. The results of Mualuket, al. (2009) study were not supported by Melds,
al. (2010) who found significant differences betwebe tictual and desired participation
decisions (administrative) studied on teacherstigpation in decision-making in Indian
higher education institutions. The study also fouhdt desired participation in technical
decisions was higher than the actual participationgeneral, the study pointed out that

differences between the actual and desired paaticip in decision-making were significant.

Another study on faculty participation was conddchy Sukirrno and Siengthai (2010). In
their study, in Indonesia, they found that morenthalf of the lecturers who participated in
the study were involved in planning and building thudget of the department, determining
teaching schedules, establishing curriculum, hinew teachers, setting policy on class size,

selecting the content of modules and topics tahbgttt and selecting teaching techniques.

Vught, et al. (2009) suggest that higher educational institutions are diverse; this diversity

depends on several factors such as objectives eofothanisation, strategic values and
participation of staff in decision-making. Accordito Abu Baker (1997), the participation of
academics in decision-making results in achievingpad quality of education. Moreover,
Reyes and Shin (1992) found that the participatibacademic staff in decision-making has

led to more commitment and retention in higher atiooal institutions.

Harry (2005) argues that academic staff shouldgyaate in designing the modules that they
teach without significant interference from the dhed the department. The author attributed
significant participation of academic staff in d®on-making depending on the

communication styles between the staff and the dééarculties.
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Jiang and Wei (2009) conducted a study of partimpain decision-making in two

universities, one in the United States and therath€hina. The study found that the final
say on decisions in the Chinese universities apnged by the Vice Chancellor and their
deputies while, in the American university, theidens are taken by participation. The study
also found that both universities (in the US andn@hperceived that faculties do not have
governance over their budgets, and they seek nmmaviement. This could relate to the
discussion by Hofstede (2010) that in countrieshvat small or medium power distance
(Canada, United Sates and United Kingdom), subatdfare more likely to participate in

decision-making than countries with high powerahse (Saudi Arabia, India, China, etc.).

Collins et al. (1989) found that school teachers’ participationadministrative activities
enhanced their experience and reduced frustratrah redom, and the teachers have
become more committed and efficient. In generahiadtrators and top level management
do not encourage their subordinates to participatdecision-making (Tonga 1997). For
example, participation in administrative decisioasmportant in helping the head of the
department in discussing and resolving problemshiia et al. 1993).

In relation to financial decisions, the structufeéhe organisation and financial processes are
usually addressed to achieve centralised manage(Beatthwaite 1993). Sanyal (1995)
argues that there are many problems that hinder dieentralisation decisions and
participation of academic staff in relevant academecisions. These problems include
centralised bureaucracy, the department’s non-gaevee, and the disruption of participation
as well as an unwillingness to participate in sdehisions. Hoy and Miskel (1982) suggest
that higher educational institutions require lead@&rho can give more space to their

subordinates to express their views related toeanadissues.

Rowan’s (1995) study found that teachers in coBeagtually have substantial engagement in
decisions related to teaching (introduction of neducational programme or purchasing
teaching equipment), but they desire to directlgtip@ate in such decisions. Furthermore,
Harry (2005) argues that academic staff should tea@sions related to designing modules
rather than these decisions being made by the diethe department. It is worth noting that
academic members of staff in universities playiticat role in the successfulness of these
universities, and achieving goals of higher edocsti institutions. At the same time, they

(teachers, researchers and administrators) playnpartant role in producing good quality
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graduating students. Therefore, the participatiomcademic staff in decision-making reflects
the image of universities (Dessler, 2003). Accagdim Luthans (2005), the actual amount of
participation in decision-making has two rangesie @ange does not allow participation and
managers do not involve subordinates in thinkingheWw ideas. Another range allows the

participation of subordinates in decision making.

In a more recent piece of work, Muindi (2011) cocted a study on the participation of

academics in decision-making in the School of Bessnat the University of Nairobi. The

study found that academics are satisfied with tpaiticipation in decision-making and work

with minimal interference from the Dean of Facultythe Business School. The study also
reported that decision-making is participatory falf issues addressed by the School
(teaching, research, administrative and finance).

It is worth noting that only one study (PhD thesisjhe Saudi context was found relating to
decision making in higher education, which is Sdr{t996), entitled "Participation of Staff
Members in the Decision-making Process in UM Al-uiniversity". This study reveals
three main results. Firstly, the entire study sangdtessed that staff members do take part in
the academic decisions in their departments inofydsubjects they teach, and setting
objectives and teaching materials. That applieSaodi and non-Saudi members. Secondly,
41 per cent of faculty members took part in theislen-making process in financial and
student affairs, personnel matters, capital impmoats, and public and alumni relations.
However, the interviewed faculty members indicatbdt faculty should have a strong,
active, and somewhat controlling influence in diecis, particularly in areas of academic
affairs and the educational programme. They tendite research and other professional
activities precedence over active decision-makimghieir system of priorities. The most
significant finding on how faculty members partaip is that the departmental staff meeting
was generally considered to be the only instrunoémarticipation that was useful (Sonbul,
1996).

Another piece of recent work is presented by Hafligt al. (2010), which suggests that
research culture is embedded in university depantsng.e., education departments) and are
highly personal work environments that are charasetd by role conflict especially when
academic staff balance between teaching and résaatiwities, alongside external pressures

of accountability. In general, universities in thK have created a research culture that
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comes abreast with teaching culture. This situatioes not exist in the Saudi universities in
general. Although some individuals are initiatimgating a research culture, it needs to be

developed at a departmental level.

2.3.3 Group Decision-Making in Higher Education
One of the important issues when talking about sieeimaking process within an

organisation is the way decisions are researchddvade by groups. This issue is of great
importance to this research as it aims to invesiggoup decision-making rather than

individual ones.

In a study conducted in Spain, Liberatore and Ny@i®97) researched the actual processes
of group decision-making in higher education ingiitns using the Analytic Hierarchy
Process (AHP), which was developed by Thomas 48841). The AHP is a technique used
for decision-making when individuals or groups feed with complex situations. This tool
does not intend to offer a universally optimal $ioln or best decision; rather it attempts to
provide a solution that is the best fit for theenaists of the group or individual making the
decision. The AHP uses three levels: goals, cafexrnd alternatives. Identifying these three

levels facilitates reaching decisions.

Liberatore and Nydick (1999) provide many examplesituations where the AHP is applied
in higher education all over the world. Authors t8e case studies to explain the application
of AHP in higher education decision-making. Thatfiexample contemplates the evaluation
of academic research. From this point of view, arghndicate how AHP can be used in
strategic decision-making in these types of ingths and exemplify the point with another
case study. This is the first study which spedifjcdescribes the use of AHP in higher
education institutions in great detail. This stuwdyn provide effective practical strategies to
make group decisions. However, there is some istiticagainst Liberatore and Nydick’s
research. Their suggestion for a decision-makingtesy is not realistic and applicable in
many decision-making situations. In other words, gloups really make decisions using
these models at all, or are decisions researchaddss rational and more arbitrary manner?
Zona (2005), for example, finds that within academstitutions, there is a mix of factors
influencing decision-making processes, and the nrational decision-making model is

more evident in higher educational institutions.isTkhefines the AHP model of group
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decision-making. Therefore, there is a need foeae to investigate how decisions are

reached in reality, not how they are supposed t@aehed in an idealistic way.

2.4 Reflecting on Decision-Making Literature for the Line of
this Study

The first thing that can be said about the litewats that much of it is focused on decision-
making in higher education in the United Statest soobviously limited geographically to a
single country. Other literature is evident frone tiK and Europe, and again this shows a
limitation to Western contexts. The studies of S0r{t996), Anwaret al. (2008), Williams

et al. (2007), Jiang and Wei (2009) and Mebtaal. (2010), which have been considered in
the literature review, are more relevant to my gtudthe sense that they extend beyond
decision-making in the American and Western higdtkrcation contexts.

The study by Anwaet al. (2008) brings up a context, Pakistan, similarh® one in Saudi
Arabia, as both are Muslim countries. They focusdeeision-making in 19 universities
concluding that decision-making in the Pakistanversities is unsatisfactory because of a
lack of effective management techniques. This plewiinternational evidence of some
concerns raised in American research, for exanfitgd (1986) and Zona (2005). The other
study that extends findings from Western cultureyisVilliams, et al. (2007) which provides
international evidence on a much wider scale. dispnts a discussion of higher education
governance in 17 countries across a number of reami$, contrasting contexts and national
cultures. For this reason, it is a very significantdy in this particular area of research. In
addition, it demonstrates how higher education guamece has evolved over time from 1992
to 2007. Although Sonbul's study reveals imporfardtings, it remains limited to one Saudi
university, Um AlQura; besides, it does not takéuwal dimension into account. The study
of Jiang and Wei (2009) is also significant to nydy in the sense that it brings findings
from a non-Western university and compares decisiaking at two universities from two

different contexts.
Considering the existing literature on the topic defcision-making, it is noticeable that

comprehensive studies on this issue are needede Thea need for more studies on the

prevalence of different types of practical decismaking methods in different geographies
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and cultures. This suggests a need for future relséa this area. This line of research should

be approached by first defining a number of thecabmodels of decision-making.

2.5 General Models of Decision-Making

Prior to launching the explanation of the concelpttaanework of the study, it is imperative
to define the term ‘participation’ in decision-magi Heller.et al. (1998: 34) state:

Participation is the totality of forms, i.e., dite(personal) or indirect (through
representatives or institutions) and of intensjties., ranging from minimal to

comprehensive, by which individuals, groups, cdlless secure their interests or
contribute to the choice process through self-dated choices among possible
actions during the decision process.

This definition reveals several variations in levef participation, including factors affecting

participation in decision-making such as culturad @nvironmental factors.

Participation in decision-making takes various ferivetween, and even within, cultures.
Western/European cultures are different from thgadase and Arab cultures. In Japan, for
example, participation in decision-making is coreite whereas, managers consult their
subordinates on aspects related to performanceiratiddual problems (Hiroki & Joan,
1992). In contrast, in Germany, managers act aocuprtb a series of federal laws that
mandate employee’s participation in decision-makingother words, participation depends
upon collective representation rather than indigldepresentation. In countries such as the
UK, the US, Australia, and Canada, participatiordatision-making differs from Germany
or Japan, because it depends upon the internalypaflicompanies and organisations (Steers
et al, 2010). In other words, there are no specific nedéparticipation. For instance, some
companies tend to support employees’ participatvbite other companies do not like to do
so. There is no legal or cultural basis to whicmpanies or organisations can be committed
(Steerset al, 2010).

The second problem is the loose definition of pgrétion or employees’ involvement. How
the concept is conceptualised and operationalesad the hierarchy of the organisation needs
to be defined. Interaction between cultures andldbse definition of participation creates
significant challenges for managers to addresslatance between these areas. Managers
either trust their cultures or motivate their suhoates to effectively participate in decision-
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making. These challenges can be addressed by siisgudifferent models of decision-
making. The next paragraphs present three typewaafel including centralised decision-
making, consultative decision-making and collabeeatlecision. In centralised decisions,
managers solve problems or make decisions withayiparticipation from subordinates. In
other words, managers are authoritarian and urallatAccording to consultative decisions,
managers consult their subordinates about a pktiguoblem or decision, but still they
decide unilaterally. In contrast to centralised awhsultative models, collaborative or
participative models, managers work very closely ameractively with subordinates and

reach collective decisions or resolutions to ambfam.

Modern styles of management and decision-makingrepeesented in staff participation
(participative approach), consultative, task-oeenand teamwork. Bell (1992) suggests that
leadership styles may also include a leader’stghidi listen and respond to the needs of their
subordinates. There are several authors who ppefticipatory styles over others (Dwiredi,
1988; Bachlor, 1980; Armstrong, 1984; Dufty, 1981) due to the fact that this style allows
academic members of staff (subordinates) to imprtive quality of decisions and

effectiveness, which consequently leads to achigthe goals of organisation.

Avolio and Bass (1995) also argue that leaderslap take different styles, including
directive versus participative leadership, autacraersus democratic leadership and task

versus relation oriented leadership.

2.6 Conceptual Framework of the Study
This section presents and discusses the concdmuoawork of the study. Highlighted from

the beginning is that this framework is going to tested in this study. Testing this
conceptual framework means that it is not a fimaldpct but rather a model that is going to
be developed and improved through the study in @agrpssive manner throughout the
following research stages and chapters. This canakfsamework is there for the purpose of

establishing theoretical and analytical framewankifivestigation.

This section presents the conceptual framework hef $tudy, which is based on the
framework developed by Steegd,al. (2010). However, the model has been divided iwm t

parts: one is the culture that is characterisedigi and low influence of culture on the
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power distance. Both conceptual frameworks addiesgproblem of decision-making from
the employees’ perspective. Since this study facwse two different cultures, it therefore
discusses the difference between two types of polggasinces as mentioned in the following
paragraphs.

The conceptual framework is based on two dimensioaationed by Steerst al. (2010),
which focus on employees’ involvement and partitgain decision-making from the cross-
cultural perspective. These dimensions includeucellbne and culture two (see figure 2.1
below). Decision-making within organisations mayketadifferent forms (participative,
consultative and authoritative), which are eithiéeced by local or national culture (beliefs
and values) or organisational culture. The modeghests what could be perceived as two
extreme cultures regarding power distance. Culture which enjoys high power distance,
suggests the following: (a) leaders’ decision-mglstyle is top-down, (b) marginalisation in
participation of decision-making and equity, (cridens are autocratic and centralised, and
(d) leaders are consultative or authoritative. @elttwo, which enjoys low power distance,
suggests the other extreme in the following: (ajlé¥s’ decision-making style is bottom-up,
(b) no marginalisation in participation of decisioraking and equity, (c) decisions are
democratic and decentralised, and (d) leaders ateipative. All of these exist within two

forms of culture, organisational and national.

The role of culture in the context of participation decision-making is acknowledged by
many scholars, for example, Hellet al, 1988, Hayes & Kleiner, 1989, Ali, 1993,
Andrisessen 1996, Bass 1996, and Kostova, 1996e Mbthese seem adequate to Hofstede
(2001) who criticises the lack of a sufficient nuentof studies on the role of culture in
participation, in decision-making and explainingrisgons between organisations from

different cultures.

The concept of power distance has firstly been ssiggl by Hofstede (1980), which focuses
on power hierarchy and inequality in organisatiohscording to Hofstede (1980), there are
two explanations for the impact of power distance garticipation in decision-making.
Firstly, in the high power distance culture, theid®n-making process is mostly vested in
the hands of top management officers who try toicatbe delegation of their tasks to
subordinates (Sagie & Koslowsky, 2000). Accordiagathigher power distance, there is no

equality between leaders and subordinates andftinerdower ranking employees have to
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accept and trust all decisions made by the top genant (Miles, 1975). On the other hand,
there are low power distance cultures; all emplsyeegardless of their position in
organisations, are potentially able to participatelecision-making. Therefore, the leaders
and top management in organisations depend uparsthi®rdinates in decision-making, and
value their views. Secondly, in higher power distagultures, top management and leaders
enjoy decision-making and see subordinates’ ppeimn in decision-making as an
infringement of their rights. In low power distanoc@tures, however, all employees have the
right to participate in decision-making processes.

Figure 2.1 was adapted from the ideas of Ste¢ral, (2010) about participation in decision-
making. The figure indicates that there are twdedgnt cultural environments which create
and enforce conflicting cultural derivers of dearsimaking. These drivers are affected by
prevailing cultural beliefs and values held by ke@dand subordinates. The cultural drivers
consist of values and beliefs, which determine w#uo be involved in the process of decision
making and how to address problems in organisatiéaklitionally, these drivers also
include standards used by employees and subordinatassess the competence of their
managers in making decisions and solving probldmsther words, the managerial skills
held by leaders to enable them to make decisionsth® basis of the interaction between
these factors, culture-based decision-making sfiedeare developed. Accordingly, strategies
and decisions may be centralised, consultativeadigipative (collaborative). According to
centralised decisions, managers/leaders are rabporfer making decisions or solving
problems, which they do unilaterally but after hnayibrief discussions with their
subordinates, who may provide little input. Thiglestof decision-making may be called
authoritative but not necessarily autocratic. Thecosd type of decision-making is
consultative, where leaders significantly seek wrigl input from subordinates and work
with them on a team, but the final say is in haofleaders. The third type is participative
(collaborative) decisions, where leaders work ameéract with subordinates and come up
with collective decisions (Steees$ al.,2010).

The topmost part of the conceptual framework fosusethe local cultural values and beliefs
(environment) that reinforce culture to affect tparticipation of decision-making. This
conceptual framework takes into account the cultdravers that affect the process of
decision-making in organisations (values, beliefd aocial norms). According to this view,

employees have no ownership over decisions relatgtieir work in the organisation. As
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shown in figure 2.1 below, employees are margiedlisvhich leads to inequity in the
participation process. Decisions are centralised aatocratic since leaders are either
consultative or authoritative. Therefore, power nigt distributed between leaders and
employees (power distance). It can be said thaloda culture, to a large extent, hinders the

participation of staff in decision-making.
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Figure 2.1: Cultural Influences on Participation irDecision-Making Adopted from (Steers
et al., 2010).
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The bottom part of the conceptual framework, Celt2yis totally different from Culture 1.
According to this framework, leaders delegate savtasks to their subordinates and allow
them to participate in decision-making. In contrt@sCulture 1 at the top of the conceptual
framework, Qilture 2 does not depend upon the local culture (values and beliefs); rather, it
depends upon the culture developed by organisati@msployees according to this
framework are not marginalised for participationdecision-making. Thus, decisions are
decentralised, and leaders are characterised &sigetive. Therefore, the local culture
does not affect participation in decision-makingdese organisations have created their

own cultures.

In order to add more focus to the conceptual fraarkpattention needs to be paid to some
major attributes of organisational and operatioissues. Adding these issues to the
theoretical framework will provide a lens when loak at data. This will help at a later
stage in order to organise data analysis and piassam Attributes discussed in this section
are those of change management, leadership, aytheord bureaucracy. It is also important
to mention that these attributes are deeply relatetbcision-making and culture.

2.6.1 Attributes of the Organisation’s Operational Issues
One of the main attributes discussed wheneverngliibout decision-making is change

management. The issue of change management becoonesmportant whenever talking
about effective and strategic management. In thestent and ever changing work
environment focusing on change management seemataiple. This might be more
relevant in the context of higher education, whias witnessed a considerable amount of

change and development in the last few decadeg@Bs=r & Soderlund, 2011).

In today’'s scenario, managers face bewildering lehges due to constantly changing
environmental conditions. Cameron and Green (26ifgd that there are several paradoxes
that managers have to face externally, as welhasrternal environment of a company. In
order to successfully manage the change, managersequired to develop an ability to
handle such paradoxes. Authors have explainedtitaessful change management results in
the development and delivery of clear outcomesrabling efforts, power and authority, as

well as enabling the organisational members antli@llparadigms for adaption. Cameron
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and Green have also proposed that the decision ngna&pproach followed by wise

executives is tailored in such a way that goes witli the situation being faced.

Reflecting change management on decision makiegident as organisations change their
decision-making dynamics and systems in order ttcimeontextual developments. One of
the changes most affecting decision-making is teldgy. Technology is on a rapid and
constant state of development, if not booming. Trteoduction of new technologies is
reported to aid in developing better decisionst@fatBruno, 2009). An example here is the
statistical decision supporting software packag@sother issue relating to change
management is cultural change, whether organisation national. One of the main
influences is the growing effect of globalisatidn. this regard, some nations or global
organisations are likely to reflect on changingunds in other less developed organisations
or nations. One final consideration related to ggamanagement is how an organisation
receives and deals with change in that some orgiamis welcome change while others
resist it, and this could relate to different comtal factors. Furthermore, in the research,
the relationship between change management ancdiisagi@nal decision making will be
explained in relation to various factors and vdaabthat play an important part in the

functioning of an organisation.

Another attribute related to decision-making isdiahip. Similar to change management,
the issue of leadership has received a consideaahteint of attention whether by scholars
or by organisations. The research provides a suoist@mount of evidence on the positive
impact of paying attention to issues of leadersbip organisations. Different styles of
leadership have been suggested to be most effemtivtbe basis of study of literature and
primary research (Brislin 1986, Sergiovanni, 198%plio et al, 1999 and Van Tilburg,
2002). Literature on leadership styles has higdighdifferent styles, for example,
transactional leadership, transformational leadpyshkdemocratic and participatory
leadership, autocratic or bureaucratic leaderskbhmrismatic leadership, task-oriented
leadership, people-oriented leadership and serlamatership. In the higher educational
context, some particular styles might be more @&ffecthan others, for example, the
collegial model (Avolicet al, 1999). What matters to this particular studgas which style

is the most effective but the impact of differetyless on the decision-making process. In

this regard, it should be emphasised that the dhat matter most are those that
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demonstrate the level of authority in respect tdusion in, or exclusion from, the decision-

making process.

The final attribute discussed in this section edaib authority. When discussing issues of
authority, the first question that arises is - Wias the authority (or the higher authority) in
an organisation, and what role does it play indiifg) the decision making process? While
some organisations enjoy a democratic environmemerev most, if not all, members

participate in decisions, other organisations emjgyre bureaucracy, if not an autocratic
environment, leaving decisions to be made eithex pginel (usually the board members) or
even one person (usually the chairperson). Refigctinis on higher education, there is
usually the university/faculty council and the wmsity president/dean who make decisions
for the whole university. When thinking of a higheducation institution as a small

community, it is interesting to imagine what kintldemocratic, bureaucratic or autocratic
community it is. All of these issues have a hugeant on the issue of this investigation

regarding decision-making.

Bureaucracy plays an important role in affectingyamisational decision making, by
exercising its control over various communicatit@armnels, diplomatic behaviour of leaders
and authoritative decision making. While making isiens, especially for initiating a
change in the organisation, there are several sdic# arise in an organisation for opposing
the change, or favouring the change. Several farcas organisation are responsible for a
decision to be taken. As has been expressed byldyapBalott and Levy (2002), the
traditional style of bureaucratic management ingslva lack of responsiveness for
organisational working. In contrast, due to varictls|anges that have taken place in
managerial and organisational scenarios, a new sfymanagement has emerged shedding
the old characteristics. The new style of burearcreharacterises the devolvement of
management responsibilities, leaving behind a Setternal values that were driven by the
professional interests of the local authoritiesthea than that of citizens and other

stakeholders.
I would like to conclude the section presenting¢baceptual framework highlighting again

the point that this framework is present to helpdoan analytical framework for the study.

There has been a need of several criticisms agsitst models. For example, one of the
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criticisms is the point that such models tend tmpdify human behaviour and ever

categorise it into extremes and dichotomies.

2.7 Influences of Culture in the Decision-Making Process
In order to identify how culture can influence tti@ice of a decision-making model and

the perception of effectiveness and fairness of deeision-making model chosen, it is
important to briefly analyse the main cultural difnces between Saudi Arabia and the
United Kingdom. This is important and relevant tee tstudy, bearing in mind the
comparative nature of this particular investigatiBncomparison of cultures cannot ignore
the seminal and very influential work of Hofsted®80) on culture. Hofstede has provided
researchers and scholars with highly valuable thtsugnd insights about the cross-cultural

relationship around the world.

Nevertheless, although this work has been widegdusy practitioners and researchers, it
has been criticised by a number of writers. Faneple, Nasifet al. (1991, 82) raise the
problem of the definition of culture, which is catered open to interpretation. The
problem with the definition is embedded in its sktion of questionnaires answered by
different participants at various locations. Th&ealso a problem in the translation of
guestions from English to other languages of theldv@Henry 1990, 32). Jones (2007)
identifies eight points of criticism against Hof$¢és work: (1) relevance of the survey for
not being an appropriate instrument for accuratiyermining and measuring cultural
disparity, (2) cultural homogeneity where the authesumes the domestic population to be
a homogenous whole, (3) national divisions, wheséions are not the proper units of
analysis as cultures are not necessarily bounddablyers, (4) political influences where
Hofestede ignored some countries in his surveysoff company approach where one
company from each surveyed country would not beesgmtative enough, (6) out-dated due
to the study being too old for modern values, (7¢w& dimensions (four or five) are not
enough to represent or even summarise a cultuce(@nstatistical integrity where some
concerns have been made questioning the integrityofestede’s statistical analysis. All
these critical points against Hofestede seem toebsonable and well justified, and this
needs to be taken into consideration when reflgatim my study. However, despite such
criticism, Jones (2007) concluded that the broadsthof Hofstede’s cultural distinctions

still have some validity. Therefore, the study takereflective and measured response to the
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work of Hofstede and takes into account more retietretical frameworks, including the

work of Steerst al. (2010), which is particularly illuminative in itgpproach.

2.7.1 Saudi Culture Context

Saudi Arabia is a Muslim Arab country. As in all Biun countries, the Islamic jurisprudence
“Sharia” is regarded as the source of laws in Isl&8@haria” means “path” in Arabic, it
guides all aspects of Muslim life including dailyutines, familial and religious obligations,
and financial dealings. It is derived primarily fmothe Quran and the Sunna, sayings,
practices, and teachings of the Prophet Mohammnellluslim countries, Islam is the official
religion listed in the constitution. Saudi Arabim@oys one of the strictest interpretations of
“Sharia”.

Although in Saudi Arabia, the government officialigvocates strict adherence to Islamic
principles, some practices are in conflict withafeic teachings. It is not necessary for an
Islamic state to implement Islamic teachings, betytfollow Islam in some aspects, such as
marriage Moussalli (2003) highlights that Islamic countriesve misinterpreted the Qur'anic
verses that serve their favour and interests: kamgle, “Shura” principle states that people
should participate in making decisions and runrilrey State and peoples affairs. However,
Islamic countries do not, in reality, follow Islamiules in running their affairs. Moussalli
(2003) states:

A doctrine that was manipulated by political andigieus elites to secure their
economic, social and political interests at theesmge of other segments of society
(Moussalli, 2003).

In fact, both political and economic environmenggilitate a tendency of "non-decision-
making", whereby superordinate-situated managerdraothe behaviour of subordinates
through manipulation and control of the environmientvhich the latter must operate. As a
result, the governing bodies become more and nmeparated from the mass public whom
they might seek to represent, and instead of seingjitpeople's needs and aspirations, public
bodies find themselves working with the same uaatdrs, mostly elites who have developed
close self-interest relationships with officials.nfortunately, the lack of authorised
associations, and the weakness of the civil sqdety added to this situation in Saudi Arabia
(Ali, 2010).
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Hofstede (2010) believes that cultural analysis/iges similar findings. He finds that Arab
countries are likely to present and accept hierascWithin the social structure, which limits
the upward social mobility. Arabs are very respdctbf rules, laws and traditions.
Furthermore, people in these cultures present la toigrance for inequalities of wealth and
power. These characteristics combined to createtsesin which leaders have a high degree

of unquestioned power.

Un-democratic universities could be seen in “ceetli collegiality”, in which, faculty
administrators control the schedule and convensaifostaff meetings, offer little discretion
to individuality, or withhold critical information.Within the Saudi context, faculty
administrators follow contrived collegiality, whickfers to the faculty members who possess
leadership positions alongside their academic fidde. motive for such practices according to
Hargreaves (2007) is that people in leadershiptiposi often resist open exchange, do not
welcome change and most of the time want thing® doeir way because they may either be
proud and defensive or simply insecure, and feamngptheir power or status (Spitzberg,
1984).

Culture has an important impact on power distanéecording to Bhuian (1998), Saudi
Arabia’s power distance ranking was 80, which iaths a high level of inequality of power
within organisations. This rank means that leadefsarate themselves from the group. This
high power distance of Saudi Arabia has an impaatecision-making within organisations.
According Cameron and Quinn (2006), managers irb Arauntries, generally, make their
decisions on an autocratic basis, and subordireeeamore likely to be silent observers.
When Hofestede (2000) compares the power distaptgebn Saudi Arabia and Western
countries, he finds that inequality is acceptablé&audi Arabia. The author also finds that
rigid systems and vertical authority structure,pexs for authority, fear of the boss and
individuals in power are privileged as well as indualism in decision-making. Power
distance dimension refers to national cultural etgens and acceptance that the power is
distributed unequally in society (Hofstede 1980QJ &wenk, 1999).

There are several major cultural differences betw#ee Arab and Western cultures
(Mohammedet al, 2008). For instance, Arabs are largely affedtgchational culture and

use it in their daily lives at home, in the offiaad in the street (Mohammed al, 2008).
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Although the national and organisational cultures different, Hofstede (2005) argues that
they are both interrelated and affect one anothiee. national culture also affects peoples’
behaviour. As mentioned earlier, the Arab cultgrélifferent from the British. For instance,
Hofstede (2005) explains that organisations withdividualistic cultures have a tendency to
assume that leaders act on the basis of their owerests, and match them with the
organisation’s interests. In general, consultatias a major role in the Arab organisations’
decision-making (Siddiqgi, 1997). Studies in the Bnaorld found that the consultation
decision-making process is the main approach usedanénagers in different types of
organisations (Siddiqi, 1997, Abdalla, and Al Hordp@001 and Mohammest al, 2008).
These studies suggest that Arab executives firndhlgourpose of consultation is to fulfil the

individualities of parties involved, rather thanitnoprove the quality of decisions.

2.7.2 The United Kingdom Context
On the other hand, the UK performs very differenfjre politics of Great Britain and

Northern Ireland take the form of constitutional macchy. Unlike the Monarchy in Saudi
Arabia, the Queen of the UK is the Head of Statej the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom is the Head of the Government. The UK gokent exercises executive power.
The government and two Houses of Parliament (theselamf Commons and the House of
Lords), exercise legislative power. The judiciasyimdependent of the executive and the
legislature, the highest national court being ther8me Court of the United Kingdom. The
UK adopts a multi-party-system, and parliaments asdemblies are devolved through
general elections. As one of the Western liberahalracies, the UK liberal traditions
embody a combination of liberal preoccupation witidividuals' rights, or "frontiers
Freedom", and accountability in mind (Held, 19%¢fore analysing the chief components in
the origin and the development of the Western lab&emocracy, it is essential to examine

some of its essential sources.

Western political traditions can be traced to oldeilisations in the East. For example, the
political ideals of Athens, equality among citizehierty, respect for law and justice, or the
so-called "city-state", are taken as integral toswWwen political thinking. Moreover, the
Roman republic introduced the concept of "actiieenship” in which, citizenship meant

participation in public affairs and a citizen, aatiog to Aristotle, was someone who
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participated in “giving judgment and holding offic€?ocock has construed that the idea of
active citizen, or Homo politics",was generated from thencept ofhomo credensf the
Christian faith: "the citizen whose active judgmes essential is displaced by the true
believer" (Held, 1995).

Justifying the sovereign power of the state whitehe same time, justifying the limits of that
power became the heart of modern liberal theorg. dttempt to balance the state's monopoly
of coercive power in order to provide a securedasi which family life, religion, trade and
commerce can prosper, liberal political theorigiere aware that they had accepted a force
that could frequently deprive citizens of politiahd social freedom. The work of Bodin,
Hobbes, Lock and Rousseau sets out the scope ddatthye formulation of the concept of
political sovereignty and the idea of the modeatestBut it was not until then that the new
model of democracy was fully articulated. The Lddedbemocrat's theory of "representative
democracy" introduced the formula to overcome thablem of balancing coercive power
and liberty. Representative democracy assertsréwatgnising the political equality of all
mature individuals would ensure both secure sam&ironment in which people would be
free to pursue their private activities and inteseand a state, which is accountable to an
electorate (Held, 1995).

However, it was the "representative governmentJarhes Madison that overcame excesses
of the State's coercive power. The central conoéfdadison's argument is not the rightful
place of the active citizen in the life of the picl community but, instead, individuals
should legitimately pursue their interests as anadar the enhancement of these interests.
He conceived of the representative state as thef ahéchanism to aggregate individuals'
interests and to protect their rights. Drawing lo@ same lines, Bentham introduced the idea
of "minimal state", which states that the "demdcrajovernment is required to protect
citizens from the despotic use of political powdrether it be a monarch, the aristocracy or
the group”. According to Bentham, the "minimaltstashould have a strictly limited scope
of power and a strong commitment to certain tydestervention: for instance, intervention
to regulate the behaviour of disobedience and shage social relations and institutions,
other than that the state becomes a referee widleiduals pursue in civic society according
to the law (Neal & Simon, 1997).
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The liberal democracy in the contemporary form $ake a cluster of rules and institutions
permitting the broadest participation of the mayorof citizens in the selection of
representatives who alone can make political dassii.e., decisions affecting the whole
community. This cluster includesdected government and free and fair elections nchv
every vote has equal weiglat,stronger role in forming government is a safegjdar religion,
speech, press, assembly, and due process, is rivee ddverse governmental monopolies,
economic regulations and restrictions, and provitiesopportunity of freer choices in politics,

economics, and sociefiNeal & Simon, 1997).

From a socio-political perspective as comparednttividuals in Saudi Arabia, Hofestede
(2010) claims that individuals in the UK are legsne to tolerating large inequalities and
strong hierarchies. This might be evident in pcditwhere people in the UK can usually
guestion higher authorities, for example, the Priviaister; while in Saudi Arabia, such
higher authorities usually cannot be questionedfstdde (2010) shows British people
scoring very high on individualism. This could mehat the British society does not tend to
value much belonging to a larger group (be it fgnulass, etc.). In my personal observation,
this claim is justified, keeping in mind the strendamily relationships in Saudi Arabia, for
example, people often get married and still livéhvtheir parents, while it is the norm for a
British person to leave their home and family wigming to university, and after they
graduate. Based on this, Hofestede (2010) has ethitmat loyalty is likely to play a less
important role in the society and interpersonatiehs in the UK. This claim, however, is
guestionable as the society is not only limitedh® family concept, but extends to a larger
community. Added to this, is the criticism presentey Jones (2007) about cultural
homogeneity, where Hofestede assumes the domexgiidgtion to be a homogenous whole.
Hofestede (2010) adds that the UK culture is guiéaitral in gender power, and roles
assigned to both men and women, compared to tmenegtcases in Saudi Arabia, and this
assumption could be accepted. Regarding uncertdimty is a typical characteristic of an
innovative society that is ready to embrace chargkassume the risk. The UK scores very
low on long-term orientation. This could suggestttmembers of this society tend to focus
more on the present and immediate future than mallang term horizons. This is also
associated with the point that this society dodsvatue traditions as much as other societies
belonging to a long term group and loyalty. All sbepoints have significant implications on
the decision-making process within organisatiortser€ is a larger space for individualism

and personal initiative (Hofstede, 2010). Finalythough some of the points regarding
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cultural differences between the Saudi and Briishieties reflecting ideas highlighted by
Hofestede have been reviewed, there is much atiletdiscovered in this research. The point
that ideas presented by Hofestede have been sedbjectriticism has also been highlighted,
and therefore, all of these ideas are present t@lynprovide some initial insight into the

British and Saudi cultures.

In short, the underpinning philosophy that influesthe governance of institutions in the UK
context is completely different from that in Saud@abia. Apparently, this philosophy has
reflected itself in educational institutions. Whitee professoriate participating in key
governing structures, such as the curriculum, thedhof new faculty members and issues of
instruction and evaluation is powerful in the UKietacademic staff's involvement in

institutional decision-making remains limited inugaArabia (Ali, 2010).

However, during the study in the UK, it has alwégen noticed that there is an increasing
influence of the West, and the university cultufah® West, upon the Saudi students, who
study in the UK. For example, in Western univeesitSaudi students are offered the chance
to learn about "civil societies"”, either by joininmiversity clubs, and civil society or civic
minded groups. Such engagement enriches their letlgwland enables them to gain positive
experiences. It is true that there is no civil sbcin Saudi Arabia now, but there is no doubt
that it would be there in the future. Building &iksociety, where independence is the right
of all members of society, is a natural developnoérany society, which seeks to progress.

Moreover, studying in the West has also strengtthehe value of work amongst Saudi
students. Normally, students in Saudi Arabia dohete to work because most of them are
supported either by their families or by the Gowveent. However, universities in the West
often provide on-campus employment opportunitieor@ign students. Such experiences

change their traditional perspective about studgngd working, at the same time.

Another important example involves voting and mapating in the general elections. In the
Saudi political system, there are no general @sstiheld, and the Saudi people do not
practice voting. Western universities have intralithe concept of non-voter elections to
Saudi students that provides them a significanieegpce, which they lack in their home
country. Even though Saudi students do not haveighéto vote in the UK, they can always

join a candidate’s campaign whose ideas are adaepta them which helps to promote a
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promising candidate. Finally, studying in the Wieas had a great impact on changing many
Saudi traditional perspectives, pertaining womeale and rights, freedom, transparency,
equality, justice, democracy, fighting corrupti@t¢. Cultural influences are still very strong
and visible in the Arab context, and this has @@ tunique integration of Western systems
and Middle Eastern cultures, which make the presarmdy more interesting, and helps in

exploring the present study.

2.8 Summary
Before embarking on the empirical research of daeisnaking in academic institutions in

Saudi Arabia and the United Kingdom, | provideduaibber of theoretical elements that were
incorporated in this analysis. This chapter progidereview of relevant literature, as well as
a conceptual framework. | have organised the chapte two major parts. The first part,

mainly the literature review, started by discussuagious issues on decision-making. This
included defining decision-making, identifying stemp the decision-making process and
types of decisions. Because this study is intedestdiigher education, the decision-making
in this particular context is given some attentiom.discussing decision-making in higher

education, | have presented three key areas; thegolg landscape of higher education
management and leadership, staff participation egision-making, and group decision-

making in higher education. | highlighted that #hrthemes were concluded reviewing the
related literature. In the final section, | havewh the way previous research has reflected

on my research.

In the second part of the chapter, the conceptaaidwork was constructed. This framework
showed that there are two cultures. The first caltipcuses on the national culture that
affects the participation of people in decision-ingk The second culture follows the
organisational culture, which affects employeesitipgation in decision-making. This
section has concluded that there is a power distam¢he first culture, while there is no
power distance in the second one. The followingtdrgpresents and discusses issues related

to research design and methodology.
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Chapter Three

Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction
This chapter presents and discusses methodologssales regarding the empirical

investigation. This chapter is extensive, contajnénlarge volume of detailed information
and discussion. This is so due to the extensivaildetnd research phases carried out in this
study. It has been taken into consideration thairtner description of research details is
crucial in reflecting its trustworthiness and impathe chapter starts with presenting the
research objectives and questions that have alrdmiyn discussed in Chapter One;
nonetheless, this chapter provides further detalisdussion on these questions. After that,
the research design, strategy and approach aresdest. The study employs a case study
strategy in a comparative manner. This is follokgda mixed method approach. Following
this, the chapter discusses the issues relate@nplgig and data collection. It has been
mentioned here that the case study uses four souwtedata, documentary analysis,
observations, questionnaires and interviews. Tla@ten also discusses some practical issues.
Data analysis is discussed later, where qualitaivé quantitative data analyses have been
discussed separately. Towards the final part otctiapter, the issues of trustworthiness and

ethics have been discussed.

3.2 Research Objectives and Questions
This study aimed to understand and compare howadademic members of staff perceive the

management of the decision-making process of thac&wn Faculty of King Saud
University and the School of Education at the Ursitg of Leeds. Specifically, this study
has been underpinned by three objectives. Finstiimed to gain an in-depth understanding
of decision-making policies and practices in thei¢adion Faculty of King Saud University
and the School of Education, University of Leedscddly, it assessed the influence of
culture and values in its approach to academid didision-making in the two case study
departments through comparative research. Fin#llygssessed the implications of the

empirical research findings that should be implet@&nn the organisations to: (a) enhance
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staff job satisfaction through appropriate involwstnin the institutional and departmental
decision-making, and (b) lead to more effectiveislen-making policies and practices.

These three research objectives were underpinnéuelpllowing research questions:

1. What are the similarities and differences betwdenEducation Faculty, King Saud
University, and the School of Education, Universitly Leeds, in the policy and
practice of academic staff decision-making?

This research question focused on tackling theeifices and similarities between
the two higher educational institutions. To answ@s question, all four research

methods were used.

2. To what extent are the academic staff members ofing ranks and levels of
responsibility involved in the decision-making pess in their departments at the two

institutions?

This question was answered using the survey rdseaethod that addressed the

differences between various ranks and positiorisariwo universities.

3. To what extent do the perceptions of staff of thestual level of involvement/
participation in decision-making match their deditevel of involvement in making
decisions, and how might this be explained in teaindifferences in the status and

responsibility of respondents?

To answer this question, a quantitative method weasl, and it was imperative to use
in-depth interviews to discuss the issue of stagfcpptions, which cannot be

guantified.
4. From a comparative perspective, to what extent stamlarities and/or differences

between the two institutions be explained in temhscontrasts on organisational

culture?
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Empirically, this question centred on the relatlipsbetween organisational culture
and participation in decision-making in two orgaisns. Therefore, this question

focused on similarities and differences, whichrafeected in organisational culture.

5. What are the Faculty/departmental change leadeisipmanagement implications

for optimising staff involvement and the qualitytbe decision-making process?

This question addressed the issue of leadershiotim universities with a particular
focus on cultural issues. In order to answer thiestjon, a number of in-depth

interviews were conducted.

3.3 Research Design, Strategy and Approach

The research design explains the overall framev@rkhe collection of data in the research
context. In order to accomplish different reseanblfectives, proper designing of different
research methods and processes are essentialforaene this research work, an exploratory
research design was used. The research desigsedtdi case study strategy, where two case
studies were investigated: the School of Educadioime University of Leeds and the Faculty
of Education at King Saud University. The researes carried out in four sequential phases
(See figure 3.1). A different data collection téml each of these phases was used: for phase
one, documentary analysis; for phase two, obsemsitifor phase three, surveys; and for
phase four, interviews. These phases ran parallble two case study institutions. The use of
an exploratory research design involved varioushoug of data collection and provided a
wide base to the subject being studied. This desigabled the exploration of different
aspects of a real life situation. For studying @asi aspects related to real life conditions of
the two educational institutions, an exploratorgige was an appropriate choice because it
offers boundless opportunities to carry out in-tegsearch and to study the subject from a

broad and comprehensive viewpoint.

After the data from each research phase were athbisd summarised, the research moved
on to the next phase. This shows that this stuayd ws progressive sequential strategy,
wherein each research phase fed and led to thewioly phase. Phases one and two were
exploratory in nature, and provided a basis to igvéhe research tool in phase three, a

survey. The final research phase conducted in-diepéinviews in order to provide further
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explanations to the patterns identified in phaseehMore discussion on the design is

presented later in this section.

In this section, issues related to research dep@mdigm, strategy and approach have been
discussed. The discussion has been organised mio $ubheadings. The first is
“international comparative research”, as this reseacompared two organisations from
different cultures or countries. The second is “pamative case study design”, in which
details of the design were presented and discu3sedthird is “research paradigm” as the
study used different approaches and cultures &areb. The final subheading is “advantages
and disadvantages of case study design”, in ocdetentify points of strength and weakness

or limitations for the case study design.

3.3.1 International Comparative Research
This research which was comparative in nature wastarnational comparative research, as

it compared two case studies from different corstextd cultures, the UK and Saudi Arabia.
The key issue here was to raise awareness inarladisimilarities and differences between
the two cultures and consider the implications d@cision-making. Hantrais (2009, 2)
defines comparative research as the science tlegtctithes studies of societies, countries,
cultures, systems institutions, social structures @ange over time and space, when they are
carried out with the intention of using the samsesech tool to compare systematically the
manifestation of phenomena in more than one terhmorapatial socio-cultural setting”.
Hantrais (2009) stated that comparative reseamstbeaconducted with institutions, and this
is a particular area of research. One other poimh the definition is the use of the same tool
and systematic comparison, which was conducted waifithntion to assure good research
practice and replication. However, some challengeght have presented themselves from
this comparative nature. For example, even if tkace same procedure of conducting
interviews was followed, it could have come up watldifferent quality of data. This comes
from the fact that the English and Saudi culturesdifferent; for example, the Saudi culture

iS more conservative.

Conducting research on a comparative basis isveeli¢o provide richer findings. Wilson
(2010) has highlighted that international compagatsocial research makes a comparison

between countries or localities, with the potentitafacilitate educational transfer and policy
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borrowing. In addition, Hantrais (2009, 11) mensofive advantages for international
comparative research in relation to policy: infanqipolicy; identifying common policy
objectives; evaluating the solution proposed td det@ common problems; drawing lessons
about best practices; and assessing the trandigradfi policies between societies. The
research intended to make use of these advantagdksad them related to the research aims.
Hence, this research expected to provide findiihgs will help in developing policies for

decision-making.

Although there are advantages of a cross-natiooahparative study, there are some
disadvantages and challenges. Hantrais (2009, H3) Highlighted that international
comparative studies are costly and time-consuniihgs was reflected in the costs and time
required to conduct this research. However, mosheftime while conducting this study, |
lived in the UK, and arranged a visit to Saudi Asalo collect data during my annual
holidays so that | could save on cost and time. tAeo challenge for international
comparative research has been highlighted by M@91(2212), who warns against the idea
as it is problematic for a researcher to make gaisations about different cultures. In order
to understand a culture, it is necessary to knaartlkes that are employed in that culture. For
this reason, the cultural norms of each countryewsudied. Understanding the British

culture was difficult to me, being a foreigner.

Wilson (2010) highlights a challenge for internagb comparative research regarding
ontology and epistemology. The ontological chaleemglates to the cultural understanding
and perception of concepts and their conceptualvalgice. For example, people from
different cultures have a different understandihgl@mocracy. For this, | ensured that clear
and shared definitions were provided in the thesisl, also the meanings of related concepts
were investigated in the different cultures. Thaaapt of participation and the components
of decision-making processes were thoroughly exachin both the Saudi Arabia and the
UK cultures, and the perceptual differences wes® atlentified. In this process it was
especially important to ensure equivalence of nreaim the translation of such key concepts
between cultures to ensure the validity of the rpritation of data and the conclusions
reached, for example, through the functional, athan literal, translation of documents,
interview and questionnaire data. The epistemo&dgihallenge relates to the difference of
understanding of theoretical and methodologicaliti@ns (Wilson, 2010). That is to say, the

way each research approach, qualitative and qatwét has been perceived in each country
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and with different researchers. Investigator tridatjon, however, was not a problem for this
particular research as | was the only researcherviad in conducting this study. This has

led the discussion to the following issue of theesech paradigm.

3.3.2 Research Paradigm and Philosophy
In this subsection, the research philosophy anddigim have been discussed. There are two

main research paradigms in social sciences: qtieditand quantitative approaches. The
gualitative approach is interpretative and natatialiallowing space for the researcher’s
interpretations of the issue under study. On theerohand, the quantitative approach is
positivistic and scientific, where the researchenterpretations are not relevant, and the

focus is on research tools and statistical analysis

Related to the issue of paradigm are discussionsntmiogy and epistemology, which deal
with reality and knowledge. It is significant todarstand that each of the research paradigms
have different ontological and epistemological pecdives. Jorgen (quoted in Weber, 2005)
highlights that the ontological perspective for thelitative interpretative approach believes
that there cannot be a separation between thercbeeand reality. Therefore, it can be said
that the researcher is a part of the researcheld yard they cannot be separated from it. On
the other hand, for the quantitative positivistigpeoach, there needs to be a separation
between the researcher and reality. Regardingespadogy, Jorgenil§id) highlights that the
gualitative and interpretative approach believed ¥mowledge of the world is intentionally
constituted with a person’s lived experiences; &hifor the quantitative positivistic
approach, the objective reality exists beyond timadn mind. This argument reflected on my
research philosophy while conducting the resedtals. mentioned that this research used a
case study strategy, which devised both qualitadivet quantitative approaches that reflected
different facets of the research. My research wasendirected towards the interpretative
naturalistic approach, since it investigated compleman and social issues, which needed to
be deeply scrutinised. The researcher cannot beragep from reality up to 100 per cent. |
have also been a lecturer at one case study inetbesirch.

It could be noticed that each of these stance#$asvn strengths and weaknesses, powers of
researcher’s interpretations, and tools and gtalstanalysis. It is highlighted that a
researcher needs to identify their research appraad stance right from the beginning (Pole
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& Lampard, 2002). Identifying a research approaas een highlighted to be important as it
influences the audience to such research. Howévisrargument is problematic in a sense
that it sets dichotomy between two approaches gndrés the mixed method approach. In
my research, both approaches were used and welcdrhisdwas done in order to make use
of the strengths of each paradigm in terms of mrtasg statistically analysed findings and
bringing about the researcher’s interpretationghagesearch has studied the issue of human
and social dimension, and also since it is arguablgtatistically analyse human behaviour
and thinking. The discussion in the “mixing methaggproach” section later in the chapter

relates to this and takes the discussion further.

3.3.3 Comparative Case Study Design
In order to answer the research questions, a catiparcase study design was selected,

employing a mixed methods approach, including the of both qualitative and quantitative
techniques of data collection across four resest@tpes, in order to investigate the academic
staffs perceptions of the management of decisiokinggprocesses in the Education Faculty
of King Saud University and the School of Educatairthe University of Leeds. The case
study design was used in this study as it was déiséinethod to answer the research questions
and observe the nature of investigation and rekBeguestions. Yin (1994, 11, 12) mentions
that the case study strategy is suitable to ingatiinstitutions and understand decisions
made there. Although case studies rely predominant qualitative data, the inclusion of a
survey of staff attitudes of their participation decisions generated important quantitative

data and facilitated methodological triangulation.

The research was divided into four sequential rebephases, and each of these phases
deployed a different data collection tool: (1) daomntary analysis, (2) observations, (3)
surveys, and (4) interviews. These phases ranlglaaaltwo case study institutions. Thus, in
phase one, the related documents from both instisitvere collected and analysed and only
after doing so at both institutions was the seqaimase deployed. The same applied to all of
the following phases also. This shows that thiglgthas used a progressive sequential
strategy where each research phase fed and ldg tioltowing phase. Phases one and two
were exploratory in nature, and provided a basideteelop the research tool in phase three,
which involved surveys. The final research phas®lired in-depth interviews in order to
provide further explanation for the patterns foumthe phase three.
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The first phase was of documentary analysis. Thelteof the documentary analysis helped
in feeding the second research phase, which indolebserving meetings in both
departments. The third phase was of surveys, wieged in providing the required findings
about the two cases. In this regard, the studysiedwn these particular cases rather than on
making generalisations about decision-making irhé@igeducation. Punch (2005, 146) said
that the intention of the case study is to undatstthe case in its own complexity and
context, rather than making generalisations. Algiothe survey results were comprehensive,
in some instances they were not sufficient to ansallethe research questions, particularly
leadership and culture. For this reason, it wasrdsd to conduct in-depth interviews with
different positions in the Faculty of Educationkihg Saud University and the School of
Education at the University of Leeds., which reprgsd the fourth stage.

Case Study Design

Figure 3.1: Research Design

3.3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of Case Study

Although the case study has many advantages, tieenain some disadvantages of this
method. McNeill (1990, 88), for example, draws miiten to limited representation of
findings made from the case study. He states tihat &ssence of the technique is that each

subject studied, whether it is an individual, augroan event, or an institution, is treated as a
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unit on its own”. Since my sample population whe twhole academic staff of both
departments at the two universities, 141 at KingdSdniversity and 49 at the University of

Leeds, this disadvantage was not applicable toasg study.

In another example, John Garger argued that bygukim case study method, the researcher
would not have the same control over certain végmland events as he would in a lab
experiment. Therefore, the researcher should ompyyatheir findings to similar cases. He
explains, “What the case study gains in intern&itlitg, it loses in external validity” (Garger,
2010). This disadvantage did not apply to thisaedeeither because the findings have been
applied to similar cases. Selecting participantsnfreach case study made use of a similar

procedure for each case study to ensure validity.

Similarly, Yin, (2003) suggests three sorts of anguts that weaken the use of the case study
approach. Firstly, the case study method ofterslaicjour. In this regard, Yin, (2003) notes
that:

Too many times, the case study investigator has sle@py, and has allowed
equivocal evidence or biased views to influencedihection of the findings and
conclusions.

Secondly, the case study method cannot generbbseesults of a larger population because
it uses a small number of participants. Thirdhg tase study method is difficult to conduct

and produce a massive amount of information.

As one of the objectives of my research was tosagsethe influence of culture and values in
approach to academic staff decision-making, Malsiral Rossman (2006, 55) say that the
case study strategy is the best design for invetitig and focusing on cultures in groups and
organisations. They add that one of the main adg®mst of the case study design is that it
allows the use of multiple methods of data coltactwithin each case, making it easier to
cross check and validate findings. With multipleuses of data, a more in-depth
understanding of each case study can be reachedgiMc1990). Each case study in this
research consisted of documentary analysis, suolEgrvations, and interviews (figure 3.1).
Conducting these four methods followed four stageghe first stage, documents, which

provided initial ideas about policy in these twetitutions, were investigated.
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As mentioned above, the weakness of the case sfyatpach is its ability to generalise the
results of a larger population. In relation to thspect, however, naturalistic generalisation
has been referred to by Stake & Trumbull (1982)pwkfine naturalistic generalisation as a
process, where readers can have some insight gierg the opportunity to reflect on the
details and description of the case studies. Sime@eaders are able to recognise similarities
in case study details and find their descriptiosoted with their own experience, they can
understand and realise that these case studiesshéfi@ent information and description to
generalise their findings. In order to ensure thaegalisation of this study result, details of
the way this study has been conducted has beemilmgicincluding defining the target
group, data collection procedures, data analysibnigques and findings. Therefore, the

readers of this script can recognise results tleabased on reliable and valid methods.

3.4 Mixed Method Approach

This research used a mixed methodology approacichwias composed of both qualitative
and quantitative types of research. Pole and Lain(zZ802, 30) describe this approach as an
open-minded approach because it acknowledges teat@ value of different sorts of data.
Effective research is about pragmatism. Mixed methmgy is both exploratory and
descriptive in nature and was used to identifyassiegarding the academic staff from King
Saud University and the University of Leeds. Theaediapproach was applied in this study
because it was the best way to answer the spqmifiblems of the research. The mixed
methodology research approach is not restrictetidause of only numeric data. In order to
investigate and understand a certain phenomenore ratfectively, both numeric and
narrative data was collected and analysed. Putistgta show only one part of the story and
it is suggested that taking narratives into accaantfill gaps left unanswered in the classical
research approach, namely quantitative or poditiviSome researchers argue against this
mixed approach, since it is difficult to correlat&o approaches. However, it is not
impossible, and indeed it is best to use such a&dnapproach when having the intention of
investigation in mind. Qualitative and quantitatiesearch prove to be the collection of the
most precise data given that numbers only tell mame of a usually more complex equation,
and words tell the other (Pole & Lampard, 2002).

Qualitative research deals with the more complekvidual preferences that are unique to

every case sampled, and depend on the nature of peeson sampled. It is interpretative
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and naturalistic looking for illumination. This tymf research allows for the specific answers
of every sample to be included that cannot otheriie considered. Due to the nature of
gualitative research, its main application is ire theld of social sciences, where the
environment is not necessarily controlled. Its bésm@re given that allow people to provide
their own narratives and answer by giving an actaintheir own personal experiences
regarding a topic, and how they are affected byeiam choice or factor. Quantifying a
narrative is found to be a hard task to achievergithe diverse range of information provided
by a narrative; this disadvantage is redeemed, Wenydy the rich value and quality of

information provided for by narrative research {®at2002).

Quantitative research is of equal importance anthesstandard research methodology in
natural sciences. It is positivistic and interestedjuantitative measurement and statistical
evidence. Quantitative research is conducted inomtralled environment and must be

collected in an objective manner. The researchigesvthe basis for statistical analysis of
data collected due to the precise numeric natusaicf controlled research. Generally, a set
of choices are presented to be selected amongeandeed population or group. Benefits of

such research include easy analysis and relatietyirate proportionality of conclusions

(Nachmias & Nachmias, 1992).

The mixed methodology approach utilises both qtetnte and qualitative research. This

allows the integration of unique perspectives vitite standardised research provided in a
guantitative analysis. Unquantifiable data is aiéel and used through qualitative analysis
that otherwise would be lost in a quantitative gsial As implied earlier, this provides the

basis for the widest range of precise and accumédemation, giving a tremendous boost and
advantage to a study aiming to fully understand tleetain phenomenon in question

(Nachmias & Nachmias, 1992).

In the case of this particular study, mixed methogyp was the most appropriate research
approach because it was able to collect both tladitgtive and quantitative data needed in
order to study the academic staff perceptions @& mthanagement of decision-making
processes. This approach enabled me to gain maer tmne understanding of the
phenomenon to triangulate data from one approath twve other (Gomm, 2008, 363). The
guantitative type of research was used in ordegquantify into categories the answers of

respondents in the survey questionnaire, and alsabtain results from this kind of data
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through a statistical approach. On the other hdregualitative type of research was useful
in assessing the non-quantifiable answers of paatits in the study, in terms of their

experiences and opinions regarding the subjecteméBergman, 2010, 173). Furthermore,
the use of related references and primary documeassalso considered in this study as a
gualitative type of research. Taking account of aheve factors, it was concluded that the
use of a mixed methodology was indeed the mostogpiate for this research as it addressed

all aspects of data collection, and helped in tiop@r analysis of data for this study.

3.5 Sampling

There were different levels of sampling in thiseash. The first regarded the choice of
institutions. Two higher education institutionsrfrawo different contexts, the UK and Saudi
Arabia were chosen as countries in which to condhist study. The reason for selecting
these two faculties was supported by the fact they were suitable for this comparative
research as each was from a different culture.réason behind choosing the University of
Leeds was that | studied there while this reseas$conducted. The reason behind choosing
King Saud University was that | have previously ket there, and still had many
connections. Worth noting is that my choices west lfy the purposive sampling technique,
and this was justified by the ease of access teetliestitutions. This research involved a
‘purposive sampling’ technique. According to Pat{@002, 233 & 234), there are several
different strategies for purposive sampling andltiggc of each strategy serves one purpose.
In selecting samples, the study utilised the apgroauggested by Patton (2002) who
emphasises that purposive sampling maximises thiatiom that aims at capturing and
describing the central themes that cut across at gteal of variation. There is more

discussion in this context in the following section

The second level of sampling regarded individuatigp@ants. The participants were selected
from each case study and a similar procedure foh emse study was used to ensure
authenticity and validity. In addition, selectingrpcipants for each method differed. In the
survey, the sample population was the whole acatdstaif of both departments at the two

universities (141 at King Saud University, and 43he University of Leeds). The survey

targeted all the academic staff at these univessitA list of 49 targeted members of staff at
the School of Education at the University of Leedas prepared, on the basis of the

information displayed over the website of the Unsity, and a list of 141 members of staff at
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King Saud University, based on the administratieport. Targeting the whole sample
population was essential at this stage. A consamt fvas distributed among staff members

to identify the exact sample of participants.

For interviews, as their function was to explaime tamerging point from the survey and
observations, 18 members of the academic staff effarent backgrounds, age, gender and
work experience from two universities were intewael. This ensured maximum variations,
where all the important common patterns were idieati(Creswell, 2007, 127). 18 members
of academic staff, who provided basic explanationslata from the survey, were chosen. If
more cases were required to be explained further,résearch design would have been
flexible to add more participants (Silverman, 20Q08). Recruiting participants used a
snow-ball sampling strategy, where the memberstaif seferred to others who fitted the

selection criteria mentioned above.

3.6 Data Collection Methods
The data collection methods used in each case studhis research included several

methods, namely document analysis, observation epfadmental meetings, survey and
interview. The methods used for this study wereartgmt for me to investigate and collect
the required data for the research. This data wsangial for answering the specified research
guestions. In this section, the proposed ways oflaoting each data collection method, the

following four stages were discussed.

3.6.1 Document Analysis
The investigation of case studies started withareseng and analysing the documents to get

some initial ideas about the organisation befor@dooting surveys or interviewing

participants. The documents provided me with anodppity to obtain information about

organisations (Pole & Lampard, 2002, 155). They gl®ovided an opportunity to understand
the issues related to policy. Scott (1990, 84) dhgd organisational documents are the
integral elements of policy and administration. ytage important to understand the case
studies. May (2001, 175) also says that includiogudhents is “a means of enhancing
understanding in case studies with the ability toase contemporary account within a

historical context. This could also allow compansao be made between the observer’s
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interpretations of the event and those recordedotuments”. This means that documents

provide a basis for data comparison within casdistuand across case studies.

In sampling and selecting documents to be analybedmost relevant documents related to
academic staff perception and participation in sieckmaking were selected. The two most
relevant documents were meeting minutes and pdbcyments regarding staff participation.

The meeting minutes could reveal the role of acadestaff members in reaching and

influencing decisions in the faculty meeting. Treeudlty monthly meeting minutes were

consulted, going back one academic year. It weanded to address the Dean of each
educational School to gain permission to accesd-#ueilty minutes; however this was not
possible in all cases due to confidentiality prased. These were the documents with
‘closed access’, which were available only to atkeh number of insiders (Scott, 1990, 14).
This issue could have laid a negative influencettan representation of data coming from

documents.

Practical Issues

The Head of the School of Education at the Uniwersf Leeds was asked to provide all
meeting minutes for the year 2009. This authorigytsthree sets of meeting minutes,
emphasising that these meetings were confideiitnls, all minutes were destroyed once the
data analysis was finished. In the case of KingdSduniversity, | visited Saudi Arabia in
December, 2010 during the Christmas break. Thegserpf this visit was to obtain relevant
documents from the Education Faculty, including timgs and minutes, along with attending
a number of meetings. The coordination of this wesnly with the Dean of the Education
Faculty, who asked for a formal letter from the Wémsity of Leeds to confirm this research.
It is worth mentioning that my supervisor providids letter while he was off work on his

Christmas holiday.

3.6.2 Observations
Observation is a tool that has been used to cadbgaioratory data about each case study and

the way that decisions were made. It consistedoofparticipant observation, under which
the academic staff meetings were observed. Kum2991106) defines non-participatory
observation as that in which the researcher orrebseloes not get involved in the activities
of a group and remains passive. Meetings were wdtahnd listened to in order to obtain the
data. Observation proved to be quite a complexareeemethod as it required assuming a
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number of roles and adopted several techniquekidimg making use of all senses in order
to gather data. Observational involvement in aystudst remain detached from prejudice in

order to successfully gather important data relet@observational research itself.

Unstructured observation, which Glazier (1985) daya qualitative research method, takes
into consideration the narrative unfolding befone bbserver. This was accomplished by
note-taking, which was the primary research methotthe observation methodology. There
was no formal quantitative framework used, instealdable details of activities undertaken
by people in their natural environments were reedrcind assessed. The suggestions
provided by Williams (1984) were used for observaaycational institutions’ meetings, and
creating a basic checklist. This was developed #fie data from documents were analysed.
Because the nature of the role of an observemi$dd to recording events, direct interference
in the process unfolding before the observer shbaldvoided. Thus, restrictions were made

primarily on interference in the group, rather tloanthe group’s procedure.

In this study, the style of observation control amdlysis of faculty members was followed
by their ability to cooperate among each othercicoaplishing tasks as well as the ability to
produce and provide ideas, discussions and resptutof meaningful references to the
existence of practices. The extent of the capagityacademics at both departments of
education at King Saud University and the Univgrsit Leeds were observed in order to
hear their debate during the decision-making pcasd views among themselves. There
was a set of considerations that were taken inumtcduring observation. For example,
meetings were attended to take notes without gi@ang comment during the observation.
This was followed by information collection and bsés of data in order to be ready to write

the report and results.

Permission was initially sought from the Head oh&au. Although the Head of School was
unable to give blanket permission, he was sympiathet the request and suggested
contacting the Director of Learning and Teachimgseée if permission could be granted to
observe a number of meetings of the School or BatdiC, along with meetings of various

strategic groups, which fed into the LTC, includithg Undergraduate Group, the ITT group
and the PGT group. Further, a letter was sent éodihector of Teaching and Learning
requesting approval to gain access to meetings fdsulted in receiving a letter granting

permission to observe these meetings.
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Practical Issues
The objectives of my study entailed attending a Ibeinof meetings, which required a long
process of coordination with the Head of the Scluddducation at the University of Leeds,

as well as the Department of Education at KSU.

| attended three meetings at the School of Educatidhe University of Leeds that were held
between ¥ February, 2010 and®May, 2011. The director of meetings would senc il

a week prior to the meeting taking place, informimg of the time and venue, so that | may
attend. The chair of meetings allocated me aepladchich enabled me to take notes
comfortably. In relation to KSU, permission was abed from the Head of the Faculty. |

travelled to Saudi Arabia in April 2010 to attenelevant meetings at the Faculty of
Education and distributed questionnaires. Prior thhe distribution of questionnaires,

permission was obtained from the Dean of the FaailEducation, who sent me the times
and dates of meetings. | attended one meeting enDipartment of Education and one
meeting in the Faculty, and was permitted to takesof the meetings.

3.6.3 The Survey
The third research phase was the survey. The udedurvey method in this research was

needed in order to collect quantitative data ineal rworld setting. A non-controlled

environment is referred to as a real-world settwhgerein, the phenomena occur outside
laboratories with experiments are not feasibletbically defensible. Due to this, the survey
method was used in order to give a necessary gmerintext and provide authenticity to

the data collected from the study. Conducting datkection by the means of a survey
method was more convenient compared to other me@sunt procedures, because it did not
require much work or intensive human interventi®milarly, the organisation and analysis
of data was more efficient through the survey meétlhecause it enabled the use of a
statistical software programme in which the dataenencoded, although the use of manual
computation could have been used if necessarydditian, quantifying categories within a

survey also allowed the correct assessment ofelatianship between or among variables
(Oppenheim, 1966, 223). Questionnaires are usuaby in the survey method, which means

participants can be asked various questions issatimme consuming manner.
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Pilot Study
In order to construct the questionnaire, a pilodgtwas conducted in April, 2010. In this

pilot study, seven members of academic staff waerviewed in the Faculty of Education at
King Saud University. The interviews aimed at obitag initial information about the
decision-making process in the Faculty and kinddeafisions taken. This led to identifying a
rangeof possible ideas and responses to each questiooh were later used to create items
for the questionnaire. The pilot study also helpedjaining a better understanding of the
frame of the reference, relevant to the wordinghef questions (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001,
87). Piloting was important to ensure that therineav questions were as straightforward as
possible, which enabled answers and responses &pédfic, focused and concentrated
towards the research questions (Davies, 2007, 235a result, the pilot questions gave me
the information that was needed. Another aim ofpiha study was to identify problems and
benefits associated with the design not only ofghestionnaire but the whole research, as it
sought methodological feedback (Janesick, 1998, ®#) pilot study also helped me to gain

more experience in interview skills (Roulsteinal, 2003).

The interview was nad formal procedure, more an information-gatherirgreise in the
field. Seven members of the academic staff werectsd purposively, of different ages, with
various background experiences and in differenttipos, in order to provide more varied
data from the study and cover a large range otgsimdividual interviews were conducted
in the offices of the staff members, and lasted@pmately 45 to 60 minutes.

The following findings were made by analysing tla¢adgenerated from the pilot interviews.
There were four kinds of decisions that were memtib by the participants. These were
teaching related decisions, research related odesisifinancial related decisions, and
administrative related decisions. Within each oésth areas of decisions, were several
examples or categories. This would reflect in thesgionnaire design in the sense that the
guestionnaire was divided into three major parish) weveral examples in each. Besides, it
was found that the level of involvement of each rhemof staff ranged from high
participation to low participation. For that reas@ithough the initial ideas were to use
semantic deferential, the data from the pilot stsdggested the use of a Likert scale, in
which there were four options (no participationw Iparticipation, high participation, and
always participation). There is more discussionLikert scales in the following section of

the questionnaire design sub-section.
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The teaching related decisions were those of chgosubjects, methods of teaching, and
curriculum development. Teaching related decisiaese once most frequently highlighted
by participants, and this has come naturally as thain function in the Faculty is teaching.
Participants reported a higher level of participatin classroom related decisions. In the case
of administrative and financial decisions, parttipn was lower than teaching related
decisions. Participants mentioned that they didpagt much attention to administrative and
financial decisions, as this was the responsibifttheadministrative members of staff.

Questionnaire Design and Administration
The questionnaire was made up of several sets edtigms, supported by the data from the

pilot study, which contained different aspects bé tsubject matter being studied. The
different sections of the questionnaire were tatioto the objectives and research problems
of the study, namely studying academic staff mesibeerceptions of the management of
decision-making processes in the Education Faailiging Saud University and the School
of Education at the University of Leeds. Furthereyathe questionnaire was divided into
three parts, each covering a different area. AppeAgrovides a sample of the first draft of
the proposed questionnaire. Questions were mastlgtared; questionnaires included some
open-ended questions allowing participants to yreeld their own views. As a result, the
experiences, opinions, and perspectives of respisidesre collected systematically (Davies,
1998).

In addition to the theme in general, the dimensiohthe current study were identified and
phases fitting each dimension of the questionde@lto the study theme were formulated.
Two sets of questions were designed, as referrabbdoe, to fit the environment of the study
sample. In the closed questions, a Likert scale wgasl as drawn from the pilot study. The
reason behind choosing this scale was that itdfittee nature of the investigation about
perceptions of participants. Besides, this scake bieen described as the best design to be
followed by participants, as it is among the mostmonly used surveying system. This
means that participants would be more comfortablapieting the questionnaire using the
Likert scale. Due to this, participants were freechoose one option among a different
number of options reflecting their views. Using flelowing scale was the most adequate
method for this research: the respondent wouldecacaumber from 1 to 4, according to their
perspective in which, 1 means no participation, ans low participation, 3 means high
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participation, and 4 mean always participation.Heatthe items will provide two areas for
answering (A and B). Area (A) asked participantsati@ the actual state of decision-making,
and area (B) asked about the desired level ofgyaation (Davies, 1998).

The administration of the questionnaire was coretidty mail. Members of staff were
approached initially by email, outlining the purpas research and seeking informed consent
for participation in the research. Assurances aoffidentiality and the right to withdraw from
the research project at any time were includediisinitial correspondence.

After this, copies of the questionnaire were lafthe academic staff members’ pigeonholes.
A letter was attached to the questionnaire briefiregn about the research and its objectives,
and asking them to take part in the survey. Thesevadso requested to return the completed
guestionnaires to the pigeonhole within two we@ksaning that the staff member who read
the cover letter has filled and returned the qoestiire, and agreed to participate in the
survey on the basis of informed consent. It waseetgu that the questionnaire would take
around 25 minutes to complete.

In terms of the questionnaire targeting King Saunversity staff members, | planned to go
to Saudi Arabia to conduct the questionnaire. Tirestjonnaires were sent to 141 members
of the Education Faculty, via their emails, andoa lwvas situated in a suitable place in the
Faculty department, by the arrangement with theulggs administration, for staff members
to return their completed questionnaire lmwever, it was taken into consideration that not
all the targeted sample would return their quesiames, which could undermine the validity
of the findings, as it would then be impossibl&tow how the remaining participants would
have responded. Therefore, the chances of gainifigient responses were maximised by
sending a covering letter to explain the importamfethe survey, and ensuring the
confidentiality and anonymity of respondents. Tkere also given a reasonable time frame
to complete the questionnaire, and reminders werg sut to ask anyone who had not

returned their questionnaire by the desired datpldase do so at their earliest convenience.
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Practical Issues

The School of Education at the University of Leeds
Copies of the questionnaire were sent to all acadstaff at the School of Education via

email. The academic members of staff were givenwaeks to complete the questionnaire
and return them to their pigeonholes. However,stadf response was weak, and only five
guestionnaires were received after 10 days. Inrotdereceive more questionnaires, a
reminder was sent to staff that had not compldied jluestionnaires. Unfortunately, only 14
guestionnaires were received in total, even affteréminder. It was necessary to visit staff in
their offices and ask them once again to compldéte tuestionnaire. In total, 25
guestionnaires were received out of the 49 thaewlestributed to all academic staff. It can
be said that the number of completed questionnaiessreasonable and equivalent to about

50 per cent of the staff.

Faculty of Education at King Saud University
In the first stage, all academic staff emails web¢ained from the Faculty of Education,

KSU. A personal email was then sent to the 141 neesbf academic staff, asking them to
complete the questionnaire within two weeks. Thaesproblem occurred again since only
12 completed questionnaires were received. Theg veminded via email, which resulted in
a total of 32 completed questionnaires. It was s&mgy to visit staff in their offices and
distribute the questionnaires in person, which @ased the number of completed

guestionnaires to 71.

It is worth mentioning here that the female membefsacademic staff were sent the
guestionnaires by the Head of School Faculty Offie@ed once they completed the
guestionnaire, they returned them to the sameeoffitiis was due to the fact that males are

not allowed to enter the females’ departments,tdueiltural factors and restrictions.

3.6.4 Interviews
The final stage was interviews. The use of intevgievith academic members of staff was

also one of the measurement procedures for thily sfthe interview enabled questions to be
read out to respondents in a face-to-face sefpirayjiding better communication (May, 2001,
121). As respondents answered the questions, ippassible to immediately record answers

by jotting down notes and through the use of ae/amcorder. This in turn, provided an
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opportunity to engage with participants in furtlesiplanations of particular issues (McNeill
& Chapman, 2005, 25). One of the most essenti@csmf an interview is its flexibility. The
flexibility of using personal interviews is showry lihe ability of a researcher or an
interviewer to observe the respondent and to seivtivle context of the interview, making it
easier to interrupt if needed. An example of thithat if a participant mentions an interesting
related issue, further investigation can be coretudhstantly. For this reason, a semi-
structured style of the interview was used. In addj questions can also be repeated and
explained, especially in instances where resposdeéntnot understand the given question.
Follow-up questions were also asked to give maoi@rimation, specifically in cases where a
respondent had given incomplete or irrelevant arsweurthermore, personal interviews
provided a greater response rate in the sensetltlegt increased the possibility for a
respondent to give required information (RobsorQ2)0In this research, a semi-structured
interview was used as one of the measurement puoeRdA specific interview outline and
objectives were developed once data from the dquestire were analysed. In the interview,
the research aims and questions were kept in riinel.venue of the interview was arranged
with staff members, most preferably in their oficdhe interview was expected to last for
40 to 60 minutes. The focus during the interviews waaintained on gathering rich and in-
depth explanatory data, to be analysed with thestqpuenaire data, to explore some of the
patterns emerging from the questionnaire data taildeA specific interview outline and
objectives were developed once the data from tlestqpnnaire was analysed. This applied to

both universities, and the verbal consent was daxbfor interviews.

Practical Issues
An interview schedule was designed on the basuahtitative results. The following two
paragraphs indicate practical issues regardingldltee collection procedure at both King Saud

University and University of Leeds.

School of Education: University of Leeds
Academic staff was told about the in-depth intemgeat the stage of completing the

guestionnaire. They were asked whether they wisbadke part in the in-depth interviews,
and indeed, 14 of them agreed to the interviewdi&sussed with my supervisor, we agreed
to conduct nine interviews (three professors, tHesturers and three researchers). Emails

were sent out to remind them about the in-depthrvigws. They were very responsive and
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very prepared for the interviews. The interviewsraveonducted in their offices, taking

between 40 to 60 minutes per interview.

School of Education: King Saud University
The same strategy was used at the University ofdd,e&here nine interviews (three

professors, three senior lecturers and three kExtuwere conducted. However, the number
of academic staff was double that of the Schodtdxication at the University of Leeds, and
only 12 of them agreed to take part in the in-dapthrviews. Conducting interviews took
between 35 and 50 minutes. Only male members &fwtae interviewed in this research
due to the Saudi culture, which does not allow &rt@interview a female. This might show

a reflection upon the quality of the findings oé ttesearch.

3.7 Approaches to Data Analysis

The data analysis followed different styles, acogdo sources from which it was collected.
The most important distinction to make was that tesearch generated qualitative and
guantitative data, and different a data analysithote was needed for each approach.
Findings from interviews, observations, and docusdpllowed a qualitative system of
analysis. Data was coded following the three stagesissed by Burns (2000, 435). The first
was to develop a list of coding categories (themtibg) second was coding data and thirdly,
data coded to each category was collected togelinghe pilot study, data were analysed
manually without the aid of any computer softwdecordings were listened to several times
and as a result, a summary of each interview witewy and common issues were identified,
which were later grouped into categories of themmed sub-themes. One important issue
relating to the analysis was the way in which tindihgs from each source would be related
and linked to each other in order to present eask study and make the final report.

The approach to analyse the given data was by gbnogigh questions togethier identify
potential problems. The questionnaire was amendeddaveloped to make sure that the
guestions were unambiguous, appropriate and addegtarespondents. When analysing the
responses to open-endgaestions, all responses tg@estion were examined, categories for
answers were devised, and then, data were coddgeirsame way as a closed response
guestion. Alternativelyinteresting responses can be quoted directly irfitta report.The
choice depends on the nature of the question aedrahgeof the given answers. The

following sections present analysis approaches usbdth quantitative and qualitative data.
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3.7.1 Quantitative Data Analysis
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences has bsed (SPSS version 17) for data entry

and data analysis, which was obtained from the &isity of Leeds. In the first instance, two
databases were constructed: one for the Univenibeeds and the other for the King Saud
University, but were later combined for the purpo$alata analysis. The data analysis was

divided into two stages: descriptive analysis aridrential analysis:

Descriptive Data Analysis
Descriptive analysis included describing sampleshefstudy from the University of Leeds

and King Saud University in terms of backgroundrahbteristics, such as age, gender, years
of experience, level of educational attainment, gedrs of experience in current role,
administration position and formal job title. Thesiables were presented using different

types of graphs, such as Pie, Histogram and Barmad.

In terms of decision-making, items for teachingmadstration, financial, and research,
frequency analysis was used, which summarised ¢heeptage of areas of participation in
decision-making, such as no participation, low ipgrétion, high participation and always
participation. The mean and standard deviation agded to each item, which helped in
making comparisons between the actual and desadttipation, as well as the difference

between King Saud University and the University.eéds.

Inferential Data Analysis
Inferential data analysis was used to examine thesscal difference between actual and

desired decision-making at both King Saud Univgrsind the University of Leeds. To
achieve this purpose, analysis of variance (ANOWAds used. ANOVA entails the
examination of background assumptions which shd@dmet, including normality of the
distribution, continuity of the dependent variallled homogeneity of variance. Results of
ANOVA showed that all these assumptions were mad, @n this basis the analysis was
performed. The multiple regression method was alsed to explore the relationships
between different types of decisions (teachingeassh, financial and administrative) and
participants’ background characteristics (age,tmrsiand title). It was also necessary to use
multiple regression analysis to examine the retstip between the dependent variables
(represented in the composite variables of teachotgal and desired, research actual and
desired, financial actual and desired, as well dsiistrative actual and desired) and

independent variables represented in the univef&ityiversity of Leeds and King Saud
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University), such as years of experience, positiothe School/Faculty of Education, and

age.

3.7.2 Qualitative Data Analysis
Qualitative data analysis was conducted in thregest transcription of data, categorising

and coding (themes and sub-themes), and compaegip@ach.

Transcription of Data
All in-depth interviews were transcribed and prepokfor data analysis.

Reduction of Data: Themes and sub-themes
In order to classify themes and sub-themes, tmsdrgtions of data were read several times.

Furthermore, the purpose of thematic analysis wasduce the bulk of data and extract only
relevant data to the study objectives. The focus @rathe main questions that probe in the

interview schedule.

Constant Comparative Approach
As this study aims to compare academic staff engage in the decision-making process

between the School of Education at the Universfty@eds and King Saud University, a
constant comparative approach was used. The essénoenstant comparative approach
focuses on comparing a piece of qualitative datatteer pieces of data. For instance, it
compares the interviews with each other, one nmteme with other themes in the data, and
one participant to another (D al, 2000). In order to point out differences betwdes
two universities, the comparison was made on basesaching, administrative, research and
finance related decisions on an individual and exbive level, which provided the

opportunity to pick up a number of pieces from bgtbups.

3.8 Trustworthiness of the Research
Bryman (2001, 29) points out that the most promireieria for evaluating and assessing

social research are reliability and validity. Dissing research reliability and validity is an
important issue because this is a sign of the \way it will be perceived and evaluated. In

this research, some strategies have been follovethpower its reliability and validity.
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Reliability measures the extent to which data cbdlé is accurate and real. It is concerned
with the question of whether questions are repéatahd consistent (Punch, 2005, 95).
Consistency, whether over time or internal, is eedwhrough the mixed method strategy and
the use of different sources of data in each cas#yslit is such that each source of data
works on complementing the other to gain a beitgupe of the case study. It is apparent that
data gathered from surveys was not sufficient tewan the research questions. Therefore,
this method of data collection was complementedthgrs. The triangulation strategy helped
in cross-checking findings from different sourcé®uat the same issues. The data gathered
was triangulated well with evidence from other sesr such as staff interviews and policy
documents. Using mixed methods helped me with cemehting and triangulating results
from all the research methods used in this studyorter to examine the validity of the
guantitative data generated through the survey tquesire, it was triangulated with

gualitative results produced by in-depth interviegv{(Charles, 1987).

The use of multiple methods to examine the samemson of a research problem requires
triangulation between or across methods. Accordingick, (1979), the use of a range of
research methods to examine the same issue ofearcbsproblem requires triangulation
between or across methods. Jick regards triangalas “a vehicle for cross validation when

two or more distinct methods are found to be coagtuand comparable data is yielded”.

Facilitation was achieved as findings emerged feath method that helped in designing and
developing the method for the following stage. kigd from the survey (stage three) helped
in creating the interview questions (stage fouhe hature of the data collection instruments
helped in empowering research reliability. In tlsethat data from interviews were affected
by some bias, the data from the questionnaire bathrout the discrepancies. Pole and
Lampard (2002, 207) mentioned that it is almostasgible to repeat the qualitative studies.
In this study, quantitative research remedied ghiblem.

Validity, on the other hand, measures the extemihich the research really measures what it
says it is. Validity was ensured on three levelgasurement, internal, external, and
ecological. Validity, which applies to quantitatidata (Bryman, 2001, 30) can be ensured
through the design of the survey. This particulacpdure, which is mentioned in the survey
section, was followed to ensure that the surveysoneal what it aimed to. Internal validity,

which revealed causality, was empowered throughrdbearch design. Bergman (2010, 173)
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says that when methods are mixed systematically telp in validating the research
instruments and scales. This also provides a sulfsebmplementary results, which can
enrich the overall findings. External validity, whi shows to what extent findings can be
generalised, could be problematic because therdsbas been conducted across only two
case studies. However, findings from the case studan generalise about the case studies
themselves. This was done as the research usegplm@gources of data from each case in
addition to the survey. Ecological validity in padiar is an important issue for this research
with its comparative nature in mind. The study wasducted in two completely different
habitats, investigating people’s actions and at&tuin their natural settings (Bryman, 2001,
31).

3.9 Research Ethics

It was ensured that the research followed the ratiital guidelines provided by the School
of Education at the University of Leeds. The guiues that shaped this research were the
ethical guidelines of the University of Leeds (2))1énd the British Educational Research
Association (BERA, 2004). Thus, these ethical gings were literally followed. At the
same time, the approval of the Research Ethics Gtteemwas given, which allowed
conducting the field work in the UK and Saudi AmbThe research recruited participants
voluntarily with informed consent. Interviews, qtiesnaires and observations, were
conducted only after participants understood andexjto participate without any pressure.

However, participants had the right to withdravaay stage if they changed their minds.

The research did not use any form of deceptionetwurt participants. The questionnaire
included a cover page explaining the aim of thevesyyrnature of participation and the way
findings would be reported. All participants wessared that they could withdraw from the
research at any point, for any or no reason. lliggted the fact that this research does not
include any vulnerable groups, such as childrepabients, as the research was conducted in
universities. | did not offer any incentives to m@t participants. Finally, | made that
participants’ privacy and identity was protectedr Ehis reason, aliases were used to make
sure that none of the participants could be idiexkifThis issue was given great importance
as it might have had a negative impact on the gpaints if they said something that was not
approved by their managers. The identities of thwarsities, Leeds and King Saud were

revealed as the study aimed to examine these tvtigydar universities.
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3.10 Summary

Research methodology is an important aspect faudys Therefore, this chapter discusses
this issue in detail. The chapter discusses variasgects and issues related to the
methodology of research, which ensures conductiggad piece of research. The chapter
starts by explaining the research design, whicludes the case study. The case study is the
best research strategy for the nature of this byeason. The chapter discusses the
comparative nature of this study, comparing twouliges from two different countries’
universities. The research approach was also gesbas being mixed method, which may
create some challenges in the research. Nonethélesas the best approach having the
nature of study in mind. Mixing methods in this dtuis believed to add value to this
research. The inclusion of four methods of a d#iférnature in one research is one of the
major strengths of this research. The issue of Bag)pwas also discussed. Different
sampling strategies have been mentioned for eadareh method. The chapter then moves
on to the discussion of data collection methodss ®ection includes four subsections:
documents, observations, survey and interviews. pile¢ study has been discussed, which
was conducted in Saudi Arabia. Also in this chapttee methods of data analysis of both
guantitative and qualitative data, as well as fseie of trustworthiness, have been discussed.
The chapter concludes by discussing strategiesnsoire several ethical guidelines. The
following chapter presents the findings from exptory phases one and two, which used

documentary analysis and observation data collettiols.
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Chapter Four

Exploratory Research Findings:
Documentary Analysis and Observations

4.1 Introduction
This chapter analyses the data on the basis ofntleitis and observations analysed through

the exploratory research stage. It presents firsdiingm these two sources of data in two
different sections. This means that the chaptativ&led into two main sections; the first
includes presenting findings from the documentanalysis, and the second includes
presenting findings from observations. Documengarglysis and observation were primarily
suggested helping the research to establish amarmjuabout decisions made during staff
meetings. The chapter presents and discussesdmdira thematic approach as these phases
(phase one and two) follow a qualitative approaag themes presented in this chapter
highlight the main ideas emerging from each ofdase studies. | observed that the findings

of these two phases are tentative and are not fieaking in mind that they are exploratory.

4.2 Exploratory Findings from Documentary Analysis
The documents analysed in the study are the meetimytes held in the Education

departments at both the University of Leeds andgK8aud University. | analysed the
meeting minutes conducted at the School of Educatio 239 September 2009,"4March
2010 and 11th May 2010. Therefore, these meetirge wumbered as 1, 2 and 3. 1| also
analysed the meeting minutes held in the Faculfichfcation, King Saud University on5
January 2010, and 27th August 2010 as well as artiepntal meeting held on 33

September 2010, and these meetings were giveruthbars 4, 5 and 6 respectively.

Three sets of meeting minutes at each universitg\aealysed. This stage aims to gain first
and initial impressions about the role of teachamgl academic staff members in making

decisions for faculties. Findings from the docuraeptanalysis will help in developing the
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research instruments for the forthcoming stageslynene observation and interview stages.

In this sense, this stage helps in facilitation gdiakwe, 2006).

Findings from documentary analysis are presentesdtilematic comparative structure. This
structure suggests that the data are discussed éach of the sources in a different
subsection. The first subsection is allocated &s@nt and discuss findings from the meeting
minutes from the School of Education at the Uniwgrsf Leeds. The second subsection is
allocated to present and discuss findings from rtteeting minutes from the Faculty of
Education at the King Saud University. The lastsaaiion presents a quick comparison

between the findings from the two universities areling findings from documents.

4.2.1 The School of Education at the University of Leeds
There are eight thematic issues found in the mgetimutes from the School of Education at

the University of Leeds.

 The first issue analyses and presents findings hen dverall structure of the
documents themselves. This is a salient point taaggeneral feeling and idea about
documents and of course, most importantly, therosgdion itself.

* The second issue is to present the role and infghiedSenior Management Team into
documents, policy and decision-making. This issu@ns the relationship between
the school, its teaching staff members and the dedvianagement Team. It also
shows the influence of members of the Senior Mama&ge Team members on
decisions and policies in the School.

* The third issue analyses and talks about the dismusection. This issue is of pivotal
importance, as it shows the time allocated for uWismn in meetings conducted,
which shows that decisions made are not final aadsabject to be change as per the
discussion.

* The fourth theme looks at the research.

* The fifth theme relates to learning and teachirigwas felt that the role of the
teaching staff in these two issues, research amthiteg, iSs more obvious and even

more dominant as they are more clearly relatetieéddaching members of staff.
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» The sixth theme looks at the development, followgdhe seventh issue of resource
administration.
» The final issue contains several subcategories¢iwiriere moderately discussed in

documents, and combining them into one would spaees

| highlighted all these issues because they arele¥ance to decision-making as within each
of these themes different decision-making dynanaies evident. An issue discussed is of

pivotal concern to this study.

Overall Structure and Organisation of the Documents
The initial thoughts about the meeting minutes wiaealysed was that they were well

structured, well written and well presented. Thewe a clear and systematic structure,
which is consistent throughout all minutes presgtig the School. This could indicate that
the meeting itself is also well managed. It is alsderstood that the format and structure of
minutes were prepared well in advance to the mgetself. The minutes are categorised
under several headings, which are the University &ohool, Staff Team Meeting and the
Agenda. The documents start by setting the timepdack of the meeting. It is noticed that
each of the meetings were arranged in a differéatep showing that there is not a fixed
meeting room for the School. This is significanthie sense that the School does not assign a
room for meetings, and this could show cost efficieas such as rooms would be used for
teaching purposes. The documents are all highligimea very distinct manner with the
following:
In a change to previous practice to allow more timrediscussion of key agenda
items, colleagues should note that all minutesivedein the meeting will be treated
as accurate unless advance notice is given to da léf School to the contrary.
Similarly, matters arising on minutes will not bensidered in the meeting unless

they have been brought to the Head of the Schadtention before the meeting.
Thank you. (Documents 1, 2 & 3)

The quote shows that emphasis is placed on thetiddgathe meeting is well organised,
managed, and conducted. This conclusion is reaaleslich notification makes it clear to
attendees that any matters arising for discusstothe meeting should be identified in
advance, and brought to the attention of the Hé&tbool and are not permitted to be raised
at the meeting without prior agreement from thedd&de aim of starting the document with
this quote is to ensure that the meeting has a staacture with a pre-agreed agenda, which

specifies the agreed agenda items for discussiois. dhsures the smooth running and time
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effectiveness of the meeting and will prevent anpacessary time being wasted on ad-hoc
discussions, which have not been scheduled. In gespects, focusing on specific matters
appears to be time efficient, but this also rag®serns, as it could create some bureaucracy
and cause delay in addressing important or serigsiges that have not been brought to

attention in advance.

The Role of the Senior Management Team
The role of the Senior Management Team (SMT) isngfiy evident in documents. For

example, there is a whole section in the “Cont&atge” on the “Senior Management Team”,
and this section indicates their approval on issaisd in the earlier meeting minutes. In this
regard, it is shared and split into two categonwsnely the SMT and the Staff. The SMT’s

influence or presence in the meeting is aimed itglthe School’s attention to issues relating
to the University. In other words, the Universityna to communicate its new decisions and
policies in the School. This sounds important ahdws that the School does not function on
its own and is not an isolated organisation, bautfions on the basis of the University. This
brings the idea of centralisation and decentratisaand it would appear that the University
of Leeds perhaps matches both styles of manageamdndecision-making. This is evident in

documents as it shows that the SMT mainly brintheomeeting issues relating to university
policy and strategy. For example, in meeting miaute), the SMT brings into discussion

issues relating to new strategies for the budget spending allocations. One remark

regarding the SMT relates to their influence in mgldecisions in meetings.

Discussion at Staff Meetings at the University oééds
All meeting minutes analysed included a separateaseon “Discussion”. Giving discussion

a separate section shows emphasis on the impor@ihagegrating discussion into the
meeting itself. This shows that the School of Edocaat the University of Leeds

understands the importance of discussing issugsSahool members. It is not only a matter
of conveying or implying decisions to the peoplemaetings, but involving them with issues
relating to the management policy. Nonetheless,nwexiewing the issues raised in the
“Discussion” section in documents, it was foundt tisgues are mainly brought up by the

SMT or the meeting Chairperson.
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Focusing on the content of issues under “Discu$sibwas found that all three documents,

in the main content, discussed the same issue,Inpdineeintegrated Planning Exercise (IPE),
and this raised curiosity about its importance. mhaing of this exercise gives the feeling
that the University and the School aim to integittsdf members into the planning process.
This also shows the importance that the Universi@zes on the role of staff team members
in shaping the policy. Among issues discussed uttdeintegrated Planning Exercise there
are also other programmes and initiatives. For gann Document 3 (Page 2), there are
discussions on the Economies Exercise (EE). Thercese implies that, “Schools and

Faculties set out their strategic and financiahpltor the next five years”. This quote is quite
interesting as it shows the level of power anddoee passed over from the University to
Schools and Faculties. The document goes on tthsst guidelines for this exercise: “(1)

addressing the remaining deficit from the previoegiew / integrated planning exercise
(IPE), (2) giving the REF entry early immediateeatton, and (3) putting forward further

options for the change involvement investment”. Sehthree points, actually, show important

points related to empowerment and responsibility.

Focus on Research Issues
The three sets of meeting minutes allocate onlgnallsamount of time to deal with issues

related to the research. This minimal allocaticsh th fact, raise curiosity about the reasons
for this, which will be addressed in the later egsb phase. The reason is that there have
been separate meetings specifically focusing onrdéisearch, chaired by the Director of
Research (DoR). A question arose here about tleeaiodl background of this person. Are
they considered and looked at as a teaching s&filmer or an administrative staff member?
This actually depends on perception. | believe ithian important issue as it will reflect on
the way they will be treated and looked at by teaching staff. This could lead to a
discussion about the struggle or clash of power antiority, so therefore this issue also
requires further investigation. By far, what isngparent in the documents so far is that the
DoR is like a mediator between senior managemahtaademics? This is understood by the
way that the DoR brings issues and reports fromsdmor management and forwards them
to the academic staff. They also try to understamdkload pressure of academic staff

members.
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Focus on Learning and Teaching Issues
Comparing the time allocation on the agenda forighee of “Research” on the one hand, and

“Learning and Teaching” on the other, revealed that“Learning and Teaching” item was
allocated a longer amount of time. This was notdhge, however, in Meeting Minutes (1).
In these minutes, there was only one item presemtbith related to the recent “Learning
and Teaching Health Check”. The Chair thanked dden for their work and effort in
making this initiative a success. Although the Dioe of Learning and Teaching should have
spoken in this section, it was the Chairperson whse recorded as doing so in the Minutes,
and this raises some question about the reason Whg. it that the Chairperson had taken
over the role of the Director of Learning and Teagh(showing dominance from the
Chairperson), or had the latter been absent frenmibeting?

In the other two sets of documents (2 & 3), the m@fl the Director of Learning and Teaching
was evident, and they started by presenting a reporLearning and Teaching. Similar
investigations about the way that the DoR was Idakie the role and image of the Director
of Learning and Teaching should be investigatedvéier, from the meeting Minutes it was
noticed that the Director of Learning and Teachiagght advice from colleagues. It was also
clear that the Director of Learning and Teaching webore involved with the academic staff.
The reason behind this is that the Head of the &dlsostill regarded as a member of the
academic teaching staff. Finally, most issues piteskin this section were in respect of the
daily practices of teaching such as, marking, esleexaminers, teaching room conditions

and teaching aids.

Issues of School Development
Issues regarding development and new initiativesewaso not given much space in

documents, and consequently, this could imply tes$ attention is given to these issues.
Issues on development and new initiatives presebyethe Director of Development and
Knowledge Transfer were similar to presentationgigiby the other two directors, which
was in the form of a report. It is interesting toten how the School allocates several staff

members to administrative positions.
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Regarding contents and issues discussed withiriiteime, the most dominant related to new
projects or investments running in the School. Ammeple was in relation to seeking
financial support for School development opportiesitand projects within the School. The
Director of Development and Knowledge Transfer sbdwdisappointment about the

rejection of gaining this financial support fronetRaculty.

Issues Relating to Resources and Administration
Resources and administration were not allocatechrepace in the meeting minutes and only

took up a few lines. However, this was not the daséhe meeting minutes (1) as more
substantial space was allocated. The most domisané presented under this section was
about prospective applicants and the numbers oksts already applied. There is no doubt
that the number of applicants is a key issue tcaadldemic staff as this will affect their
workload and also their job security. One issues@néed under this section was finance.
Another issue discussed was refurbishing the studemmon room (document 3). In this
section, the School shows that it used feedbaak fother Schools and departments at the
University to put together an efficient and effeetidesign. This point is interesting as it
shows that the School uses other Schools and degatt as a source of advice to research
better decisions; so academics’ input into this wassent in influencing financial or
expenditure issues. The final issue discussed Wwastadhe new changes for the School’s
website (document 1). The document stated that Uheersity’s corporate website was
changing and a prototype had been circulated rigcasiing for the feedback due by the end
of June”. In this quote, feedback is sought, yet dlocument does not show details of the
person from whom this feedback is sought. Is itmfretudents? Is it from academic staff
members, or from the meeting attendees? A fimahrk about the section of Resources and
Administration is that, similarly to the previouseas and themes, there is a Director for

Resources and Administration issues.

Equality and Diversity and Other Businesses
It was very important that all three sets of megtimnutes did not present or discuss any idea

under the section of “Equality and Diversity”. Théses several questions and concerns. The
first is that from this | would assume that the &hhas excellent Equality and Diversity
policies, as no issues were presented. My othemgson is that issues of Equality and
Diversity are not treated adequately. In this casagdemic staff might not have felt confident
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enough to raise any issues for fear that this nfi@gtathem negatively or possibly endanger

their career within the University.

Only one issue was presented in the “Any Other is8” section. This was to report that a
colleague had successfully recovered from an opargdocument 3). The document says
“The School wished him well and had sent him flosvef. This is interesting and relevant

as it shows that acknowledgement is given to abseligagues, which | thought was good
for the School to feel for a colleague in such g.wais questionable whether this is a matter

of sentimentality or a good human resource manageme

4.2.2 The Faculty of Education at KSU
Six themes were identified when analysing documénts this institution. The data had led

me to organise findings in this particular struetur order to make findings that matched the
criteria of the data itself. This would also give tfindings more strength in claiming validity
facilitating a grounded approach in an inductivegess (Strauss & Corbin, 1994). It might
be more convenient to structure themes in a singstgle (heading) to that in the earlier
section, on the School of Education at the Univgrsi Leeds, because this would compare
the two organisations in a more direct and straigiward manner. However, this would ruin

the validity of findings and consequently affeat duality of the research itself.

This section presents and discusses the first isfiedings, which is the “Overall Structure
and Organisation of Documents”. After that, thexa presentation and arrangement of issues
in a systematic approach, starting from the mogtontant to the least important. The way
issues were decided was more important than otrelswas based on the frequency and
space allocation for these issues in the meetimyit@s themselves. The first of these issues
is “Higher Studies”; then there is the issue of i€ultancy”, followed by “Promotion”. The
fourth issue is “Study Leave and Scholarships”, iamally “General Issues”.

Overall Structure and Organisation of the Documents
Each of three meeting minutes was presented iffexreht style and format. Document Four,

for example, presented a list of the issues to ibeudsed in the meeting in a very brief
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manner. It does not give any information aboutltiwation of the meeting or the main reason
for the meeting, or have a meeting title. Docunteéué was slightly more detailed because it
presented a more detailed table of contents. & pfesents a table with names of people
attending the same including their academic titleles, and some notes. Document Six was
the most interesting in terms of the way it wassprged. It was more advanced and
developed compared to the previous two documentsa$ noted that this document was
produced by specialised computer software calledjaMs” (meaning in English meetings).
On the front page, there is a logo for the softvaaeertising, which is software designed for
facilitating meetings management. The influencehi$ software is greatly noticed when
compared with meeting minutes (6) and the eanverrmeeting minutes. This implies that the
Faculty is developing the way it manages and docisné&s meetings. It was finally
concluded from every document as the developmestolesrly noticed.

From the discussion above and especially from abethat each set of meeting minutes was
different from the other, it is hard to find a eutive way of presenting the structure of
documents. Nonetheless, the common issues relat¢let structure in the three sets of
meeting minutes were identified, and then focus lamkon discussing the meeting minutes
(6) as a sample document. The meeting minutes are not really well presented; they are
confusing and lacking a systematic structure. Pag#e not numbered, and issues were not
coded and this made it very confusing and diffitaltinderstand the structure of documents.
Some parts of documents were more structured ttieerso The poor structure of documents
gave me the impression that the meeting itself maasvell managed. It was understood that
the Faculty lacked experience in producing meatingutes.

Document Six is divided into several headings. @beument sets the time of the meeting,
but it does not set the place. The contents pageeisented in the style of a table, which has
five columns and fifty rows. Each row specifiesedssue in the meeting. It is understood
that the table is the meeting agenda with sevssaleis to be covered and dealt with. The first
column sets the order number of issues, but itgghe indication of the reasons for sorting
the issues in this order. It might be that the essare ordered in this way in terms of their
importance, or simply because of the order in whidady were suggested. The second line

names the issue to be dealt with, and all theseesseefer to a particular department in the

86



Faculty, which states ‘regarding’. An example ofstis issue number (19), which says
“Department of Islamic Culture/regarding offeringoha an extension”. The third column
explores the number of attached documents for esstie. The fourth specifies the time
suggested or allocated to deal with issues. A fipdone allocation for each issue gives the
impression that the meeting is well organised @& thanagement is a very important issue
in any meeting. Nonetheless, all cells in this ooluspecify ten minutes for all issues. It is
surprising to see that these meeting minutes hiftyei§sues to be dealt with which, when
multiplied by ten minutes per issue, would meart tha meeting would last for over eight
hours. This does not look feasible and means tiatdurations set are not real. The last
column is titled ‘categorisation’, which puts issuef discussion in terms of groups or
categories. These categories are “Higher Studsidy Leave — Promotion — Scholarships —

General Issue Consultancy”. These issues are k&tparately and are not grouped.

Issues Relating to Higher Studies
The most central issue in all meeting minutes isualdHigher Studies”, dealing with

postgraduate student affairs. In Document Six,s30i@s out of 50 deal with this issue. For
example, issue number five in Document Five, “Dapant of Special Education/regarding
creating an examining panel to discuss Hamed'sigshe$he documents place a lot of
importance on postgraduate student affairs, andgtimuns about the reasons behind bringing
these issues to the meeting have been raisedghitrbe that the Faculty lack specialised
committees to discuss student affairs. In the exampentioned above, we find that the
meeting had to decide who goes to the panel fomexag that student. However, | had
earlier assumed that establishing an examiners| pgoeld be the job of the student’s
personal supervisor, although it is understood ftbedocuments that the supervisor does
not have the authority to establish such a pare.idiea here relates to the important issue of
power and authority offered to the academic s@fil this shows that the academic staff
might have a narrow space of authority.

Issues Relating to Consultancies
The issue of consultancies involved the Facultkisgeconsultancy from external sources or

providing consultancy to external agencies. An gxanof this is issue number (32) in

Document Six, regarding hiring external examinassjdin the examining panel for a
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postgraduate student in the Faculty. An issue ekisg external consultancy is where the
Faculty seeks to employ extra academic staff mesnfdris could either be on a full or part

time basis contract, depending on the Faculty’'sinee

Documents show that the role of academics influgeeisions of the consultancy activities.
It is felt that there is a trend of involving tharpcipation of academics in such decisions.
Documents also show that the process goes thrdugtollowing: Firstly, the students’
supervisor presents a written request to the Qurest the Department; the request then is
presented and discussed in the meeting and a @edsimade. Noticeably, all requests
presented in meetings were agreed on. The examptesuggests two contrasting concepts.
The first is that the Faculty empowers the supervies recommend and decide whether the
Faculty needs to use an external source to exatnenstudent. The second concept that has
been established is that the Faculty does not thesisupervisor to make a genuine good
decision. A way to support this assumption is biiras the following question: “Why do
such requests have to be presented and discusdezlinreeting in the first place?”

Focus on Promotions
It discusses issues regarding academic/scholar gitem Issue (15) can be quoted on

promotions from Document Six, saying “The DeparttmehIslamic Culture / Regarding
Promoting His Highness Dr. Naser to the Level af&ssor”. There are two important issues
to be noticed in this example. The first is the wlagt the academic member was addressed.
The meeting minutes address this academic memlsafbfwith the word “Highness”. This
initially gives the thought that the Faculty addes all its academics with the term,
“Highness”; however, after reviewing three setsnafeting minutes, it was found that not all
of the academic staff are addressed in this wais iBhonly in the case with academic staff
members who hold a Ph.D. The second issue thsgésafrom the quote above is the
procedure of promotion. The academic member presepromotion request to the Director
of the Department, which then goes to the meeitinge discussed, and then a decision is
made. When an academic member of staff makes @stedhey write a report of the reasons
that make them feel that that staff member is leliggior this promotion. In the meeting, these

reasons are reviewed with the other members ofmieting, and the decision is made. The
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important issue here is that the other colleagaeademic members of staff) then make the

decision about promoting their academic peers.

Matters Relating to Study, Leave, and Scholarships
These issues were grouped in such a way that gyi@doin the relationship they had with

each other, because when a member of academiaetaives a scholarship to study, they
are automatically offered study leave. It was remtichat this group of issues took much

space on documents, and this shows the importdribes@roup of issues for meetings.

| provide a detailed example of one case foundh& documents. In Document Four, a
member of academic staff requested study leavettasdequest was rejected. Let’s review
the steps of this request. First, a member of anadstaff wrote the request to the Director
of Department. The Director made some notes orrefaest, and said “l believe that he
(referring to the request presenter) is eligibletfe study leave he requests; nonetheless, |
am concerned if he is offered the leave, the Depant will run short of staff”. The request,
with a note from the Director of Department, isrthreviewed and discussed in the meeting.
It was very interesting to note that in the meetmge of the attendees volunteered to provide
cover during the absence of the member of acadstaft who had requested study leave.
This is an important issue, which shows the dynaroicdecision-making at the Faculty of
Education, KSU. This is an important example beeatushows the ‘power conflict’ between
academics and administrators. This has been cowengebvious literature, see, for example
Campbell and Slaughter (1999). The example mendi@mmve shows that the Director of
Department did not want to offer study leave fa thentioned reason. It is very important to
note how the academic members of staff unified Hewes to support their academic
colleague. There might be some informal or hiddealiton or alliance between different
members of staff at the Faculty. This could potglytibe very important and interesting in
adding evidence to debates on the power relatiehsden managers and academics (Winter
2009).
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General Issues
Not many issues were discussed under this thenmaslbeen expected that the Faculty had

to face many other issues related to researchhitepand learning but this is not appropriate
evidence to prove this fact. This gave me the isgo® that these issues were not supposed
to be discussed in this meeting, and thereforeti@stion remains as to what issues do need
to be discussed in the meeting. Under the “Gensgales” group, issues related to book
publishing and reviewing job description documentisich were highly critical. The process
for these two issues followed the same procedurwrding a request to the Director of
Department, and then presenting it to the meetingliscussion. This ensures that all issues

discussed in the meeting follow the same protocol.

4.2.3 Comparative Analysis of the Documents fromth e Two Institutions
As the findings were not very systematic in therusture and content themes, they need

attention. The themes that emerged from both uigiits are not similar. Specifically, the
reason that different themes emerged is becaugheofvay the data were analysed and
presented; themes are led by the data themsehegliaunded and inductive approach, not
the researcher agenda or a priori. Reviewing theirigs from the two organisations,
comparisons are brought about in three groups, iwhre agenda and content, decisions

made in meeting minutes and academic staff invoarém

Agenda and Meeting Content
Reviewing the meeting minutes in both the Univgrsit Leeds and King Saud University

indicated that agendas are significantly diffeiarterms of items addressed for discussion in
meetings. For instance, meetings held at the Savfo&tucation in the University of Leeds
focus on staff recruitment, student administratisaues, student representatives in the
School, career centre documentation, the annuanatstudent survey, personal tutoring,
enhancement of teaching and students’ succesgndtggicurriculum modules, etc. | believe
the most important point is that meeting minuteS&tool of Education University of Leeds
deal with financial issues related to the policyclsissues were not evident at all at the other
institution. The meeting agendas at KSU mainly eoiiate on staff members’ suggestions,
which may arise on an ad hoc basis. In this seheemeeting is where the Faculty approves

or rejects such requests and suggestions. Teaidsngs, modules, and other issues, are not
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discussed in these meetings at all, rather theydaeussed in the staff departmental
meetings. However, the variations in meeting agenzktween the two universities would
lead to variations of the aim and function of megsi and subsequently on decision-making.
It is worth noting that there is no standard agefmiameetings at KSU, rather it depends
upon suggestions and requests from the staff memlvenight be concluded that the Faculty
of Education at KSU follows a bureaucratic systerhijch focuses on the centralisation of
the decision-making process. For example, supewsiace not given the role of making
decisions concerning their students. This leadthéodiscussion of the following issue of

decisions made.

Decisions Made and Levels of Power
In both institutions, meetings begin by reviewirg timplementation of suggestions and

decisions taken in the previous meeting. The mdiderence though is that the School of
Education at the University of Leeds follows up thgplementation of decisions taken in
previous meetings, whilst with the other institatiodecisions are postponed for further
discussion, and final decisions are made at a higvel by the Director of Faculty or the
Vice Chancellor. This shows different levels, oriaaon in the levels, of authority delegated
or power handed to the academic members of sthf§ iEsue relates to the differences in

hierarchy, power distance and internal decenttadisgsee discussion chapter).

At the Faculty of Education at KSU, it was foundrfr meeting minutes that academic staff
members correspond with the Directors of Facultipepartment in relation to their personal
(academic) matters such as, publishing a book mromotion. For instance, a female staff
member (PhD holder) wrote a book on children’s atioa, and wrote to the Director of
Faculty to ask to include her book in the readisgfor students of a particular specialty. The
Director of Faculty then advised her to discuss thatter in the staff meeting. This matter
reveals that the Director of Faculty could makesaisilon on publishing the book on his own
and without consulting staff members. It can bectated that the Director of Faculty, or
even the Director of Department, is the major denisnaker. This could be the case because
the Faculty would sponsor publishing the book. Bedther hand, this was not evident at the

other institution, and this supports the idea theademic staff members here are more
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powerful decision makers, or it could relate to teaching approach, which adopts the

principles of ‘research-led’ teaching (see Chapigr Qualitative Findings).

From an organisational behavioural point of viewed&sco (1997) categorises decisions
made into three areas: ‘real meetings with minutpaper meetings with minutes’ or ‘action
by written consent’. In the ‘real meetings with mies’, Tedesco explains the scenario where
faculty members get together in person and disandsvote on items addressed in meetings.
During or after the meeting, written minutes arepared to show the date, time, place and
purpose of the meeting and decisions approved lmbaes. This is the example of meetings
applicable to the School of Education at the Ursitgrof Leeds. Staff members tried their
best to make meetings as productive as possikadf. iSembers or subordinates’ voices are
mostly heard during meetings since each memberegpress their opinion and views. In
order to do so, these members should be givenppertunity to participate in the discussion
of different issues and suggest their views abaustach matters. This is evident where
meeting minutes quote what ‘colleagues’ are sugggsthe reference of ‘colleagues’ here
was made to the attending academic staff membars.vilas not evident at all in the meeting

minutes from the other institution.

Academic Staff Involvement
Different levels of academic staff involvement iretdecision-making processes were found

through the analysis of meeting minutes. The vianadf involvement was found in different
areas and issues. That is to say, issues were & importance and concern to academic
staff than others, and these particular issues wofedéferent concern in the two institutions.
On the first hand, documentary analysis revealsdbaisions pertaining to staff recruitment
are made in the regular staff meetings by the Bacilihese decisions depend on one factor:
the need for a new member of staff in the departmeis necessary to mention that this need
is suggested initially by the academic staff meralibemselves, as having extra staff might
lessen their work duties or workload, which migkplain their strong involvement in such
issues. Similarly, at Leeds, members of acadenait discuss the same issues, yet in every
case, this is instantly met with budgetary issued financial constraints. Academic staff

members were also strongly involved in decisionkated to teaching and learning.
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Documents showed stronger involvement with thesgeis at Leeds. This judgement is based

on the allocation of these issues in documents.

The results of documentary analysis demonstratentegtings in both institutions discuss
administrative issues in staff meetings, with d#éfg levels of involvement. Administration

issues are different between the two institutidim. instance, academic integrity at Leeds
focuses on students’ commitment to fill in the foofracademic integrity, which has become
a part of the University of Leeds regulations. &ntd will lose marks if they do not complete
the form, and academic staff members also showoagsinvolvement in this. On the other
hand, there is no such form at KSU because admatiig issues focus on the work of

secretaries, students’ scholarships, promotion, etc

4.3 Exploratory Findings from Meeting Observations
This second major part of the chapter presentditioengs from the observations of staff

meetings held at both institutions. Still, this tpaf research is a preliminary stage with an
introductory and exploratory aim and purpose. Olme@ns are aimed at supporting
preliminary findings from the documentary analys$isthis regard, observation analysis is a
complementary method to the documentary analysis also important to remind readership
that observations were non-participatory and untired, and their qualitative analysis was
not focused on the content of meetings, but onesselating to decision-making and its
dynamics. A basic checklist was used in the obsens The first part of this section
presents a detailed description of the meetingsrobd. Later, the chapter presents findings
in a thematic comparative structure. This structuggests that the data will be discussed
from different sources in a separate section. Tirst $ection is allocated to present and
discuss findings from observations conducted at Sbhool of Education, University of
Leeds. The second section is assigned to presdrdiscuss findings from observations from
the Faculty of Education at KSU. The last part luk tsection presents an assessment of
findings from the two institutions. The themes fduand discussed in the observations are as

follows:

1. Context of meetings

2. Social interaction and power politics
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3. Participation, inclusion and exclusion

4. Reaching and making decisions

It is significant to highlight that, similar to tttcumentary analysis, themes discussed in this
section are reached through inductive methods es dhe grounded in the data themselves.

These four themes emerged from a synthesis ofdteeabserved from five meetings.

The first key theme analyses and presents thenfysdbn methods used when conducting the
meeting. This is a significant theme to start withorder to acquire general ideas about
meetings and of course, most importantly, the asgdion itself. The next key theme
discusses social interaction between members &f atanding meetings. This key theme
shows the relationship between the meeting attended relates to power politics as it is
assumed that certain social interactions or aléanmight affect decisions made. The third
key theme is participation in the meeting, whictcamsidered a key theme as it shows the
extent to which members of the meetings are corathidind involved in the institution. The
final theme looks at making decisions. It was retithat all other key themes relate to this
one, or in other words, they ultimately lead tcsthey theme. | decided to discuss this key
theme at the end because | wanted to concludenfisdvith the most important theme. Also,
it was found from the data that all the other kkgnies affect the methods of decision-

making.

4.3.1 Reporting Meetings Observed
In this section, | provide a detailed discussionfimalings on each of the five meetings
observed. Each meeting is presented in the follgwubheadings.

Meeting One
Source:University of Leeds, School of Education

Type of MeetingSchool Learning and Teaching Committee Meetingl(GL

Purpose and Objective3:he meeting was held on a periodic basis aimelisatissing issues
relating to learning and teaching at the School.

Location and DurationThe meeting was held in one of the classroomseaftthool. It was
held on 1% of February, 2011 and lasted for 85 minutes.
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Attendees and Chaiffhere were only seven members of staff at the mgefihe meeting

was chaired by the Head of the Committee. In atderod were the Head of School, the

undergraduate student representative, the pos@adistudent representative, an

administrative member of staff, and the remaindahe attendees were academic members

of the staff, and members of the School Learnind) Beaching Committee.

Issues Discussedhe following issues were discussed in the mgetmthe presented order.
1. Confirming issues arising from the previous meeting

PGCE and BA (Hons)‘In Principle Approval’

Critical Studies Marking

The future of degree classification at the Uniugref Leeds

School of Education Code of Practice for Assessi2@ho/11

Action plan to respond to feedback of students e&pee

New Programme and attendant module proposals

BA (Hons) Childhood Studies Programme

© N o g s~ w D

The meeting started on time, with the Chair welsamattendees and introducing them to
each other. Obviously, the members of academit at@fady knew each other, but as there
were student representatives, they may not havewrknall of the attendees. These
representatives did not appear as comfortableeamtbeting as the other attendees. During
the meeting, the Chair asked the administrative begrof staff, who was taking the minutes
of the meeting, to write the report of the meetamgl provide feedback on the minutes of the
previous meeting. The Chair provided some commants showed concerns about third
party confirmation, referring to cases of bereavamenly. After this amendment, the
Minutes of the previous meeting were approved. Thair then said, “OK, then let's move
on to issues we have for this meeting”, lookinghat administrative member of staff. At this
point, the Chair presented the first issue, whiads wn PGCE Primary. He advised that the
Committee should conduct a full revision, which \Wwbbe reported in the next meeting. He
did not clarify how this revision was going to benducted or by whom. Perhaps, the other
members knew how this task would be dealt withsTissue was dealt with quickly, and the
Chair then asked to move on to the next issue. @igly, issues to be dealt with were not
presented in an ad hoc manner as the order of mnegeissues followed the meeting
schedule (the agenda). The Chair looked at the ingesthedule and moved on to the
following point, which was the issue of criticaldly marking. At this stage, the discussion

moved to the Head of School who said that one efalisent meeting members was leading
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on this issue and its progress. This example shdwadmembers of the committee were

given responsibilities of following up on issues.

The next issue on the schedule was “the futureegfek classification”. Again the Chair took
the lead on this issue, advising on further comatiten in the LTC meeting. This instant
showed that the meeting delegated some tasks & otimmittees of the School. The way
issues were presented was systematic and orgaassdlle meeting schedule guided the
process. One issue that consumed much time of dstimy was “School of Education Code
of Practice for Assessment 2010/11”; the source of argument of this issue was on the details
of the Code. Members of the meeting expressed tdpimions on the particular issue. The
meeting then moved on to discuss the “action ptanesponse to feedback of the student
experience”. The Chair started this issue by thamkhe student representatives for their
thorough response to the action plan. Relatinghi® issue, participation from the student
representatives was included, as earlier to thistpwne was made. Student representative
input was minimal as they only expressed their egption to the plan. Obviously, these
representatives had earlier delivered some repelating to this issue to the meeting. This
action could show how a meeting relates to docuspeartd this justified the importance of
starting my research with documents. The followisgue on discussion was “new
programme and attendant module proposals”. With idgue, the committee members took
on more of a role on leading discussions. Five aognes were discussed, and all were
approved quickly. The reason behind this was thesnbrers of the committee had been in-
charge or followed up on these proposals. All psa® were approved collectively. |
wondered about the judgement criteria that eadndéte had used to make such decisions.
The last issue discussed was the BA (Honours) 6bdd Studies Programme. One of the
attendees had prepared some documents and handiooake programme, however this
issue was not concluded and was postponed to tleviog meeting. It was felt that this

issue needed more work and further investigaticorder to make final decisions.

Meeting Two
Source:University of Leeds, School of Education

Type of MeetingStudent-Staff Forum
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Purpose and Objectivesthe meeting was held on a periodic basis aimingistussing
issues of concern to students and staff members.
Location and DurationThe meeting was held in one of the classroomsefithool. It was
held on 28 of November 2010, and lasted for 65 minutes.
Attendees and Chaiifhere were only thirteen members of staff in thetimg. The meeting
was chaired by the Head of the School. In atterelamere the Head of Learning and
Teaching, the Head of UG, the Student Support &ffithe Faculty Team Librarian for
Education, PGR Research Tutor, PG School ReprdsentdPG Representative, PGT
Representative, UG School Representative, UG YeaRepresentative, UG Year 3
representative, Head of Health and Safety Servi€hsee people (academic members of
staff) were absent for unknown reasons, yet apefogiere given by the Student Support
Officer.
Issues Discussedhe following issues were discussed in the mgatirthe presented order.

1. Health and Safety Issues
Minutes from Previous Meeting
Matters Arising from Minutes
Equal Opportunities
Library Matters
School Action Plan

N o g s~ w D

Items Raised by Students

The meeting started on time with the Chair welcamihe attendees and introducing the
attendees to each other. This activity took severutes as there were thirteen attendees of
the meeting who were students. Obviously, membktheoacademic staff had known each
other, but as there were student representativesept, they might not all have known each
other previously. | felt that the students seemedencomfortable in this meeting as opposed
to the previous meeting by the way they appearetitalked in the meeting. The Student
Support Officer mentioned that some of the attesddeee) could not join the meeting. The
Chair later asked to move to issues of the meetthgdule and asked for permission to start
with Item 5, “Health and Safety Issues”. He jusitifithis as the Head of Health and Safety
could not attend the whole meeting and had to dtterother duties. This issue began with
the Head of Health and Safety talking about H&$i1@ss and new procedures and exercises
that were going to be run. This part of the meetitag more like a presentation of a report as

the Head of H&S did not take any comments nor ging opportunity for other attendees to

97



participate. They also reported some concernshidbeen passed in earlier meetings related
to issues of Health and Safety in one of the bogdi Through what was said, it was felt that
the University took students’ opinions seriouslydaactions were taken accordingly. The
students required more formal feedback on this.

As the Head of Health and Safety finished, hetledtroom and discussion then focused on
the following points of the meeting schedule. Thatrpoint related to matters arising from
the Minutes. At this stage, the Chair informed iigeting on some points related to emailing
policies. He also moved to talk about library issughere he passed the lead to the Faculty
Team Librarian, who explained that there had bemmesproblems with the cataloguing
system, which was resolved. The meeting schedueaheas of interest sections, with one
whole section being dedicated to library issuess Hection ran the discussion while the
Chair remained less active. In fact, this procedoceurred with different sections as
particular attendees headed these areas of intévestxample, Health and Safety. Library
issues raised by students were discussed, inclutieghigh demand for books and the
possibility of purchasing more copies of certailoks Also issues of expenditure were raised
along with the need to cut down on library expamditdue to financial difficulties of the
University. The next issue on the meeting scheads ‘equal opportunities’, however no
issues were raised. The Chair then checked if aemlmer of the meeting any further issues
to be discussed; attendees looked at each othercamiitmed. The following issue was
“school action plan”, led by the Director of Leargiand Teaching (DLT). It was noticed that
the Chair was the facilitator to the meeting, whieeepassed discussion from one person to
the other, especially when moving from one sectiothe other. When discussing the school
action plan, the DLT started explaining that thaenphad been circulated to students earlier,
and she was expecting the feedback. Not much fekdkas offered by students who needed
encouragement to talk. The student officer took rble of encouraging them. Students’
points were centred on practical placement. At skage, the PGR Research Tutor explained
that the courses at the School, especially thegpaxtate courses, were research-focused.
Issues of assessment were also discussed. Thestotbn of the meeting comprised of
issues raised by students, and only the postgradeatarch student representative raised
issues here. He raised the issue of teaching pEteagain, and he appeared very persistent
on this issue. The meeting concluded with the Chslking if anyone had any issues about

the meeting, and no one mentioned anything. Oneledimg remark about this meeting is
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that it appeared to be designed to address isswescern to students, unlike the name of the
meeting which gives the impression that issuesudsed would be of mutual interest to staff

as well as students.

Meeting Three
Source:University of Leeds, School of Education

Type of Meeting GSG Meeting (Undergraduate Strategy Group)

Purpose and Objective3:he meeting was held on a periodic basis aimelisatissing issues

of concern of Undergraduate issues at the School.

Location and DurationThe meeting was held in one of the classroomseaftthool. It was

held on 28 of January 2011, and lasted for 61 minutes.

Attendees and Chaiifhere were only six members of staff in attendafi¢e meeting was

chaired by a member of academic staff. In attenelavere four members of academic staff

and the Student Officer. Apologies were presentgdhe Chair for one administrative

member of the School and one academic memberféf sta

Issues Discussedhe following issues were discussed in the mgatirthe presented order.
1. Minutes from Previous Meeting

Recruitment and Admission

Administrative Issues

Personal Tutoring

Staff Updates

Dissertations

N o gk~ wbd

Graduate Student Destination and Employability

This meeting was well-organised and well-managedhgps this was a result of the small

number of attendees, and not having students emddihce there. Members of the meeting
already knew each other, as there was no timerassip introduce attendees to each other.
The Chair was keen on starting quickly with issaéshe meeting scheduled. She held the
Minutes of the previous meeting with two correctiorlated to personal tutoring. | wondered

about the way these corrections or amendments mvade. Perhaps, the meeting presents its
meeting minutes to another committee for approRedsenting amendments was very quick
as the Chair asked to move to the following issfiethe schedule “recruitment and

admissions”. The Chair highlighted that the persooharge of this issue was not present in
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the meeting and that there were no updates regptHia issue. A short conversation was
held regarding recruitment, and the possibilityaof increase in student fees. Attendees
expressed their feelings towards the increase lamdnmpact that it would have on student
recruitment. The Chair asked to move on to the msue, “administrative issues”, asking
one of the attendees to provide updates. The pdmkad about issues relating to the
documentation of some modules, and that they nesdwé time to be reviewed. Another
member reported on updates relating to a new axpeti of an online submission system.
The person reported that the new system was rursmmggpthly, and there were no problems.
Issues were raised in an informative style at thégting, where each person had updates to
report and bring to the attention of the commité@en the person finished, there were no
comments or questions, and the discussion movdd @sues like “personal tutoring”. The
Chair reported on the Leeds for Life presentatibe kad attended, mentioning that this
needed to be passed on to students through petsor@hg. Again, members of the meeting

listened without discussion.

The next issue was on ’Staff Updates’. The Chaghlighted a point relating to the
appointment of a successor for one of the teachmggnbers of staff for one module.
Discussion arose at this point. One of the attendeggested someone, highlighting their
related experience in the field. Other members aput, yet one member stated that there
were also other members of the academic staff widanake more of a contribution to the
same module. This caused a little confusion on wdhaecide. Three names were suggested,
but the committee could not make a decision. ThairGdaid that she would approach these
particular suggestions to ask if they had any egem the role. Another issue was raised
related to 'Staff Updates’, regarding the adventisat for senior lecturers/lecturers, and that
one person would be asked to make some correcfidresfollowing issue on the schedule
was 'Dissertations’. One of the meeting committeas led this issue, which raised concerns
related to ethics. One of the attendees mentiohadhelp could be taken from the Legal
Advisor of the University. The person who providdds advice was thanked for the
information. The final issue of the meeting schedubs 'Graduate Student Destinations and
Employability. The Chair said that she would liketter views on student destinations and
employability. One person suggested a Facebook phgee students could network. The

majority of attendees liked this idea. One persoggsested hosting an Open Day. One
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member of the meeting then mentioned that theege nged for a more systematic method,

however gave no suggestion as to what that could be

Meeting Four
Source:King Saud University, Faculty of Education

Type of MeetingFaculty Staff Meeting
Purpose and Objectivesthe meeting was held on a periodic basis, aimingiscussing
issues of concern to members of academic stalffari-aculty.
Location and DurationThe meeting was held in one of the teaching lectiueatres at the
Faculty premise. It was held on™16f December 2010, and lasted for 132 minutes. ralleh
video-conferencing room on the Faculty campus Wasated to females.
Attendees and ChairThere were 32 male attendees in the lecture theetdeabout 24
females in the parallel room. The meeting was eldairy the Dean who sat at the front of the
lecture theatre. He was accompanied by his assistath Heads of Departments.
Issues Discussedhe following issues were discussed in the mgatirthe following order.

1. Minutes from Previous Meeting

2. Issues Related to Policy and Practice
3. Issues Related to Staff Requests
4

Issues Related to Student Requests

The meeting was well-prepared and well-managed.riiéeting room was prepared prior to
the session, including the provision of drinkingtevain front of the table. There was an
overhead projector showing a screen behind thel patiethe name and date of the meeting.
Attendees started entering the room in groups. Mustthem were talking amongst
themselves. Some of them even stood at the dotiveofoom (still chatting) as the session
was late to start as the panel and Dean were nqirgsent. As the Dean arrived (10 minutes
late), attendees who were at the entrance shoodtshaith him and with his assistant. The
Dean took his place, and the meeting started vigh dssistant welcoming everyone and
asking the Dean to start the session. Three cditeadees arrived later. The Dean welcomed
everyone and thanked them for joining the meefling assistant then presented the meeting
schedule where he pointed out the four topics. iBetd these issues were shared between
the Dean and his assistant. The topics were pegentan informative manner. The first
issue on the meeting schedule was ‘Minutes fromRhevious Meeting’, and the Dean’s

Assistant mentioned and confirmed some issueshtdthbeen raised there.
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The Dean explained to the attendees the new igslasg to teaching practices. From the
title of this topic, | expected him to talk abossues relating to the Faculty’s overall policy
and strategy. Nonetheless, he talked about issl&®ad to teaching, mentioning new roles
for the teaching staff, for example, the new pekaielating to the use of multimedia in class.
Another issue that he informed the meeting abowt nvaternity leave. When the Dean talked
about an issue, there was no discussion with agtenat the front. He occasionally had
minimal discussion with the people on his table @ssistant and the Heads of Departments).
It could be felt that those attendees who did motigpate in discussion at the meeting, asked
the Heads of Departments to do so on their befh#y had discussed an issue with the Head
of the Department prior to the meeting, and askedth raise the issue at the meeting. The
next issue related to staff requests. Presumanlthis section, members of academic staff
presented some requests from the Faculty and sshjapproval. For example, one member
of academic staff wanted the Faculty to sponsooaklio be published. Another member of
the academic staff had requested to be transfesradother university. These staff members
were present at the meeting, and received the fyacuesponses to their requests. When
receiving responses, there was no discussion regardf the response. There were different
kinds of requests, such as promotion, maternitydetransfers, and scholarships and grants.
The final topic to be discussed in the meeting gtadents’ requests. Issues raised here were
only regarding postgraduate students. For exangua)e students asked for extensions,
others requested changing their supervisors. Opertiant issue relating to this meeting was
that it was more of an informative meeting, whemmbers of academic staff were gathered

to be informed about Faculty decisions.

Meeting Five
Source:King Saud University, Faculty of Education

Type of MeetingDepartment Meeting

Purpose and Objectivesthe meeting was held on a periodic basis aimingistussing
issues of concern to members of academic staffedsas students of the Department.
Location and Duration:The meeting was held in one of the teaching classsoin the
Department. It was held on ®2df December 2010, and lasted for 94 minutes. Anlfsr
video-conference room on the Faculty campus wasatkd to females.
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Attendees and Chaiithere were ten male attendees at the meeting rodrneight females at
the parallel room. The meeting was chaired by teadHf Department who sat at the front of
the room on a separate table, which is usually usedteachers meetings. He was
accompanied by his secretary.
Issues Discussedhe following issues were discussed in the mgetirthe presented order.

1. Issues Related to Teaching and Learning

2. Issues Related to the Staff

3. Issues Related to the Student

The meeting was less formal than the Faculty Steffeting; not much preparation had been
made for it. The room was provided with a videofeoencing system to make it possible for
female attendees to observe the meeting in the ableen. Prior to the start of the meeting,
attendees casually chatted along with the HeadheMepartment. The meeting started 10
minutes late as a few attendees were late to axline of the attendees arrived late, after the
meeting had started, and apologised later as hgusadinished his teaching session. The
Chair started the session welcoming attendees @¢onketing and thanking them. He
mentioned at the beginning of the meeting thanbended to make it as short as possible, as
he did not want to make anyone late. | could s¢éendees smile at this, as they were
obviously pleased that this meeting would not rant@o long. The Chair started making
reference to the Faculty meeting and the new roldse considered. Some discussions were
held at this point. For example, he mentioned tb& negulations about the extra teaching
hours. Some attendees asked for further explanatiathis issue. The Chair mentioned that
one of the attendees said that this new regulatmght not be fair for some Faculty
members. The Chair said that they needed to adbehés new regulation as it followed the
University new policies. Participants were free nake comments or present ideas or

discussions during the meeting.

The following issue related to teaching and leagnithe Chair started discussing one of the
ideas that had been raised earlier by one of tadeswic members of staff in the department
relating to room allocation. He mentioned that ¢herere some problems related to the
timetable, where some lectures were scheduleceisdme classrooms. He said that this issue
was dealt with by the person in charge. The Chainl fe had followed up on that issue

himself in order not to let it happen again. Whilany issues discussed in this section related
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to the department, others related to the Faculty.i$sues relating to the Faculty, the Chair
mentioned that he would follow up on them in thkofwing Faculty Council meeting. One
attendee mentioned that he wanted to bring togétbeeigroups of students in one group the
following week, and the Chair agreed to this. Savether technical issues were also raised,
which were dealt with instantly. Nonetheless, ipegred that attendees sought permission
from the Chair, who seemed cooperative, understgnaind helpful. The following topic on
the meeting schedule involved issues relating &ff.sHere, attendees raised issues and
requests. These requests had to be raised hdne ohepartmental meeting first, before later
being presented to the Faculty Staff Meeting. SEvequests were presented and discussed,
with the Chair promising to raise them at the failog Faculty Staff meeting. One attendee,
for example, asked for extra pay from academic nemif staff who joined student
activities, which were organised for the Facultypother member requested that his teaching
hours be reduced, as he had been asked to helgegearch project for the Faculty. The last
section of the meeting was to address issues glati students. Issues raised here also
related only to postgraduate students. One atterideexample, mentioned that one of his
students was about to finish his MA dissertatiod amnted to have a panel to evaluate his
work. Another member said that one of his studéwtd his proposal ready and wanted
confirmation. Several other similar issues wersadiand the Chair took notes, confirming

that that he would deal with them.

4.3.2 Thematic Analysis: School of Education, Univ  ersity of Leeds

The three meetings described above observed aslwek discussed in a thematic style in
this sub-section. | purposively aimed at this s@ecof meetings as | felt that they would
provide a wide variety of information, as well asguce a rich source of high quality data to
compare and analyse. Another reason was conveniaatbese meetings were held around
the time of data collection for this stage. In théction, | discussed these key themes based
on the data and findings from Leeds which emerged fthe data itself in a grounded

approach.

Context of the Meetings
In this section, | put the context of the three timgss in a collective manner aiming at

reaching a common assumption about the contexteetimgs held at Leeds. Similarly to the
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findings from the documents analysed, findings frobservations showed that meetings
were well organised and structured. All meetingsepbed were punctual and started
promptly at the exact time specified. None of thteralees were late, which clearly
demonstrated their commitment to the meeting. lld@lso be said that this showed that
British culture respects and adheres to timing caled for meetings, and respects
punctuality. Some attendees had casual conversahbetween themselves with moderate
humour, which demonstrated a very relaxed atmospimethe meeting. | noticed that there
were some attendees choosing to sit next to edar ot different meetings. This theme has
some implications on the key theme “power politjoshich will be discussed later in this

chapter.

Meetings started with a welcome, presented by thairBerson who then reviewed the key
points, issues and actions arising from the previmeeting. Each of the attendees had a set
of meeting papers with them. These papers werendects which related to agenda items or
topics and issues due to be discussed in the mgeetim most cases, all the relevant
documents were issued to attendees prior to meetingome meetings, however, additional
documentation was also handed out during the ngeelihe meeting commenced with an
introduction by the Chairperson who addressed ageimda item in the same order as listed
on the agenda. The meeting concluded with the @hiEon asking the group if anyone had

anything to add or to question.

Social Interaction and Power Politics
The role of social interaction and its relatiorptawer politics was clear in meetings. The first

thing | noticed was the levels of social interactlmetween the different groups of attendees.
The way in which the different colleagues addresssth other in the meeting was different
and dependent upon the social relationship betwien parties concerned, and the
administrative level or academic status of thenalite. The level of collegial and social
relationship was seen most clearly between mendfersademic staff. The first instance was
the location in which the attendee was locateaticed that staff members seemed to sit next
to their peers of the same level of authority atadus within the School. Social interaction
between academic staff was also clear by the soortersations they had during meetings. |

was curious to know what was being spoken abotiiasvould be relevant to my research.
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In observing how the members of academic staffracted with each other, | got the
impression that they sympathised with each othdrvaere very supportive of each other’s
views. This was apparent by the tone of voice uaed,also by the way they looked at their
colleagues when they spoke. This observation &lstes to the issue of power politics, as it

is evident that they were supporting and sympatgitheir fellow teachers.

Social interaction was also an issue when the asmdaembers of staff interacted with other
groups in the meeting (administrative members afff sand students). The way they
interacted with students in the Student-Staff FoMeeting was very interesting. It was also
noticed that they acted as a mediator between tsidand the School administration. For
example, during the meeting, one of the ReseardigRmuate Student Representatives
mentioned that their fellow students wanted to fnelved in teaching at the School. The
Postgraduate tutor responded to the student repetise and advised that the School would
discuss this suggestion further, outside of thetimgeand report back with their decision at a
later date. The academic members of staff triedléemonstrate their understanding and
support for their students. This observation aédates to power politics. It was apparent that
the academic members of staff felt they were iramtle with students against the School
administration in such a way that they appeardoktdefending and supporting students and
actively campaigning for their rights. | may bé&gbktly premature in making such a final
judgement of this issue at this early stage of malysis; however, this would be a very
interesting finding if proved to be true. It is@lgnportant to mention that students are a part
of the power roles in the School. The School urtdads the importance of their power to the
organisation, and this is why student represergatattend many of the School meetings.
Interacting with people of administrative roles whidt to be more formal and less

sympathetic.

Another issue, which related to issues of sociraction and power politics, was group
support. The most important example here was tbattlie most part, whenever the
Chairperson suggested an idea in the meeting,asienvajority of attendees agreed instantly.
This was most clear to notice in the meeting thas whaired by the Head of School, which
was the Student-Staff Forum Meeting. In all megihattended, there was not one instance

whereby an attendee disagreed with the Chairperson.
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Participation, Inclusion and Exclusion
It was noticed in meetings that all attendees gpgted in the meeting, which shows an

active involvement by all attendees. It was alsticed that their views were somehow very
similar, and this could show that they share simimganisational goals or beliefs.
Participation was displayed in two ways. The fivgds discussion where the meeting
attendees discussed several issues in the meBisgussions took place between the whole
group and also within smaller groups around théetétiwvo colleagues in most cases). In the
School Learning and Teaching Committee Meetingethvezre seven instances of an attendee

conversing and discussing with their colleague.

The second form of participation was presentingaisdand possible solutions for emerging
problems. For example, the Chairperson mentionpdoblem faced by the School and an
attendee suggested a solution. This brought theuskson onto issues of inclusion and
exclusion. It was noticed that not all ideas, sstjigaes or views were taken in the same way.
For example, in the Student-Staff Forum Meetingréhwere some discussions about the
School financial issues. The Chairperson said th@tSchool should be keen on reducing
expenses and asked for any suggestions that may tbebddress this issue. Several
suggestions were offered by the attendees and npeesdo the Chairperson. In some
instances, the Chair showed admiration for a sugge# he felt that this was a worthy

option, and sometimes he did not. However, | coud understand on what basis he
evaluated ideas and suggestions. On some othesionsathe Chairperson did not show
admiration, but that suggestion was then suppa@tetreinforced by another attendee of the

meeting. In this instance, the Chairperson showetksnterest.

Reaching and Making Decisions
The way decisions were made at meetings was sharedttendees participated in all

decisions. The meetings showed that there was styteeof voting system used. The voting
system was not explicitly conducted. The followexpmple shows what happens here. In
the Student—Staff Meeting, the Chairperson pregemsues on reducing expenses, and
decisions needed to be made. He presented thesegsgg that the University required
strategies and practices where all Schools shaddce their expenses. He asked attendees

“Do you think there are any possible strategies prattices where we can save money?”
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Several suggestions were offered. Some suggestierssinstantly opposed by some meeting
members, and the Chairperson disregarded such stigge Other suggestions were
welcomed by attendees or at least not opposed.Chagrperson then said “this is a good
idea” and then he asks “what do you think?” Attesglshared their thoughts and opinions on
that particular suggestion, and when the Chairpersaw there was agreement, or no
opposition for a suggestion, a decision was thedema@his process for decision-making was

followed for many decisions in these meetings.

Another important issue related to decision-makirag decision advisers. It was found that
sometimes members of administrative staff weret@avto meetings, and the Chairperson
sometimes looked to them for support and advicpasticular decisions. For example, in the
STLC Meeting, the Chairperson asked the Postgradbdatdent Recruitment Officer about
the number of applicants in a particular programagedecisions regarding that particular
programme needed to be made. This instance shdwesday the School used data from this
source to support their decisions.

4.3.3 Thematic Analysis: Faculty of Education, King Saud University
| was planning to attend meetings of a similar reatto those attended at the earlier

organisations, but it was found that each orgamisathad their own structure of
organisational meetings. This is due to the orgdimsal structure of the institution, and |
believe this has major ramifications on the findiraf this research as such structures affect
methods of decision-making. This subsection disssus®ur thematic areas, which are
identical to those at the other institution. Theadh collected, which led me to organise
findings in this particular structure in order take the findings correlate between the two
organisations, facilitated the process of making tbomparison between the two

organisations more convenient and straightforward.

Context of Meetings
The data from the meeting observations does notyreanfirm the data from the

documentary analysis in the previous chapter athmutveak or unsystematic organisation of
meetings. This is so as meetings observed wereosgdinised. | understood from this that
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the Faculty does not pay as much attention to deatimg meetings in minutes. Although,
meetings were assigned to start at a particula, timne of the meetings | observed started at
that time, and were late by an average of 10 mmWNet starting on time could relate to the
Saudi culture, which | believe does not pay mut¢éngion to adhering to time or punctuality.
With regards to the Faculty Staff Meeting, | codégkl the extent of the intensive work
required for the meeting. For example, the meetiag held at a time when no lectures were
taking place, in order to make it possible for mémbers of academic staff to attend.
Meetings took place in the theatre in the Facdlhe meeting room used, a small auditorium,
was large enough to accommodate the large numlatesfdees. Attendees entered in groups
of three or four and some were engaged in conversais they entered. They were not
assigned to any particular seats, and picked their seats as they entered the room, and
appeared to sit with those members with whom thag bonversations. | provide more

discussion on this in the later section on soai@raction and power politics.

The meeting attendees were male only. | founditliexesting as | wondered why females
were excluded from the meeting, relating observetiiothe theme of “participation, inclusion
and exclusion”. With some curiosity, | found thatrfales attended these meetings by means
of a video conferencing system. There was a camieeoing the “panel” only. Females
shared the meeting, but were situated in a difter@om, relating to the Saudi culture, which
does not support gender integration in higher dilutaSince female staff participate in
meetings through a video conferencing system, tbaiticipation in the conversation and
discussion is likely to be less effective, and theed to less participation in the decision-
making process. Attendees were both administratiMeteaching members of staff; however,
what was evident was that the administrative membérstaff were also academics. There
was only one member of staff in attendance who letdcal administrative duties. This
person was the Dean’s Personal Assistant, whoedaotit basic administration duties for the
meeting, and also assisted the Dean whilst in teetimy. Departmental Meetings appeared

to be simpler, as there were a smaller numbertefdées (only 18).

In the Faculty Staff Meeting, the Dean and HeadSepartments were sitting on one table at
the front of the auditorium. Speakers used microgsdo support their voice to ensure they

could be heard by all attendees in the large radmecuments were given to attendees prior to
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the meeting. The meeting started with a welcomiogdyresented by the Chairperson. Then
his assistant reviewed the key points and issum®s the earlier meeting. The discussion
started by the Dean’s assistant addressing issolsthe agenda. The meetings lasted for an

average of two hours.

Social Interaction and Power Politics
The role of social interaction and its relatiorptiawer politics were not dominant in meetings.

The role of social interaction was a little cleaaed was presented more than power politics.
There were some instances that could explain tideses. Firstly, most attendees entered the
meeting room in groups of three or four. These feogere all chatting in groups. In the
Faculty Staff Meeting there were not much eye adrtetween attendees as they faced one
side of the room towards the Chairperson and hadsl®ef Departments. The small groups of
attendees sat next to each other and did not hdeecenversations with each other during
meetings. Attendees only talked when they weredaskdyy the meeting Chairperson or his
assistant. | believe this relates to the Saudi Atdture, which pays much attention to having
one speaker in a meeting. If there was more tharpenson speaking, it would be considered
as showing disrespect, and obviously none of ttendées would want to be considered as
being disrespectful whilst in the meeting. Thisdedhe discussion forward to the issue of
power politics. This was not the case in the Depental Meeting. There were many
discussions and interruptions between the membperbaps this was supported by the way
they were sitting at the table, facing each othiere was space for discussion as there were

a smaller number of attendees in the room.

Power politics were not that clear to notice in theeting room among academics and the
Faculty administration. There is a struggle betwi#entwo groups, and this was felt in the
strong dominance conveyed by the Faculty administraover their academic members of
staff. Perhaps an example from meeting the twodcexplain this point. One of the academic
members of staff proposed a grant for a study #medQhairperson says the following:
“Regarding the study proposal presented by Dr. X after reviewing by specialised
committees, the Faculty has decided to reject ikasons regarding this decision will be sent
Dr. X in the course of the next week”. The membiestaff who presented this proposal was

present in the meeting. He received the Facultgsigion without saying a word or
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disagreeing or refuting the decision in the meetimbis example showed the strong
dominance of the Faculty’s administration over aisademic staff. Most of the time in

meetings was spent on the Chairperson or his assipassing decisions made by him or
specialised committees. This related to a followtimgme regarding decision-making, and it
also related to power politics as it showed theesmg power and authority enjoyed by the

Dean of Faculty.

Participation, Inclusion and Exclusion
Staff participation by academic members of staftwaesented in meetings. Participation

was distinct in the way their input in the meetings significant, as the main point of the
meeting was to discuss their proposals and requélets majority of the meeting time was
spent on discussing and informing decisions aboatiemic members of staff requests and
proposals. In this way, academic members of satigpated in the meeting’s input, yet not
during the meeting, with verbal discussions. Diseus was minimal in the meeting and
mainly restricted to people sitting on the ’'panlble; that is the Dean, his assistant and
Heads of Departments. In some instances, the atkenbers of academic staff participated
in discussions. For example, in Meeting Four, tleas assistant asked one of the academic
staff members about the reasons behind his refoueptblication sponsorship. The Dean’s
assistant stated that the reasons provided werecleat enough, and he asked for more
clarification. The academic member of staff expdainin further detail, and the Dean
answered that the decision would be made latertl@adcademic member of staff would be
informed about the decision made by a specialisgdnuttee in the following meeting.
Through attending the Departmental meeting, | kilest such follow up took place there.
Examples of similar participation were very fewJyoten times in three meetings observed.
Another remark on participation was that femaleratees attended via a video conferencing
system. Their participation was very minimal, andgpeared that in every case, they agreed
on any discussion or decision and did not opposabgct anything. This showed that their

participation was particularly passive.

The discussion about participation leads to inolisand exclusion. Through observing
meetings, | understood that the Faculty Staff mestiwere not the place to include or

exclude academic staff members. The Faculty hadtaers of specialised committees, which
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constituted the place for inclusion and exclusidimnese committees are places where
academic members of staff have more space forisloession. Nonetheless, it is important to
explain that these specialised committees are mgtimore than departmental committees. |
decided to attend one of these departmental meetifiigere was more discussion and
participation for academic members of staff; howewtbey did not participate in issues
relating to Faculty policies or strategies. | ldatimat issues of policy and strategy were
restricted to the Dean and his high ranking adrratise members of the staff. In this regard,
academic members of staff views concerning org#oisa policy and strategy were

excluded, and this perhaps explains the low involmet of academic members of staff in
meetings. Not all of them really listened to whaaswbeing said in meetings. | say this

because | saw a few attendees reading irrelevateriala, e.g. novels.

Reaching and Making Decisions
During meetings, | observed that decisions were matle at the Faculty Staff meetings

themselves. Decisions are usually discussed inrthepats and then discussed for approval
in Faculty meetings. It is worth mentioning thatredecisions may be rejected or postponed
due to the lack of authority at faculty level, asal refereed to the Vice Chancellor and his
deputy, particularly for financial issues. The d&pental meeting | attended had ten male
participants and eight female participants who wewpenected via a video conferencing
system. Academic members of staff participatedhis tneeting in the discussion and in
decision-making. However, all issues they discusséated to student affairs and teaching
and learning issues. The meeting did not discugsisaues related to a policy or strategy.
The Departmental meeting was more intense withudsons and participation from all
attendees. Whenever a member presents an issuepintios time this relates to a student the
member was teaching or supervising and it seenetdhth received much support from his
colleagues, and the decision was generally goingetgositive. The issue here relates to
power politics as members of academic staff suppadh other for particular decisions.
Going back to the Faculty meeting, one importarategy used was postponing. Whenever
the Dean could not make a decision, he said thaittishue would be reviewed by specialist
committees for advice and consultancy, or woulddferred to the University Council. The
Dean mentioned in four instances that he needeestwt and consult the Faculty regulations
to be sure about what decision to make, and thisninat the decision would have to be

postponed, most probably until the next meeting.
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4.3.4 A Comparative Analysis of the Two Institution s
In the comparison, | follow the same thematic adkasussed earlier, and in this regard, there

are three thematic areas discussed in this subsegthich are social interaction and power
politics, participation, inclusion and exclusiordareaching and making decisions.

Social Interaction and Power Politics
Several differences and similarities were foundtred to this theme. Firstly, levels of social

interactions between academic members of staffSdf ere found to be stronger. This was
evident, particularly before the meeting commenaat] as attendees were entering the
room. Nonetheless, these personal social interecticere abserduring the Faculty Staff
meetings; although they were present at the otfganisation. Social interaction was more
present at the Departmental Meetings. This relatdbe nature and style of how meetings
were conducted. Whenever a large group of staff beesnattended a meeting, such as the
Faculty Staff Meeting, there was not much spacesémial interaction. The difference was
the result that the British culture seemed morefodimble for meeting attendees. Moreover,
attendees at the University of Leeds meetings séeimeshow certain sympathy to each

other. Such feelings were not felt as stronglhhatKSU institution.

Relating to the issue of social interaction was gshape of the meeting rooms and the way
attendees were seated. At Leeds, participants weated at one single table and this
facilitated better social interaction. At KSU, peaitants were seated in a lecture theatre style
meeting room, which hindered interaction among anad members of staff. Such a seating
style might have helped to create an atmosphetev@fdifferentiated parties (those at the
front of the room facing those opposite). Nonetblehis was not the case in departmental
meetings. It was found that attendees at bothtirigtns sat in groups as per their preference.
This might have helped in creating alliances anégof power for the attending members of
academic staff. The final issue in this sectiothesrole of the Chairperson. It was found that
these people at both organisations enjoyed poweraathority over others. However, also
noticed was that the role of the Chairperson (g Dean) at KSU, who enjoyed much more
power than the Chairperson (e.g. the Dean) at LeBEagis might be caused by the Saudi
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culture, which offers much power and authority ttode members of staff in senior
administrative positions. This relates to the idédifference in the culture and high power
distance discussed by Hofstede (2010), where tilege or democratic model is less
evident at KSU.

Participation, Inclusion and Exclusion
There were many differences regarding participatioolusion and exclusion between the

two organisations. The first was that students nattend such meetings at KSU whereas at
Leeds, the Student-Staff Forum meetings allow stu@tendance and participation. This
issue reveals the difference in the way each obthanisations sees its students. The School
of Education at Leeds believes that such a grougtalfeholders are a key group of people
that contribute to the success of the organisa#diihough, students do not participate in
staff meetings at KSU, their complaints and issaresbrought to meetings, but this is done

by the academic members of staff.

The second important issue relating to participaisothat almost every attendee participated
in discussions held at Leeds. At KSU, participatwas not substantially high. This could
show a higher involvement for attendees at the &hsity of Leeds. Participation in these
meetings helped in creating discussions, which wetemely helpful in finalising decisions.
More input into discussions was brought to the mgstby the academic members of staff.
Again, it is not that the Faculty ignores theirwsgetotally, or that academic members of staff
have some input but this is done in the form oftimgi proposals and requests. This strategy
might be ineffective because it requires time feoge to write and send the proposal to
particular committees. There are no instant disonssfor emerging issues. The Faculty of
Education at KSU improvises a solution for this veht allows more discussion at different
meetings; and discussion is restricted to limit=iies at the Departmental Meeting. The final
important issue is the level of influence on diffier organisational issues. Areas of influence
were much broader at Leeds. Academic members &f wtae involved in many issues
ranging from teaching and learning to finance. #swiound that the School involves its
members of academic staff in decisions relatingttategy and policy, and this was not found
at all at KSU. For example, meeting attendees weemesulted on financial issues and

spending at Leeds, while at KSU, such an issue neaonsidered as their business. The
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final issue relates to gender. Female attendeléSdtattended meetings; however, they were
in different meeting rooms (via a video conferegcsystem). It was noticed that female staff

were less likely to participate in decisions.

Reaching and Making Decisions
It was found that there were different levels oh@demic staff engagement in decision-

making. The most important point related to shatedsions. At the School of Education at
the University of Leeds, although decisions wereegally shared between attendees, there
was an informal and implicit voting style, yet radt views were considered. On the other
hand, at KSU decisions were not particularly shatedan be concluded that decisions are
discussed in the departments and approved in thdtyameetings. It might be said that
members of committees are academic members of ataffin this sense they participate in
decision-making in their specialised committeesdepartments. This is true; nonetheless
their decisions were limited to teaching and suiserg issues. They were involved in any

administrative, policy or strategy related issues.

Integrating academic members of staff in decisielating to policy and strategy at Leeds
has proved positive, as there were examples whexebthe attendees enriched the meeting
by sharing an experience gained from another usityerin this example, integrating
academic members of staff in the meeting proves tthia does, in fact, add value to the
decision-making process, and ultimately enablesUhmersity to receive maximum input
and value for money from all members of staff, biyfutilising the organisation’s resources.
The School of Education at the University of Leduss therefore proved to be more
resourceful than the other organisation. Anotheangple is that some administrative

members of staff are invited to meetings and caeduh order to reach better decisions.

The influence of authority of the Dean in decisiaaking was felt at both organisations. This
influence, however, was more dominant at KSU. Miestisions relating to the organisation’s
policy and strategy were made by him, or by theversity’s Chancellor. A final remark

regarding decision-making from meeting observatimas postponing. Whenever the Chair
of meetings was not sure about what decision toem#ékey postponed making such a
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decision. This strategy could provide them with entime to obtain more information and
make better decisions. This was demonstrated in boiversities, that the right amount of
time, consideration and consultation was given teeémy decisions were finalised, showing
the commitment required to ensure that the bessidacwas reached.

4.3.5 Research Follow-up
This research phase has promoted major reflectiothe study in two ways. The first is

regarding the research methodology and design.eThere several examples where findings
of the study provided useful insights to be inclilidie the following stage. A collection of
thoughts were grouped together and were includedermeeting schedule for the following
research stage. Some points had been includedallhgiyet the findings of the documentary
analysis and observation stages helped in refitiiagquestions, making them more focused.
In some other examples, a key finding has suggestdohg a new prompt or sub-question, in
order to gain more focused ideas.

Another reflection resulting from this initial regeh stage is on the theoretical framework
for this study. The major issue is that each of tinganisations have totally different
approaches to decision-making. This supports teasiduggested by Hofstede (2010) where
cultural differences have major implications foderstanding organisational behaviour. One
very important issue this exploratory stage hapdwtlin is reflecting on the wording and
construction of the questionnaire, the research fimothe survey (the third stage of the

research). This is the focus of the following cleapt

4.4 Summary

This chapter has presented the findings from thmoeatory stage employing documentary
analysis and observation. The chapter has beededivinto two major parts where the first
presented and analysed findings from documents,tia@dsecond presented and analysed
findings from observations. All themes and sub-teernm this chapter have been suggested
from the data itself rather than the initial resb& agenda or previously published literature.
It is important to note that the first section tethto documents showed ‘areas related to
decision-making’ while the second part showed ‘tBsmelated to decision-making’.
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Reviewing the exploratory research stages revetllatdthere were significant differences
between the two institutions. Findings from Leetsvs that meetings are more of a place
where the School administration discusses thenerog staff members’ considerations. The
most important area relates to policy and budgbkis Theans, according to Martin (1998),
issues and decisions made at the meeting reldtetobjectives of the institution. Bringing
such issues to this meeting means that the Schaotswto involve their academic staff
members in discussing such an issue, or raisinteties of involvement regarding issues of
objectives of the institution. This was not evidahthe Faculty of Education at KSU. It was
felt that the meeting at this institution is a @aghere members of academic staff raise their
requests and suggestions. It relates more, irsétise, to the structure of the institution in the
way it makes decisions (Beach & Connolly, 2005)e Variation between the two institutions
again show different identities for each institatiand this supports the ideas presented by
Keep et al. (1996), Fleming (1997), and Zona (2005) about diféerences in higher
education institutions and that an institution fee@ed or even directed by its context.
Nonetheless, it is too early to reach conclusiosigh& nature of this research stage was
exploratory, aiming to obtain preliminary ideas ab@ach of the institutions regarding

decision-making for academic staff.
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Chapter Five
The Survey Findings

5.1 Introduction
Chapter Four presented the results of documentaalysis and observation. This chapter

now aims at presenting and discussing the reguolts the survey questionnaire completed by
academic staff from both the School of Educationtret University of Leeds and the
Education Faculty at KSU. This chapter is dividetbifour main parts. In organising the first
part, | followed the same pattern used previousti the questionnaires. The first section, or
Part 1, presents general descriptive informatiooualparticipants, relating specifically to
participants’ age, gender and number of years péeence. The following section, part two,
presents findings related to teaching decisiorigvied by research teaching decisions. This
part also includes the presentation of financiatisiens and then later by administrative
decisions. Part three of the chapter focuses a@wanfial analysis of the differences between
KSU and the University of Leeds in terms of releév@gcisions. Finally, the last part includes
sections on participants’ comments from the opeaedrguestions presented, discussion of
key findings and a summary of the chapter. Theitigsl at the first part of the chapter are
presented collectively from both universities. Témcond part of the chapter presents a
comparative analysis between data findings fronh lhutiversities. At this research stage, |
use one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to exantine differences between the two
universities in relation to different types of dgons (teaching, financial, research and

administrative).

As mentioned in the Methodology chapter, 190 qoastires were distributed - 141 at KSU
and 49 at the University of Leeds. 96 questionsaivere completed from both universities,
which means that the overall response rate is 5p&52cent (53 per cent of staff at the
Faculty of Education, KSU and 50.3 per cent of 8ahool of Education, University of
Leeds). According to Biemer and Lyberg (2003), ¢hare no response rates generally
considered to be the most widely compared statistic judging the quality of surveys. In

other words, there is no specific answer for thepoase rate in social sciences. Babbie
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(1998) suggest that 50 per cent is an acceptabponse rate in social sciences. This means

that the response rate acceptable in this stuchethodologically acceptable.

5.2 Profiles of Research Participants
This section represents the results of the questipresented on page one of the

guestionnaire. There are seven items in this seagking for information covering the
following: age, gender, number of years of expe@eim higher education, year of experience
in current role, formal job function, formal titlef position and administrative position.
Participants’ characteristics are used as faciodependent variables) that may or may not
affect academic staff participation in teachingsearch, financial and administrative
decisions. In other words, these factors may led as predictors for the future behaviour of
academic staff. Regression in general is useadmae the relationship between dependent

variables and independent variables that affecbéaviour of the dependent variable.

5.2.1 Study Sample by Gender

Table 5.1: Distribution of the Study Sample by Gendr

Gender Number Percentage
Male 72 75
Female 24 25
Total 96 100

The second question on the questionnaire and tkeiteen for discussion in this section

relates to the ‘gender’ of participants. There wasgery noticeable difference in the ratio of
responses received from males and females in thatales participated in the survey which
equated to 75 per cent, and only 24 females ppatied, totalling 25 per cent. It was noticed
how the number of male participants massively edede¢he number of females participants.
Table 5.1 above shows this difference.
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5.2.2 Study Sample by Age
The results show that only 4.2 per cent of theigpents were 34 years old or under. Very

few people actually succeed in obtaining their figation or moving into such a post prior

to the age of 34. The second age group is 35 -ABlcan be seen, there is a very obvious
increase in the number of participants who felbittiis age group category, and a total of
27.4 per cent of participants of the total intewee fell into this age group. The age range of
the third group is 45 - 54, and this age groupasgnts the largest percentage of participants,
totalling 37.5 per cent (n = 36). The last groupresents 55 years old plus, and this age
group also has a substantial amount of participantstal of 30.5 per cent falling into this

age group. These findings are summarised in Graph 5

Graph 5.1: Study Sample by Age

B 34and below m35-44 m45-54 w55+

4%

38%

It is immediately obvious to note the dominant ggaups in this career were those in the age
group of 45 and over, representing 69.5 per cepadicipants.

In terms of age comparison between KSU and Ledds shown that KSU has some

academic members of staff who are 35 years of ag@unger, whereas, there are none of
under this age range at the University of Leed® fighest age group at both organisations
is the 55 years old or older category. This hasig@nce and relevance to the research since

people of a certain age have particular views afléations on decisions. Generally, people

120



who fall into this age range will have extensivie lexperience, extensive work experience

and will have built up several years of academjmegience, gained in education.

Graph 5.2: KSU and Leeds University by Age
EKSU mLeeds

45.5

5.2.3 Study Sample by Formal Job Function at KSU an  d the University
of Leeds

This item inquires about formal job function, whiskeks to identify the participants’ duties,
i.e., identifying whether this is a teaching, reshaor other role. The highest group is
teaching and research, which represents 87 peirceoth universities. This shows that these
organisations invest their academics in both tewchnd research. The lowest scoring group
is research, only 4 per cent in both universitvesich seems natural as these organisations
provide higher education.

Graph 5.3 below illustrates participants’ work matuvhether it involves teaching, research
or both. A look at the graph shows that at KSU &eeds, the number of participants
involved only in teaching is very low (9 per cemtdad per cent, respectively). The vast
majority of participants are involved in both temghand research in universities, (87 per

cent and 92 per cent respectively).
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Graph 5.3: KSU and Leeds Staff by Formal Job
Function

B KSU mLeeds

Teaching & Teaching only Research only
research

5.2.4 Study Sample by Formal Title of Position

This item seeks to identify academic staff membéosisnal title of position and academic

status. This item in particular has some concerqsesenting and analysing data collectively

between the two organisations. This is so as e&theoacademic systems in the UK and

KSA have a different system and use differentdiftar their academic positions. There are a

larger range of titles used in Britain than in Safudbia. In the British system, the academic

titles are as follows, namely, teaching fellow,ea<h fellow, lecturer, senior lecturer, reader

and professor. The Saudi system has only threecataditles, lecturer, associate professor

and professor. Further analysis and discussioresepted later in the comparative section of

the chapter. In general, | divided the sample ithiee groups: professor, lecturer/senior

lecturer and others. Graph 5.4 shows that the ptxge of professors accounted for is 19 per

cent versus 52 per cent for lecturers and senoburers.
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Graph 5.4: KSU and Leeds Staff by Formal title of the
Position

There are clear differences between KSU and theddsity of Leeds in terms of professors
employed, with the percentage of Professors acowyfdr 25.4 per cent at KSU, against 8.3
per cent at the University of Leeds. There is npdifference between the two universities in
relation to the percentage of lecturers/seniorulecs (49.5 per cent and 58.3 per cent
respectively).

Graph 5.5: KSU and Leeds Staff by Formal Title of the
Position

B KSU MLleeds

58.3

Professor Lecturer/senior Other
lecturer
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5.3 Teaching-Related Decisions
This section presents the questionnaire resultsawhing-related decisions at both KSU and

the University of Leeds.

5.3.1 Teaching-Related Decisions at KSU & the Unive  rsity of Leeds

Under this heading, | present and discuss findirga Section B of the questionnaire, which

guestions the role and involvement of academic neembf staff regarding teaching related

decisions at the Faculty of Education at KSU amdSbhool of Education at the University of

Leeds. This section not only deals with the actoablvement of such decisions, but also

seeks to acquire participants’ views of their dasilevel of involvement. There are 13 items
under this question and participants are askedtéothem on a four point scale, where 1 is no
participation and 4 is always participation (pap&te always). Results from this question are
presented in the following Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2: Teaching Related Decisions at KSA and ¢hUniversity of Leeds
o No Low High Always Mean
Areas of Participation State o S o o Std. Dev.
Participation |participation |participation | participate
. ) Actual 2.1 17.0 22.3 58.5 3.37 | .842
Choosing your teaching
methods Desired 0 2.1 17.0 80.9 3.77 | .557
- Actual 6.6 20.0 15.8 57.9 3.25 | .989
Deciding on the course
references Desired 0 3.2 18.9 77.9 3.75 | .505
. . Actual 14.0 194 25.8 40.9 2.94 | 1.082
Producing synopsis of the
modules you teach Desired 0 0 24.2 75.8 3.76 | 431
o Actual 14.0 23.7 23.7 38.7 2.87 | 1.086
Identifying the content of
what you teach Desired 0 0 13.7 86.3 3.86 | .346
o L Actual 16.8 17.9 31.6 33.7 2.82 | 1.082
Identifying the objectives of
the modules you teach Desired 0 0 26.3 26.3 3.74 | .443
Developing the curriculum | Actual 15.1 35.5 26.9 22.6 2.57 | 1.004
related to your teaching -
eourses Desired 3.3 3.3 37.4 56.0 3.46 | 0.720
. Actual 16.1 34.4 28.0 215 2.55 | 1.006
The choice of module that
you teac Desired 3.2 8.4 29.5 58.9 3.44 | 0.782
Periodical changes in Actual 22.6 31.2 24.7 21.5 2.45 | 1.068
students evaluation -
strategies Desired 3.4 135 29.2 53.9 3.34 | 0.839
Course material evaluation| Actual 42.5 29.9 12.6 04.9 2.00 | 1.078
for credit transfer for
students from other Desired | 14.1 11.8 35.3 38.8 | 299 | 1.041
universities
. Actual 46.9 30.2 14.6 8.3 1.84 | .966
Production of general scho
timetable Desired 12.0 18.5 38.0 315 2.89 | .988
. . Actual 48.9 28.3 15.2 7.6 1.82 | .960
Evaluating teaching
standards in the departmer| Desired 15.2 16.3 33.7 34.8 2.88 | 1.057
. . Actual 50.5 33.0 10.6 6.4 1.73 | .894
IAssessing teaching load of
each staff member Desired 14.4 16.7 32.2 36.7 2.91 | 1.056

Table 5.2 indicates that choosing teaching methmydacademic members of staff at both
institutions had the highest mean rank (3.37) lier dctual decisions compared to 3.77 mean
for the desired decisions. These results show rdiffees between the actual and desired
decisions. However, the table shows that more tiahof the participants (58.5 per cent)
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have always participated in decision-making, coragao 80.9 per cent who wish to have

more involvement in choosing the teaching methods$he courses they teach.

Deciding on the course, references were ratedeasébond mean rank (3.25) against (3.75)
the desired decisions. More than half of the acackem t both universities (57.9 per cent)
actually decided on course references, while moae two-thirds (77.9 per cent) desired to
participate. Actual participation in producing tegnopsis of modules taught by academic
members of staff was rated as the third rank imnijgortance (2.94) compared to (3.76) for
desired decisions. About 40 per cent of participérdm both universities actually participate
in the production of synopses, versus 75.8 per oémarticipants who wish to get more

involvement.

Table 5.2 also shows that academic members of ataffess likely to actually participate in
decisions regarding developing the curriculum esldb courses they teach with a mean rank
2.57 against 3.46 for the desired participationesehfigures mean that the participation of
academic staff in designing modules is low and tesh to have more participation in such
decisions. It is also clear from the table that #actual participation of academic staff in
decisions related to choosing the modules theyhteath mean rank 2.55 versus 3.44 mean
for the desired participation. In terms of percget less than one quarter actually participate

in the choice of modules they teach, against 58t ent for desired participation.

It is clear from the table above that the actuatigipation in evaluating teaching standards
and assessing the teaching load for each staff membboth universities had the lowest
mean ranks (mean = 1.82 and 1.73 respectively). édew the desired participation

accounted for higher mean rank than the actuaicgaation in both universities (mean= 2.88

and 2.91 respectiely).
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5.3.2 Teaching-related Decisions in the Faculty of
This section presents the findings of teachingteelalecisions from academic members of

Education at KSU

staff of the Faculty of Education at KSU. Table Beé8ow summarises these findings.

Table 5.3: Teaching-related Decisions — KSU

S No Low High Always Mean
Areas of Participation State Participation | participation | participation | participate Std. Dev.
_ _ Actual 2.9 20.3 29.0 47.8 3.22 | 0.872
Choosing your teaching methods -
Desired 2.9 0 21.7 75.4 3.70 | 0.626
o Actual 8.5 26.8 12.7 52.1 3.08 | 1.066
Deciding on the course referenc -
Desired 0 4.2 16.9 78.9 3.75| 0.626
Producing Synopsis of the modul ACtua| 188 25,2 275 302 270 1102
you teach Desited 0 0 19.7 80.3 | 3.77| 0.421
modules you teach Desired 0 0 16.9 83.1 | 3.80| 0.401
Identifying the content of what yq_Actual 18.8 29 27.5 24.6 2.58 | 1.063
teach Desired 0 0 16.9 83.1 3.83 | 0.377
teach Desired 4.2 2.8 26.8 66.2 3.55| 0.752
Production of the general school| Actual 35.2 36.6 16.9 113 2.04| 0.992
time table Desired 4.2 11.3 43.7 40.8 | 3.21| 0.809
Course material evaluation for Actual 41.8 209 13.4 14.9 201! 1.080
credit transfer for students from - 8
other universities DeSII‘ed 75 9 388 44 321 0897
Developing the curriculum relate{ Actual 15.5 45.1 22.5 16.9 2.41 | 0.950
to your teaching courses Desired 4.3 2.9 31.9 60.9 | 3.49| 0.760
Assessing teaching load for eacl| Actual 44.9 42 7.0 5.8 1.74] 0.834
staff member Desired 4.6 16.9 33.8 446 | 3.18| 0.882
Periodical changes in students | Actual 2.9 35.2 15.5 25.4 242 1.117
evaluation strategies Desired 4.5 9 17.9 68.7 | 351 0.842
Evaluating teaching standards in| Actual 59.7 26.9 7.5 6 160 0.871
the department Desired 17.9 9 26.9 46.3 | 3.01| 1.135

It is clear from Table 5.3 that the highest mearknaas allocated for the actual choosing of

teaching methods by academic staff, mean = 3.22u868.70 for desirable participation. The

second mean rank was allocated for actual partioipan decisions related to deciding on

course references, mean = 3.08 against 3.75 faedgzarticipation. Actual participation of

academic staff in the production of synopsis of alesl they teach had the third highest mean

rank, 2.70 versus 3.77 for desired participation.
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Table 5.3 also demonstrates a large difference dmtwactual participation and desired
participation (mean = 2.62 and 3.80 respectivetyelation to identifying the objectives of
modules. This means that academic members of stsfff to get more involved in related
decisions. Actual participation in identifying tieentent of what to teach by academic staff
had the fifth highest mean rank (2.58) comparedatdigher mean rank for desired
participation (3.83). It can be understood fromsthaesults that there is a noteworthy

difference between actual and desired participation

It seems from the table that the lowest mean ram&ee allocated for item evaluating
teaching standards in the department (mean = lafipugh the desired mean ranks was
high to a large extent (3.01). This means that @tacs wish to have more involvement in

such decisions.
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5.3.3 Teaching-Related Decisions in the School of E

University of Leeds

ducation at the

This section presents the questionnaire resultgeelto teaching-related decisions in the

School of Education at the University of Leeds. [Edh4 below summarises these findings.

Table 5.4: Teaching-related Decisions — Universityf Leeds

No

Low

High

Always

Mean

Areas of Participation State Participation | participation | participation | participate Std. Dev.
Choosing your teaching Actual| 2.8 18.4 29.1 49.7 | 3.80| 0.882
methods Desired 2.9 0 22.7 744 | 3.96| 0626
Deciding on the course Actual| 85 23.8 12.7 55.1 | 3.75| 1.066
references Desired 0 4.2 16.9 78.9 | 3.75| 0.626
Producing synopsis of the | Actual | 18.8 25,2 27.5 30.2 | 3.63| 1.102
modules you teach Desired 0 0 16.5 83.5 3.71| 0.421
Identifying the objectives of th| Actual 21.1 22.5 27.5 24.6 3.42| 1.100
modules you teach Desired 0 0 16.9 83.1 3.54( 0.401
Identifying the content of wha{ Actual 17.8 27 28.5 26.6 3.71] 1.063
you teach Desired 0 0 14.9 85.1 | 3.96| 0.377
The choice of module that yoJ Actual 159 42 24.6 174 2-88| 0.962
teach Desired 4.2 2.8 26.8 66.2 | 3.12| 0.752
Production of the general sch{ Actual |  35.2 36.6 16.9 11.3 1.28] 0.992
time table Desired 4.2 11.3 43.7 40.8 | 1.81| 0.809
Course material evaluation fol Actual 41.8 299 13.4 14.9 1.95( 1080
credit transfer for students fro
other universities Desired 7.5 9 38.8 448 | 2.17| 0.897
Developing the curriculum | Actual| 155 45.1 22.5 16.9 | 2.55| 0.950
related to your teaching cours| pesired 4.3 29 31.9 60.9 2.82| 0.760
Assessing teaching load for e] Actual|  44.9 42 7.0 58 1.72] 0.834
staff member Desired 4.6 16.9 33.8 44.6 | 2.20| 0.882
Periodical changes in student| Actual 2.9 35.2 155 254 2-85] 1117
evaluation strategies Desired 45 9 17.9 68.7 3.09( p.842
Evaluating teaching standardd Actual 59.7 26.9 7.5 6 2.40] 0.871
the department Desired  17.9 9 26.9 46.3 | 252 1135
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Table 5.4 indicates no major differences between dbtual and desired participation in

teaching decisions in all items. It is clear frame table that the the highest mean rank was
allocated for the actual choosing of teaching meshlny academic staff, mean = 3.80 versus
3.96 for desirable participation, followed Bgciding on the course references accounted fér 3.7

for both actual and desired participation.

The mean of actual participation in the choice afdoie that academic members of staff
choose to teach accounted for 2.88 compared to f@rl@esired participation. This was
followed by production of the general school time takactual = 2.85 and desired = 3.09). The
mean of participation in identifying the objectiveé modulesan academic staff member

teacheswas 3.42 for actual and 3.54 for desired particypat

The mean of actual participation of the acadenaftf gt the production of the general school
timetable accounted for 1.28 compared to 1.81 fesirdd participation.. In terms of
evaluating teaching standards in the departmeatnian for actual participation is 2.40 and

desired 2.52. Table 5.4 presents other items diicgzation in decisions related to teaching.
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5.3.4 Comparing KSU and the University of Leeds
This section presents the differences between #wilfy of Education at KSU and the

School of Education at the University of Leeds, agning their participation in teaching
related decisions. Table 5.5 summarises thesenfysdn a comparative manner below.

Table 5.5: Comparing Teaching-related Decisions (lexls and KSA)
o K. W.
Areas of Participation State Leeds | KSU S
ig.

Choosing your teaching methods Actual 3.80 3.22 001
Desired 3.96 3.70 .025

Deciding on course references Actual 3.75 3.08 009
Desired 3.75 3.75 776

Producing synopsis of the modules you teach Actual 3.63 2.70 -000
Desired 3.71 3.77 514

Identifying the objectives of the modules you teach Actual 3.42 2.62 002
Desired 3.54 3.80 .012

Identifying the content of what you teach Actual 3.71 2.58 .000
Desired 3.96 3.83 119

The choice of module that you teach Actual 2.88 243 054
Desired 3.12 3.55 .008

Periodical changes in the students’ evaluationegias Actual 2.85 2.42 543
Desired 3.09 3.51 .000

Developing the curriculum related to your teaching Actual 2.55 2.41 .000
courses Desired 2.82 3.49 167
Production of the general school time table Actual 1.28 2.04 -000
Desired 1.81 3.21 .000

Course materials evaluation for credit transfer for Actual 1.95 2.01 AT72
students from other universities Desired 2.17 3.21 000
Evaluation of progress of research projects in the Actual 1.72 1.76 0.819
department Desired | 220 | 333 | (o018
IAssessing teaching load for each staff member Actual 1.2 1.74 472
Desired 2.20 3.18 .000

Evaluating teaching standards in the department Actual 240 1.60 -000
Desired 2.52 3.01 .008
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It is clear from table 5.5 that academic memberstaff at the University of Leeds are more
likely to actually participate in choosing the teeng methods for courses they teach (mean =
3.80), than their counterparts at KSU (mean = 3vi@#f) P=0.001<0.05). Although staff at
the University of Leeds actually participate in teaching methods in decision-making, they
still wish to desirably participate in such decrsgmean = 3.96) compared to 3.70 at KSU.
In relation to deciding on the course referencgaim staff at the University of Leeds are
more likely to participate (mean = 3.75) in sucltig®ns than staff at KSU (mean = 3.08),
along with P=0.009. Staff at both universities dlyuaish to desirably participate in such
decisions with no significant differences betweble two universities (mean = 3.75, P=
0.776). Actual participation in decisions relatedhe production of synopsis of modules had
the third mean rank (mean = 3.63 for the UniversityLeeds and 2.70 for KSU) with
P=0.000. However, results in the table above indioa significant differences between the
two universities in relation to desired participatin producing a synopsis (mean = 3.71 and
3.77 respectively, P = 0.514>0.05).

Actual participation of staff in identifying the @atives of the module they teach accounted
for significant differences between the UniversifyLeeds (mean = 3.42) and KSU (mean =
2.62) along with P = 0.002<0.05. Apparently, thademic staff members at KSU are more
likely to desirably participate in such decisionge@n = 3.80) than those at the University of
Leeds (mean = 3.54) along with P = 0.012<0.05.

Again, staff at the University of Leeds are moieely to actually participate in decisions
related to identifying the content of what theyctedmean = 3.71) than their counterparts
from KSU (mean = 2.58) with P = 0.000<0.05. Thediings demonstrate no significant
differences between universities (P = 0.119>0.8bice the academics at both universities
wish to gain more involvement in decisions relatedhe content of the modules that they

teach.

Table 5.5, in general, indicates to what extent e of academic staff from both
universities participate in teaching-related decisi The table shows that the lowest mean

rank was allocated for decisions related to evalgateaching standards whether in Leeds
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(mean = 2.40), or KSU (mean = 1.60). However, thaseKSU wish to have more
involvement in such decisions (mean = 3.01), thweirtcounterparts from Leeds (mean =
2.52) along with P = 0.008<0.05.

5.3.5 Assumptions One Way Analysis of Variance (ANO  VA)

The nature of this study and its research questortel the use of ANOVA because it aims
to examine the differences between KSU and the éJgity of Leeds in terms of decision-
making at both universities. There are a numbeuraderlying assumptions of ANOVA
(Green and Salkind 2003):

1. The dependent variable is continuous;
2. Normality of dependent variable in relation to thédependent variable;

3. The population variances and covariance among #perdient variables are the
same across all levels of the factor (homogeneity).

Assumption One:
| used COMOUTE in SPSS to create an additive indelich added all items in the

guestionnaire related to teaching, research, fiahrand administrative decisions. This
process has produced four continuous variableshiiegq related-decisions, financial-related
decision, research-related decisions and admihistreelated decision. It can be concluded
that the first assumption was achieved. It is ctean the four graphs below that the majority
of observations are crowded around the mean, amkftre are approximately following

normal distribution.

Assumption Two: Normality
The following histograms of the six dependent Jalga are presented below. It is clear from

the six graphs below that all continuous varialales approximately normal. Therefore, the
assumption of normality is met. It is clear frone thix scatter plots that the vast majority of

data are scattered around the straight line.
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Assumption Three: Homogeneity of Variances
Levene’s test of the homogeneity of variance (sethibdology chapter) in the table below,

indicates that the p-values (significant level) Yariables (teaching-related decisions actual,
teaching-related desired decisions, financial-eelatdecisions-actual, financial-related
decisions desired, administrative-related decisiaosial, administrative-related decisions
desired, research-related decisions actual, amdnesrelated decisions desired) are greater
than 0.05, which brings the conclusion that vamanacross groups are significantly different
(unequal). Therefore, the assumption of homogeneihpot violated. This is shown in Table
5.6 below.

Table 5.6: Test of Homogeneity

Levene Statistics P-value
2.227 0.140
3.052 0.138
1.791 0.136
2.81 0.092
1.683 0.058
2.115 0.199
0.167 0.684
3.115 0.081

5.3.6 Findings of One Way Analysis of Variance (ANO VA)

Actual Teaching-related Decisions
ANOVA Table 5.7 indicates a significant differenbetween KSU and the University of

Leeds in relation to the actual teaching decisiaken (F = 7.483, P = 0.008<0.05). This
means that academic members of staff at the Urniyeof Leeds are more likely to

participate in decisions related to teaching, tifeir counterparts at the KSU.
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Table 5.7: ANOVA for Teaching Related-decisions (doal)

Sum of Squares |Df Mean Squar{F Sig.
Between Groups 506.229 1 506.229 7.483 .008
Within Groups 5074.083 75 67.654
Total 5580.312 76

Desired Teaching-related Decisions
Again, the results of one way ANOVA demonstrategaificant difference between staff at

KSU and staff at the University of Leeds regardihgir desire to participate in teaching-
related decisions (F = 16.697, P = 0.000<0.05h&lgh the actual participation of academic
staff at the University of Leeds was higher than K $e desire of the academic staff at KSU

to participate in teaching related decisions waghi than those at the University of Leeds.

Table 5.8: ANOVA for Teaching Related-decisions (dgre)

Sum of Squares| Df |Mean Squar F Sig.
Between Groups 680.26( 1 680.260 16.697% .00d
Within Groups 3055.53] 75 40.74(
Total 3735.79] 76

These results reflect the significant differenceswieen the two universities in relation to
teaching-related decisions. It is clear from theuhs that academic members of staff at the
University of Leeds participated more in teachietpted decisions than their counterparts at
KSU. Furthermore, one ANOVA demonstrates significstatistical differences between the
two universities, which emphasises that those ethiversity of Leeds have more freedom

to express their views, which was supported inribgepth interviews (see Chapter Six).
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5.4 Research-related Decisions
This section presents the questionnaire resultssafarch related decisions in both King Saud

University and the University of Leeds.

5.4.1 Research Related Decisions in KSU and the Un iversity of Leeds

Table 5.9: Research-related Decisions at KSU anddHJniversity of Leeds

No Low High Always Std.
State Mean
Areas of Participation Participation | participation | participation | participate Dev.
Contract negotiation for privately | Actual 57.1 31.9 8.8 2.2 3.250.989
funded research Desired 19.5 9.2 39.1 32.2 3.75 | 0.505
Writing a grant application for Actual 52.6 27.4 13.7 6.3 1.74 1 0.925
externally funded research projec| Desired 8.6 12.9 35.5 43.0 3.13(0.947
Evaluation of progress of researd Actual 51.6 27.4 16.8 4.2 1.74 | .890
projects in the department Desired 19.4 8.6 28.0 44.1 2.97 | 1.146
Actual 61.1 21.1 14.7 3.2 1.6 | 0.856
External research consultancy
Desired 10.8 8.6 40.9 39.8 3.1 | 0.956
Feasibiity studies for private fundq Actual 69.7 22.5 4.5 3.4 1.42 [ 0.736
research projects Desired 24.1 16.1 20.7 39.1 2.75| 1.13
Periodically estimating the resear{ Actual 78.9 12.6 7.4 11 1.31 | 0.654
projects budget of the departmen{ Desired 24.2 17.9 38.5 19.8 2.54 | 1.068

This section presents academic staff members’ gi@ation in research related decisions.
Table 5.9 above indicates that contract negotiatanprivately funded projects had the

highest mean rank (3.25) for actual participatibracademic staff, compared to 3.75 mean
rank for desired participation. The second meatk kaas for writing grant applications for

externally funded research projects, with 1.74 mianactual participation and 3.13 for

desired participation. Again, the engagement oflacac staff in the evaluation process of
research projects was rated as the third rank mvéhn 1.74 for actual participation and 2.97
for desired participation. The table also showsdtieial participation of academic members
in external research consultancy which had a lowmmmank (1.6), compared to 3.1 desired
participation. Apparently, the periodically estiing research projects budget had the lowest

rank, with a mean of 1.31 for actual participatamd 2.54 for desired participation. The
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results presented in the table above demonstrghéfisant differences between actual and

desired participation in research related decisions

5.4.2 Research Related Decisions at KSU

Table 5.10: Research-related Decisions at KSU

No Low High Always Std.

Areas of Participation State Participation |participation | participation | participate Mean Dev.
Evaluation of progress of reseal Actual 45.1 36.6 15.5 2.8 1.76 (0.819
projects in the department Desired 7.2 8.7 27.5 56.5 3.33(0.918
Contract negotiation for privately] Actual 54.9 36.6 5.6 2.8 1.56 (0.732
funded research Desired 7.5 6 46.3 40.3 3.1910.857
Writing grant applications for Actual 63.4 254 11.3 0 1.48 (0.694
externally funded research proje{ Desired 7.2 8.7 34.8 49.3 3.26 (0.902
Feasibility studies for private Actual 69.7 22.5 4.5 3.4 1.4210.736
funded research projects Desired 24.1 16.1 20.7 39.1 2.75(1.13
External research consultancy | Actual 71.8 19.7 8.5 0 1.3710.638

Desired 7.2 29 40.6 49.3 3.32(0.849
Perbdically estimating the reseal Actual 77.5 14.1 8.5 0 1.31]0.623
projects budget of the departmer Desired 7.5 19.4 47.8 254 2.9110.866

Table 5.10 demonstrates low participation in aklteients related to academic staff

participation in research related activities andislens. Although actual participation in the

evaluation of progress of research projects hacdhifjleest rank, its actual mean accounted

only for 1.76, compared to 3.33 for desired pgpation. The second mean rank was for the

participation of academics in contract negotiatioprivately funded research projects (1.56),

compared with 3.19 for desired participation.

Mgt grant applications for externally

funded research projects had the third mean rankctfal participation (1.48), compared

with 3.26 for desired participation. The table aldwws that periodically estimating the

research projects budgets of the department hadlathest actual mean rank (1.31),

compared with 2.91 for desired participation. Imemal, the results indicate significant
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differences between the actual participation oflacac staff in research decisions and their

desired patrticipation. Therefore, staff wish toéavore involvement in research decisions.

5.4.3 Research-related Decisions at the University  of Leeds

Table 5.11: Research Related Decisions at the Unisgy of Leeds

No Low High Always
Areas of Participation State Participation |participation | participation |participate Mean | Std. Dev.
Writing a grant application for | Actual 20.8 35.3 20.8 25 2.50| 1.103
externally funded research proje| Desired| 12.5 25 37.5 25 2.75] 0.989
External research consultancy | Actual 29.2 25 33.3 12 2.29] 1.042
Desired| 20.8 25 41.7 125 |2.46| 0.997
Evaluation of progress of reseal Actual 45.1 36.6 15.5 2.8 1.76| 0.819
projects in the department Desired 7.2 8.7 27.5 56.5 |1.92| 0.918
Feasibility studies for private Actual 65 20 15 0 1.65| 1.089
funded research projects Desired 0 60 25 15 1.70| 1.081
Contract negotiation for privatel] Actual 6.5 15 20 0 1.55| 0.826
funded research Desired 60 20 15 5 1.65| 0.933
Periodically estimating research Actual 83.3 8.3 4.2 4.2 1.29| 0.751
projects budget of the departmelDesired| 70.8 12.5 12,5 4.2 1.50| 0.885

It is clear from Table 5.11 that the participatioh academic members of staff at the
University of Leeds in research-related activiteesl decisions is different from KSU, as
shown in the next section. The table indicates thatactual participation of academics in
writing grant applications for externally fundedopcts had the highest rank mean (2.50),
compared to 2.75 for desired participation. Actymdrticipation in external research
consultancy had the second highest mean rank (2@89npared to 2.46 to desired
participation. Actual participation in the evaluatiof progress of research projects registered
as the third mean rank (1.76), compared to 1.9é&sired participation. This means that
staff wished to have more involvement in the eviduwaof progress. Apparently, the actual
participation in periodically estimating the resgmarmprojects’ budgets accounted for the

lowest mean rank along with 1.29, compared as toed low desired participation in that
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activity. This means that academic members of st&fnot interested in participation in such

decisions.

5.4.4 Comparing Research-Related Decisions between  KSU and the
University of Leeds

Table 5.12: Comparing Research-Related Decisionstideeen KSU and Leeds

Areas of Participation State Leeds KSU Significance
Evaluation of progress of research projects in thg Actual 1.67 1.76 0.252
department Desired 1.92 3.33 0.000

Actual 1.55 1.56 0.728
Contract negotiation for privately funded researc

Desired 1.65 3.19 0.000
\Writing grant applications for externally funded | Actual 2.50 1.48 0.000
research projects Desired 2.75 3.26 0.017
Feasibility studies for private funded research Actual 1.65 1.42 0.439
projects Desired 1.70 2.75 0.000

Actual 2.29 1.37 0.000
External research consultancy

Desired 2.46 3.32 0.000
Periodically estimating the research projects bud Actual 1.29 1.37 0.604
of the department Desired 1.50 291 0.000

In this sub-section, | compare the actual and ddsparticipation of academic staff in
research related decisions. Table 5.12 demonstratesignificant difference between the
actual participation of both academic staff in K&t University of Leeds (P = 0.252). This
means that staff members at both universities fsogmtly participate in the evaluation
process of research. However, the table indicsigsificant differences between desired
participation in the evaluation of research (P 600<0.05), since academic staff at King
Saud University wish to be more involved in deaisinaking. Similarly, the table above
indicates no significance in actual participatidnstaff in contract negotiation for privately
funded research projects. Nevertheless, the &idws significant differences between both
universities (p=0.728>0.05), since staff at botlversities are not engaged in the negotiation

process of contracting research projects.
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In terms of writing grant applications for exterriahding, the results of this study show a

significant difference between the two universities= 0.000), whereas academic members
of staff at the University of Leeds are more likedybe engaged in writing a grant application

than their counterparts from KSU (2.50 and 1.4@eesvely, P = 0.000).

An important difference appears from the table a&haom that academics at KSU are less
likely to actually participate in external researcbnsultancy (mean = 1.37) than their
counterparts at the University of Leeds (mean 9,22= 0.000). Similarly, the table shows
significant differences between both organisationselation to desirably participating in

research consultancy, since those at KSU wish tonb@ved more than their counterparts

from the University of Leeds.

Similarly, the results in the table above indicate significant difference between the two
universities in relation to the actual participatiof academic members of staff in estimating
the budgets of research projects (P = 0.604). Hewedtiose at KSU are more likely to be
involved in decision-making than their counterpdmsn the University of Leeds (P=0.000).

5.4.5 Analysis of Variance of Research-related Deci  sions (ANOVA)

Actual Research-related Decisions
ANOVA Table 5.13 indicates a significant differenoetween KSU and University of Leeds

in relation to the actual research decisions taketme School of Education (F = 6.445, P =
0.002<0.05). This means that people at the UnityecdiLeeds are more likely to participate

in research-related decisions than their countes@akKSU.

Table 5.13: ANOVA for Related Decisions (actual)

Sum of Squares |df Mean SquardF Sig.
Between Groups 332.418 1 361.521 6.445 .002
Within Groups 4869.259 75 57.273
Total 5207.057 76
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Desired Research-related Decisions
The results of one way ANOVA demonstrate significdifference between KSU and the

University of Leeds concerning the desire of pgydtion in research-related decisions (F =
14.260, P = 0.000<0.05). Although the actual pguditton of those at Leeds University was
higher than KSU, the desire of KSU staff to papate in research-related decisions was

higher than those at the University of Leeds.

Table 5.14: ANOVA for Teaching Related Decisions kire)

Sum of Squaredq df |Mean Squar F Sig.
Between Groug 522.414 1 680.260 14.214 .00d
Within Groups 2925.25¢ 75 37.7572
Total 3489.255 76

5.5 Financial-Related Decisions
This section presenthe questionnaire results related to financial glens in both KSU and

the University of Leeds.

5.5.1 Financial-Related Decisions at KSU and the Un iversity of Leeds

Under this heading, | present and discuss therfgelfrom Section C of the questionnaire,
which queries participants about their role anel®f involvement of academic members of
staff regarding making financial decisions. Thistgs does not only deal with the actual
involvement of such decisions, but also seeks #migipants’ views on what they feel
regarding their level of involvement. There areitsns under this question, and they are
grouped for ease of presentation. In the questiarticipants are asked to rate items on a four
point scale, where 1 is no participation and 4wsags participate. Results from this question

are presented in Table 5.15 below.
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Table 5.15: Financial-related Decisions aKSU and the University of Leeds

o No Low High Always |Mean | Std.
Areas of Participation State o o o o
Participation |participation |participation |participate Dev.
. . Actual 50.0 25.6 17.8 6.7 1.81 [ 0.959
Supplying equipment for the
department Desired 8.1 22.1 43.0 26.7 2.88 10.900
. Actual 48.9 31.1 12.2 7.8 1.79 10.942
Maintenance of departmenta
buildings and equipment Desired | 12.9 22.4 32.9 31.8 |2.84(1.022
. . | Actual 51.1 27.8 15.6 5.6 1.76 10.916
Purchasing teaching materia
books and scientific periodic{ Desired 22.1 23.3 33.7 20.9 2.53 11.059
Estimating the value of Actual 51.1 31.8 9.1 8.0 1.74 10.928
additional teaching hours as
component of the budget | Desired | 16.7 22.6 19.0 40.5 |3.08|0.475
Estimating the budget Actual 57.1 33.8 5.8 3.3 1.52 10.726
allocation to purchase the
equipment needed for your | Desired | 22.1 30.4 27.9 176 |2.43|1.034
department
_ - . Actual 56.7 334 9.9 0 1.52 10.647
Assessing financial incentive
for students Desired | 21.2 29.4 29.4 20.0 |2.48|1.032
. . Actual 57.7 33.5 8.8 0 1.52 10.757
Supplying stationary for the
department Desired 21.2 314 27.4 20.0 2.48 11.022
Educational grants from Actual 59.1 31.8 6.7 2.4 1.52 10.727
international foundations for -
new Courses Desired 21.1 324 26.9 19.6 [2.43]1.035
Identifying the cost of annua Actual 56.7 34.4 8.9 0 1.52 10.657
activities and social events -
held by the department Desired 21.2 29.4 29.4 20.0 2.48 11.042
Estimating the cost of Actual 80.7 13.6 5.7 0 1.25 1 0.552
equipment and tools requireq—S 0 214 11.9 16.7 |1.95 [1.140

for the department

Table 5.15 clearly shows that the participatiomcddemic members of staff at KSU and the
University of Leeds, in general, is very low sintdee highest mean rank of actual
participation in supplying equipment for the Fagut School of Education accounted only

for 1.81, compared to 2.88 for the desired mean.

The actual participation of academics in decisimated to maintenance of the Faculty or
School of Education building is very low, and doe$ exceed, mean 1.79 compared to 2.84
who wish to desirably participate in such decisiohs a large extent, only 5.6 per cent of

participants reported their always participationdecisions related to purchasing teaching
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materials such as books and journals, compared0i® @er cent who wish to be more

involved in such decisions.

The actual participation of academics in decisi@tated to estimating the cost of equipment

and tools required for the Faculty or School of &ation was the lowest mean rank (1.25),

compared to 1.95 for desired participation. Itlsar from Table 5.15 that the majority of

participants do not participate in such decisions.

5.5.2 Financial-Related Decisions at KSU
Table 5.16 demonstrates a general perception lieab¥erwhelming majority of academic

staff of the Faculty of Education at KSU do nottjggpate in financial related decisions.

Table 5.16: Financial-related Decisions, KSU

L No Low High Always Mean | Std.
Areas of Participation State o o o o
participation |participation |participation | participate Dev.
Estimating the cost of equipment and to[ Actual 63.4 23.9 9.9 2.8 1.52]0.790
required for the department Desired 13 7.2 40.6 39.1 |3.06(0.998
Actual 62.3 24.6 13 0 1.51] 0.72
Supplying equipment for the departmen :
Desired 10 16.4 32.8 40.3 3.0311.000
Purchasing teaching materials, books aj Actual 67.6 22.9 7 2.8 1.45]0.752
scientific periodicals Desired 7.2 14.3 33.3 44.9 3.16(0.933
Actual 67.6 20.9 9 2.8 1.4510.752
Assessing financial incentives for studet Desired 75 12 336 249 31610933
Estimating the value of additionachind Actual 69.6 20.3 7.2 2.9 1.43(0.757
hours as a component of the budget Desired 104 25.4 20.9 43.3 2.97(1.058
Estimating the budget allocation to Actual 69.6 22.3 5.2 2.9 1.43]0.757
purchase the equipment needed for yo -
department Desired 10.3 25.5 20.9 43.3 2.9711.058
Identifying the cost of annual activities ] Actual 76.1 19.7 4.2 0 1.2810.539
social events held by the department Desired 23.2 26.1 14.5 36.2 2.64(1.200
The maintenance of the departmental | Actual 80.3 155 4.2 0 1.24]0.520
buildings and equipment Desired 14.5 29.0 23.2 33.3 [2.75]|1.077
Actual 69.6 21.3 6.2 2.9 1.42| .167
Supplying stationary for the department :
Desired 11.3 24.5 21.9 42.3 3.01| 000
Educational grants from international Actual 81.7 141 4.2 0 1.23(0.513
foundations for new courses Desired 10.4 10.4 30.8 30.3 3.09|0.965
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Although participation in estimating the cost ougmment for the Faculty rated the highest
mean rank (1.52), it was too low compared to teagrhelated decisions. Table 5.16 indicates

that more than three-quarters of participants enstiudy wish to participate in such decisions.

The table also indicates a significant differeneéngen the actual and desired participation
of staff in supplying equipment for the Faculty Blucation (mean rank = 1.51 and 3.03
respectively). Again, there is a significant difiece between actual and desired participation
in purchasing teaching materials, such as bookssaiahtific periodicals (mean rank = 1.45

and 3.16 respectively).

The actual participation in estimating the valueaofy additional teaching hours accounted
for 1.43, versus 2.97 for desired participationademic members of staff are less likely to
actually participate in identifying the cost of amah activities and social events held by the
Faculty (mean = 1.28), than desired participatoedn = 2.64).

It is clear from Table 5.16 that the actual paption of staff in decisions on educational
grants from international foundations and for newrses had the lowest mean rank (1.23).
Despite, the low level of actual participation, tmajority of academic staff wish to have

more involvement in such decisions (mean = 3.09).
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5.5.3 Financial-Related Decisions at the University  of Leeds
This section presents different areas of finanakted decisions, in which academic

members of staff from the University of Leeds pmaptte. These findings are summarised in

Table 5.17 below.

Table 5.17: Financial Related Decisions: Universitpf Leeds
No Low High Always Mean
Areas of Participation State L L L o Std. Dev.
participation | participation |participation | participate
Purchasing teaching Actual 16.7 54.2 8.3 20.8 2.33 1.007
terials, book d -

sorentific periodicals Desired | 125 45.8 20.8 208 | 250 | 0.978
Estimating the value of Actual 50 20 22 8 1.69 0.873
additional teaching hours a -
component of the budget Desired 40.5 30.5 15 5 1.75 0.856

. . Actual 54.5 27.3 18.2 0 1.64 0.790
Supplying equipment for th
department Desired 50 31.8 18.2 0 1.68 | 0.780
Estimating the budget Actual 79.3 8.3 4.2 8.2 1.50 0.681
allocation to purchase the
equipment needed for your| Desired |  70.8 10.5 14.5 4.2 1.71 | 0.672
department
Educational grants from Actual 59.1 31.8 9.1 0 1.50 0.673
international foundations fi -
new courses Desired 54.4 36.4 9.1 0 1.55 0.671
The maintenance of Actual 70.8 16.7 12.5 0 1.42 0.717
departmental buildings an -
equipment Desired 70.8 16.7 125 0 1.42 | 0.717
Periodically estimating the Actual 83.3 8.3 4.2 4.2 1.29 0.751

h projects budget -
the department | Desired | 70.8 125 125 42 | 150 | 0.885
Estimating the cost of the Actual 70.8 29.2 0 0 1.29 0.464
equipment and tools requir -
for the department Desired 58.3 41.7 0 0 1.42 0.504
Identifying the cost of Actual 75 20.8 4.2 0 1.29 0.550
annual activities and social -
events held by department Desired 62.5 25 12.5 12.50 1.50 0.722

. . Actual 77 18.8 4.2 0 1.17 0.162
Supplying stationary for theg
department Desired 64.5 25 125 10.50 1.17 0.421

Table 5.17 shows that the actual participationtaff Srom the School of Education at the
University of Leeds in decisions related to puramgsteaching materials, books and
scientific periodicals had the highest mean ranlB3g compared to 2.50 for desired

participation. The actual participation in estimgtthe value of additional teaching hours had
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the second highest mean rank 1.69, compared tQ Whih means no significant differences
between the actual and desired participation. Ttkeiad participation of academics in
supplying equipment for the School had the thighkst mean rank (1.64) compared only to
1.68. Therefore, there is no significant differemegween actual and desired participation.
Similarly, there is no significant difference beemeactual and desired participation of staff
in educational grants from international foundasidor new courses (mean = 1.50 and 1.55
respectively). Table 5.17 also shows that the lowesan rank (1.17) was allocated to the
actual participation of staff in Supplying statiopéor the department.
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5.5.4 Comparing Financial-related Decisions between KSU and the
University of Leeds

This section presents the differences between #wilfy of Education at KSU and the
School of Education at the University of Leeds.sThomparison has been summarised in
Table 5.18 below.

Table 5.18: Comparing Financial-related Decisions 8&ween KSU and Leeds

Areas of Participation State Leeds KSU [K. W. Sig
Purchasing teaching materials, books, and Actual 2.33 1.45 .000
scientific periodicals Desired | 2.50 316 000

Estimating the value of additional teaching hou| Actual 1.69 1.43 .029

as a component of the budget Desired | 1.75 297 000

Actual 1.64 1.51 483
Desired 1.68 3.03 .000

Supplying equipment for the department

Estimating the budget allocation to purchase th] Actual 1.50 1.43 597

equipment needed for your department Desired | 1.71 297 000

Educational grants from international foundatio| Actual 1.50 1.23 .032

for new courses Desired | 1.55 | 3.09 .000

The maintenance of departmental buildings an¢ Actual 1.42 1.24 .281

equipment Desired | 1.42 | 2.75 .000

Actual 1.41 1.45 .686
Desired 1.55 3.16 .000

Assessing financial incentives for students

Estimating the cost of equipment and the tools| Actual 1.29 1.52 .333

required for the department Desired | 1.42 3.06 000

Identifying the cost of annual activities and sbci Actual 1.29 1.28 922

events held by the department Desired | 150 264 000

Actual 1.17 1.42 .168
Desired 1.17 3.01 .000

Supplying stationary for the department

Table 5.18 demonstrates significant differencesvben the actual participation of academic

staff in purchasing teaching materials, books, and scieméiiodical§ymean = 2.33 and 1.45, P =
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0.000<0.05). The table also indicates that acaclstaif members at KSU are more likely to
get involved in the decision-making process thagirthounterparts from the University of
Leeds (mean = 3.16 and 2.50 respectively, P=0.006%0

The results in Table 5.18 also indicate no sigaificdifferences in actual participation of
supplying equipment for the School or Faculty oliEation between the University of Leeds
and KSU (mean = 1.64 and 1.51 respectively). Howetlee results show significant
differences between institutions in relation toithaesired participation, since the staff at
KSU wish to have more participation in supplyingigagnent, more so than their counterparts
at the University of Leeds (mean = 3.03 and 1.688eetively along with P = 0.000<0.05).

It is also clear from the table above that theredssignificant statistical difference between
the two institutions in their actual participation estimating the cost of the equipment and
the tools required (mean = 1.29 and 1.52, P=0.48%>00n the contrary, the results on the
table show significant differences between the tmglitutions, whereas participants from
KSU are more likely to desirably get involved inceudecisions than participants from the
University of Leeds (mean = 3.06 and 1.42 respeltj\° = 0.000<0.05).

Table 5.18 indicates significant differences betwdee two universities in terms of their
actual participation in educational grants fromeinational foundations for new courses
(mean = 1.50 for University of Leeds, and 1.23K&U, P=0.032<0.05). Similarly, results
demonstrate significant differences between the itvgtitutions in relation to their desired
participation, whereas participants from KSU areaerikely to participate in such decisions
than participants from the University of Leeds (mea 3.09 and 1.55 respectively, P =
0.000<0.05).

It is shown in the table above that the lowestlle¥@actual participation of staff from the two
institutions was in identifying the cost of annwadtivities and social events held by the
department, as well as supplying stationary fordbpartment. There were no significant

differences between the two institutions in relatio their actual participation in identifying
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the cost of annual activities (mean = 1.29 and te&pectively, P=0.922>0.05). However,
staff from KSU (mean = 2.64) are more likely to getolved those people at the University
of Leeds (mean = 1.50). Again, participants fromWK@nean = 3.01) are more likely to
participate in decisions related to supplying etary for the department than their

counterparts at the University of Leeds (mean ¥)1.1

5.5.5 Analysis of Variance of Financial Decisions (  ANOVA)
This section presents ANOVA for financial-relatedcions for both actual and desired

participation.

Actual Financial-related Decisions
It is clear from ANOVA tables that there are difaces between the staff at KSU and the

University of Leeds in relation to decisions rethte financial issues in both universities (F =
8.186, P = 0.005<0.05). Descriptive results in ey sections have demonstrated that
academics from Leeds are more likely to participaténancial decisions than their

counterparts at KSU.

Table 5.19: ANOVA for Actual Financial-related Decsions (actual)

Sum of Square§ df | Mean Squarg F Sig.
Between Groups 367.109 1 367.103 8.184 .004
Within Groups 3542.92] 79 44.847%
Total 3910.02¢ 80

Desired Financial-related Decisions
Table 5.19 above shows that academic staff mendietise University of Leeds are more

likely to actually participate in financial-relatetkcisions than those at KSU. Table 5.20
below, however, demonstrates a significant diffeeebbetween the two universities (F =
440.142, P = 0.000<0.05). It is clear from the dpswe analysis that staff at KSU wish to

participate in financial-related decisions, morartihose at the University of Leeds.
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Table 5.20: ANOVA for Desired Financial-related Detsions

Sum of Square§y Df | Mean Squars F Sig.
Between Grouf 5397.23¢ 1 5397.23¢ 44.147 .00d
Within Groups 8925.644 73 122.264
Total 14322.88 74

5.6 Administrative-related Decisions
This section presents findings related to admiaiiste decisions at KSU and the University

5.6.1 Administrative-Related Decisions at KSU andt  he University of
Leeds
Under this heading, | present and discuss therfggdfrom Section D of the questionnaire,

which investigates the level of involvement of amatt members of staff regarding
administrative decisions. Similar to the earlientsections, this section not only deals with
the actual involvement of such decisions, but akseks to find participants’ views of the
state of their desired level of involvement. Thare 12 items under this question, and they
are grouped for ease of presentation. In the quegbarticipants are asked to rate items on a
four point scale where 1 is no participation and 4lways participate. Results from this

guestion are presented in Table 5.21.
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Table 5.21: Administration-Related Decisions at KSWnd the University of Leeds

o No Low High Always |Mean| Std.
Areas of Participation State o o o o
participation |participation |participation |participate Dev.
Drafting the strategy and annual Actual 43.7 28.7 14.9 12.6 (1.97]1.050
report of the department Desired 8.2 15.3 31.8 44.7 13.13(0.961
. Actual 52.9 24.1 14.9 8.0 1.78(0.982
Training programs and delopmen
of members of academic staff Desired 10.6 10.6 38.8 40.0 |[3.08]0.966
The appointment of staff in the Actual 50.6 31.0 9.2 9.2 1.77]0.961
department Desired 9.4 24.7 20.0 45.9 13.02|1.046
Deciding on the number of stude Actual 65.4 21.0 4.9 8.6 1.57]0.935
to be enrolled in the department | Desired 25.3 16.5 19.0 39.2 (2.72]1.229
. . Actual 59.0 27.7 12.0 1.2 1.55(0.753
Formulating regulations for stude
discipline Desired 22.5 12.5 35.0 30.0 |2.73|1.125
IAdministrative decisions related t Actual 60.7 26.2 13.1 0 1.5210.719
academic problems of students | Desired 23.2 24.4 26.8 256 ([2.55(1.113
Actual 67.9 21.8 5.1 5.1 1.47(0.817
Recruitment of academic staff =G e q T 213 14.7 34.7 293 |2.72|1.110
: . Actual 64.4 27.6 5.7 2.3 1.46(0.712
Accommodation services for
students Desired 27.1 21.2 27.1 24.7 12.49]1.140
Designing the departmental Actual 75.9 12.6 8.0 34 1.39(0.783
handbook Desired 28.6 16.7 34.5 20.2 (2.46]1.113
. . Actual 72.9 18.8 8.2 0 1.35(0.631
Leisure excursions by the
department Desired 24.4 17.1 32.9 25.6 (2.60(1.121
The nomination of staff for Actual 72.4 21.8 5.7 0 1.33|0.584
managerial positions Desired | 35.3 28.2 141 224 |2.24]1.161
The nomination of academic stafi Actual 75.9 16.1 8.0 0 1.3210.619
for managerial positions Desired 35.3 23.5 20.0 21.2 (2.27]1.159

The first item in this section investigates acadestaff participation in drafting the strategy
and annual report of the department with mean flo®3actual and 3.13 for desired. This is
followed by participation in training programs addvelopment of members of academic
staff with 1.78 for actual, and 3.08 for desipadticipation.
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In terms of appointment of new staff in the depa&rinresults in table 5.21 above show low
participation of academic staff with 1.77 mean dotual, and 3.02 for desired participation.
Deciding on the number of students to be enrolethé department came as the fourth rank
in which the mean of the actual and desired padteon amounted for 1.57 and 2.72
respectively. The mean of academic staff partieypain formulating regulations for student
discipline accounted 1.55 for actual and 2.73 édsparticipation, followed by participation
in drafting the strategy and annual report of tlepaitment (1.54 for actual and 2.55 for
desired participation).

It is clear from the table above that the partittgra of staff in designing the departmental
handbook is low (1.39 for actual and 2.46 for dasiparticipation). Seemingly, to a large
extent, academic members of staff do not partieipathe nomination of academic staff for

managerial positions (1.32 and 2.27 for actual@desired participation).

5.6.2 Administrative-related Decisions at KSU
This section presents the participation of academeémbers of staff in the Faculty of

Education at King Saud University. In general, Eal.22 below indicates significant

differences between the actual and desired paatioip of academics at KSU.

Table 5.22 indicates significant differences betw#ee actual and desired participation of
staff in drafting the strategy and annual reporthef Faculty of Education (mean = 1.66 and
3.22 respectively). The actual participation in themination of academic staff for

managerial positions had the second high mean (a@6), compared to 3.19 for desired
participation, followed by training programmes ashelelopment of members of academic

staff (mean = 1.65 and 3.43 respectively).

The table demonstrates a significant differenceveen the actual and desired participation
of staff in leisure excursions by the Faculty ofuEdtion (mean rank = 1.46 and 2.84
respectively). There is also a significant differerbetween actual and desired participation
in formulating regulations related to students’cghine (mean rank = 1.44 and 2.96

respectively).
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Table 5.22: Administration-Related Decisions, KSU

L No Low High Always Mean
Areas of Participation State L o o o Std. Dev.
participation | participation | participation participate
Drafting the strategy and annua| Actual 43.7 46.3 9.9 0 1.66| 0.653
report of the department Desired | 5.8 188 26.1 493 [3.22] 0.994
T he nomination of academic st{ Actual 56.3 23.9 16.9 2.8 1.66| 0.861
for managerial positions Desired | 7.7 9.2 36.9 462 |3.19] 0.910
Training programs and Actual 46.5 42.3 11.3 0 1.65| 0.678
development of members of .
cademic staff Desired 4.3 5.8 31.9 5.8 3.43| 0.795
Designing the departmental Actual 62 29.6 8.5 0 1.46| 0.651
handbook Desired 4.3 11.6 37.7 46.4 3.26| 0.834
. . Actual 70.4 16.9 8.5 4.2 1.46| 0.825
Leisure excursions by the
department Desired 15.9 15.9 37.7 30.4 2.83( 1.043
, , Actual 70.4 155 14.1 0 1.44| 0.732
Formulating regulations for
student discipline Desired 13.4 9 46.3 31.3 2.96( 0.976
Administrative decisions related Actual 67.6 21.1 11.3 0 1.44 0.691
academic problems of students| Desired 10.4 14.9 43.3 31.3 2.96( 0.944
Deciding on the number of Actual 6.9 22.5 5.6 2.8 1.42] 0.730
students to be enrolled in the .
department Desired 13.8 154 24.6 46.2 3.03| 1.089
. , Actual 75.4 145 10.1 0 1.35| 0.660
,Accommodation services for
students Desired 24.6 30.8 18.5 26.2 2461 1.133
N Actual 70.4 23.9 5.6 0 1.35| 0.588
Nomination of staff for manager
positions Desired 16.9 16.9 33.8 323 |2.82| 1.074
[Appointment of staff in the Actual 70.4 23.9 3.6 0 1.35| 0.588
department Desired 25.4 19.4 29.9 25.4 2.55( 1.132
Actual 76.8 20.3 2.9 0 1.26| 0.504
Recruitment of academic staff 1= G i T 169 12.3 154 523 |3.68| 0.658
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5.6.3 Administrative-Related Decisions in Universit

y of Leeds

This section presents survey results related tg#ntcipation of academic members of staff

at the School of Education, University of Leedsalation to administrative decisions. These

results are summarised in Table 5.23 above.

Table 5.23: Administration-related Decisions, Univesity of Leeds

No Low High Always |Mean | Std.
Areas of Participation State L L L o
participation |participation [participation |participate Dev.
Actual 16 44 24 16 2.4010.957
Recruitment of the academic staff Desired 2 o8 22 2 > 6411036
Administrative decisions related tg Actual 24 28 36 12 2.3610.995
academic problems of students Desired 8 28 52 12 2.6810.802
Appointment of staff in the Actual 24 36 32 8 2.2410.926
department Desired 16 36 40 8 2.40(0.866
Designing the departmental Actual 28 40 32 0 2.0410.790
handbook Desired 20 40 40 0 2.2010.764
- Actual 32 44 16 8 2.00]0.913
Training programs and developmsg
of members of academic staff Desired 32 28 24 16 2.24(1.091
Nomination of academic staff for Actual a4 32 16 8 1.8810.971
managerial positions Desired 24 40 28 8 2.20(0.912
Drafting the strategy and annual Actual 36 48 12 4 1.8410.800
report of the department Desired 24 60 12 0 1.96]0.735
, . Actual 44 44 8 4 1.72(0.792
Formulating regulations for studen
discipline Desired 36 36 24 3 1.96|0.889
Nomination of staff for managerial Actual a4 48 8 0 1.6410.638
positions Desired 28 56 16 0 1.88|0.666
Actual 47.8 47.8 4.3 0 1.57{0.590
Leisure excursions by the departni—5 22— 60.9 4.3 0 |1.70/0559
Deciding on the number of studen Actual 64 28 0 8 1.5210.872
to be enrolled in the department Desired 36 48 0 16 1.96|1.020
Actual 92 8 0 0 1.08(0.277
Accommodation services for stud Desired 80 20 0 0 12010208

158




Table 5.23 indicates that academics, in generahaldchighly participate in administrative-
related decisions and do not keenly desire to éurgarticipate in such decisions. The table
indicates that the actual participation in recr@tinof academic staff had the highest mean
rank (2.40) compared to 2.63 for desired partiogpat Actual participation in the
administrative decisions related to academic problaith students had the second highest
mean rank (2.36), compared to 2.36 for desiredgiaation. It seems from Table 6.23 that
staff are less likely to actually participate irethppointment of new staff (mean = 2.24),

compared to 2.40 for desired participation.

Furthermore, academic members of staff do not Hgtyzarticipate in designing the
handbook for the School of Education (mean 2.09mmared to 2.20 for desired
participation. The table also shows no significdiffierences between the actual and desired
participation of staff in training and developm@nbgrammes of the academic staff (mean =
2.00 and 2.24 respectively). There is also no Baggmt difference between the actual and
desired participation regarding the nomination chdemic staff for managerial positions
(mean = 1.88 and 2 respectively). Table 5.23 atsbcates that actual participation in
deciding on the number of students to be enrohetié School, and accommodation services

for students were the lowest mean ranks (1.52 @®Iréspectively).

5.6.4 Comparing Administrative-Related Decisions be  tween KSU and
the University of Leeds
This section presents the results of the survegtpmaire that compares administrative-

related decisions between the Education departn@nib®th universities. In general, the
actual participation of academic members of stafadministrative-related decisions to a
large extent is low at both institutions. Tablebllow presents a comparative summary for

findings.
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Table 5.24: Comparing Administrative-related Decisbns

K. W.
Areas of Participation State |Leeds | KSU Si
ig.
_ , Actual | 2.40 | 1.26 | .000
Recruitment of academic staff
Desired | 2.64 | 3.68 | .038
Administrative decisions related to the Actual | 2.36 | 1.44 | .000
academic problems of students Desired | 268 | 296 | 117
, , Actual | 2.24 | 1.35 | .000
Appointment of staff in the department
Desired | 2.40 | 2.55 | .495
o Actual | 2.04 | 1.46 | .001
Designing the departmental handbook
Desired | 2.20 | 3.26 | .000
Training programs and development of the| Actual | 2.00 | 1.65 | .097
members of academic staff Desired | 2.24 | 343 | .000
The nomination of academic staff for Actual | 1.88 | 1.66 | .302
managerial positions Desired | 2.20 | 3.22 | .000
Drafting the strategy and annual report of tf Actual | 1.84 | 1.66 | .380
department Desired | 1.96 | 3.19 | .000
Formulating the regulations for student Actual | 1.72 | 1.44 | .049
discipline Desired | 1.96 | 2.96 | .000
The nomination of staff for managerial Actual | 1.64 | 1.35 | .025
positions Desired | 1.88 | 2.82 | .000
_ , Actual 157 | 1.46 | .146
Leisure excursions by the department
Desired | 1.70 | 2.83 | .000
Deciding on the number of students to be | Actual | 1.52 | 1.42 | .659
enrolled in the department Desired | 1.96 | 3.03 | .000
_ _ Actual 1.08 | 1.35 | .066
Accommodation services for students
Desired | 1.20 | 2.46 | .000
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Members of academic staff at the University of leede less likely to desirably wish to
participate in such decisions than their counteéspfiom King Saud University. Table 5.24
provides examples of the participation of acadestadf in administration-related decisions.
For instance, the table demonstrates significafferénces between the two universities
concerning participation in the recruitment of amadt staff (mean = 2.40 for Leeds and 1.26
for KSU, P = 0.000<0.05). On the other hand, pgdicts from KSU are more likely to
desirably have more involvement in decision-mak{8g68), than participants from the
University of Leeds (2.64) along with P = 0.038€.0

It is clear from the table above that there is gnificant difference between the two
universities in relation to actual participationadministrative decisions related to academic
problems with students (P = 0.000<0.05). Howewbke table shows no significant

differences between them concerning desired ppaticin (P = 0.117>0.05).

Actual participation in the appointment of membatr$oth institutions had the highest mean
for the University of Leeds and KSU (1.35 and 2:&8pectively). It can be understood from
Table 5.24 that there is a significant differencetween the two organisations
(P=0.000<0.05). However, there is no significanffedence in relation to desired
participation in such decisions (P = 0.495). Tiisans that academics at both universities

are not keen to participate in the process of appg new people.

Table 5.24 indicates significant differences betwdbe two universities regarding the
designing of the handbook of the School and Faanit{zducation (P=0.001<0.05) where
staff at the University of Leeds are more likelyparticipate in such decisions than staff at
KSU. It seems from the table above that staff fidBlU are more keen to participate in

designing the handbook than their counterpartiseatUniversity of Leeds (P=0.000<0.05).

Table 5.24 presents other administrative relateéidines and the mean rank of participation

in these activities. It is clear from the tabletthembers of academic staff are less likely to
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interfere in students’ accommodation services, iarsgems that they are keen to do so in

both universities despite the differences betwesh bniversities.

5.6.5 Analysis of Variance of Administrative Decisi  ons (ANOVA)

Actual Administrative Decisions
The table of ANOVA results indicate a significanffefence between KSU staff and the

University of Leeds staff in terms of participatiom administrative related decisions (F =
7.369, P = 0.008<0.05). University of Leeds acadsmare more likely to participate in such
decisions.

Table 5.25: ANOVA for Administrative-related Decisions (actual)

Sum of Squareqd df | Mean Square F Sig.
Between Grouf 304.074 1 304.074 7.369 .004
Within Groups 3631.211 88 41.264
Total 3935.28¢ 89

Desired Administrative Decisions
The results of ANOVA find a significant differenbetween the staff at KSU and University

of Leeds pertaining to administrative related-deas (F = 32.038, P = 0.000<0.05). As
shown in the descriptive analysis, members of sahfKSU are more likely to want to

participate in administrative related decisionsitbtaff at the University of Leeds.

Table 5.26: ANOVA for Desired Administrative-related Decisions

Sum of Squareq df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Group 2746.55¢ 1 2746.55¢ 32.03§ .00d
Within Groups 6858.221 80 85.728
Total 9604.78( 81
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5.7 Regression Analysis
This section presents results of multiple regressinalysis, which aimed to examine the

relationship between the dependent variables (septed in the composite variables of
teaching - actual and desired, research - actuhbasired, financial - actual and desired, as
well as administrative - actual and desired) andependent variables represented in
university (University of Leeds and KSU), yearsaperience, position in the School/Faculty

of Education and age.

5.7.1 University of Leeds

Actual Participation in Teaching-related Decisions
The ANOVA table below indicates a significant redaship between actual participation of

University of Leeds in teaching decisions and tiseependent variables (P=0.016<0.05). On
the individual factors, Table 5.29 shows significenpact of the formal title, formal job and

gender on participation in teaching decision-making0.05). This means that staff members
with higher positions are more likely to actuallgrficipate in decision-making. Furthermore,

female staff members are less likely to participatine decision-making process.

Table 5.27: Model Summary
Adjusted R | Std. Error of the

Model] R |R Squarq Square Estimate
1].783 |.614 485 4.28406
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,jalge group,
gender

Table 5.28: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model]l Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 349.644 4 87.411 4.763 .016
Residual 220.238 12 18.353
Total] 569.882 16

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.29: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant] 69.217 9.274 7.464 |.000
Gendel -6.837 2.586 -.501 -2.643 |.021
Formal| -2.956 1.318 -.433 -2.243 |.045
job
Formall -4.304 1.281 -.755 -3.360 |.006
title
Age grouf -1.338 1.410 -.210 -.949 361

a. Dependent Variable: teaching actual

Desired Participation in Teaching-related Decisions
Table 5.31 indicates a significant relationshipwsstin desired participation in teaching

decisions and the independent variables in theessgyn model (P = 0.001<0.05). On the
individual level of factors, Table 5.32 shows tlait factors have an impact on desired
participation in decision-making. In other wordsere are no differences between academic

staff regardless of their formal job, gender or ggrup (P<0.05).

Table 5.30: Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model] R [R Squard Square Estimate

1 941| .885 .828 1.88440
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender

Table 5.31: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 218.823 4 54.706 15.406 | .00%
Residua 28.408 8 3.551
Total] 247.231 12

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.32: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant] 71.572 5.276 13.566 |.000
Gendel| -6.784 1.403 -.718 -4.835 |.001
Formal| -3.105 715 -.657 -4.345 |.002
job
Formalf -3.708 .566 -911 -6.548 |.000
title
Age grou -3.138 .834 -.591 -3.763 |.006

a. Dependent Variable: teaching desire

Actual Participation in Research-related Decisions
Table 5.34 indicates no significant associatiorveen the actual participation of staff in

research decisions and independent variables (B.663>0.05). However, Table 5.35 finds
a significant relationship between gender and agtasdicipation in research decisions, which

means that females are less likely to participatguch decisions (P<0.05).

Table 5.33: Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Squarq  Square Estimate
1].706" |.499 332 3.80055
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,jalge group,
gender
Table 5.34: ANOVA®
Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 172.552 4 43.138 2.987 |.063
Residua] 173.330 12 14.444
Total| 345.882 16

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender

b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.35: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardisec
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig._
1 (Constant] 13.723 8.064 1.702 115
Gendef -4.540 2.004 -.481 -2.266 |.043
Formal] .580 1.684 .083 344 .736
job
Formal| -.277 1.114 -.062 -.249 .808
title
Age groud 1.885 1.191 376 1.582 |.140

a. Dependent Variable: research actual

Desired Participation in Research-related Decisions
As found in the actual participation of staff isearch decisions, Table 5.37 found no

relationship between desired participation in resedecisions and the independent variables
(P = 0.054>0.05). None of the individual factarsTable 5.38 had an impact on the desired
participation in research decisions (p>0.05).

Table 5.36: Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model] R |R Squard Square Estimate

1].716' |.513 351 3.75752
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender

Table 5.37: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 178.690 4 44.673 3.164 |.054
Residua] 169.427 12 14.119
Total] 348.118 16

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.38: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 11.728 7.973 1471 167
Gendel -4.216 1.981 -.445 -2.128 |.055
Formal] 1.168 1.665 .166 .702 496
job
Formalf -.105 1.101 -.024 -.095 926
title
Age groug 1.956 1.178 .389 1.661 |.123

a. Dependent Variable: research desire

Actual Participation in Financial Decisions
Table 5.40 demonstrated no significant relation&i@fveen actual financial decisions and

the formal job of the academic staff (P = 0.183<06) individual level factors, none of

them have an impact on the actual participatidimancial decisions (Table 5.41).

Table 5.39: Model Summary
Adjusted R | Std. Error of the

Model R R Squarq Square Estimate
1].683 |.467 230 4.49790
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jolgeagroup,
gender

Table 5.40: ANOVA®

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 159.349 4 39.837 1.969 [.183
Residua] 182.080 9 20.231
Total] 341.429 13

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.41: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardisec
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig._
1 (Constant] 25.562 9.970 2.564 |.030
Gendef -2.407 2.987 -.244 -.806 441
Forma;l -4.455 1.998 -.631 -2.229 |.053
job
Formal| .906 1.317 194 .688 .509
title
Age groug 2.081 1.896 .308 1.098 [.301

a. Dependent Variable: financial actual

Desired Participation in Financial Decisions
Table 5.43 demonstrates a significant associateiwden desired participation in financial

decisions and the formal job of the academic stefimber (P=0.044<0.05), which means that
the Head of School is more likely to participatefimancial decisions. Table 5.44 indicates
that formal job has an impact on staff participatio decision-making (p=0.019<0.05). This

means that senior positions are more likely todkeoin financial decisions.

Table 5.42: Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model] R |R Squard Square Estimate
1].793 |.629 464 3.44967
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group,
gender
Table 5.43: ANOVA®
Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 181.255 4 45.314 3.808 |.044
Residua] 107.102 9 11.900
Total] 288.357 13

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender

b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
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Table 5.44: Coefficients

Non-standardised | Standardiseq
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig._
1 (Constant] 23.501 7.646 3.073 |.013
Gendel -1.742 2.291 -.192 -.760 467
Forma;l -4.360 1.533 -.672 -2.845 |[.019
job
Formal| .749 1.010 175 741 478
title
Age group 3.348 1.454 .540 2.303 |.047

a. Dependent Variable: finance desire

Actual Participation in Administrative Decisions
Table 5.46 indicates no relationship between theah@articipation of academic staff in
administrative decisions (P = 0.206). On the irdlinal level of factors (coefficients), none of

the factors have a relationship with actual pgrtition in administration decisions.

Table 5.45: Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model] R [R Squard Square Estimate

1].588'|.346 144 6.06687
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender
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Table 5.46: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 252.622 4 63.155 1.716 |.206
Residua] 478.489 13 36.807
Total] 731.111 17

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual

Table 5.47: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardiseq
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant] 34.859 12.242 2.847 1.014
Gendel -3.704 3.082 -.283 -1.202 |.251
Formall -2.532 2.688 -.250 -.942 .363
job
Formall -1.915 1.729 -.301 -1.108 |.288
title
Age groug 2.741 1.800 .386 1.523 |[.152

a. Dependent Variable: administrative actual

Desired Participation in Administrative Decisions
Table 5.49 demonstrates a significant relationsi@pveen the independent variables in the

desired participation in administrative decisionking (P = 0.037). It is clear from Table
5.50 that older academic staff with senior posgido not wish to have more involvement in
administrative decisions,(P>0.05), because theyehav substantial role in actual

participation, as shown in the previous section.
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Table 5.48. Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Squarq Square Estimate
1].72¢ |.521 373 4.79638
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group,
gender
Table 5.49: ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 324.710 4 81.177 3.529 |.037
Residual 299.068 13 23.005
Total] 623.778 17
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.50: Coefficient8
Non-standardised | Standardise
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 46.171 9.679 4.770 |[.000
Gendef -2.592 2.437 -.215 -1.064 |(.307
Formall -7.270 2.125 - 776 -3.421 |[.005
job
Formal|-1.170 1.367 -.199 -.856 408
title
Age group 2.962 1.423 452 2.081 ].058

a. Dependent Variable: desired administrative d@uass

5.7.2 King Saud University

Actual Participation in Teaching-related Decisions
Table 5.52 shows a significant relationship betwiwenactual participation and independent

variables (P = 0.003).

participation in teaching decisions (P <0.05), whthere is no significant relationship

It is evident from Tabl&3®.that formal job has an impact on

between the formal title and participation in dems (P>0.05). These results reveal that
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there is no centralisation in teaching decisioms;es assistant and associate professors are

responsible for teaching methods and deliverintutes.

Table 5.51: Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Squarq Square Estimate
1].531°% |.282 222 6.22580

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group,

gender

Table 5.52: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 730.358 4 182.589 4711 |.003
Residual 1860.510 |48 38.761
Total] 2590.868 52
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.53: Coefficient§
Non-standardised | Standardise
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 13.492 4.651 2901 (.006
Gendef 3.333 2.152 193 1.549 |.128
Formal] 5.522 1.453 476 3.800 (.000
job
Formall -.706 1.263 -.072 -.559 579
title
Age groug 1.328 1.346 131 .986 .329

a. Dependent Variable: teaching actual

Desired Participation in Teaching-related Decisions
Table 5.55 demonstrates a significant overall i@tghip between desired participation of

academic staff in teaching decisions (P = 0.002endngly, Table 5.56 indicates that
members of staff, regardless of their formal johadr title, wish to desirably get involved in
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teaching decisions (P < 0.05). Moreover, the tablews a significant relationship between
gender and desired participation, whereas femalabaes wish to get more involvement in

administrative decisions.

Table 5.54: Model Summary

Adjusted R
Model] R |R Squardg Square |Std. Error of the Estimaje
1].536' |.287 228 5.96226

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender

Table 5.55: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 686.956 4 171.739 4.831 |.00Z2
Residua] 1706.328 |48 35.548
Total] 2393.283 52

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual

Table 5.56: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 45.034 4.626 9.735 |.000
Gendel -6.683 2.244 -.373 -2.978 |[.005
Formall 3.160 1.393 284 2.269 [.028
job
Formal| 2.649 1.211 281 2.188 [.034
title
Age groug -1.506 1.296 -.155 -1.162 |.251

a. Dependent Variable: teaching desired

Actual Participation in Research-related Decisions
Table 5.58 shows no overall significant relatiopshietween independent variables and

actual participation (P = 0.056>0.05). However, [€ah59 shows a significant relationship
between formal job and the actual participatiomesearch decisions (P = 0.017<0.05), since

senior position members are more likely to partitgan research decisions.
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Table 5.57: Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Squarq  Square Estimate
1].392 |.154 .091 2.34407
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,jalge group,
gender
Table 5.58: ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Model]l Squares Df Square Sig.
1 Regressiof 54.001 4 13.500 2.457 |.056"
Residual 296.711 54 5.495
Total] 350.712 58
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.59: Coefficient§
Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta Sig.
1 (Constant] 11.915 1.744 6.833 |.000
Gendef -1.471 797 -.235 -1.846 |.070
Formall -1.341 543 -.317 -2.468 |.017
job
Formal] .001 427 .000 .003 .998
title
Age grouq .375 451 .108 .831 409

a. Dependent Variable: research actual

Desired Participation in Research-related Decisions

In contrast to actual participation, academic stafh to have more involvement in research
decisions (P = 0.006<0.05). On the individual destievel, Table 5.62 indicates a significant
relationship between the formal job and particaiin research decisions (P<0.05). There is

also a significant relationship between gender aadticipation in research decisions

(P<0.05), whereas females wish to be more invoinedsearch decisions.
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Table 5.60: Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Squarq Square Estimate
1].499 |.249 189 3.80614

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender

Table 5.61: ANOVA®

Sum of Mean
Model]l Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiol 240.648 4 60.162 4.153 |[.006
Residual 724.334 50 14.487
Total] 964.982 54
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.62: Coefficient8
Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 22.756 2.943 7.732 |.000
Gendel -4.899 1.416 -.433 -3.460 |.001
Formall 1.624 .886 230 1.833 .073
job
Formall .470 729 .081 .644 522
title
Age group -.817 176 -.136 -1.052 |.298

a. Dependent Variable: research desired

Actual Participation in Financial Decisions
It is clear from Table 5.64 that there is a siguifit relationship between the actual

On the

individual factors levels presented in Table 5.65%an be seen that there is an impact of

participation in financial decisions and indepertdesriables P = 0.0.023>0.05).

gender and formal titles on participation in suelidions.
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Table 5.63. Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of the
Model R R Squard Square Estimate
1].432 |.187 127 4.53071

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender

Table 5.64: ANOVA®

Sum of Mean
Model]l Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 254.742 4 63.686 3.102 |.023%
Residual 1108.478 54 20.527
Total] 1363.220 58
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table: 5.65: Coefficient§
Non-standardised | Standardise
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 18.488 3.370 5.486 |.000
Gendef -4.271 1.540 -.346 -2.772 |.008
Formall -.548 1.050 -.066 -.522 .604
job
Formal| 1.702 .825 257 2.064 |.044
title
Age grouq -1.303 871 -.191 -1.495 |.141

a. Dependent Variable: financial actual

Desired Participation in Financial Decisions
In contrast to actual participation in financialctons, there is a significant relationship

between such decisions and independent variable€)(B00) (table 5.67). Table 5.68 shows
a strong relationship between the factors of forjolaJ formal title, and gender with financial
decisions (P<0.05).

financial decisions. It can also be said that fertmémbers of staff wish to be more involved

It can be concluded that anadstaff wish to be more involved in

in financial decisions.

176



Table 5.66: Model Summary

Adjusted R
Model R R Squarq Square |Std. Error of the Estimaje
1].587 |.345 290 5.32316

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender

Table 5.67: ANOVA®

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 716.321 4 179.080 6.320 |.00G"
Residua] 1360.132 48 28.336
Total] 2076.453 52
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal jalge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.68: Coefficient8
Non-standardised | Standardisec
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig._
1 (Constant] 34.905 4.130 8.451 |.000
Gendel -7.321 2.004 -.439 -3.654 |.001
Formal] 2.412 1.243 232 1.940 .058
job
Formal| 3.081 1.081 351 2.850 |.006
title
Age grouq -1.642 1.157 -.181 -1.419 |.162

a. Dependent Variable: finance desire

Actual Participation in Administrative Decisions
Table 5.70 indicates no significant relationshiptween the actual participation in

administrative decisions (i.e., recruiting new Btahd the independent variables (P = 0.289).
This insignificant relationship is representedhe tndividual factors, which have no impact
on participation in administrative decisions (P#).0This means that there is no difference

between different positions in the Faculty of Ediora
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Table 5.69: Model Summary

Adjusted R
Model] R |R Squarg Square | Std. Error of the Estimatg
1].30G" |.090 .020 5.60880

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender

Table 5.70: ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Model] Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 161.413 4 40.353 1.283 |.289
Residua] 1635.851 52 31.459
Total] 1797.263 56

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal ,j@lge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual

Table 5.71: Coefficient8

Non-standardised | Standardise(
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 20.201 4.219 4.788 |.000
Gendel -3.544 1.908 -.249 -1.858 |.069
Formal| .206 1.421 .020 145 .886
job
Formall -.472 1.096 -.060 -.431 .668
title
Age groug 1.069 1.125 131 .950 .346

a. Dependent Variable: administration actual

Desired Participation in Administrative Decisions
In contrast to actual participation in administratidecisions, there is a strong relationship

between participation in such decisions and thepeddent variables (P = 0.001<0.05). Itis
clear from Table 5.74 that regardless of the pmsitf academic staff at the School of
Education, gender, and formal jobs, they all wishbe more involved in administrative

decisions (P<0.05).
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Table 5.72:

Model Summar

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model] R R Square Square Estimate
1].575 [.331 272 8.40747

a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender

Table 5.73: ANOVA®
Sum of Mean
Model]l Squares Df Square F Sig.
1 Regressiof 1605.291 |4 401.323 5.678 |.001°
Residua} 3251.532 46 70.685
Total] 4856.824 50
a. Predictors: (Constant), formal title, formal j@lge group, gender
b. Dependent Variable: teaching actual
Table 5.74: Coefficient§
Non-standardised | Standardise
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant] 42.682 6.636 6.432 |.000
Gendef -10.638 3.166 -416 -3.360 (.002
Formall 4.529 2.171 261 2.086 .043
job
Formal] 3.917 1.927 281 2.033 [.048
title
Age groug -4.793 1.996 -.328 -2.402 |[.020

a. Dependent Variable: administration desired

5.8 Findings from Open-Ended Questions
It is quite disappointing that the open-ended qaestdid not generate much data for

analysis. Unfortunately, the majority of the questaires that were returned did not have
many answers to the open-ended questions and hlaglsbeen left blank. Of the responses
that were received, some of these were very shbithM felt gave some insight into how

participants feel, and this actually reflects thgéneral attitude in regard to the decision-
making processes in their organisations. Nonethetady 15 of the returned questionnaires
provided some further insights into the investigatiThe findings from these questionnaires

179



supported the findings discussed above showinghenwhole, a higher desire for further
participation. From the comments provided, it waisnid that members of academic staff at
Leeds are to some extent satisfied with their lesfelinvolvement in decision-making.

Participants at KSU are not so satisfied and i, fe@mments from this organisation were

more detailed and insightful. Ideas from KSU amaswarised below:

» Academic staff should be trained on how to mak&sions.

» Barriers should be removed between academica@mehistration.

» KSU should be free of bureaucracy and more tianesy.

» Voting systems should be the actual decision-ngakystem.

* The role of female members of the academic stafhaking decisions should be

more active.

» Decision makers are mainly the Dean, his depudied the Head of Departments.
It seems that such ideas provided in the questimsiahow some levels of disappointment
of participants, which is marginalised in decismiaking. All these comments will be taken
into account for further investigation in the fallmg research stage. | mentioned that such
comments were not provided at all from Leeds, asnhjority participants showed enhanced
positive attitudes. It is worth mentioning that geecomments were collected not for the
purpose of triangulation, rather to elicit informoat about quantitative results. In order to
complement the quantitative results, 18 in-deptterilews were conducted with staff

members from the two universities.

5.9 Comparative Discussions of Key Findings between the
University of Leeds and KSU

A discussion of the study results is based on #yefikdings of the survey questionnaire and
literature review. It is worth mentioning that thierature review (Chapter Two) indicates a
lack of empirical studies on a comparative studyben higher educational institutions from
different cultures. This section divides the kegults into four parts: teaching, research,

financial and administrative related decisions.

180



5.9.1 Key Finding One: Teaching-Related Decisions
The results of the survey questionnaire indicatigdificant differences between the two

institutions. In this study, academics at both K&tdl the University of Leeds differed on a
number of areas of participation in decision-makifigstly, the differences between the two
organisations is visible on an overall level (akkas of participation) and on the category
level (participation area). As the overall levahalysis of variance (ANOVA) findings

indicate a significant difference between the twiversities (F = 7.482, P = 0.008<0.05).
These results demonstrate that members of acadtafii@t the University of Leeds are more
likely to participate in actual teaching-relatedcidens than their counterparts at KSU.
However, ANOVA results also show significant difeces between the two universities in
relation to the desired participation in teachingated decisions (F = 16.697, P =
0.000<0.05). It was clearly indicated from the tessthat academics at KSU wish to be more
involvement in such decisions than those at thev&fsity of Leeds. For example, members
of academic staff at KSU wish to have more involeemnn designing the teaching modules.
Harry (2005) argues that academic staff shouldigyaate in designing modules they teach
without significant interference from the Head otgartment. Amzat and Idris (2011)

attributed the significant participation of acadenstaff in decision-making to the

communication style between the staff and DearacliFies.

On the individual category and areas of particppgtithe survey questionnaire results
demonstrate a significant difference between theah@articipation of staff at KSU and
University of Leeds in choosing teaching methodsldgturers (mean = 3.22 and 3.80
respectively). On the contrary, members of acadestaf at KSU are more likely to
desirably wish to have more involvement than saaffhe University of Leeds. Furthermore,
staff at KSU are less likely to actually particpah deciding on course references (mean =
3.08) than staff at the University of Leeds (3.73¢sides, people at KSU are less likely to
actually participate in identifying objectives obdules they teach (mean = 2.62) than staff at
the University of Leeds (mean = 3.42). The diffeen between KSU and University of
Leeds can be attributed to the fact of culture #edbureaucratic systems in the Arab world.
Alawy (1980) addressed issues of comparing the iArabd Western cultures in relation to
higher educational institutions. The author exmdirthat the bureaucratic system in Saudi
universities is a barrier of the involvement ofd&aic staff in decision making processes.
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5.9.2 Key Finding Two: Research-Related Decisions
The overall results of ANOVA indicate significaniffdrences in the actual participation of

academic members of staff, in research-relatedsded between the two universities (F =
6.445, P = 0.002), since academic members of atdffe University of Leeds are more likely
to participate in research decisions than theintenparts at KSU. On the other hand, people
at KSU are more likely to desire to participateesearch decisions than those at Leeds (F =
14.214, P = 0.000<0.05).

On the participation area level (category), theveyrrquestionnaire results found significant
differences between the actual participation ofdaoac staff in writing a grant application
for externally funded research projects, betweetJ KiBd the University of Leeds (mean =
1.48 and 2.50 respectively, P = 0.000<0.05). Im$eof desired patrticipation, results found
that staff at KSU were more likely to desirably tpapate in writing applications (mean =
3.26 and 2.75 respectively, P = 0.017<0.05). Thiesalts reveal that staff at KSU do not
write their own research proposals and/or partteipa such activities. Furthermore, staff at
KSU are less likely to participate in external ssé consultancy services (mean = 1.37 and
2.29 respectively, P = 0.000<0.05). As mentionethenresults of in-depth interviews in the
following chapter, the Faculty of Education at K$ids not developed a research culture
among its staff. Research within the Faculty, targe extent, depends on the academic staff

and their active role in research, as well as thamtact with funding organisations.

The differences between the two organisations meyatitributed to the lack of research
support by top management in Saudi Arabia. AccgrdamUNDP (2009), Arab researchers
try to exert efforts on an individual level, but extremely low amount of money was spent
by Arab universities on research, innovation angetigpment, which had a negative impact
on Arab innovation performance, in both quanti®@tand qualitative terms. There are more

explanations on this issue in the forthcoming ceapt
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5.9.3 Key Finding Three: Financial Decisions
The survey questionnaire findings represented i@ tverall ANOVA results found

significant differences between KSU and the Uniwgref Leeds in relation to their

participation in financial decisions (F = 8.186,=P0.005<0.05), since the academic staff
members at KSU are less likely to actually paritgp in such decisions than their
counterparts from the University of Leeds. Nevdabg, the staff at the University of Leeds
are less likely to get involved in such decisiohant staff at KSU (F = 44.142, P =
0.000<.0.05). It can be understood from these tetut the staff at KSU wish to participate

in finance-related decisions.

On the participation area level (category), theveyrquestionnaire results indicate that the
actual participation of staff in decisions relatedourchasing teaching materials, books, and
scientific periodicals is low among those at KSUeén = 1.42), compared to the University
of Leeds (mean = 2.33). Similarly, results find réfigant differences between the two
universities in relation to their actual participat in estimating the value of the additional
teaching hours as a component of the budget (me&ar8E KSU and 1.69, University of
Leeds). It can be concluded from these resultsttieae are significant differences between
the actual and desired participation of academadf sh financial decisions, particularly
among the staff at KSU. In a study conducted bylithal (1993) on sub-Saharan teachers, it
was found that the main obstacle of teachers weis ldtk of self-esteem and commitment to
their profession. This was due to the lack of parétion in decisions on teaching and
administrative related issues. This could relatenyofindings, nonetheless, and therefore the
following chapter is devised to answer all quergased in this chapter. The study mentioned
above also found that all major decisions relatedctirriculum and instruction, staff
management matters, financial matters and partioipan the community are held in the
office of the head teachers. Bloomer (1991) argtle machinery centralisation is
ineffective in planning, organising and directingyanisations. It seems that the Faculty of
Education at KSU follows machinery centralisatiafnich is ineffective in strategic planning

in the long run.
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5.9.4 Key Finding Four: Administrative Decisions
ANOVA results demonstrate significant differencestvieen KSU and the University of

Leeds in relation to the actual participation immamistrative decisions (F = 7.369, P =
0.008<0.05), since staff at KSU are less likelyatbually participate in such decisions than
staff at Leeds. However, staff at KSU are morelyike get involved in such administrative
decisions than their counterpart from the UnivgrsitLeeds (F = 32.038, P = 0.000<0.05).

In the participation area (category), the survegsgionnaire results indicate that the actual
participation of staff in the recruitment of acadenstaff at KSU was lower than the
participation of staff at the University of Leedadan = 1.26 and 2.40), while more staff at
KSU wish to desirably participate in such decisitren staff at Leeds (mean = 3.68 and 2.64
respectively). The results of this study are cdasiswith a study conducted by Meldhal.
(2010) on Indian universities. The study found #igant differences between actual and
desired participation decisions (administrativeldggd on teachers’ participation in decision-
making. In general, the study pointed to differendeetween the actual and desired
participation in decision-making to be significafhe results of the study, however, are not
supported by the study conducted by Mualekal (2009) who demonstrated no significant
difference between the two, actual and desiredggaation, related to various types of areas
such as instructive, distribution of classes, tearhnd administration.

Due to a lack of empirical studies on the compassoetween higher educational institutions
from different cultures, | tried to link my studgsults to similar studies. A study conducted
by Sukirrno and Siengthai (2010) in their studylmeionesia found that more than half of the
lecturers who patrticipated in the study were inedhn planning and building the budget of
the department, determining teaching scheduleablesting curriculum, hiring new teachers,
setting policy on class size, selecting contentamoidules and topics to be taught, and
teaching techniques. Vuglet al. (2009) suggested that higher educational insbihstiare
diverse, and this diversity depends upon sevectbifa such as objectives of the organisation,

strategic values and participation of staff in dem-making.
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It can be concluded from the discussion abovettiet is a power distance between leaders
at KSU and their subordinates. According to Bhuia®98), Saudi Arabia’s power distance
ranking was 80, which indicates a high level ofguality of power within organisations.
This rank means that leaders separate themsetwastifie group. Saudi Arabia’s high power
distance has an impact on decision-making withganisations. According to Cameron and
Quinn (2006), managers in Arab countries generalhke their decisions on an autocratic
basis, and subordinates are more likely to betsdbrervers. Cameron and Quinn’s (2006)
study is consistent with results of this study] abserved in the meetings how decisions are

made.

5.10 Summary

While summarising the findings from surveys, it waslerstood that participants sought to
be more involved in making decisions in their resppe organisations. This conclusion is
based on the findings that the desired state alwagses higher than the actual state. The
range was highest in financial decisions (SD = JI.&8lowed by administrative decisions
(SD = 1.07). It is important to understand thatsthdindings do not mean that actual
involvement is low in any of the categories, asaggregated means for the categories differ.
In relation to participation in research-relatedid®ns, the results showed that participation
in contract negotiation for privately funded resdaaccounted for the highest mean (3.25 for
actual and 3.75 for desired), while the least pgdition was for the periodic estimation of
the research project budgets of the departmentl (af3d 2.54 for actual and desired

participation).

Talking about actual participation, participant® anostly involved in ‘teaching related
decisions’ as this scores the highest, followedadmministrative decisions’. The findings
show that academic members of staff are not beiaglved as much in making ‘financial
decisions’. It is quite understandable that thacteng related decisions’ category scores the
highest as it relates mostly to the core dutiegaftcipants, as most of them practice
teaching. However, it is questionable why theylaggg put in such marginalised positions
regarding ‘financial decisions’. Such points wile Hurther discussed in the discussion

chapter.
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When comparing the two organisations, it was fothat a pattern emerged. Generally, in
most instances, lower participation is observed@U. Another pattern is that an ample
number of participants’ desire to be more involvedhich is usually much higher than at
Leeds. The results show a very high desire frontiggaants from KSU, and | wonder if this
is a reaction from academic members of staff. | mmimasay that as they probably were
marginalised they wanted to be right in the midafievery decision made in the Faculty. At
Leeds, however, participants enjoy more particgraand they, to some extent, are not that
much in favour of being more involved in making idemns, as this might bring with it some
more work duties or responsibilities. The questiow is that if participants at KSU enjoyed
similar involvement to those at Leeds, would tlksire reduce? This may or may not be the
case as this is a contextual issue related to xhet &€ontext at KSU and Saudi Arabia at

large.

The inferential statistics of the ANOVA results shthat participants from the University of
Leeds are more likely to participate in decisiorking within the School at all levels
(teaching, research, financial and administratss@s) than their counterparts from KSU.
However, the members of staff at KSU are more yikelparticipate in such decisions than at

the University of Leeds.

Finally, this chapter has presented findings framveys providing quantitative and statistical
evidence to conclusions. It has also presenteditsesu a collective manner from both
universities and in a comparative manner. The figsiihave also demonstrated both the
actual and desired state of participation in ddfgrareas of decision-making with the
education departments at both universities. Thaptdr has answered questions related to
academic staff participation in decisions relatitog the Education departments at both
universities. It was necessary to enquire about wigmbers of staff at KSU have low
participation and how they improve this participati This was also applied to members of
staff at the University of Leeds. The next chapgisFsents the main findings of in-depth
interviews conducted with staff from both univaestin order to explain emerging findings

and patterns from this chapter.
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Chapter Six

Qualitative Data Analysis: Interviews

6.1 Introduction
This chapter takes the findings from earlier chiagpfer further explanation by presenting

results of in-depth interviews. It focuses on acaidestaff members’ experiences from both
organisations under investigation in terms of petio@ and experiences of participation in
different types of decisions related to teachingarice, administration and research. The
analysis of the qualitative data is based on theamelssub-themes that have emerged from
earlier chapters of data analysis. It is worth nogmng that the qualitative results presented
in this chapter are complementary to the quantgatesults presented in Chapter Five aiming
at further explaining qualitative patterns. In otleords, qualitative results in this chapter
explain the quantitative findings located in theliea chapter. In forming questions for
interviews, findings from the exploratory phase, asll as the survey, have provided

guidance and useful ideas.

This chapter consists of four main sections. Thset fprovides an overview about the
respondents’ profiles. The second and third sestipresent results of academic staff
participation from the two organisations. Each ledse sections is divided into further sub-
headings of teaching, research, financial and agdtrétive related decisions, in addition to
organisational change and leadership. The fourtbtiose discusses differences and
similarities between the two institutions. Eachtisec presents similarities and differences
between participants as well as contradictionfi@r tviewpoints. The following sections also
report participants’ views on their actual and debiparticipation. Although the chapter
allows discussion towards the end, it is highlightieat more discussions are presented in the

following chapter.
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6.2 Participants’ Profiles
18 participants were interviewed and nine participavere selected from each institution,

representing perspectives at four levels of sdgiaanging from professors to research
fellows (see Table 7.1). The table shows that puvafessors participated in the study (two
from Leeds and three from KSU) comprising of thResaders and Senior Lecturers at Leeds
and three Associate Professors at KSU. Only twautecs participated from Leeds as
compared to three Assistant Professors from KSUs tlear from the table that only two
Research Fellows participated in interviews fromed® while there were no Research
Fellows from KSU (see Chapter Three: Research Mistiogy).

Table 6.1: Respondents’ Profile Interviewed ahe School of Education: University

of Leeds
Participants’ , , King Saud

Position University of Leeds University Total
Professor 2 3 5
Reader/ Senior
Lecturer-Associate 3 3 6
Professor
Lecturer/Assistant
Professor 2 3 >
Research Fellow 2 0 2
Total 9 9 18
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6.3 Decision-Making in the School of Education: University of
Leeds

This section consists of five sub-sections relateddecision-making at the School of
Education, University of Leeds. These are (1) tewghelated decisions, (2) research-related
decisions, (3) finance-related decisions, (4) adstriative decisions, and (5) general and

thematic discussions of issues of organisationahgh and leadership styles.

6.3.1 Teaching-Related Decisions
The data from the interviews point out that mostipg@ants from the institution consistently
expressed their satisfaction with the level of atparticipation in teaching-related decisions.
This is consistent with the findings from the earichapters, bearing in mind the small gap
between the actual and desired states. The finginggented in this subsection explain the
reasons and provide some further qualitative irisigharticipants’ expressions were built on
their perceived substantial experiences at the dcliave participants teaching different
modules stressed that they were responsible fagmag, teaching and evaluating their
courses. They have also emphasised that the Heafclwdol is cooperative and has
developed professional, as well as positive, m@tatips with them. The door of the Head of
the School is always open for any question or egygus well as for any matter to be
discussed. However, the important matters (for genthe curriculum), which require in-
depth discussions and decisions are discussec iretfular meetings of the School. One of
the participants, who work as a Senior Lecturextest

... In relation to what | teach then I'm a moduledeaso, | make all decisions about

how things are taught in the module, but the actualiculum is prescribed by the

TDA because this is an initial teacher trainingrseuand so we have to follow the
prescribed standards and so on, but how | teashufi to me. (Senior Lecturer)

This view is supported by another senior lectuesponsible for the programme he teaches.
He reveals:
... There is one programme where | designed it, aeddh all of it, so that's a very
high degree of influence whereas; some of the otle®isions that involve other

people in team meetings we’ll think through whalaéng what and what the balances
of work are in there. (Senior Lecturer)
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A module leader understands decision-making froenctirriculum content point of view and
reported that he makes most decisions relateddmgmiag and delivering the course. In his
own words, he says:
| feel as though | have a voice in deciding aimd abjectives of the module, modes
of assessment of the module and also the way ishylgiach part of the module is
delivered to students. In terms of what informs dgcision-making about the
content, it is a combination of factors | would shyis partly 25 years of experience
within the subject, | draw upon my own researchminteaching, and | also make sure

that | contextualise that in relationship to my ssveess and my scholarly activity
discovering other people’s research. (Reader)

It can be understood from these statements tha within the School is divided among the
academic members of staff since each one is retgperisr a particular module in terms of
designing, teaching, assessment and evaluatioheoCdurse from students’ perspectives.
Interviews also reveal that participants are mobtye to choose the way of teaching and
delivering the course. Furthermore, statements stiatv the political decisions related to
curricula are discussed in the School's meetingsalse they should be endorsed by the
School in accordance with the University’'s policies

The interviews also revealed that up to a largergxthe research fellows are not engaged in
teaching, and therefore their participation in teag related decisions is not noticeable. A
Research Fellow who took part in this study tentdedxpress his contentment with what he
had been doing. The following is an extract frora talogue that took place for illustrative

purposes.

“Interviewer: Do you think you need to be more involved or pgvate more in teaching
decisions?

Research Fellow:No, | am happy with the level of participation andh my involvement,
yes.

Interviewer: To what extent do you think that you are being nmeigsed in relation to
teaching decisions?

Research Fellow:Not at all. | don’t think that | am being margiis&d. | am involved, so
I’'m not marginalised.

Interviewer: To what extent do you think your participation afte the outcome of the
School’s decisions?

Research Fellow: Well | haven't really had any experience particiylaof important
decision-making because | am quite new to the tegclut | imagine, well | hope that my
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views will be taken account of. | am fairly confidethat | will influence some of the
outcomes as appropriate”.

This conversation illustrates that because reseeschithin the School are responsible for
research projects, they are not keen to get indolmeteaching-related decisions, although

they are involved in some teaching.

Almost all participants reported that they are marginalised in teaching-related decisions
because they work collaboratively and harmoniowsithin the School team. Participants
have placed an emphasis on the ability of the Heatie School to listen to any problem
raised by academic staff. One of the participanipressed his view in the following
statement:
| don't feel marginalised. We have a very collaties approach within our team.
The door of the Head of School is open if you wardir an issue with him. We have

a Teaching Strategy Group, so there are mechanisgeu want to raise issues.
(Senior Lecturer)

Another participant has supported this view byisgathat:

I don't think | really am, but I think that is mote do with being new to teaching so
feeling more like | am still learning from peoplehavare more experienced and so
I'm happy to be on the periphery for now and sdrblserve, watch and learn. |
don’t know what it's like to be in a place wherieél like | have a firm understanding
and beliefs about this is how it should be donesr&fore, if | wasn't able to voice
that | might feel marginalised but at this poinddn’'t have that feeling, you know
what | mean? | think if | were here longer, I'valy been here for a year so.
(Research Fellow)

In contrast to these views, only one participamispnted and expressed her marginalisation
in decisions related to teaching. She believed shathas problems in teaching a number of
modules that are not related to her area of speaimn. The participant attributed her
marginalisation to the lack of participation in odsong the right module to teach. She
disclosed:
Am | being marginalised in relation to teachingidems? Well, | think | am totally
marginalised in relation to content because thabtsn my control, and in the School

| sometimes feel pressure to teach in a certain lwyasny course leader, but | resist.
As | believe | have the professional knowledge ttkendecisions about how | teach.
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Well there is no real discussion about it so somesi this leads to a bit of conflict
that | resist because | believe I've got the preifasal expertise. (Senior Lecturer)

It is evident from the statement above that acadestaiff members, to a large extent, are not
marginalised in making decisions, although onéneffiarticipants reported a complaint about

the ways of decision making.

Participants who took part in this study were askbdut their desired involvement in

teaching-related decisions. In general, particpaxpressed an unwillingness to be further
involved in the School. They have attributed thmswvillingness to the fact that they have

sufficient workloads in relation to designing anelidering teaching modules. The

participants also reported their engagement in citte@s and external organisations. One
Professor, who is engaged in a number of committeesphasised that his time does not
allow him to additionally participate in differetyipes of activities. He stated:

| feel sufficiently involved. If | wanted to be,could be involved in the committee,
but I've got other responsibilities. (Professor)

This view was supported by a Senior Lecturer, whessed the following:

| think there are, or there may be opportunitiesus to have spaces in which we
share ideas and information so | don’t want to tiddeelead necessarily, but to open
up some spaces for those discussions. (Seniorreertu

A Reader who has worked at the School for manysyeaported that the Head gives him a
structure and allows working on giving studentsdpgortunity to participate in committees.
He stated:
My experience to date has been that the Schoo$ gitrecture for me to be involved
in decision-making and also do things like coursmmittees for students; as well as
the materials that | have spoken about in procesdeslents are on committees as

well that they can have opportunities to give fesk So | think that is a good
enough structure for me. (Reader)

It can be concluded from the presentation of redhkt the academic staff are empowered by
their effective participation in teaching relategctsions. This empowerment gives them the

opportunity to address and resolve problems witha School’s framework. Furthermore,

192



the in-depth interviews indicated that decisiors made by staff during staff meetings that
are held on a regular basis. Therefore, the deeisiaking process follows a participatory
approach rather than authoritarian. Clearly, thesailts come in line with the collegial

approach in education. Collegial management suggébsit teaching staff should play a
participatory role in the management of School€ducational departments (Sergiovanni,
1991, 26). According to this approach, teachindf sthould become an integral part of

leadership within educational institutions and sttaeir visions.

6.3.2 Research-Related Decisions
Evidence from the earlier chapter suggests thaicpaation in research-related decisions is
slightly different from teaching, finance and adisirative related decisions due to the fact
that all academic staff (teaching and research spaare involved in decision-making.
However, in-depth interviews show that some paréinis actively participate in research
decisions, while others are inactive. In other vgpihrticipants in higher positions are more
active, and decisions are in their hands. One efpiérticipants, who used to work as the
Director of Research, and is currently involvedvriting grant applications, stated:
I am more involved in that because formerly | wias Director of Research so I've
been the Director of Research, and at the momemh linvolved in the Research
Excellence Framework, which is the way in which oesearch is assessed on a
regular basis, and | am responsible for prepariegQepartment’s return, so | am
very involved in the decision-making around reskadgain, if it's a project that |

am directing then | make decisions, but those atecampletely free; decisions are
constrained by regulations of the funding agenay@niversity. (Professor)

Despite, the fact that strategic research decisao@saken by higher positions in the School,
other academic staff members (lecturers, senitudexs and research fellows) are free to join
research committees and give their feedback angsvabout projects. They also participate
in writing research bids and grants applicationgafticipant who held a higher position at

the School reported:

| also created as well as the research committBehvwvas in existence, a research
planning group for volunteers who wanted to consm@land be involved in planning

the way we worked with research in the School.ra has happened within the past
10 months. For the public meeting, we had Minutdseen and a report of that

meeting was sent to everyone in the School andnsitformed the agenda for the
way we have worked, and | have issued periodicoresgs back to people about the
way we have acted on their decisions. So, in tesgeating a democratic culture

that is the way | have tried to do it. That is ghert answer really. (Reader)
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In relation to writing bids and grant applications,depth interviews show that all academic

members of staff, regardless their positions haenkengaged in writing research proposals.

This might be attributed to the fact that the pplaf the University of Leeds is partly

embedded in generating alternative financial saurte the University. The following

conversation with a research fellow explains furthe

Interviewer:

Participant:

Interviewer:
Participant:
Interviewer:
Participant:
Interviewer:
Participant:

Interviewer:
Participant:

Interviewer:
Participant:

To what extent are you involved in decision-makiredated to research
decisions?

Well, we have a responsibility to get researchding, and so | write bids for
research and those bids are accepted.

Do you think your decisions affect the outcome @fidions in the School?

Do you mean does my research influence?

Your research and your decision.

Do you mean my decisions about funding in the 8ttho

Yes.

Well I've had no involvement in the School in angcisions about funding, so
only externally I've had involvement but not in $ch

What about knowledge transfer and participation?

Well 1 do a lot of that yes, but I'm asked to dmjects by external bodies and
so | make my own decision about whether | will gtdbose.

And the University will let you do what you wameély?

It's not free that you do as you want no. No, yavénto earn money for the
university, but the university is not interestedaihat you do, like the topic of
the actual project, so the university is interestethe amount of money, but
not in the actual substance of the project.

Another Research Fellow offered an alternative vidwe thought that participation in

research decision-making focused on giving feedlmackesearch bids and the evaluation of

research projects. In his own words, he stated:

Well, we all write research bids, it comes with teaitory. Do | evaluate? Well we
look at each other's so someone will ask me to labkheir draft evaluation if
someone was going to put in a bid, and someonéwidigou read it through for me
before it goes in?’, yes, I've done that on twdhwee occasions. (Senior Lecturer)

Although the Research Fellows are significantlyoirred in research, they think that their

role is just to implement research projects rathan making any relevant decisions because
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the higher decisions are made by Senior Positionlse School. One of the research fellows
stated:
| think if you are thinking about it from the sart management position, the sort of

management type decisions, then | don't think lpart of those, but | think those are
made even by a higher body. (Research Fellow)

It is clear from the research’s statement thatdeésfsome sort of marginalisation in decision
making related to policy issues of research. Howetles view does not subscribe with
another Research Fellow’s viewpoint. The seconde®&eb Fellow thinks that his
participation in decision-making comes through itadkwith colleagues about projects and
thinking about obtaining money for research prget¢iowever, the reality is to largely

participate in setting budgets and long term pfansesearch. This Research Fellow said:

| think within this area, which is Science Educatiovhich is where | am kind of
placed now, we work quite well together, and weltenagree on what we should be
doing anyway, so it works quite well so far. (Reshd-ellow)

It can be concluded from the above statementstagresentation of the in-depth interviews
that academic staff are satisfactorily engagecesearch projects. However, to some extent,
members of staff do not participate in researchteel decisions because they comply with
the School and University policies and regulatiohs.mentioned in other areas of decision-
making, (i.e. teaching), higher positions are pret@antly strategic decisions but not on an

individualistic basis.

6.3.3 Finance-Related Decisions
Findings from the in-depth interviews were consisteith those from the survey showing

that participants participate in making decisioelted to financial matters. The interviews
also pointed out that participation in decision-ingkdepends on the position of academic
staff in the School. It is clear from the intervethat higher positions (i.e. Professor, Reader)
are more likely to participate in setting the budgieSchool than others of lower levels (i.e.,
Lecturers, Senior Lecturers). This is also consist@ith quantitative results. This is
attributed to seniority and years of experiencessehresults come in line with the study of
Torrington et al. (2008) who found that the longer the years of eepee in the School

(seniority positions), the more participation inageégic decisions could take place. It can be
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concluded that years of experience play an impbntale in the participation of decision-

making. For instance, a Professor stated:
Well, I'm a member of something called the SMT, gthis the Senior Management
Team, so as part of the Senior Management Teamiseais$ with the Heads of
Departments about financial matters, so we arelwedin the decision-making;
however, the final decision-making is made, nothimitthe Department, it is within
the Faculty and also within the University so wee Heads of Departments present
budgets. The Heads of Departments present budgeish then have to be approved
and agreed within the Faculty and within the Ursitgr and | get involved in that

process. I'm involved at the level of the Departmiendiscussing and advising the
Department. So, yes, | am involved and | know v abing on. (Professor)

It is worth remembering that there are a numberoofimittees at the School responsible for
various areas, such as budget allocation for th®@&dn general and courses in particular.
The School is mainly responsible for setting themmtems of the budget; however, this
budget should be endorsed by the Dean of Facaltiyer than the Head of School.

When a Reader was asked about his participatiofinemcial decisions, he placed an
emphasis on his participation in such decisionsjdes the participant tackled the issue of
budgeting from the students’ facilities point oewi, since students require some materials
(books, journals, etc.). This view should be raibgdhe tutor responsible for meeting the
students’ requirements. In his own words, he said:
| feel as an individual tutor if there were thintt | wasn't satisfied with, then |
could raise that through my module evaluation. ddi@on, there is a section of the
module evaluation that students complete to do Vathlities, for example, so that
students could also have that commentary madehatd twould, as a tutor, take up
their voice in relationship to asking for changesfar budgetary requirements.

Because | also have a management role, | am ind@ve senior level through the
Senior Management Team looking at issues to dofimitimce, as well. (Reader)

It is understood from the above senior positionatesnents that the Head of School largely
delegates major tasks to senior members of stifeck to financial issues. Such delegation
gives these people the opportunity to autonomodetyde on more important matters within
the School. It is also clear from the above statégméhat there is a Senior Management

Team, which is responsible for taking strategidslens related to the School.

On the other hand, in-depth interviews indicateat tBenior Lecturers are responsible for

suggesting budgets for the courses that they designdeliver, but are not responsible for
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approving these budgets. They are also responf&iblexpensing the budget on the course
requirements, including students’ needs. A Senextlrer revealed:
We get a budget from the Government that is dedidoea particular course, and |
am responsible for making sure that we stay inbihek... Okay, so | have a great
deal of autonomy but within a structure, so withttbourse | know how much money
there is. | know what needs to be done. | can thiodut how best to use it, if there is

an under-spend | can ask if we can use it in aiqudat way. So that is a very
particular piece. (Senior Lectujer

Evidently, the statement reported by the Seniorturec indicates that he is autonomous in
making financial decisions related to the course,azcording to regulations and rules of the

University.

As indicated in teaching-related decisions, Re$e&®&lows are not involved in financial
decision-making, which might be attributed to tretume of work of research posts at the
University of Leeds. Research Fellows have alsaesged their unwillingness to participate
in financial issues. In relation to participationm financial related matters, the following

conversation took place with a Research Fellow (RF)

Interviewer: To what extent are you involved in the decision-mgkrelated to financial
issues?

RF: Not much at all, other than as it relates to negebudgets and things | am not
involved in financial decision-making as far asrl aware.

Interviewer: Why do you think you are not participating in tha¢a?

RF: Well, personally, | don’t want to be involved imdncial decision-making.
Interviewer: Why?
RF: Because | am not interested in it. | mean | warlid involved in all decision-

making to some extent and financial things are lohgdecondary. | mean,
obviously they are important but personally |1 ant mberested in looking at
spread sheets of figures to do with the budget.&o happy with the fact that
| don’t have to think about it too much. | meanyiolisly we have to think
about projects and whether they are worth doingnfomally, so | am not that
naive.

Another Research Fellow did not participate in ficial matters, but he understands the
financial system within the School, such as budgdiscated for the library. In his own
words, he revealed:

I do know that there is a system in place that3kbool has a certain amount of

money that the library is allocated to order boaks stuff and journals for us and
things like that. (Research Fellow)
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This Research Fellow complained about cutting btedgdocated for books and journals
since the University has removed a number of jdarftam websites.
So recently there was an email that went to aff,skdich said we are going to have
to remove some of these journals from the list beeaour budget is decreasing.
Therefore, | had the chance to feed in and say, please, | really need this journal
for research or for teaching or whatever it is [dhink that students from this

University in this School would benefit so let'sekeit - and | do feel like that was
listened to. (Research Fellow)

This section has presented the participation ofl@cec staff in financial related decisions. It
is clear from the in-depth interviews that memhsracademic staff significantly participate
in various financial matters and allocating buddetglifferent activities in the School. As
mentioned earlier, the position in the School igical in the participation of making

decisions, whereas lower ranks are less likelyartig@pate in setting the budget.

6.3.4 Administrative-Related Decisions
Similar to the findings in the earlier chapter dmthance-related decisions, participation in
administrative decisions depends on seniority. ifstance, professors and readers are more
likely to be engaged in the decision-making procésdministrative decisions include a
number of students in each module, recruiting gopbmting new staff. A professor, who
participates in a number of committees, reportsdplarticipation in administrative decisions
saying:
Well, again the mechanism by which I'm involveddecision-making is through the
Senior Management Team so these issues are didaisSenior Management Team
level and | will make a contribution if | have aggiestion or a contribution. But again
decisions about the student numbers, for examptedecided not within the School
but within the Faculty and within the Universityanything relating to numbers and

the projection for the School so my involvemenaighe level of the School, not at
the level of the Faculty or the University. (Prafes

Another participant, who has the role of Reader,plesised his participation in
administrative-related decisions since he partteigpan several aspects, such as the number
of students in the modules, attendance at coursetimgs, course committees and the
recruitment of new staff. The participant stated:

I must admit that so far | have felt involved intking that through my attendance at

course meetings and course committees and in soeas auch as electives | have a
voice in saying what the ceiling is about the nuntdfestudents. (Reader)
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It is noted from the participant’'s statement thaeré is some tension between different
opinions related to the number of students in egolip, particularly at Masters level, and
the position of the University. He revealed:
In relationship to the first areas that you tallembut concerning administration and
issues about student numbers for modules, | ghess is a tension between opinions

I might have about a good size of the group in otddacilitate learning at degree
level or masters’ level and the position of the ugnsity. (Reader)

In relation to appointing new members of staffret Echool, the participant said:

In relation to the appointment of staff, which rsother area | think you mentioned,
I've been invited to take part in a variety of appment procedures where | have
attended on panels as a member of staff and adaml that those have been good
democratic experiences, and I'm satisfied by thearsity’s policies on areas such as
equality of opportunity so that women have a plaghin the University or people
from ethnic minorities etc. are followed carefulfiReader)

It is evident from the above statement that théigpant was involved in different activities
related to administration. This indicated the imponce of experience and seniority in taking
strategic and critical decisions in the School.sTadlso confirms the School’s policy towards

engaging and involving higher positions in higheardl decisions.

Staff in medium and lower positions are less likigyparticipate in strategic decisions such
as those mentioned above. Senior Lecturers arelymosblved in decisions related to
managing the courses they design and deliver, atns to Masters programmes, and

equality and diversity policy.

On one the side of the picture, the in-depth ingvg indicated that some participants are not
interested in getting involved in administrativéated decisions, as they try to avoid conflicts
with other members of staff. A Senior Lecturer whanages her own course believed that
her participation was quite limited in the followgin
On the main course | teach, | am involved to sorterd but it is quite limited, so |
take responsibility for my own things. For examplehave the responsibility for
assessment on the course that | teach and so btakership of that, and | make

decisions, which | communicate to the course leabdat sometimes this causes
conflict because the course leader doesn’t agréredecisions. (Senior Lecturer)
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It is clear from the statement above that thisig@eant is not content with her participation in
administration-related decisions because the cdees#er does not agree with some of the
decisions she takes. When this participant wasdagheether she wanted to be involved in

administrative decision-making, she said the foitayv

Interviewer: What about administrative decisions like decidimg humber of students to be
enrolled in the department?

Participant: None, whatsoever because that’s decided by thergment.

Interviewer: What about the nomination or promotion of acadestadf into higher
positions?

Participant: None at all.

Interviewer: Are you involved in decisions relating to the suptaff? Do you participate
in their appointment?

Participant: In a limited way yes, when it is directly relatiedmy course as it were.

Interviewer: Why are you less involved in decisions relatingdoninistrative staff?

Participant: Because that is the structure.

Interviewer: And in your opinion, do you feel that you need &rhore involved?

Participant: Yes, | believe that that would be a much bettey tuat the structure is very
hierarchical.

It can be understood from the conversation that anior Lecturer wished to participate in
decision-making but due to the hierarchy of theidtire within the School, her opinion
would not count on issues other than those abaumnibdules she teaches. As mentioned
above, higher positions are more likely to paratgpin decision-making than their lower

levels counterparts.

On the level of Research Fellows, the in-depthruidevs showed that they do not participate
in administrative decision-making due to the fdttthey partly do not want to participate,
or the structure of the School does not allow themio. One Research Fellow reported:

I don't really have any role in that, I think thenlp thing is through various

committee meetings that | might get involved ind drcan feed into advice about it,
but the actual decisions are made by other peiRésearch Fellow)

Another research fellow reveals his unwillingnesarticipate in administrative decisions
because he does not wish to do that. In his ownmlsydre said:
Again, it's a bit similar to the financial one inat I'm not particularly involved, but |

think that is partly because | am not, well | donéed to be involved. | mean if we
have new lecturers coming in to be interviewed tham involved a bit. We can go
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and watch their presentation, and we are encouraggal so and give feedback about
what we think of them but apart from that | am patticularly involved. (Research
Fellow)

Evidently, this research fellow participates in theesentations delivered by candidates
interviewed for jobs, which is not considered at drthe decision-making. The Research
Fellow just gave his views about the lecturer. Tole of Research Fellow does not require
any involvement and/or participation in adminigtvatapart from the research project being
investigated. This explanation is supported by la@oResearch Fellow, saying:
I'm not a lecturer; I'm a Research Fellow and thatan that my role is a bit
narrower. | am not involved in a lot of teachingtsere are certain things that | don’t
know much about. | am happy with my level of inxghent and really | am an

unusual example. You probably won't be interviewingny other research fellows. |
am moving towards being a lecturer. (Research Wwgllo

Participants in this study were asked about whethey wished to be more involved in
administrative decisions. In-depth interviews shthat they do not want to participate
because they are satisfactorily engaged in marigrdift things. This to some extent goes in
line with findings in the earlier chapter. A Prades reported:
I mean life is too short, and | am involved enougieel that if there are some things
that | don't like, | have the capacity to influenead to say something about it

because | am a senior member of the departmentf $avas a junior member it
could be different and | might not get that oppoitiys (Professor)

It can be concluded from this section that staff different levels are engaged in
administrative decisions, but engagement is basedhe role in the School, which is

determined by position and seniority.

6.3.5 Discussion
This section discusses the main results of acadstaft participation in different types of
decisions: teaching, research, finance and admatit. It also makes the discussion more

themes focused, discussing issues of organisatibraalge and leadership styles.
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The results of the interviews found that academeenivers of staff, to a large extent, actually
participated in teaching-related decisions sucdessgning and delivering modules, as well
as teaching methods. Academic members of staff adsess and evaluate the course from
students’ perspectives. In general, staff arefsadisvith their actual participation in teaching
decisions and do not wish to be more involved iacléng decisions, because of their

engagement in other business within the School.

It is clear from the interviews’ results that peigiiants in higher positions in the School are
more likely to participate in decisions relateduading regulations, involvement in research

excellence framework and preparing the School’'srnst of research. On the other hand,
interviews show that lecturers and Research Felkredree to join research committees and
give their feedback. They also participate in wgtiresearch bids and grant applications. It
was also clear from the interviews that Researdlows are less likely to be engaged in

writing research projects and do not participateesearch-related decisions. This could be

attributed to the specific role of Research Fellawd the nature of their work contracts.

In relation to financial decisions, it was cleawrr interviews that the actual participation in
financial decisions depends upon the position aflamic staff in the School. For instance,
Professors and Readers are more likely to parteipad have a say in strategic financial
decisions (i.e., annual budget for the School)ntluher staff such as lecturers and
researchers. Therefore, seniority is an importaciof in the actual participation of financial
matters. Although the budget of the School is preghdoy senior members of staff, it should
be endorsed by the Dean of the Faculty. It is kvortentioning that junior academic
members of staff participate in determining studergquirements and facilities from books
and journals. Furthermore, the Head of Schoolg#tés major tasks to senior members of

staff, such as budgeting and course modules.

The patrticipation of academic staff in administratidecisions does not differ from their

participation in financial decisions since; the idem-making process depends on the
seniority of academic staff. For instance, professmd readers are responsible for designing
the policies for recruiting new staff. On the otlmand, senior lecturers and lecturers are
mostly involved in decisions related to acceptitgdents to postgraduate programmes and

diversity policy.
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It is clear from this brief description of the mawsults that the academic members of staff,
in general, are satisfied with their participatiordifferent types of decisions. Seniority forms
an important factor in staff participation in sagitc financial and administrative decisions.

This means that decisions are almost decentralised.

Organisational Change
All participants in the in-depth interviews centred the financial crisis (recession) and its

reflection on the university. For example, thideefed on restructuring the School and led to
a cut in funding and staff. The organisational geawithin the School has also led to cuts in
the funding of library resources, as well as adstiative staff. One of the participants stated
that:

We have been through a financial crisis, which tessilted in the restructure. The

University requires that all departments need tarze their budgets, so they are not
prepared to what we call cross-subsidise. (Profgsso

Another participant emphasised that the cut irf fi@$ increased staff workloads, in terms of
teaching and administration. However, this partioipbelieves that restricting of the School
may lead to appoint new staff. In his own wordsrdported:
The School of Education has been through a very [@&iod when we had to
restructure quite a lot and shed staff, so peopl# to take on higher workloads

because of people leaving. We are now moving intbffarent era where we can
actually start appointing staff and open up son@dpnities. (Senior Lecturer)

In relation to organisational culture, which shoblel as a result of organisational change,
participants emphasise that the research cultigelmnged in the last few years because of a
lack of sufficient funding. The research cultures leecome very individualistic rather than
collective in terms of effort. One participant said
Well, | have only been here for two years and Isgukefeel best aware of the past
year, so | could talk about some of the changefotaith research. One example is
that people felt that the research culture was wedjvidualistic, and they wanted
more space to share ideas with each other, stéisabeen part of the reason why we

created the research seminar series. We havemedrand re-worked the School
Research Conference, again to include post-gradesg¢arch students. (Reader)
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It is understood from these statements that thanisgtional change that had taken place in
the School was due to financial crises rather #@way lack of participation in the decision-
making process. In this case, nobody can changeikbe because it is out of their hands. The
pressure from the University on departments has ttedestructuring their budgets in

accordance with no subsidies.

Furthermore, due to the financial crisis faced g University, the School has also been
affected. For instance, the financial constrairdd ked to a loss in significant numbers of

staff in the last few years, which have substagtiacreased the workload on academic and
administrative staff. It can be concluded that tluéhese reasons, academic staff are not
interested in participating in all areas of degisinaking. One more issue that is understood
from this section is that the School is sensittvetianges in the external environment. That is
to say when there are financial hardships on thee@onent it is reflected on the University

and the School.

Leadership Styles
When participants were asked about leadershipdrSithool, they almost all answered this

guestion by saying that the Head of School foll@axdemocratic leadership style. This type
of leadership depends upon equal participation gnsteif and gives them the opportunity to
express their viewpoint freely. One of the paréeifs said, for example:

I think the style is one that is relatively demdra | think structures in place through
meetings and through committees’ works well if youto allow people to communicate their ideas
and to collaborate in decisions. At the same tirkes have clear descriptors of responsibility, &nd
think my experience over the past two years her¢hat people handle that in a fair and equitable
manner. (Reader)

This statement is supported by another view ofrad8é.ecturer who reported:

| think that the current Head of School and thevioes Heads of School have all
been highly approachable people who would listea teasoned and arguable case.
So, if you just go in with a hair brain scheme tlyen are not going to get anywhere,
but you shouldn’t do; but they are always willirglisten to a reasoned case. | work
in a team where there is a strong collaborativeucel (Senior Lecturer)
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Only one participant demonstrated his view by sgyihat his line manager was not
democratic, and had no qualifications essentialeadership. She stated:
So, the person who is in a kind of leadership posin relation to me, | don'’t believe
actually has the real qualifications and skillsfutfil the role because it's a very
difficult role. Therefore, | find it very difficulbecause | sometimes see things that he

doesn’t see and | have to find a way to expresswa to him that he finds difficult to
accept that leads to tension between us. (Senmiutear)

It can be said in general that the Head of Scheotharacterised by transformational
leadership styles who delegates important parthi®fresponsibilities to committees and
senior members of staff. This also emphasises rtipoitance of staff participation in all
decisions related to the School, which leads tengtthen this loyalty and adherence to the
school visions and achieve its strategic objectivesording to Avolio and Bass (1995),
leadership is regarded as a critical factor in itmgbns and the implementation of
transformation in organisations. Leadership creatg®sitive impact on individuals, teams
and organisations. With respect to the manageméntramsformation processes in
organisations, there is a strong need for leadéxs ave more change-centred. Avolio and
Bass (1995) argue that leadership can take diffes¢yles, including directive-versus-
participative leadership, autocratic-versus-dentacréeadership and task-versus-relation

oriented leadership.

6.4 Decision-Making in the Faculty of Education: Kind Saud

University
Similar to the section on the University of Leettss section consists of five sub-sections

related to decision-making at the Faulty of EdwmgtiKSU. These are (1) teaching-related

decisions, (2) research-related decisions, (3)nfieaelated decisions, (4) administrative-

related decisions, and (5) general and themataudgons of issues of organisational change
and leadership styles.

6.4.1 Teaching-Related Decisions
In-depth interviews with participants from the Fiigwf Education at KSU indicate that they

participate in teaching-related decisions; thisdsin line with findings in the earlier chapter.

This could be a result of the point that their ggration is excluded in all strategic decisions,
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which are made only by the Head of the Departmidotvever, participants acknowledged
their participation in teaching decisions and rafgvissues, such as designing modules and
choosing teaching methods. For example, participastated that some decisions are
discussed in the regular staff meetings, but thal §ay is with the Head of the Department.
These decisions include educational standardisedirtelogy used in various modules,
distribution of classes, teaching methods and cuirm. In addition, academic members of
staff can make decisions related to the timing plating of classes and evaluation of
students. One of the participants focused on thmortance of terminology and vocabulary
used in the Faculty, where academic staff cannaeingd these educational terms. The
participant reported:

The problem is that some universities still use tddminologies, which were

introduced about ten years ago. As academic staff,annot change them, as well as
the Faculty of Education has no intention to chahgse terms. (Assistant Professor)

This participant faced this problem with postgradustudents who took their undergraduate
degrees at other universities and recently join8KThe participant had to change all terms
to suit the new students’ ability to understands lvorth mentioning that KSU is considered
one of the top universities in the Kingdom of Sauttiabia and uses contemporary
terminology in terms of all subjects. Converselymg other universities are still using the

old educational terminology system and have notategatiaccordingly.

All participants emphasised that there are a nurnbenmmittees which take responsibility
for making suggestions rather than decisions. Rstance, there is a committee responsible
for the curriculum. However, these committees disctihese suggestions, but cannot make
decisions. It is up to the department whether toept or reject these suggestions. Some
decisions are taken by the Dean of Faculty rath@n by the Head of Department, such as
curriculum, number of credit hours and teachinghods (for example, e-learning). The
participant stated:

There are a number of committees, which includetucall committee, social

committee, curriculum committee and committee rasjie for students’ problems.

The department can adopt or reject any recommeandatihe final word is in the
hands of the Head of Department. (Associate Profess
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One Associate Professor who has worked for a long for the Faculty emphasised that
academic decisions are mostly accepted by his ideBeépartment. This participant gave an
example about decision-making, saying:

Academic decisions are mostly discussed by comesitestablished for purposes of

approving topics suggested by staff. Committeesnbers listen to all suggestions
and then vote on these suggestions. (Associate$aar)

These statements reveal that the major decisi@highly centralised because, for example,
academic staff cannot change the programme of edpdiurriculum and the content of

modules.

Interviews also indicate that, to some extent, anad members of staff cannot choose all the
modules that they teach, findings similar to thoeygorted by Easton and Van Laar (1995).
The Faculty selects a number of references froniboaks in a particular subject matter area,
which should be used by teachers and studentsulegstcan choose relevant references if
there is no list suggested from the departmentai@pant stated:
There is no absolute freedom for lecturers to cagetevant sources recommended
for students. References should be approved byFdmulty Committee. Some

lecturers try to impose books they have writtentite department. (Assistant
Professor)

It is understood from interviews that the Dean atiity's point of view is different from a

staff perspective. All academic decisions are takgrommittees established in the Faculty
for different tasks such as financial committeeruéing and selection. However, one Head
of Department emphasised the point that acaderaft &te not free to make any decisions.
The following discussion takes place between me @mel of the Heads of Departments

(HoD), and it explains this point.

Interviewer: Do you think academic members of staff participateaching-related
decisions?

HoD: Of course, because they practice their acadectivtées such as their
methods of students’ evaluation, marking and g@g@ssessment). In terms
of modification of students’ grades during the sst@e lecturers can discuss
that in the department meetings.

Interviewer: Do you mean that lecturers can make these desiswithout consultation?
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HoD: No, no, there is no absolute freedom in doing, tteey can participate but
within regulations of the Faculty.

Interviewer: Educational terms and vocabularies, for example...

HoD: These terminologies are discussed in the depattare should be approved
by the academic committee.

It can be understood from this conversation thadamic staff cannot make decisions
without consulting the department. It seems that Head of Department thinks in an

authoritative way.

Only one Assistant Professor (AP) who was interei@wn this study thinks that most
decisions are taken by the staff, rather than ley department. There are a number of
committees responsible for making different typéslecisions. The following conversation

illustrates:

Interviewer: Do you want to participate in teaching relatedisien-making in the
department?

AP: Yes, definitely, | wish to be a part of the teand make relevant decisions.
Interviewer: Why?

AP: This is my department and it is healthy to pgvate in all teaching decisions,
such as evaluation of students and grading.

Interviewer : Are you contented with the level of participatiorteaching decisions in the
department?

AP: Very much satisfied with my participation in &dlaching related decisions.

Interviewer : Have you ever been marginalised in relation tigipation in teaching related
decisions in the department?

AP: Not at all, if any of the academic staff memb@serve decisions, they can
discuss this reservation, which will be discussethe department and then by
the Faculty.

This conversation reveals that this participantsfegnpowered and comfortable with being
able to participate in teaching related decisioffse above statement is supported by an

Assistant Professor who stated:

There has been a big decision taken by higher ctie®si but unfortunately, was not
discussed by the teaching committee. The decisitastance was to cancel credit
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hours and replace it by semester system. Discussibthis issue took about three
years and have not reached a decision by the @itivefAssociate Professor)

Interviews show that all participants want to gevalved in teaching-related decisions
because this participation solves several probletased to the curriculum, teaching methods
and educational terms. One participant emphasissdy saying:

Throughout my experience in the Faculty of Educgtid have never been

significantly engaged in designing curriculum anldeo relevant decisions. | wish to
be more active in the department, and my voice#d (Assistant Professor)

This statement is supported by an Associate Profeasio stated:

I was normally involved in decisions related tcaaging and distribution of classes. |
need to participate in the strategic vision ancediyes of the faculty and designing
curriculum. (Assistant Professor)

6.4.2 Research-Related Decisions
It is clear from interviews that research projeats poorly addressed by the Faculty of

Education. This explains the low level of partidipa for academics in such decisions, raised
in the earlier chapter, since there are not mamysams to be made. Therefore, research is
almost not on the agenda of meetings, apart froblighung individual books and papers.
The culture of research is individual rather tharFaculty policy. However, the Saudi
government has initiated supporting research bgodloicing a programme of rewards to
researchers. Although research is an individualissilie, promotion from lecturer to
Assistant Professor or from Assistant Professakssociate Professor, and then to Professor
depends upon publications in international and lIgoarnals. The in-depth interviews
pointed out that there is no budget allocated seaech. One of the participants stated, for
example:
I am currently working on a joint research projedth the Ministry of Education,

which was my own initiative. | have written the posal, discussed it in the
departmental meeting and got it approved by thellBadAssociate Professpr

A professor who was interviewed in this study agréeat KSU is currently working on

developing a plan for research, which focuses owveldeing relationships between the
Faculty and other governmental and non-governmemnganisations. The problem is that the
University places a focus on teaching, which cduddattributed to the system and culture

within the university.
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| have been working in this department for abogheyears and suggested allocating
specific budget for research and have written gogsal. The proposal is still in the
Faculty Office awaiting approval. (Associate Pref@y

Although the research culture has not been devdltpenternational standards at KSU in

general, and the Faculty of Education in particuthere are some efforts exerted in this
regard. Participants reported that the universily Baculty have realised the importance of
research for the university and people. Therefiorean be concluded that a research culture

is being created at this institution.

6.4.3 Finance-Related Decisions
All participants revealed that the Heads of Deparite and academic staff do not participate
in financial decisions because most decisions asglemby the Faculty Office and/or
University Office. Again, this explains the low kvof participation in such decisions found
in the earlier chapter. The centralisation of ficiahdecisions is critical in Saudi universities
due the fact that these decisions are made on dkis lof the departments’ needs. The
interviews also show that the Dean of Faculty, adl \as the staff, have only limited
responsibilities for financial matters. For exampale Associate Professor mentioned:
Unfortunately, academic staff and Heads of Depamtmehave no financial

responsibilities. Only four people are responsitge financial matters within the
University: the Vice Chancellor and his deputiésdqociate Professor)

One participant felt that academic staff should betgiven any financial responsibilities
because they will not manage them effectively.igndwn words, he stated that:
If an academic member of staff is given the resibilitg of finance, he will not

spend the money in a proper way. He may deciddédoge his desk and spend more
money on hospitability (Assistant Professor).

Some participants believe that academic membestadf should not interfere in financial
matters because they are only responsible for ileg@md other academic duties. One of the
participants said, for example:

It is imperative that academic staff should notipgrate in financial decisions, which

are natural in academic institutions. Lecturers determine their financial needs that
are met according to regulations in the Facultgsfgtant Professor)
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This statement does not concur another Associaties$aor’'s opinion, who said:

The problem is that there is bureaucracy and araesgd system in financial
decisions, since you have to write to the departn@m then to the Faulty of
Education and then the Faculty writes to relevanitsu. It is a complicated process
(Associate Professor).

The problem is that academic staff are not involvetinance related decisions, but they are
also not engaged in setting the budget for departsndhe Faculty itself is not engaged in
setting its own budgets. The Vice Chancellor arsddeiputies only are responsible for setting

all relevant budgets. One Head of Department redeal

| agree that every faculty and every departmentulshdave its budget, but

unfortunately, this is the system in the Universitye have a very small budget for
the department, which is not sufficient to coves tieeds. We have to write to the
Dean, and then the Dean writes to the Vice Chamrcalbputy responsible for

financial issues in order to get any money. (Psiigs

When academic members of staff were asked wheltesr wish to further participate in
financial-related decisions, seven of them dematesr their desire to do so. All of them
agreed that the department should have its ownédipadhich enables staff and Heads of
Department to be independent of the Faculty. Fumbee, this will reduce the time for
bureaucratic correspondence and procedures. Arckted’rofessor stated:
To be honest with you, | wish our department tdfibancially independent, which
will give the opportunity to achieve departmentally in terms of enriching the

Faculty library, covering costs of stationary, whiwg for formal conferences.
(Associate Professor)

This viewpoint was supported by an Assistant Psafesvho emphasised the importance of
independence of departments and faculties, in tefrisance. He mentioned:
Throughout my long experience in the Faculty, ldhbeen struggling to convince the
top management in the University to allocate debenigets for faculties, which can

distribute this budget among its departments. Uafately, centralising of decisions
hinders any progress in this regard. (AssociatéeBsor)
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Although financial decisions are centrally takenisiimportant not to ignore the fact that

KSU has tried to meet staff and departments reou@rgs. The results of this study come in
line with what is called “cost centre managementiich states that the financial processes
are undertaken in the main centre of the orgawoisatiin other words, the structure of the

organisation and financial processes are addressexthieve a centralised management
system (Briathwaite, 1993).

6.4.4 Administrative-Related Decisions

It is clear from interviews that academic membdrstaff, to a large extent, are not engaged
in administrative decisions, findings that are samthose highlighted in the earlier chapters.
The University top management is responsible fav appointments, promotions and other
administrative issues. The role of academic staff support staff is limited to determining
their requirements, such as lecturers. The systemppointing academic staff follows a
bureaucratic procedure. For instance, if any depamt within the Faculty of Education
wants to appoint a new academic member of staffufer, Assistant or Associate Professor),
the Head of Department writes down all person $jgations and sends them to the Dean of

Faculty.
An Associate Professor reported:

As for appointing a secretary or a member of acadstaff, the Head of Department
should write to the Dean who doesn't take budget donsideration because salaries
are paid by the government rather than the Uniwethen advertises the job in the
newspaper. (Associate Professor)

This statement is of high importance to this stadyit shows that jobs offered at KSU are
looked upon as public jobs being paid by the Gavemt, rather than the institution itself. In
this regard, an institution would not care abotfiteincy and reducing costs. This statement
is supported by another view of an Associate Psoiesvho reported that administrative
decisions are made within the Government rather the University. The participant said:
There is a system within the Saudi public sectacesievery job should be advertised

by the Vice Chancellor's Office. This usually iscoemmended by departments or
faculties when they desire to hire a new membatadf. (Associate Professor)
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It is evident that employees’ appointments are reéised within the responsibilities of the
Vice Chancellor Office. This could be attributedthe fact that universities in Saudi Arabia
belong to the public governmental sector, whichakr long process of selection and
recruitment. Interviews also indicate that the emity has to inform the Administrative
Services Ministry about any vacancy and appointméot this reason, the Ministry is
responsible for giving a unique number for everyplayee in the country. The advantage of
this process is that university employees are firsdly covered, secured and protected by the
Government, rather than the institution itself.

Another important issue that was raised in therurtg/s was the appointment of academic
staff for administrative positions. The in-deptlenviews pointed out that every member of
academic staff can nominate themselves for thelippf Head of Department, or members
of academic staff can nominate one of their collesg Once the department chooses the
candidate for the position, the Head of Departnsamds that nomination to the Dean of
Faculty. A participant who works as a Head of Dapant within the Faculty of Education,
reported:

Yes, as the Head of Department, | invite my collesgfor a meeting to nominate one

of our colleagues for the position of Head. Howevke problem, no one wants to

head the department because it focuses and consuowstime on administrative
issues and duties. (Professor

All participants emphasised that no-one wants ey department or have the position of
a Dean of Faculty, because there are no finanetakns. As the Head of Department, in
addition to teaching responsibilities, they havenguilstrative and financial tasks that take
time to perform. Furthermore, the Head of Departnieield responsible and liable for any
mistake or problem. Very recently, the universitiraduced an extra payment of 1,500 Saudi

Reyal (equal to $500 USD) for the position of Hea®epartment, as an incentive.

In general, participants are not satisfied withirtiparticipation in administrative decisions,
although the new Vice Chancellor and the Deans asfufies have formed a number of
committees for the purpose of appointing new staff promoting others. Participants also
emphasised that these committees, in reality,Viotlee instructions of the Vice Chancellor or
the Dean of Faculty. One of the participants stated
The new Vice Chancellor has focused on committeg;h will be responsible for
appointing new people in the University. To be tiwgth you, these committees are

not effective in choosing the right persons for thgher positions... there is some
kind of influence being posed from above. (Ass@cRitofessor)
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When participants were asked to get more involwedadministrative decisions, seven
participants expressed their desire to participmtesuch decisions. Participation in
administrative decisions is important in helping tHead of Department in discussing and
resolving problems (Kathryret al. 1993); however, this study found that members of
academic staff desire to participate more in adsiiaiive decisions, without any formal
responsibilities, as all participants expressed tieéusal to be appointed to an administrative

position, for example, the Head of Department.

6.4.5 Discussion
This section discusses the main results relatingcealemic staff participation in teaching,

research, finance and administrative decisionsldb raises the discussion of being more
themes focused in discussing issues of organisdtatrange and leadership styles.

Results of interviews demonstrated that strategaching decisions are made by the Heads of
Departments within the Faculty of Education. Thdeeisions include numbers of modules,
and choosing the major sources for courses. Howagademic members of staff participate
in the discussion of designing and delivering ratevmodules. Although there are a number
of committees that can make suggestions about resdahd courses, the final say is for

senior administrative personnel.

In terms of research-related decisions, the resiltee interviews indicated that the culture

of research has not been created in the departraktite Faculty and is still addressed on an
individual level. Publishing research papers anokialepend on academic members of staff.
Very recently, the Saudi government allocated btsifpe research in Saudi universities.

The results of the interviews demonstrate a comnserabout the non-participation of
academic staff in financial related decisions, siatt decisions are made by the Faculty and
Vice Chancellors Office. In other words, financidécisions are centralised in the top

management offices. For these reasons, academibengmof staff wish to be more involved
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in such decisions. It is worth stressing that desfiie lack of participation in financial
decisions, almost all staff and departments demamwddinancially independent. Chong and
Chong (2002) suggest that participation in budgesinould include all levels of employees.
Participation of lower level employees in decisiaking yields more practical plans with
open discussion, and also provides motivationaotsf and improvement in the quality of
decision-makingibid). Administrative decisions such as recruiting regaff are also mainly

taken by the Dean of Faculty and the top managesatehe University.

It can be understood from the presentation of teshat the participation of academic staff in
teaching, research, finance and administrativest®ts is substantially weak. In other words,
decisions are centralised in the Dean of Facult/\are Chancellors Offices. Sanyal (1995)
argues that there are many problems that hinder dibeentralisation decisions and
participation of academic staff in relevant acaderdecision. These problems include
centralised bureaucracy, no department’s governamckedisruption of participation, as well
as an unwillingness to participate in such decsiokccording to Hoy and Miskel (1982)
higher educational institutions require leaders whn give more space to their subordinates

to express their views related to academic issues.

Organisational Change
Organisational change is understood by participastsreating a new culture within the

Faculty. This culture is embedded in more partiogea in decision-making, creating
research culture and learning. Participants alstergtand organisational change in terms of
changing the bureaucratic system and centralisatibndecision-making. One of the
participants stated:
The problem in the Faculty of Education is thattihye management intend to change
and have set action plans for research, formingexo& and social committees, but

these action plans have not been translated imigrgmmes and projects. (Associate
Professor)

Another participant thinks that organisational grdtshould occur at the top level of the
University, and not at the lower level. In his owards, he said:
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Although the top management at the University aes emphasis on the
participation of academic staff in financial andracistrative decisions, but on the
ground level, this has not occurred. This couldnyeuted to the culture that prevails
in the university. It seems that the top managermdahnds not to change. (Associate
Professor)

Participants were asked how to develop a culturepafticipation in financial and
administrative related decisions. Almost, all api@nts reported that transparency does not

exist in the Faculty; hypocrisy prevails while dgons are taken on the basis of participation.
One participant mentioned:

There is the intention for achieving transparenaiyonly on the level of the Faculty
or University, but on the societal level. If traaspncy is there, everything can be
justified, and justice will prevail. (Assistant Pessor)

Another participant added.

...We have to be fair in our decisions in relatiorappointment and promotion. This

culture should change otherwise our University witit become one of the top

universities in the world... Unfortunately, we do mednt to change and change our
culture. | found many of our colleagues do not wanbe transparent because this
change will affect their interests in particulaity appointing friends or relatives.

(Associate Professaor)

It can be concluded from these statements thaicymamts are not optimistic pertaining the
organisational change at the Faculty of Educatidso, participants do not blame the Faculty
of Education only, but even blame themselves becafisheir own culture. The results of
interviews indicate that there will be no organmaal change at the Faculty in the short run,
because the top management at Faculty and Univéesiels has no intention to do so. This
reflects on the issue of change resistance. Acaegrtti Clark (1995), on the individual and
organisational level, there is often a peculiadkai organisational autism, which blocks the
universities’ demand for more autonomy. To a lagtent, the Saudi public universities that
belong to the governmental sector are funded bygdvernment. This could be attributed to
cultural change, which is a critical issue for pleng long term changes in the governance of

universities (Schein 1992).
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Leadership Styles
Interviews indicate that participants are not $iatiswith the leadership styles of their line

managers in particular, and the Faculty of Eduacaitiogeneral. Interviews attributed that to
the way of making decisions, reference was mostyento administrative and financial
decisions. Almost decisions are taken solely, sashthe appointment of new staff and
promotion. One participant stated:

Most recruitment decisions are taken by our Hea®@bartment and the Dean of Faculty,

although they consult us in such decisions. Thew®@niArabic proverb that says: you consult
them, but you do not have to take their opinions account. (Associate Professor)

This viewpoint comes in line with another partiaipavho reported:

One of our colleagues was appointed on the basiasta(mediation and influence).
The Dean of Faculty called the Head of Department imformed him about this
appointment. The problem is that our Head of Depant accepted that without any
discussion with the Dean... later he informed us &hbis decision. (Assistant
Professor)

It can be concluded from this brief descriptioneddership at the Faculty of Education that
the Head of Departments and Dean of Faculty folkathoritative leadership style in some
financial and administrative decisions (i.e., budge recruiting new staff) rather than a
participative approach. However, in relation tocteag-related decisions, to some extent,
academic members of staff are participative. Thessults are consistent with the
authoritative model of managers. According to thizdel, managers base their decisions on
the knowledge they can gather. However, they theuae their decision to the group.
According to Muindi (2011), the group or team mavé different feelings or opinions, as
well as reactions from their managers. However, agars or leaders assume that their

subordinates have the same views as theirs.

6.5 Comparative Analysis and Discussions
The discussion will follow the research questiofighe study. This section discusses the

major similarities and dissimilarities between battganisations in relation to teaching,

finance, administrative and research related datssi
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6.5.1 Teaching-Related Decisions
Interviews indicate that academic members of dtafih Leeds, to some extent, are more

likely to participate in teaching-related decisidhan staff from KSU. In contrast, academic
members of staff from KSU are more likely to deslyaparticipate in teaching-related

decisions than those at Leeds.

Interviews in both organisations revealed no sigaift differences in academic participation,
in teaching related decisions. However, it candd that the main differences are embedded
in the ability of staff at the University of Leetsleading specific modules through designing
the module, delivering and evaluating studentss Theans that the academic members of
staff have the flexibility in choosing the suppngisources and terminology. On the other
hand, the academic members of staff at KSU are m@dyonsible for delivering the course.
They do not significantly participate in designimgpdules, and they are required to discuss
that with the Head of Department. They are not fiteeuse relevant terminology and
supporting sources because these should be didcfisteand approved by the department.
The results of this study are in line with Rowastsidy (1995) who found that teachers
actually had substantial engagement in decisiotserk to teaching (introduction of new
educational programmes, or purchasing teachingpewgnt), but they desire to directly
participate in such decisions. Furthermore, HaRQ06) argues that academic staff should
make decisions that relate to designing modulgberahan the Head of Department. It is
worth noting that academic members of staff in arsities play a critical role in the success
of these universities, and achieving the goaldefitstitutions. At the same time, academic
members of staff (teachers, researchers and admtois) play an important role in
graduating good quality students. Therefore, @igpation of academic staff in decision-

making is reflected in the image of universitiegg¢bler, 2003).

Another major difference between the two organisetiis that academic members of staff at
the University of Leeds expressed their unwillingméo additionally participate in teaching
related decisions, while staff at KSU reportedrtideisire to participate in all teaching-related
decisions. The latter does feel marginalised. Mesbé academic staff at the University of

Leeds expressed their satisfaction with their pigndition in teaching-related decisions.
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6.5.2 Financial-Related Decisions
It is clear from the results above that both orgations considerably differ in relation to staff

participation in financial decisions. The first uss which should be emphasised in this
regard, is that the institution at Leeds has ite @awnual budget in which the Head of School
and staff are responsible for spending, in accarelamith their requirements. They do not
have to consult the Dean of Faculty or the Vice ri@eior in any related issue. The budget
allocated for the School of Education at Leedgens according to the university regulations
and rules. It can be concluded that the budgetngralised within the School rather than the
Faculty or the University. Furthermore, the SchobEducation at the University of Leeds

can generate money through research and usethidgurpose of developing the School and

hiring new members of staff.

On the other hand, the Faculty of Education at Kfld a very small budget allocation that
can be used for hospitality, for example. The MVigleancellor has a deputy for financial
issues and is responsible for all expenses witmenUniversity. Therefore, participation in
financial decisions does not exist because thexrenarreal or large budgets for the Faculty.

All budgets are centralised within the Vice Chaturé&d and deputy offices.

Interviews indicate that senior positions at thed&d of Education at the University of Leeds
are responsible for setting budgets. On the mitillel such as lecturers, they may suggest
budgets for courses they teach, which are mostiyased by the School. This budget may
include allocated money for the library, travel erpes, conferences and so on. On the
department level at KSU, participation in finanaalcisions is not possible because there are
no real budgets for these departments, but in cessts their requirements are met. Results
are consistent with the study conducted by Jiamp\Vaei (2009), who conducted a study of
two universities, one in the United States androth€hina. The study found the final say in
decisions, in the Chinese universities are impinggdthe Vice Chancellors and their
deputies. The study also found that both univesifin the US and China) perceived that

faculties have no governance over their budgetsilaey seek more involvement.
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6.5.3 Administrative-Related Decisions

In-depth interviews point out significant differesscbetween the two organisations in relation
to administrative decisions. Academic members dffsat the University of Leeds
significantly participate in appointing new stadfjch as lecturers and researchers, as well as
other types of staff. Conversely, the appointmdracademic staff at KSU is centralised in
the Dean or Vice Chancellors Office, as there isltmcated budget for every department for
staff labour required. In other words, the bureaticrsystem prevails in the Faculty of
Education and its departments. Appointing new membé staff takes place at department

level at the University of Leeds, while it doesatd-aculty and University level at KSU.

There are two different organisational structuresthe two institutions. The School of
Education at the University Leeds is considered amgle and independent entity, which is
responsible for every single issue in the Schoat.tkis reason, all decisions are made within
this entity, but in accordance with University po#s and regulations. On the other hand, the
structure of the Faculty at KSU and its departmanésnot regarded as independent entities
due to the fact that they are not responsible flodecisions made. For these reasons, the
decision-making process is different since staftipi@ation is different. These findings are
highly important to the study and the comparisoncpss between the two institutions,
bearing in mind that one follows a less centraliseddecentralised management system
(Leeds), and the other follows a more strictly caliged management system (KSU). This
variation in management system between the Arabagdunal institutions and other Western

institutions has been reported by Al-Baker (2009).

According to Luthans (2005), there are two randgsatticipation in decision-making. One

range does not allow participation, and managenmsadanvolve subordinates in gaining new
ideas. Another range allows the participation digdinates in decision making. Results of
this study are to a large extent not consistenh Wwitthans’ statements, due the fact that
academic staff from both universities participateteaching related decisions despite their

differences.

In general, Collinset al. (1989) highlight that teachers’ participation idna@nistrative
activities enhances their experience and reducsgétion and boredom, enabling them to be
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more committed and efficient. The findings from K@itk in line with those reported by
Tonga (1997), where administrators and top levehagament do not encourage their

subordinates to participate in decision-making.

6.5.4 Research-Related Decisions

Brew (2006) suggests that universities should nfowa the focus on teaching to the duality
roles of research and teaching. Results of thdystound great differences between the two
universities related to research. This has beeibatied to the organisations’ cultures, since
this culture has been created and enhanced at iheerisity of Leeds and has become a
collective phenomenon. On the other hand, the releaulture at KSU is of an
individualistic approach rather than a universipp@ach, whereas research depends upon
academic staff efforts in bringing research funad publishing papers. At the University of
Leeds, research is one of the main policies whiotperage academic staff to write grant
applications and bids, and look for funding agesicigenerating funds help in subsidising the
School, appointing researchers and publishing papgerKSU, research is mainly supported

by the government represented by the Ministry afitdr Education.

In relation to participation in research-relatedid®ns, findings from Leeds show that those
in higher positions at the School are responsible strategic decisions, such as setting
research programmes and plans. At the other itistituacademic members of staff are
individually responsible for generating funds andting research, and decisions are made at
the Ministry. There are intentions at the King Sadlmiversity towards developing a good
research environment on academic staff and stugléenels. The University attempts to
support and boost what is recently known as rebemnitiatives. For this reason, KSU
initiated an agency responsible for research, thavédsity Agency of Scientific Research.
Unfortunately, this agency focuses its efforts ryosh scientific research areas rather than
human and social sciences. One patrticipant reported
Yes, the University has allocated budgets for neseavhich are overwhelmingly

directed towards the Faculty of Science and Compguaind little money has been
allocated for the Faculty of Education. (Associatefessor)

Additionally, participants added that if an orgatisn or a university plans to conduct some

research, it should contact the research agentyeatniversity, which will send a formal
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letter to the pertaining Faculty or department. Haeulty or department holds a meeting
with the academic members to choose academic atadf team to work on the research
project. One participant commented on this, saying
The Dean of the Faculty or Head of Departments s®gct a particular academic
member of staff without consulting other members.om8times we have some

worries or concerns about such selections or appeints, like why was that person
in particular chosen and not another. (AssociatéeBso)

Although the research agency transforms researojeqis to the pertaining faculties or
departments, decisions are still made on individeragls rather than on a collective level.

Furthermore, decisions are made on the top letieérahan the bottom line levels.

6.5.5 Organisational Change

Organisational change was addressed from two difteperspectives. At the University of
Leeds, participants focused on the financial pnessund crises, which has led to cuts in
funding, staff and research. This is consistenhwiite findings of Jones (1985), Cuthbert
(1996) and Zona (2005), which also emphasise thelh pressure has led to more cost-
efficiency. However, at KSU, participants addresgexlissue of organisational change from
culture and the centralisation of decision pointsview. The decision-making process is
centralised and is in the hands of higher positisnsh as the Dean of Faculty and the Vice
Chancellor. It is worth mentioning that a new ViCaancellor for KSU has been recently
appointed, who has been focusing on developing Uhesersity in terms of engaging
academic staff in decision-making and encouragesareh environment. It can be concluded
from data that KSU is trying to move forward, todsrthe participatory approach in

decision-making.

6.5.6 Leadership Styles

Interviews reveal in general that leadership styes different in both organisations. For
example, it can be concluded that leaders at ti®@awof Education, University of Leeds
follow more of a democratic leadership style, wiasréhey delegate substantial parts of their
responsibilities to their deputies or assistantsgchsas Director of Research, module

coordinators and others. This also relates to tilegial model highlighted previously in the
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literature of Shattock, 2002 and Sergiovanni, 199h. the other hand, the Dean of the
Faculty of Education and Heads of Departments at Kjgnerally follow more of a
consultative leadership style, since decisionsnatanade on a participatory basis. Although
the academic members of staff at KSU reveal lovsfsation with levels of participation in
decision-making, they have reported their significgarticipation in teaching-related
decisions. Yet, their participation in administvatiand financial decisions is low because

such decisions are still centralised in top manageroffices.

In relation to this aspect, participative decisiaaking moves decisions from a minority
group of upper level positions to lower levels (@let al., 1995); something that has been
evident at Leeds. Muindi (2011) conducts a studytlam participation of academics in
decision-making, in the School of Business at tinév&rsity of Nairobi. The study finds that
academics are satisfied with their participatiordetision-making and work with minimal
interference from the Dean of Faculty. The studgoateports that decision-making is
participatory for all issues addressed by the Skfteaching, administrative and finance).
These findings seem to go in line with the findifigen the University of Leeds.

The power distance dimension refers to nationatiucail expectations and acceptance that
power is distributed unequally in society (Hofsteti®@80). In countries with small or medium
power distance, (for example, Canada, the UnitegateSt and the United Kingdom),
subordinates are claimed to be more likely to pigdite in decision-making than countries
with high power distance (e.g. Saudi Arabia, IndZhina, etc.) ipid). Reflecting this
discussion on my study, the results indicated #taidemic members of staff at Leeds are
more likely to participate in decision-making thiweir counterparts at KSU. The differences
between the two organisations may be attributedlaion that people of the Western nations
live in the world of rules and instructions, andhéy do not follow these rules, they expose
themselves to risk of accountability and maybe glumient. On the other hand, developing
countries have developed rules and regulationspeople usually do not follow these rules
because they are not punished or fined if they @ofallow such rulesiid). Reflecting on
the findings of my study on this argument, thisnse¢o support claims raised by Hofstede.
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Consistent with the argument above, Mohammeedal. (2008) also highlight significant
cultural differences between the Arab and Westealues. An example of these differences
is that Arabs are largely affected by the natianddure and use it in their daily life at home,
in the office and on the street (Mohammet al, 2008). Although the national and
organisational cultures are different, HofstedeO&)Oclaims that they are both interrelated
and affect one another; the national culture alfecs people’s behaviour. Since Arab
culture is different from British culture, Hofsted2005) argues that organisations within
individualistic cultures have a tendency to assuina¢ leaders act on the basis of their own
interests and match them with the organisationter@sts; this might relate to my findings
bearing in mind that the top managers keep acadeavay from their strategic decisions.
Siddigi (1997) adds to this highlighting that coltston has a major role in Arab
organisations’ decision-making, and this was algdesnt in my findings as top managers
consulted other members of staff in the meetingsenled. Studies in the Arab world find
that the consultation decision-making process s rtfain approach used by managers in
different types of organisations (Siddigi 1997, Aba & Al Homoud 2001 and Mohammed
et al.,2008). These studies suggest that Arab execuiivéshat the purpose of consultation
is to fulfil the individualities of parties involee rather than to improve the quality of
decisions. Perhaps these claims need further ige¢isin in another piece of research as my

study did not interview top managers.

Reflecting on the arguments made in this study,rédseilts of interviews indicate that the
Dean of the Faculty of Education at KSU is consivéain teaching and research related
decisions, while he is authoritarian in adminis@atand financial decisions. On the other
hand, the Head of School at the University of Leagigears to be a democratic leader, who
gives his subordinates the opportunity to effedyiyrrticipate in all decisions related to the
School. In other words, the Head follows the pgréitve approach, which centres efforts on
discussing all issues in regular meetings at tHeo&c According to Abu Baker (1997), the
participation of academics in decision-making, hssun achieving a good quality of
education. These results are in line with the ystoohducted by Reyes and Shin (1995),
which believes that the participation of academemhbers of staff in decision-making leads
to more commitment and retention in higher educatioinstitutions. Reflecting this

argument on my study, members of staff at Leedsndiddesire further participation, but
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those at KSU did actually desire further participat It could be assumed that education, in

general, at KSU requires more attention to imprgvia quality.

6.6 Summary
The purpose of this chapter is to present and gésdindings of the in-depth interviews

conducted with academic members of staff at thevérsity of Leeds and King Saud
University. This chapter also aims to complemertt famther explain the quantitative results
located in Chapter Five. In other words, triangolathas been used to mix quantitative with
gualitative results. It is highly important to miemt that findings from this research stage
support those in the earlier stages. One of themams of this study is to identify the
similarities and differences of the two universtia terms of actual and desired participation
in teaching, finance and administrative relatedisies. It is clear from the presentation of
statements reported by participants that theresmymficant differences between academic
staff at the two institutions in terms of partidipa in decision-making. The chapter has
discussed issues in relation to the area of dewssifieaching, financial, administrative and
research) as well as in the theme of decisionsatesgtional change and leadership styles).
Each of these areas and themes has been addresaedseparate and collective manner.
Differences are reflected in the leadership stgletdop management at both institutions. Top
management at the University of Leeds is charagdras participative, while at KSU, it is
characterised as consultative in teaching relatmisabns, and authoritative in financial and
administrative decisions. These could be attributethe differences in the organisational

system of the two universities, as well as cultbetkgrounds.
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Chapter Seven

Implications of the Research Findings

7.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the results obtained thrthugesearch methods used in this study,

including documentary analysis, observation, quatite and qualitative methods. The

exploratory research design followed in the rededuw@s provided a wide scope to achieve
valid and crucial information regarding the resbacontext. The use of additional methods
of data collection under this research design flasv@d reaching more sound and reliable
results. This chapter provides the overall findindgt were derived from different

guantitative and qualitative methods, documentasajyesis, and observation. In other words,
it brings results from all research stages togetHewever, the discussion heavily depends
on results obtained from the survey questionnaickiaterviews because these two methods
are intensively used in the study and answer reBequestions. This is also appropriate
because the two earlier research stages, documentaalysis and observations are

exploratory in nature.

This chapter consists of four main sections, ouwbich the first focuses on the similarities
and differences between the two institutions undeestigation. The discussion in this
section focuses on issues of (1) organisationahgda (2) bureaucracy, (3) impact of
globalisation, and (4) participation and margiretien of academic staff in decision-making.
The third section centres on the major insightthedf study. This section also compares and
reflects the study results based on the literamd theory. Section four compares the
implications for leadership of the two universitidhe final section briefly discusses the

research outcomes.
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7.2 Similarities and Difference between the University of
Leeds and KSU

This section discusses the similarities and diffees between KSU and the University of
Leeds in relation to participation in different ggpof decisions made in two organisations
(teaching, research, financial and administratiiélis is shown in five sub-themes, which

are discussed below.

7.2.1 Organisational Change
This study demonstrates substantial differencesd®t the two institutions pertaining to

organisational change. It is worth mentioning hitx@ organisational change is used in the
context of academia, rather than the change imbases. Participants from the University of
Leeds focused on the financial crisis that negbtiafected the University in general and the
School of Education in particular. This crisis hed to cuts in funding and staff recruitment/
retention, which increased the workload on the taygsstaff. Organisational change is

considered one of the main consequences of orgemahculture. For instance, participants
from the University of Leeds emphasised that theicuunding has affected the research
culture in the School and has become an individtialissue rather than a School issue.
Participants from KSU have understood organisati@hange from creating a culture of

research, a culture of participation in decisiorkimg and a culture of learning. Therefore,

they wish these issues to be changed over timdartame part of the Faculty’s culture.

It is evident from this discussion that the orgatimal change differs between the two
institutions and participants think in different yga Participants from the University of Leeds
focused on the financial crisis, while staff at K$&tused on participation in decision-
making and change in the culture of subordinatiorthe Faculty. Perhaps, the focus of
members of academic staff at Leeds was on the diakarisis, as it heavily affected their
work, where an institution has been described tonbme sensitive to the external

environment (Jones, 1985; Zona, 2005).

The University of Leeds has developed a researtthirey which focuses on writing grant
applications and appointing researchers to workesearch projects. This, in fact, does not
exist at KSU. For these reasons, it is difficulctonpare these two universities in relation to

research. There is a clear difference between ttveseuniversities in relation to research
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culture, which is attributed to support by top ngeraent. For instance, documentary
analysis and observations clearly indicated thataech projects are discussed at every
meeting at the School of Education, University @&ets. In contrast, the same research
methods were not demonstrated at the same letle¢ &taculty of Education at KSU. It can,
therefore, be said that there are no similaritieallabetween the two universities regarding
research culture. These findings are in line withtDP Report (2009), highlighting that
Arab researchers try to exert efforts on an indigldevel, but an extremely low amount was
spent by Arab universities on research, innovaéind development, which had a negative
impact on Arab innovation performance in both gilative and qualitative terms. My study
demonstrates a great difference between the tweersiiies in relation to research culture
and results indicate that the School of Educattdreads has created a research culture in the
last few decades. These results are supported bigadteet al. (2010), who addressed the
issue of research culture in English and Scottisivausities. Their results suggest that a
research culture is embedded in university depantsn@.e., Education departments) and are
highly related to the work environment charactetid®y role conflict, especially when
academic staff balance between teaching and rdsemtivities, alongside the external
pressures of accountability. In general, univegsiin the UK have created a research culture
that comes abreast with the teaching culture. Tamrsbe supported by the proposition made
by Cameron and Green (2012), that the decision mgakipproach followed by wise
executives is tailored in such a way that goes weh the situation being faced. However,
this situation does not exist in Saudi universitiesgeneral, although there are some
initiatives to create a research culture, but oringlividual level, rather than at Faculty or

department levels.

7.2.2 Bureaucracy
The issue of bureaucracy emerges for discussioit &sembedded within the issue of

leadership style and power distance. This subseelsn reflects the level of authority given
to academic members of staff for decision-makingw&n (1995) reports that although
teachers substantially participate in teachinggews, they desire to have direct and further
participation in decisions, as it gives them mdexibility in delivering teaching duties. In
this regard, it is arguable that results in my gteduld show academic members of staff

seeking more flexibility and less bureaucracy.
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Differences in results between KSU and the Unitgrsf Leeds can be attributed to the
differing levels of bureaucracy in the Arab andtBh cultures. Alawy (1980) addressed
issues of comparing Arab culture with the Westarluce in relation to higher educational
institutions. The author suggested that the bura@fiocsystem in Saudi universities is a
barrier to academic staff involvement in the derisimaking process. Reflecting this on my
study, at KSU, the top management is mainly resptnsfor promotions and new
appointments, not only at Faculty level but alsdtmnlevel of the University, as a whole. For
these reasons, academic members of staff do nmtipate in strategic administrative-related
decisions. It can be said that administrative decssare centralised and follow an excessive
bureaucratic system laying responsibility in thedsof particular people at the top. As it has
been expressed by Lapsley, Palott and Levy (200@),traditional style of bureaucratic
management involved a lack of responsiveness fgarosational working, which is still
evident in the culture of Saudi Arabia (LapsleyloRaand Levy 2002). This is compared to
the democratic system at the School of EducatiorLesds, where people share such
decisions in assigned committees and panels. Thatisin at Leeds can be supported by the
view of Lapsley, Palott and Levy (2002) of a newlesiof management, which is free from

the deep-rooted bureaucratic systems.

7.2.3 The Impact of Globalisation
Quantitative and qualitative results of the stuatjicate that academic members of staff at the

Faculty of Education, King Saud University stronglgsire to further participate in different
types of decisions. This is due to the low levelaotual and effective participation in
strategic decisions. Despite the influence of theds culture, studies have documented some
differences between different generations. Receniiess conducted on Saudi firms focusing
on the new generation and younger people found ttiiat generation has been heavily
affected by other cultures, such as the Americaltureu According to Al-Jaffary and
Hollingsworth (1983), there are effects of Westenanagement on Arab countries, in
particularly on the Gulf countries. Since the 1978sery high number of managers have
been trained in Western countries. In relationighér educational institutions, there are no
studies conducted on the impact of culture and ajisétion on academic participation in
decision-making. However, my study provides somefuldnsight in this regard, as it was

found that many of the academics at KSU were edddatthe West.
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It is worth mentioning in this study that the mapiof academic staff of Saudi universities

have graduated from British universities and tcae extent have been affected by the
Western cultures. Some of these might aspire tateneork environments similar to those at
the places where they were educated. It is sungrisd see how much influence Western
traditions have had in the educational system indBArabia. Perhaps one of these is the
integration of research in to higher educationatiintions. Some people argue that in order
to gain global competitiveness (researching highternational university ranking), there is a

need to embrace such Western systems or businkgsesu Indeed there is evidence of a

degree of convergence in management practices.

In the end, it is interesting to raise the questbwhether it is mainly the Saudi culture that
is heavily affected by the impact of globalisation,are other nations are also affected at the
same level. This might raise a general discussiorglobalisation where one collective
culture is being shared in the global village. Nbe&ess, arguments have been raised that the
influence of the developed world has been muchelatg that brought from less developed
countries. Some people even go further by prefgritie term ‘Americanisation’, rather than
‘globalisation’, where the American culture has daated other cultures. In this respect,

even British culture is being affected by the glabgpact.

7.2.4 Participation and Marginalisation
In relation to the differences in status and respmlity of academic members of staff, the

results of the study indicate that the differenoesveen the two universities are embedded in
the actual participation of different types of dgans. As mentioned earlier, members of staff
at the School of Education at Leeds are more likelgctually participate in decision-making

in different areas. Participating in decision-makioffers them the opportunity to develop

their skills, not only in teaching matters but alsdinancial and administrative matters. Such
skills are likely to help them in budgeting and ragimg research projects they are working
on. Participation in decision-making also helpdquistaff to gain more experience, and learn

from more senior members of staff.

Findings indicate significant differences betwees two universities in terms of expectations
and marginalisation. Almost all participants froneelds report no marginalisation in the
participation of decision-making. They reveal thiair expectations of the School and the
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Head are met. These findings are in line with thegmrted in Indonesia by Sukirrno and
Siengthain (2010). At KSU, however, it is clearnfrdhe findings that they are to a large
extent, marginalised in different types of decisimnaking. Consequently, academic members
of staff are not satisfied with their level of peipation in the decision-making processes,
although there are a number of committees formedhbyDean of Faculty of Education.
Academic members of staff wish to be more involiredll activities related to the Faculty.
These findings are in line with those reported au@ Arabia by Sonbul (1996). Floyd
(1986) also reports dissatisfaction being causechénginalisation.

One important issue related to participation isldve desire for further participation at one
institution. Results of this study indicate thatdemic members of staff in the School of
Education at the University of Leeds do not wistbéofurther involved in different types of
decisions. However, as mentioned earlier, partidgpfrom KSU desire to further participate.
It is evident that participants from Leeds are mated and overwhelmed with several tasks,
including their responsibility for designing andthing modules, supervising undergraduate
and postgraduate students, managing research fsropasticipation of higher positions in
strategic administrative and financial decisions. the long run, this may lead to the
undermining of the participative model establisiedhe School. Furthermore, this may
create some sort of centralisation of decisionss Télates to findings highlighted by Floyd
(1986), who says that a low desire to participateaused by intensified financial pressure,
accountability and competition; all of these fastarork as de-motivators to participate. The
findings of Floyd, although outdated, seem relevemtmy findings, especially that of

financial pressures.

7.3 Insights of the Study

The study finds significant differences betweeruakctnd desired participation in decisions
(administrative) conducted on teachers’ particgrain decision-making. These findings are
not limited to this study as Ferrara (1993), Sor(tdB6) and Mehtat al. (2010) also find a

discrepancy between actual and desired participdtedween higher managerial domain and
the lowest in the technical domain. Evidence ingdisdhat academic staff at the University of
Leeds experience higher levels of participatiord@cision-making than their counterparts
from KSU, who desire greater involvement than thieyded. There is a strong desire among

academic staff to be consulted on academic madteide more involved in the processes of
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decision-making. These results imply democratitedéince between KSU and the University
of Leeds, which directly affects academic partitigna in decision-making. These results
might indicate that members of academic staff aUKfave less power than those at Leeds.
In other words, academic members of staff have mbnoted ownership and governance
over decision-making at KSU. Results of this stady consistent with a study conducted by
Mehtaet al. (2010) on Indian universities, who also found #igant differences between
actual and desired participation in decisions (adktrative) conducted on teachers’
participation in decision-making. The consisteneyween the results of my study and the
study conducted on Indian universities (Meétal.,2010) might be attributed to the fact that
Indian universities are affected by local culturkiah is, in a way, similar to that of Saudi
universities. On the other hand, findings from theversity of Leeds show less evidence of
difference between the actual and desired levefsmdicipation, which is in line with results
of the study of Mualukeet al. (2009) conducted in Kenya, in a pre-university adion

institution.

The results of this study, and findings from KSWe & line with the study conducted by
Anwar et al. (2008), on decision-making in the Pakistani ursitess context who finds that
academic members of staff are not satisfied widtirtkevel of participation in decision-
making. The study also indicated that people ofelovevels in the hierarchy are more
familiar with field problems than staff at highevels. This might be similar to what has
been highlighted in this study, where those at loleeels are the ones actually facing daily
problems. The study points out that decentraligatiodecision-making increases the need of
coordination at higher levels. Anwat al. (2008) reveal that participation of academic
members of staff in the decision-making processeappto be considerably ignored. The
similarity of findings between my study, resultsrfr KSU, and Anwaet al’s. (2008) study

is embedded in the general absence of culture gilae dialogue, and joint forum in
universities is manifested in rising cases of unrgsaiversity problems increase if there is a
lack of mutual communication between top managemedt academic staff. Perhaps such
problems or lack of dialogue is more evident irsldeveloped countries, for example, Saudi
Arabia and Pakistan. The study highlights thatstnecture of universities in Saudi Arabia is,
in a way, similar to the system in Pakistan whaeedtructure of universities does not offer a
great degree of autonomy for academic staff to madeisions. However, it might be
problematic to generalise this conclusion regardpagticipation and dialogue in less

developed countries, as a study at the Univergityairobi, Kenya contradicts this (Muindi,
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2011). This study finds that academics are satisfigth their level of participation in

decision-making and work with minimal interferenitem the Dean of Faculty. The study
also reported that decision-making is participatfy all issues addressed by the School
(teaching, administrative and finance). The incstesicy between my study and Muindi
(2011) is attributed to the point that this univigrsnight take a British approach to work and

culture.

As previously mentioned in this section, this stddynd great differences between King
Saud University and the University of Leeds, whiatre mainly attributed to the difference
in culture between the two nations. Similar findingf significant difference and cultural

effect have been highlighted by Jiang and Wei (2008ho conducted a study on two
universities, one in the United States and therath€hina. Jiang and Wei (2009) found that
the final say in decisions at the Chinese Univgnaias impinged by the Vice Chancellors
and their deputies while in the US, academic memludr staff of every level largely

participated in the process of decision-making.

Reflecting on findings from both institutions in rejudy, | have developed a new theoretical
model (shown in Figure 7.1, p. 240). This has bmmrstructed on the basis of a synthesis of
insights drawn from both existing literature and empirical research findings. This model
supports and validates the earlier model providetthe theoretical framework section in the
literature chapter and reflects in some modifigaiolt does so as findings of my study
regarding KSU have reported (1) decisions are noada top-down basis, (2) academics are
marginalised, (3) decisions are autocratic andraks¢d, and (4) leaders are consultative, as
illustrated in the figure below. Findings regardihgeds University have reported (1)
decisions are made on the bottom-up basis, (2)eatad are not marginalised, (3) decisions
are democratic and decentralised, and (4) leaderpaaticipative. One important issue that
needs to be highlighted at this level is the ptnatt these conclusions are not absolute. For
example, when it is said that academics are mdrgathat KSU, it does not mean that they
are 100 per cent marginalised, as they are soméhmived in teaching-related decisions.
Nonetheless, it is meant that the general trentbwsards being marginalised. One other
important issue that my study has reflected onthi@®retical model is that it is not only
national and organisational cultures that are ¢tk upon in the decision-making issue, as

the global culture has also been reflected.
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Figure 7.1: Alenezi’s decision-making and culture model

7.4 Implications for Leadership
This section sheds light on leadership decisioningaktyles highlighted in this study. It

discusses three leadership styles in relation twsi&-making: participative, consultative
and centralised/authoritative styles. A furthertbgsis of findings from this study in relation
to leadership style and the decision-making thaeryrovided in Figure 7.2 (Alenezi's
Leadership Style Model). It summarises thoughtsamdigg participation in teaching,
research, finance and administrative related dmtssalong with leadership styles at both
universities. The figure presents different stylss participation in decision-making in
relation to organisational and national cultures] #&eir implications on leadership styles.
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The figure illustrates that decision-making in tigla to leadership at Leeds University is
consultative regarding financial and administratokecisions, and collaborative regarding
research and teaching related decisions. For KB&Jfigure shows that decision-making in
relation to leadership is consultative only in teraf research-related decisions, collaborative
regarding teaching-related decisions; and cene@ddithoritative regarding financial and

administrative decisions (See Figure 7.2 below).

King Saud University
o O ©

Centralized Consultative Collaborative
decision making decision making decision making

® 00
LA

University of Leeds

. Financial Decisions . Teaching Decisions

@ Administrative Decisions ‘ Research Decisions

Figure 7.2: Alenezi’s Leadership Style Model — leadership styles of participation in decision-making at King Saud
University and the University of Leeds.

The interview results indicate that the Dean of theculty of Education at KSU is
consultative in areas of teaching and researcherkldecisions. In relation to financial
decisions, the Faculty and its members of stafhdbparticipate because such decisions are
made by top level management, such as the Vicecghanand his deputies. Leaders tend to
be affected by national culture. It seems thatsiestmaking at KSU is, somehow, similar to
the Japanese case, where Hiroki and Joan (199R)idhg that the Japanese culture and
traditions dictate that managers consult their woslon many aspects related to individuals
and organisations; employees are encouraged tdasteard with ideas to improve the work,

however, important issues are left to senior marsaéiroki & Joan, 1992).
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On the other hand, as shown in Figure 7.3, to gelaxtent leaders at the School of
Education, University of Leeds follow participativdecision-making styles in terms of
teaching and research decisions. Nevertheless, ngnagirategic financial (i.e. School
budgeting) and administrative decisions (i.e. rgticry new staff) is constrained by the senior
positions at the School, such as Professors anddredn the UK, the situation of decision-
making is different from that of Japan and SaudabAa. Decision-making processes are
similar to those in Australia and the United Statdsere organisations tend to support broad-
based employee participation. In such organisatithrese are no national culture mandates
that hinder employees’ participation in decisionking, so organisations create their cultures

through senior members (Stoll & Spector, 2008).

According to Mohammeadt al. (2008), there are large cultural differences betwihe Arab
culture and Western cultures. For instance, Arates largely affected by their national
culture which is used in all aspects of their déiflg. Although national and organisational
cultures are different, Hofstede (2005) argues thaty are interrelated and affect one
another. Behaviour is also affected by nationakural Reflecting on such differences,
Hofstede (2005) argues that organisations withdhvidualistic cultures have a tendency to
assume that leaders act on the basis of their owerests and match them with their
organisation’s interests. In general, consultahas a major role in the Arab organisations’
decision-making (Siddigi, 1997). Studies in th@Bworld found that consultative decision-
making processes are the main approaches used Imagera of different types of
organisations (Siddiqgi, 1997, Mohammeidal., 2008, Abdalla & Al Homoud, 2001). These
studies suggest that Arab executives find thatpimose of consultation is to fulfil the

individualities of parties involved rather thanitoprove the quality of decisions.

It can be concluded from the conceptual framewdttke® study and discussion that there is a
power distance between leaders at King Saud Urniyeasd their subordinates. According
to Bhuian (1998), Saudi Arabia’s power distancekiagm was 80, indicating a high level of
inequality of power within organisations, and meagnithat leaders tend to separate
themselves from the group. This Saudi high powstadice has an impact on decision-
making within organisations. According to Camerard &Quinn (2006), managers in Arab
countries generally make their decisions on anaatc basis, and subordinates are more
likely to be silent observers, which falls in limgth the findings of my study, as per the

meeting observations conducted at KSU. When Hales(2000) compared power distances
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between Saudi Arabia and Western countries, he dfalvat inequality seemed to be
acceptable in Saudi Arabia. Hofestede also higleig) a rigid system and vertical authority
structure, respect for authority, fear of boss, emdliividuals in power are privileged, as well
as individualism in decision-making. This is alsmsistent with the findings of my study, in

terms of the interviews conducted with academic b of staff at KSU.

The findings from this study clearly indicate tla@ademic members of staff at the Faculty of
Education, KSU have a willingness and desire teh&ur participate in different areas of
decisions. This could be attributed to the pohmttthe majority of these people have
graduated from British universities, and have baféected by British culture. Therefore, they
have started calling for further participation il decisions at the Faculty. Effective
participation in decision-making may bridge the dsmiween leaders and subordinates in

Saudi higher educational institutions.

To sum up this section, results from the four regdesstages in this study show clear
differences between the two institutions. Thes&khces are embedded in the actual level
of participation of academic members of staff aedg® compared to a very low level of
participation at KSU. Although Saudis do not sigaintly participate in decision-making
processes, they clearly wish to have to have greaelvement in decision-making. It is
apparent from the findings of this study that meraloé academic staff at Leeds do not wish
to be more involved in decision-making, becausey thee satisfied with the level of
participation in decisions made at the school. paeicipation of academic staff in decision-
making in higher educational institutions in the Utas become part of the culture of
universities. On the other hand, however, this ucalthas not been created in Saudi
universities as yet. Arab and Saudi culture seiehds upon tribal culture and the visibility

of leaders in their communities, including the fmiribe, and institutions.

7.5 Summary
In this chapter, | presented and discussed the finmaings reached by the study. This

chapter provides an overview about the differeroetsveen the University of Leeds and
King Saud University, including the organisationallture, bureaucracy, impact of
globalisation and participation and marginalisatidhis chapter also reflects its results on

the literature offering insight on consistency amtbnsistency, between my study results and
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related literature alongside some explanationsstmh patterns. In order to reflect on the
theoretical and conceptual framework, it was impegato discuss the issue of leadership
styles that directly affect the power distance. @lseussion in this section leads to creating a
model on leadership styles in relation to decisimaking at the two institutions. The next
chapter summarises the main conclusions reachethdystudy. It also presents some
recommendations, contribution to knowledge, liniitas and sets the way for future research

in this area.
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Chapter Eight

Conclusion

8.1 Introduction
This chapter aims to summarise the main concludrams the research, reflecting on the five

research questions. Each of these questions iseaedwn a different subsection. The chapter
then discusses areas of strengths for this researnth methods of contributing towards
knowledge. The chapter then goes on to provide sam@nmendations. The chapter also

sets the research limitations, and finally paveswhy for further future studies in this area.

8.2 Assessment of Research Outcomes
The data collected to answer questions relies amgusur research methods divided into

four research stages: documentary analysis, olgaryauestionnaire and interviews. The
process of answering the research question begtn reviewing documents related to
meeting minutes, which was followed by attendinguanber of meetings at both institutions.
The third step was based on conducting quantitatgearch, which is represented in the
survey questionnaire. The fourth step was basexkom-structured interviews with a number
of participants from both institutions. In the oakrresearch, all questions have been
successfully answered, which is reflected by theceptual framework given in the study.
Specifically, the following points summarise anssviar each of the research questions. It is
worth mentioning that this section presents howrdsearch questions are answered without

any discussion.

1. What are the similarities and differences betweenhie Education Faculty, King
Saud University, and the School of Education, Univsity of Leeds, in the policy

and practice of academic staff decision-making?

This question was answered using four methods, wdiie mentioned above. The evidence
gained from all the research methods used in tbdysdlemonstrates substantial differences
between the two institutions in relation to teaghiresearch, financial and administrative
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related decisions. This shows that academic mentdfestaff at the University of Leeds are

more likely to participate in such decisions.

Regarding desired participation, results indicateat academic members of staff at KSU
wish to have more involvement in teaching decisionscomparison to their counterparts
the University of Leeds. To a large extent, theadifigs are supported by the interview
results; for example, academic staff at the Unitiersf Leeds expressed positive views
about their actual participation in teaching dewisi such as designing and delivering

modules, as well as teaching methods.

Quantitative results indicated no similarities bedw the two universities and this
conclusion was supported by the results of thervige/s conducted with a number of
academic members of staff. The differences betviBertwo institutions are attributed to
the difference in the research culture. The Unitersf Leeds has developed a research
culture, which focuses on writing grant applicaiand appointing researchers to work on
research projects. This, in fact, does not exigtleat KSU. For these reasons, it is difficult
to compare the two universities in relation to egsb. There is a clear difference between
the two universities in relation to research c@iwvhich is attributed to support by top
management. For instance, documentary analysisoasdrvations clearly indicate that
research projects are discussed at every meetitigeischool of Education, University of
Leeds; nonetheless, the same research methods oarelemonstrated by the other

institution.

This study has found that there are some simigridetween the two universities in the way
that strategic financial decisions are taken byosgositions. However, the main difference
is that decisions at the University of Leeds aseudlssed and made at School level, whilst at
King Saud University, financial decisions are madehe University level, rather than at

Faculty or Department level.

Hence, it can be said that the research questi®iéen significantly answered, as the study
identifies the similarities and differences betwdba two studies. This draws attention
towards the different conditions of the two cowsdriand leads to an outcome that the
policies and decision-making processes among #fé aftthe two educational institutions

differ depending on several other environmentatdia; such as cultural differences, and
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orientation towards academic development, indigatirat staff members at Leeds are more
involved in organisational decision making, compla@ staff members at KSU, in view of

certain specific areas.

2. To what extent are members of academic staff of vging ranks and levels
involved in the decision-making process in their deartments at the two

institutions?

This question is concerned with the differencesvben the different ranks of the two
universities, in relation to the level of involventein decision-making, and has been
answered using the quantitative method represemtecesults of multiple regression
analysis. The results indicated higher positionghsas the Head of School, Dean of
Faculty and Professors are more likely to partigipa different types of decision making at
both organisations. To verify and examine the wglidf these results, they have been
complemented by qualitative results. It is worthnti@ning again that the higher positions
at King Saud University are less likely to partatip in financial and administrative
decisions, as these decisions are made by theGheacellors and their deputies. It can be
concluded that the higher positions at the Schb&ducation are more likely to participate
in making teaching decisions, than those in lowanked positions. These results
demonstrate no difference between the two univessih relation to the actual level of

participation in teaching decisions made by staenior positions.

In relation to the research decisions, the multipgression results indicate that there is no
relationship between the actual participation ef icademic staff in research decisions and
their formal job title. The research decisions db sepend upon the position or seniority of
academic staff members at the School of Educatibmyersity of Leeds. However, the
qualitative results indicate that making strated@cisions depends upon the seniority of
academic staff. At the Faculty of Education at KBaud University, the results show that
there is no relevance of the position on partioguatin research decisions. It is worth
remembering that research decisions are rarelyusksd in the Faculty of Education

because it is considered as an individual issurerahan a Faculty issue.

Multiple regression results demonstrate signifiaatationships between the actual level of

participation in financial decision-making and fleemal job. This means that members of
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academic staff in senior positions at the UnivgrsitLeeds are more likely to participate in
financial decision-making, in comparison with theounterparts, which are posted at the
lower ranking positions. However, in respect to KSkggression results found no
relationship between the level of participatiormaking financial decisions and formal job

positions at the Faculty of Education.

Again, multiple regression results show no relaiop between the formal position in the
School of Education at the University of Leeds aadticipation in making administrative
decisions. Similarly, the results also found neetfiof the formal position in the Faculty of
Education, KSU on the participation in adminiswatdecisions. Seniority plays a key role

in being involved in strategic decision-makingpmwth universities.

3. To what extent do the perceptions of staff of #ir actual level of
involvement/participation in decision-making matchtheir desired level of involvement
in making decisions, and how might this be explairtein terms of the differences in the
status and responsibility of respondents?

This question has been answered using quanitatidegaalitative interviews. Interviews
indicated differences between the two institutioms terms of expectations and
marginalisation. Almost all participants from theh®ol of Education, University of Leeds
reported no marginalisation in the participationdetision-making. They reveal that their

expectations of the School and the Head of Schedbaing met.

At KSU, it is clear from the questionnaire and mitews that academic members of staff
are to a large extent, marginalised in differergety of decision-making. They are not
satisfied with their level of participation in tlikecision-making processes, although there

are a number of committees formed by the Dean céilfa

It can be concluded that academic members of atdfie School of Education, University
of Leeds are not marginalised, and participationdatision-making lives up to their
expectations. On the other hand, members of acadsadf at KSU feel marginalised and
do not effectively participate in strategic deamsimaking, and wish to be more involved in

all activities related to the Faculty of Education.
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In relation to the differences in status and respmlity, results of the study indicate that
differences between the two universities are eméedal the actual participation of different
types of decisions. As mentioned earlier, membéracademic staff at the University of
Leeds are more likely to participate in decisiorking. Participating in decision-making has
given members of staff the opportunity to develogirtskills, not only in teaching issues, but
also in financial and administrative matters, whiwips them in budgeting and managing
research. Participation in decision-making alsq$ekith promoting sharing experiences,

and allows junior members to gain experience frem@ members of staff.

4, From a comparative perspective, to what extent an similarities and/or
differences between the two institutions be explagd in terms of contrast on

organisational culture?

Although, this study is conducted two academic sthof two different universities who, to
a large extent, have the same objectives in relatio teaching, research, financial and
administrative issues, there are substantial diffees between the two organisations
pertaining to participation in decision-making. Tiesults of this study demonstrate abundant
differences between the two institutions, which ateibuted to differences in cultures. For
instance, results find that academic members &f smificantly participate in the decision-
making process taking place in the School of Edocatand this has led to low power
distance. As mentioned below in section 8.4, caltdifferences and leadership implications,
leaders at the University of Leeds are charactrisedemocratic styles since they follow
participation with a collaborative approach. Acaogito Male (2006), the Anglo culture sees
leadership as a mean achieving desired outcomesdet® behave positively towards

subordinates in achieving results and making gjraecisions.

On the other hand, the study results found thadleso&c members of staff at KSU have an
extremely limited space for participation in desisimaking; something that has led to a
higher level of power distance. The results alsticate that those academic members of staff
express their desire to participate even more gaaticipants from the University of Leeds.
This is attributed to the point that the majority marticipants from KSU studied their
postgraduate degrees at British universities. These largely affected by the British
organisational culture. As aforementioned, in ChapSeven, when Hofestede (2000)

compared the power distance between Saudi Aralda/estern countries, he pointed out
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that Saudi leaders may accept inequality among gwordinates due to the rigidity and

verticality of the system in the authority struetur

5. What are the Faculty / departmental change leadship and management
implications for optimising staff involvement and the quality of the decision-making

process?

This question is answered mainly by the semi-stinect interviews. In general, interviews
revealed that leadership styles were differentodt Institutions. For example, leaders at the
School of Education, University of Leeds follow desratic leadership styles and delegate
substantial parts of their responsibilities to thagputies, such as the Director of Research,
Module Coordinators, and others. On the other h#relDean of the Faculty of Education
and Heads of Departments at KSU follow consultakbaglership styles, since decisions are
not made on a participative basis. Although, thedamic members of staff at KSU reveal
low satisfaction with the level of participation decision-making, they have also reported
significant participation in teaching-related demns. However, their participation in
administrative and financial decisions is low bessaguch decisions are still centralised in

top management offices.

On the basis of these results, leaders may worktegating some changes in the participation
culture within the organisation. At the Universiy Leeds, leaders may motivate academic
members of staff to write grant applications to pemsate for the cuts in funding.
Furthermore, leaders may work on developing newspfar collaboration with organisations
on both national and international levels to suppwew initiatives, and generate new

financial resources.

On the Saudi level, work on empowering academitf séuires substantial effort from
leaders to change their leadership styles andrgime opportunities to staff to participate in
strategic decisions. Therefore, this leads to ttfeatmn of an organisational culture that
depends on participation rather than consultatrmhauthoritarian systems. Participants from
this institution have understood organisationalng@afrom creating a culture of research, a
culture of participation in decision-making andudtere of learning.
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It is evident from this discussion that organisadio change differs between the two
universities and participants think in different ysa Participants from the University of
Leeds focus on the financial crisis, while staff KBU focus on decision-making and
changing the culture of subordination in the Facults mentioned in Chapter Seven, the
cultural differences between the two organisatidvave created differences in power
distance. According to Hofstede (1980), nationaltuta affects the participation of

subordinates in decision-making and creates a s#nsequality in the society.

8.3 Strengths and Contribution to the Study of Knowledge
The outcome of this study is a bridge in the gagraiwledge, in different facets. There are

several areas to which this study adds value amdribates significantly to knowledge,
including multiple uses of various research metthagies to answer the research questions;
strengths and weakness of decision-making in tloellB@School of Education at KSU and
the University of Leeds. The contribution of thisidy to knowledge comes through using
four complementary research methods including dacuary analysis, observation,
guantitative, and qualitative methods. The majon af this combination relates to answer
the research inquiry. It has been imperative is g8tudy to analyse meeting minutes and
examine how decisions are made with the SchoolFawdilty of Education, complemented
by my attendance at a number of meetings, to obstre contribution of members of
academic staff in decision-making. The quantitativethod has been suitable for exploring
the actual and desired participation of academalf sh decision-making, while the
gualitative method has been useful to complemeantative results and to investigate the
impact of organisational and national culture af firocess of decision-making, exploring
organisational change and leadership styles atihstitutions. The contribution of this study
is also embedded in designing a new questionnhak dan be used or adapted by other
researchers. Therefore, this study contributesamée the participation of academic staff in

decision-making from different perspectives.

The study contributes in filling the gap in exigtiliterature relevant to the participation of
academic staff in decision-making, not only on teeel of Saudi Arabia, but also on a
regional level (Arab level), and an internatioratdl. This study has addressed the issue of

decision-making from two perspectives and two déife cultures (two organisations). This
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has been highlighted in the comparative dimensiorihfe study, where there is some kind of

scarcity in such studies.

Finally, this study has developed a theoreticain@eork, which was built on the results of
the study related to decision-making (teachingeassh, financial and administrative) from
different perspectives, such as power distancearisgtional change, leadership styles and
Saudi national culture. | have postulated how caltaffects the process of decision-making
and leadership styles at both universities (segose¢.4).

8.4 Recommendations
The outcomes of the study results and the conclasettempt to suggest a number of

recommendations. Traditionally, academic membestaif in higher educational institutions
perform teaching-related duties of lecturing, magkidesigning curricula and materials. The
academic members of staff also work in researchvever, academic members of staff roles
may be extended to include participation in finahend administrative decisions and matters
related to an institution. Therefore, this studgor@mends that academic staff, regardless of
their position, may effectively participate in difent types of decisions such as setting
budgets of Faculties and departments, as well @gipation in recruiting new members of
staff. Higher levels of participation might relate the issue of cost efficiency in the sense
that when an institution hands administrative issared decisions to its academic members of
staff, they might save costs in recruiting staffperform these duties. Perhaps the financial
crises in the UK might have reflected on the needd¢legate more responsibilities to
academic members of staff. On the other hand, @ise s KSA is different as such a crisis
does not exist, added to this public organisatidtuce dominating there, which might imply
the government might need to bring more job opputies to the market. This means, it
would be desirable for the government to have meogk positions at their public
organisations. This probably relates to the isfugisguised unemployment, which has been

a common trend in the Saudi public sector.

It is clear from the study results that academnaéf sthould be given opportunities to take their
role in decision-making, particularly in financiahd administrative decisions. At the same
time, KSU and the University of Leeds should adaqmd develop strategic plans that focus on

improving academic staff in decision-making. Thedst recommends that both King Saud
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University and the University of Leeds are to préenacademic staff skills, not only in

teaching, but also in financial and administratsses.

As this study found that research culture has ma@nbwell established at the Faculty of
Education at KSU, it recommends academic memberstadf to initiate writing research

proposals and bring funding from charities in SaAidibia or other alternative sources. In the
long run, this will help the Faculty to create aearch culture and overcome possible
resistance for change. These steps might requivelaf@ng channels of communication

between top management and academic members fohstaé university.

In light of the study results, leaders in both timversities are advised to receive training in
leadership styles including coaching, planning, ivaion and communication. These
training courses may enable them to understandrtpertance of subordinates’ participation

in decision-making, and to understand differenlestyf leadership.

This study recommends that the Faculty of EducattoSU should work on establishing its
budget in collaboration with the Vice Chancellordfi€2, and other top management
positions. Consequently, this will enable the Factb meet its requirements without the
long process of excessive bureaucracy. This stutlyemhance academic staff participation
in financial and administrative decisions and W&hd to the decentralisation of decision-

making for the Faculty.

8.5 Limitations of the Study
Although there are a number of strengths and dmrtidns to knowledge for this study, it

does have some limitations. The main limitatiomtes to generalisability; this study focuses
at university level, which limits the generalisatiof the study focusing on these two
universities. The findings might reflect on the kd Saudi universities who could benefit
from the results. Other studies may be conductea lange scale sample that cover academic
staff and top management. This requires researdioerdraw a large sample size that
represents all universities in Saudi Arabia (sexice 8.6 below). Despite the fact that this
study uses a case study approach, it uses fouarobsmethods to overcome the problem of
internal validity. In relation to generalisatiorxternal validity, the results of this case study

might be looked at from a naturalistic approaclyeaeralisation, (Stake & Trumbull, 1982)
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who define naturalistic generalisation as a proedssre readers can gain some insight that
gives them the opportunity to reflect on the dstaihd descriptions of case studies. Since
readers are able to recognise similarities in cgdy details and find their description
resound with their own experience, they can undedstand realise that these case studies
have sufficient information and description to gafise their findings (Stake & Trumbull,
1982). In order to ensure the generalisation o ghudy’s results, | have described in detall
how | conducted this study, including defining tiaeget group, data collection procedures,
data analysis techniques, and findings. Therefeaers of this script can recognise the level
of reliability and validity for its findings (Melrge, 2009).

Another main limitation relates to representatiess within the case studies. Although
female academic members of staff did participatethe quantitative survey, and their
contributions were analysed in the documentaryyaiglit was not possible to conduct in-
depth interviews with them. Due to cultural nornisgender segregation within the Saudi
context, | could not observe female participation Raculty meetings, and as a male
researcher, | could not enter the women'’s prenasesmeet them there in person either.

8.6 Future Studies
In order to address the limitations of this stuflyure research could focus on four key

issues. First, as it has been difficult to encormphg full range of people responsible for
decision-making, including the Vice Chancellors #émeir senior management teams, by way
of triangulation further research could focus ois thp management perspective and how it
compares this with the views of staff at less sel@eels. This would develop insights into

the related issues of the centralisation and dealésation of decision-making in universities.

Second, further studies could extend across a wa@®@ple of Faculties of Education in Saudi
and British universities to achieve stronger gelisaon within the university education
sector. In order to carry out such a study, a mepr&tive sample would be required to ensure
adequate coverage of the diverse rage of higheragida institutions in both countries so
that research findings could be generalised atonatilevels, perhaps with the use of

guantitative techniques and statisitical generatina
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Third, future research needs to address the gesslez. Although, this study targeted female
academic members of staff in both universities,rehevas some imbalance. Women
participated in the interview only from the Univéysof Leeds, with no women from KSU.
Future studies can bridge the gap in this areacandr both male and female staff, using
gualitative methods. Cultural factors that hindesnven from participation in research will
need to be surmounted and alternative ways foumeifowomen take part in different types
of studies so that their voices can be heard agid ¥iews taken seriously. As it is difficult
to cross the geneder divide in the interviewingcpes, more female researchers could be
recruited to conduct interviews and with femalepmxlents. This would facilitate fruitful
cross-gender comparisons and achieve a breakthinggineralisability, as much research in

Saudi Arabia claims currently claims generalis@épiiespite ignoring women'’s views.

Finally, in extending international comparativeaash on university staff decion making, a
future focus could extend beyond education fadliyiclude other faculties and departments

to achieve a more holistic perspective of univgrddcision making at the system-wide level.

8.7 Summary

Chapter Eight has concluded the study. It is basethe discussion chapter, which addressed
the main findings of the study. This chapter sumsesarthe main conclusions of the study,
which have led to a number of recommendations amthdr studies. It was necessary to
show the strengths of the study, and its contriputio knowledge. This chapter has also
highlighted some limitations, something that isalsn any academic research. The chapter
also briefly summarises how the research questi@mve been successfully assessed and

answered.
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Appendix One: Questionnaire

A Survey on the Decision-Making Process at the Falty of Education

Dear academic members of staff,

This survey is part of a PhD research study thekdoat the perceptions of members of
academic staff regarding the management of decrsi@king processes in the Faculties of
Education at King Saud University and the SchooEdtication at the University of Leeds.
The research compares academic perceptions intiesastitutions. The aim of the study is
to gain further understanding of the complexitidsttee decision-making process in the

Education faculties.

It would really help my research if you could plea®mplete this questionnaire. | draw your
attention to the fact that the information you pdev will be treated as completely
confidential. Kindly drop the questionnaire in {@stgraduate students pigeonhole under the

letter A for me to collect. | will be grateful ifoy please return the questionnaire before ****,

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity tove my appreciation for your effort in

participating in this study.

If you have any queries, please feel free to cantase at this emall

address:omer 210@hotmail.com

Sincerely Yours
OmeirAlenezi
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Academic Staff Questionnaire Regarding Decision Makg

Section A: Personal Information.
Please tick in the appropriate box to register youresponse to questions 1- 6.

1. Age group:
a ! 5-34
c.[] 45-54

{1 35-44
d.[[] 55- 65

2. Years of Experience in your current role:

a.[ ] Less than 5 years
c.[] 11to 15 years

e.[ ] More than 20 years

[ b5 to 10 years
d.[] 16 to 20 years

3. Years of Experience in Higher Education:

a.[] Less than 5years
c.[] 11 to 15 years

e.[ ] More than 20 years

4. Formal job function:
a.[ ] Teaching only

c.[ ] Research fellow

5. Formal title of position:
al ] Professor
c.[ ] Associate professor
6. Administrative Position:
a.[ ] Principal
c.[] Vice Dean

e.[ ] Head of Department

[ Jo.5 to 10 years
d.[] 16 to 20 years

b[ ] Teaching and research

[].others ......cccvv. ...

b.[] Assistant Professor

[ ].Others ..............

b.[ ] Dean

. ] Administrator
[] Others.........
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Section B: Teaching related decisions

Please read carefully and circle the appropriate nonber to register your response

(A) As a member of academic staff can you rate youtiggaation in the following
statements in taking teaching related decisiongimgrfrom (1 to 4)as (1) means no
participation and (4) always participation.

(B) As a member of academic staff can you rate whattlyimk your participation should
be in the same decision-making areas ranging frtnto(4), as 1) meansno
participation and (4) means always participation

Extent of Participation

Areas of Participation

No
participation

Low
participation

High
participation

Always
participate

1 2 3 4
Production of the general school Acis 1 2 3 4
timetable B:should be 1 2 3 4
The module selection of the course | a-js 1 2 3 4
of your expertise B:should be 1 2 3 4
Producing synopsis for the modules | a-js 1 2 3 4
you teach B:should be 1 2 3 4
Identifying the objectives of the Als 1 2 3 4
modules you teach B:should be 1 2 3 4
Identifying the titles of the course AclS 1 2 3 4
material you teach B:should be 1 2 3 4
Deciding on course references Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Choosing your teaching methods Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Course material evaluation for credit Alls 1 2 3 4
transfer for students from other universities )
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Periodical changes in evaluation AclS 1 2 3 4
strategies B:should be 1 2 3 4
Responsibility sharing among the AclS 1 2 3 4
members of faculty B:should be 1 2 3 4
Evaluating teaching standards in AclS 1 2 3 4
the faculty B:should be 1 2 3 4
Assessing teaching load of each staff aA:js 1 2 3 4
member B:should be 1 2 3 4
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Section C: Research Related Decisions

Please read carefully and encircle the appropriataumber to register your response

(A) As a member of academic staff can you rate youtiggaation in the following
statements in taking research related decisiorgrgrirom (1 to 4)as (1) means no
participation and (4) always participation.

(B) As a member of academic staff can you rate whattlymk your participation should
be in the same decision-making areas ranging frtinto(4), as 1) meansno
participation and (4) means always participation.

Areas of Participation

Extent of Participation

No Low High Always
participation | participation | participation participate

1 2 3 4
Evaluation of progress of research
projects in the department Ais 1 2 3 4

B:should be 1 2 3 4

Periodically estimating the research | a.ig 1 2 3 4
projects budget of the faculty B:should be 1 2 3 4
Granting applications from )
government and private firms for Alis 1 2 3 4
research projects B:should be 1 2 3 4
External consultancy for research Ais 1 2 3 4
contracts B:should be 1 2 3 4
Development of project proposals for | a.ig 1 2 3 4
private funding B:should be 1 2 3 4
Feasibility studies for privately Ais 1 2 3 4
funded research projects B:should be 1 2 3 4
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Section D: Financial Decisions

Please read carefully and circle the appropriate nonber to register your response

A) As a member of academic staff can you rate youtiggaation in the following
statements in taking financial decisions rangirgmfr(1 to 4),
participation and (4) means always participation.

as (1) means no

B) As a member of academic staff can you rate whattlymk your participation should
be in the same decision-making areas ranging frdmtdq 4) ,
participation and (4) means always participation

as 1) means no

Areas of participation

Extent of participation

No low High Always
participation | participation | participation participate
1 2 3 4
Estimating the value of additional teaching )
hours as a component of the budget Ais 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Est|mat|ng the cost of research Avis 1 2 3 4
scholarships
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Supplying furniture for the faculty Ais 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Estimating the cost of equipment and r
tools required for the faculty Acls 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Educational grants from international
foundations for new courses Aiis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
-(Ie-hﬁi mn?ierr]ffnance of faculty buildings and Ais 1 2 3 4
qup B:should be 1 2 3 4
Identifying the cost of the annual activities .
and social events held by the faculty Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Purchqsing_teachi.ng.materials, books Ais 1 2 3 4
and scientific periodicals
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Supplying stationary for the facult
PPYINg Y Y Ais 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Estimating the budget allocated to purchase
equipment needed for your department Acis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
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Section E: Administrative Decisions

Please read carefully and circle the appropriate nonber to register your response

A) As a member of academic staff can you rate youtiggaation in the following
statements in taking administrative decisions magdrom (1 to 4gs (1) means no
participation and (4) means always participation.

B) As a member of academic staff can you rate whattlymk your participation should
be in the same decision-making areas ranging frdmtq 4) ,
participation and (4) means always participation

as1) means no

Areas of participation

Extent of participation

No low High Always
participation | participation | participation | participate
1 2 3 4
Designing general administration Aiis 1 2 3 4
uide and instruction manual .
g B:should be 1 2 3 4
grcauflt;ng the annual report of the Ais 1 2 3 4
y B:should be 1 2 3 4
The training programs and _
development of members of academig¢ Als 1 2 3 4
staff B:should be 1 2 3 4
Admission procedures of academic
et P Ads 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Deciding on the number of students )
to be enrolled in the faculty Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Formulating regulatory laws for _
student discipline Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Administrative decisions related to _
academic problems of students Alis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Accommodation services of students| A:is 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
Leisure excursions by the faculty Avis 1 2 3 4
B:should be 1 2 3 4
The nomination of members of the _
teaching board for managerial Alis 1 2 3
positions B:should be 1 2 3
N P L2 [ s |
9 P B:should be 1 2 3 4
;I;lhceu I:’;1pp0|ntment of staff in the Avis 1 2 3 4
y B:should be 1 2 3 4
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Section F: Observations and Remarks of the Responais
Please answer the following Questions 1-3:

1. What is your general opinion about the current oblparticipation of
members of academic staff in decision-making preegf the Education
faculty?

2. What are your recommendations to make the aboveepso more
efficient?

3. What do you think about the level of co-ordioatbetween the
administrative staff and the Education faculty?



Section G: Omissions and Suggestions

1. Could you please identify any important decisnoaking aspects that have
not been mentioned in the questionnaire? Pleas#\gpe

Thank you very much for your effort in participatin g in this survey.

Omeir Alenezi
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Appendix Two: Interviews schedule

Question One (Perception of Role in Decision Making
Could you tell me about your role in the decisioaking process in the Faculty?
Probes:

. To what extent are you involved in the decisicaking related to teaching, research,
financial and administration at your faculty?

. Why do you think your participation in decisioraking is important in these areas?
. What is your participation level?

. Do you think your input affects the process afid®en making? How?

. To what extent do you feel that you are margaaliin decision making related to

teaching, research, financial and administration?

. Why, could you give me some examples?

. How do you know that you are being marginalized?

. What can be done to improve decision making é@@Sbhool?

. How can your patrticipation and involvement in idean making be achieved?

Question Two: (Teaching Related)

. To what extent are you involved in the decisicakimg related to teaching (i.e.
designing modules)?

. If you please, | want you speak more about yautigpation in teaching related
decisions such as designing modules.

. Is there any further participation in relevantideons?

. In what ways do you participate in decisionstesdao teaching?

. To what extent do you think your participatiofeats the outcome of those
decisions?

. Do you think your participation affects decisioetated to teaching?
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Question Three: (Research related)

As you know, universities nowadays are engagedsaarch projects and other areas in
collaboration with other bodies and organisatiamsversities, charities, non-governmental
organisations, etc.) | really wish to know whatergbu play in such areas, and who is the
main decision maker?

. I would also like to ask you about your partidipa in decisions related to knowledge
transfer and consultancy?

. In what ways do you participate in decisionstedao research? (i.e. writing research
proposals)

. To what extent do you think your participatiofeats the outcome of those
decisions?

. Do you think your participation affects decisioetated to research?

Question Four: (Financial related)
In relation to financial related decisions:

Would you welcome further participation in decisaelated to finance?

. To what extent do you feel that you are beinggmalized in relation to financial
decisions?

. If you feel that, why do you think?

. Do you think your participation affects decisimaking process such as increasing

research budgets, allocating funds for hiring redesxs, extra paid/unpaid work, etc.?

Question Five: (Administrative related)
In relation to administrative related decisions:
Would you welcome further participation in decisaelating to finance?

. To what extent do you feel you are being margmeal in recruiting, appointing or
negotiating staff whether academic or administeatiecisions?

. If so, why do you think?

. To what extent do you think your views are igribie the school?
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. To what extent do you think your participatioreats decision making processes,
such as increasing research budgets, allocatirasftor hiring researchers, extra paid/unpaid
work, etc.?

. Have you participated in any training courseggpammes in the last five years?
. If yes, what types of courses?
. Have you been consulted in these programmes?

Question Six: (Views on Areas of Participation)

. Are there any particular areas you believe yaaukhbe more involved in with
decision making?

. If so, could tell me about them?

. If not, why do you think you are less involved?

Question Seven: (Female Role in Decision Making)

| will move to another question which tackles thgue of academic women’s participation in
decision making?

Probe:

. What is the level of women'’s participation in dgans in the Faculty? If they do not
participate, why is women'’s participation is low?hey do participate, why do you think
women'’s voices should be heard in the meetings?

. In general, do you think males try to dominate tieetings? In what sense? Could
you give some examples...

. Do you think females’ views are being marginalize

. How does marginalization usually happen?

Question Eight: (Organizational change)

. What change has taken place in the School of &dcin the last five years (i.e.
research, teaching methods, financial, etc.)

. What has been your role in this change?

. How this change has been performed?
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. What is the impact of change on improving theigrenance of the School of
Education in terms of research, increasing findmesources and administrative roles?

. What is your contribution in the change process?

. In your opinion, was there any resistance to gea@n

Question Nine: (Leadership)

This section is about leadership within the Scluddducation.

. Are you familiar with the goals and objectivesioé School of Education?

. How important is your role in achieving the goafgshe School of Education?
. How achievable are these goals?

. What is your opinion of the leadership stylesh&f Head of School and other

directors in the School?

. What type of communication do you use with thetHef School? (i.e. face to face)

Thank you very much for your help in making thesgggh success.
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