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Abstract
Knowledge of teachers’ participative decision making (PDM) and job satisfaction (JS) is important as teachers compose most of a school’s staff. The primary objective of this study is to examine the effect of teacher gender, nationality, and school type on teachers’ PDM and JS in Abu Dhabi schools and to determine whether there are any significant differences in these ratings among teachers of different genders, school types, and nationalities. The secondary objective is to examine the relationship between actual and desired PDM for teachers in Abu Dhabi schools and their JS.
This study used a quantitative research method: a questionnaire that measured each responding teacher’s involvement in making school decisions in both the instructional and the managerial domains and their JS. The questionnaire was distributed among teachers in 28 different schools around the Emirate of Abu Dhabi.
The primary results demonstrated that teachers’ PDM differs by teacher gender, nationality, and school type, whereas teachers’ JS differs by teacher gender and nationality, with school type having in general no significant effect on JS. The secondary results demonstrated that there is a positive relationship between both actual and desired PDM and JS and that teachers’ participation in making instructional decisions has more effect on their JS than their participation in managerial decisions.
The main contribution for this study is to enhance the literature on the UAE educational field, educational leadership, and school management.
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UAE: United Arab Emirates
PDM: Participative decision making
JS: Job satisfaction
APDM: Actual participative decision making
DPDM: Desired participative decision making
APDMI: Actual participative decision making: instructional decisions
APDMM: Actual participative decision making: managerial decisions
DPDMI: Desired participative decision making: instructional decisions
DPDMM: Desired participative decision making: managerial decisions
ADEC: Abu Dhabi Educational Council
MOE: Ministry of Education
NSM: New school model
GCC: Gulf Cooperative Council
WMW: Wilcoxon–Mann–Whitney test
 PCC: Pearson correlation coefficient analysis
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1.1. [bookmark: _Toc404459042][bookmark: _Toc404808565][bookmark: _Toc405029284][bookmark: _Toc401823774]Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK31]A very significant key to the chance of successful change is successful leadership. It has been demonstrated that we need leaders, not managers, to enact change when faced with today’s challenges (Lunenburg, 2011). Moreover, improving school systems requires the involvement of everyone in the system—the stakeholders need to be able to express themselves, develop their skills, build on their aspirations, and share their capabilities together (Bennis et al., 2003; Senge et al., 2000). There is rapid and ongoing development across all sectors in the UAE. This development is characteristic of the growth of a young nation with its focus on educational reform (Harold & Stephenson, 2010). The UAE is also seeking to leverage its economic investments in the knowledge economy by becoming a sustainable knowledge-producing environment. Education can increase human capital in the labor force, which leads to increased productivity and, thus, an improvement in the nation’s economy (Mankiw et al., 1992).
The culture of governmental schooling in Abu Dhabi represents a continually changing environment. Abu Dhabi is considered a site of contested professional identity, embryonic curricular revision, and pedagogical development. Inhabiting such an environment, as a teacher or manager of teachers and students, requires one to keep pace with externally imposed changes to the context of schooling—a level of onsite decision making has become mandatory. These decisions, at times arbitrary and urgent, have an effect on schools’ overall effectiveness.
Because of the rapid development in the UAE and in its educational system, as has been explained and will be explained further in the next parts of this study, the need for more and more decisions is surfacing. As operators of this reform and as agents of change, teachers can be involved in making these decisions. Many studies on the management of schools advise school leaders to share decision making with other stakeholders and to value teachers’ JS. However, most such studies have been conducted in the West and reflect cultural traditions, expectations, and shared values of educational traditions that differ significantly from those of the UAE (Bacharach et al., 1990). The next parts of this study will describe the educational system in general, the role of participative decision making and JS, and the study’s context, research gap, focus, questions, and research approach.

1.2. [bookmark: _Toc404459043][bookmark: _Toc404808566][bookmark: _Toc405029285]Education in general
The education sector is one of the most important sectors in society and for national development, as all countries nowadays are dealing with changes in many areas, especially economy-related, that lead these countries to change their education systems. This is emphasized by Mankiw et al., (1992), who stated that education can increase human capital in the labor force, which leads to productivity increase, which in turn leads to an improvement in the nation’s economy. Moreover, as Sheikh Zayed bin Sultan Al Nahyan (the founding father of the UAE—May Allah have mercy on him) said, “The education of our people is a great wealth. We are proud of our educated nation because through knowledge and science we will open the horizons of a glorious future” (Sheikh Zayed, Grand Mosque Center, 2014).
In addition, the Asian Development Bank stated that the key catalyst to develop nations and grow economies is generally assumed to be explained largely by stocks of labor, physical capital, and human capital, which means that the quality of the labor force is the key to this problem. In addition, the bank asserted that technology is part of this growth equation, where the availability of highly educated workers is associated with the rate of technological change (Asian Development Bank, 2001, p. 27). A very significant key to make change successful is successful leadership. Bennis et al. (2003) argued that we need leaders, not managers, to press change forward when faced with today’s challenges.
To improve education, Senge et al. (2000) suggested that improving school systems requires that everyone in the system express their aspirations, build their awareness, and develop their capabilities together (Senge et al., 2000, p. 5). They illustrated the five-discipline approach to achieve high quality in schools: personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning, and systems thinking.

1.3. [bookmark: _Toc404459044][bookmark: _Toc404808567][bookmark: _Toc405029286]Role of participative decision making and job satisfaction
Teachers are the main agents of change in schools (Ghazi & Khan, 2008). Teachers are best situated to understand the challenges and processes of schools and learning operations, more so even than school administrators or policy-makers (Bacharach et al., 1990). They are the most important engine in developing education systems in countries that seek economic development. Therefore, it is essential in this research to study teachers’ job satisfaction (JS) and their participative decision making (PDM), as they are the implementers of these decisions in schools (Akiba, 2013; and Mohammed, 2011). Many studies elucidate the importance of studying employees’ JS and how that influences the organization by determining employees’ tendency toward good or bad behavior or the taking or shirking of responsibilities (Ngotngamwong, 2012; De Nobile & McCormick, 2005; Xu & Shen, 2007). Several studies have found that not only does teachers’ JS influence their commitment and performance, it also increases students’ learning (Shann, 1998; Adams 2010). Previous studies have also found that happy teachers (teachers with high JS) appear to be more committed to improving the educational environment (Shann, 1998; Adams 2010). Chen (2008) illustrated JS as representative of employee’s feelings, attitudes, or preferences toward his or her work. JS, as well, is considered one of the indicators of a well-functioning school (Khan & Mirza, 2012). Numerous studies have indicated the importance and effect of PDM on JS (Conway, 1976; Henderson, 1976; Mohrman et al., 1978; Bacharach et al., 1990; Rinehart & Short, 1994; Wu, 1994; and Kuku & Taylor, 2002). Jolodar (2012) investigated the effect of six social factors on personal JS, one of these factors being participation in decision making. Teachers’ JS was the focus of research because of its effect on urban teachers’ performance and students’ achievements (Shann, 1998). Shann (1998) recommended asking principals to raise teachers’ JS by increasing teachers’ participation in decision making in their respective schools. Somech (2010) also highlighted the aggregating concept of PDM in schools and the effects of implementing this concept on schools’ effectiveness. Many studies elucidated the importance of studying employees’ JS and determined how employees’ JS affect the organization by practicing good or bad behavior and taking or shirking responsibilities (Ngotngamwong, 2012; De Nobile & McCormick, 2005; Xu & Shen, 2007). Mehta et al. (2010) illustrated that PDM is a tool that allows school members to contribute to successful educational management.

1.4. [bookmark: _Toc404459045][bookmark: _Toc404808568][bookmark: _Toc405029287]Context of the study
The government of Abu Dhabi has identified nine pillars that will form the architecture of the emirate’s vision for its social, political, and economic future in 2030. One of these pillars is a sustainable knowledge-based economy and premium education, and one of the four key priority areas for this vision is social and human resources development (The Government of Abu Dhabi, 2008). This study was conducted in Abu Dhabi’s public and private schools. Abu Dhabi is the largest emirate in the UAE. The UAE’s formal educational system started more than 40 years ago, with many development projects in the educational field both federally and locally (Bradshaw et al., 2004). In the last 10 years, an ambitious school reform plan was launched by the Abu Dhabi government in the UAE, seeking to achieve significant educational development. To this end, the Abu Dhabi Educational Council (ADEC) was established (Gallagher, 2011). Through the leadership of the ADEC, the Emirate of Abu Dhabi looks to become one of the five most advanced learning systems in the world and thereby drive national development (ADEC, 2012a). ADEC established the new school model (NSM), which is considered a significant change in the field of education in Abu Dhabi. In the educational district, with 268 public schools (120,000 students) and 183 private schools (200,000 students from different countries) (www.adec.ac.ae), the NSM is considered a new approach to education, with a focus on creating bi-literate students who can use both English and Arabic to listen, speak, read, and write (Gallagher, 2011).
This educational system started in the 1960s and 1970s with a few formal schools, which expanded with separate schools for boys and girls, and eventually became the public schools (Bradshaw et al., 2004).
Nowadays, primary education is compulsory and secondary education is accessible all across the UAE. At the same time, private schools were developed to meet expatriates’ religious, cultural, and educational needs. Therefore, the curricula in these schools were designed with the influence of educational curricula from the United Kingdom, Canada, the United States, and India. The UAE’s Ministry of Education (MOE) is responsible for both the public and the private education systems in all seven emirates (Bradshaw et al., 2004). Their responsibilities toward the public-school system are much broader, including setting rules, building new buildings, hiring staff, determining the standards of education, providing curricular materials and support, and coordinating different educational activities. During the last 10 years, the MOE has managed many educational reform projects, such as the MAG (Madares Al Ghad) Schools Project. This project aims at improving schools in the UAE by incorporating an English as a Second Language (ESL) curriculum and providing schools with modern educational techniques. Until recent times, Western education and government schools in Abu Dhabi have been effectively mutually exclusive.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]The changes in Abu Dhabi started in 2005 as an ambitious school reform plan launched by the emirate’s government, which seeks to develop significant educational changes (Gallagher, 2011). The Crown Prince of Abu Dhabi stated that education in the emirate has experienced a radical transformation into one of the five most advanced learning systems in the world. The crown prince added that advanced education is the main engine to drive the development of any community (ADEC, 2012a, p.6). As Mohamed (2011) stated, the educational policy aims to create a society of skilled and creative people, and that will be accomplished with opportunities for quality education, employment or self-employment, and giving people the chance to fully participate in the country’s development (Mohamed, 2011. p.6). He added that the UAE needs to ensure quality education at every level from pre-school to adult learning in order to develop human capacity and create a workforce with skills and talent that will drive a knowledge economy.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]In line with this view, the ADEC, the local executive authority, was established in 2005 in order to manage the educational development in the emirate (http://www.dubaifaqs.com/abu-dhabi-education-council.php, viewed 4 November 2012). The vision of the ADEC is to have the Emirate of Abu Dhabi be regarded as one of the best five governments in the world (ADEC, 2012a) and to make education the first priority of the community to be recognized as a world-class education system that supports all learners to reach their full potential in competing within the global market (ADEC, 2012a). This vision was followed by its announcement of a 10-year strategic plan from 2009 to 2018 to improve the education system in the emirate (ADEC, 2012a).
More specifically, the role of the ADEC is to develop education and educational institutions. This will be accomplished by providing technical, material and counseling assistance to (a) coordinate educational strategic planning with the MOE to be within the UAE general educational policy’s framework, (b) to enhance capabilities for educational institutions and their employees to progress along with the country’s educational system by conducting studies and making suggestions, (c) raising the standard of education and vocational training of graduates by training them for wider employment opportunities, (d) supporting relations between educational institutions and the private sector, (e) coordinating the implementation of the ADEC’s educational plans throughout the emirate, (f) establishing an educational database, and (g) encouraging the private sector to achieve quality educational services (www.abudhabi.ae, 2010).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]These new roles of the ADEC were a significant change in the educational field. The ADEC established the NSM policy, which illustrates eight important areas for change: employee conduct, organization of school time, management and support of teachers, student and family engagement, classroom instruction, special education, assessment, and school services (Qyiada, 2010).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28]PPP is the public-private partnership project operated in 176 public, government-administrated schools in Abu Dhabi, Al Ain, and Al Gharbia. Current PPP participants in Abu Dhabi include companies with expertise in providing educational services and consulting such as Beaconhouse, CfBT Education LLC, Cognition, Mosaica, Nord Anglia, Sabis, School Improvement Partners (SIP), Specialist Schools and Academy Trust (SSAT), and TaaleemEdisonLearning (TEL). The ADEC used this project to help achieve their 10-Year Strategic Plan by using the expertise of private-school operators to enhance public-school operations, such as by working onsite at school to develop enhanced teaching methods and higher curriculum standards (ADEC, 2012a).
The NSM is considered a new approach in education since it is based on student-centered learning, where students learn in a resource- and technology-rich environment in modern teaching facilities. In this approach, a wide variety of learning activities are provided to meet the different learning styles of each student (ADEC, 2012a). Moreover, this approach is focused on creating biliterate students, so students will be able to use both English and Arabic in understanding, speaking, reading, and writing (Gallagher, 2011).
The implementation of the NSM caused a great deal of educational reform, which involved many new decisions being made at different levels and at different times. Teachers, as the operators of this reform and as agents of change, could be involved in making these decisions. Through an empirical quantitative methodological approach, this research seeks to analyze the impact of PDM approaches upon teachers’ JS as a mechanism for ensuring successful change in schools.

1.5. [bookmark: _Toc404459046][bookmark: _Toc404808569][bookmark: _Toc405029288]Research gap
Only a few studies (Fung Wu & Tseng, 2005; Westhuizen et al., 2012; Brinia, 2012) have focused on the degree of teachers’ PDM and its relationship to teacher gender, school type, and nationality. Moreover, there are limited studies (Kwong et al., 2010; Jenaababadi et al., 2013) on differences in teachers’ JS and the relationship between JS and teacher gender, school type, and nationality. The ADEC has initiated many large-scale reform projects, including the NSM, which is a major change in the ADEC (2012a). The NSM aims to change eight main parts of both public and private education systems (Qyiada, 2010). Considering these major changes, there is an urgent need to study teachers’ participation in making decisions in schools and their job satisfaction.
Although several previous studies (Sagie & Aycan, 2003; Ridge, 2010; Somech, 2010; Mohammed, 2011; ADEC, 2012b; Sarafidou & Chatziioannidis, 2013) have focused on the education sector of the UAE, those studies are limited in a number of ways. The majority of these studies focused on the effect of leadership style on teachers’ involvement and JS. However, they did not investigate teachers’ PDM and its relationship to JS. Most of the empirical literature has studied only PDM or JS, not both, or has indicated only the existence of a positive relationship between PDM and JS without investigating other indicators or factors (such as gender, nationality, and school type) that may moderate the relationship between PDM and JS. Some studies have focused on the exogenous forces that affect employees’ PDM and JS, but fewer have considered the effect of cultural or environmental variables on both of these factors. This thesis studies the effect of differences in teacher gender, nationality, and school types on PDM and JS as its major focus. Moreover, the relationship between teachers’ actual participative decision making APDM and desired participative decision making DPDM and their JS is a minor focus of this study.
In analyzing teachers’ PDM and JS, this study has applied the Wilcoxon–Mann–Whitney WMW test instead of the commonly used t-test because it deals with ordinal variables, not interval variables, where the difference between two values is meaningful.
Most empirical studies are applied to the involvement of all employees in an organization (collective PDM), not employees with the same position. This study was conducted specifically on the teachers of participating schools. Cross-sectional research for most studies is applied to one organization or one type of organization; also, other studies were limited because they were conducted only in public schools. This paper covers both types of schools, public and private, in educational sector.

1.6. [bookmark: _Toc404459047][bookmark: _Toc404808570][bookmark: _Toc405029289]Study focus and research questions
There has been a rising demand for change and reform in the UAE educational system, particularly in Abu Dhabi, in both public and private schools by teachers of both genders and different nationalities. Thus, these teachers’ PDM and JS need to be examined, an approach that has not been considered in previous studies about the UAE educational system (Sarafidou & Chatziioannidis, 2013; ADEC, 2012b; Mohammed, 2011; Ridge, 2010; Somech, 2010; Sagie & Aycan, 2003), which had the following limitations:
· Most of these studies addressed effect of leadership styles on teachers’ involvement and their JS, not their PDM and JS;
· Some studies addressed the exogenous forces that affect employees’ PDM and JS; fewer considered the cultural or environmental forces on both of them. This paper studies the effect of differences of gender, nationality, and school types on PDM and JS; and
· As was mentioned before, most empirical studies were applied to the involvement of all employees in an organization, not one type of employee such as teachers, and were conducted only in public schools.
In addition, this study assumes that PDM has a positive impact upon JS. Therefore, the research, as a minor focus, tried to examine the relationship between the APDM and JS and the relationship between the desired teachers’ participative decision making (DPDM) and JS in in both public and private schools in Abu Dhabi.




First and foremost, this research seeks to explore and answer the following main questions:
Q1: Is gender a factor affecting teachers’ PDM and JS?
Q2: Is school type a factor affecting teachers’ PDM and JS?
Q3: Is nationality a factor affecting teachers’ PDM and JS?
Secondly, this research seeks to answer the following questions as a minor focus:
Q4: What relationship exists between teachers’ APDM and JS?
Q5: What relationship exists between teachers’ DPDM and JS?
To answer these questions, this paper examines the effect of demographic and cultural factors on teachers’ involvement in decision making in both managerial and instructional matters. The paper focuses on both on teachers’ PDM and JS and on the differences of both of them in relation to teachers’ gender, school types, and nationality in Abu Dhabi schools in the UAE. Moreover, testing the relationship between teachers’ APDM and their JS, and DPDM and JS, is a minor focus for this study. The study was done in the academic year 2013 among both private and public schools in Abu Dhabi.

1.7. [bookmark: _Toc404459048][bookmark: _Toc404808571][bookmark: _Toc405029290]Research approach
With a quantitative approach to cross-sectional study among public and private schools in Abu Dhabi in the UAE, the central aim of this dissertation is to examine the effect of gender, nationality, and school type in both teachers’ PDM and their JS. The minor focus of this dissertation is to examine the relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS and the relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS. The next section covers the general literature on decision making, PDM literature in general and in the field of education in particular, presenting the main studies in this field. Next, there is a presentation of JS in general and in education in particular. In the same section, there is an overview of research that addressed both PDM and JS, in general and in education in particular. This is followed by a background section that covers studies that address the research’s hypotheses, both for the major and minor purposes of this study.
The research methodology chapter clarifies the research methods that are used in this dissertation, the data collection methods, instruments, research population and data analysis methods for both of the study’s concerns, and the research’s validity and reliability.
The results section contains general descriptive results, results for this study’s major focus, and results for the minor focus of this dissertation. Following that, both the major and the minor focus’s findings are discussed in the finding and discussion chapter.
Finally, the dissertation concludes with the summary, implications, and suggestions for further research in the conclusion chapter.

1.8. [bookmark: _Toc404459049][bookmark: _Toc404808572][bookmark: _Toc405029291]Conclusion
Teachers often understand the challenges involved with educating children and running a school even better than do school administrators or policy-makers (Bacharach et al., 1990). It is essential to study teachers’ PDM and JS. This thesis examines the effect of demographic and cultural factors on teachers’ involvement in decision making concerning both managerial and instructional matters and on their JS. The major focus of this work is the study of teachers’ PDM and JS and the differences in these factors based on teacher gender, school type, and nationality in schools in Abu Dhabi, UAE. The minor focus for this study is to test the relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS, and DPDM and JS. The next parts in this dissertation present a literature review about PDM and JS in general and a theoretical background for this study by presenting some studies performed in the UAE.
[bookmark: _Toc404459050][bookmark: _Toc404808573][bookmark: _Toc405029292]Chapter 2
[bookmark: _Toc404459051][bookmark: _Toc404808574][bookmark: _Toc405029293]Literature review and research questions
[bookmark: _Toc404459052][bookmark: _Toc404808575][bookmark: _Toc405029294][bookmark: _Toc401823780]2.1. 	Introduction
This chapter introduces the importance of research into PDM and JS in general and in the educational sector in particular. It presents the gap that the study tries to cover in the field of teachers’ participative decision making, and their job satisfaction in the UAE context focuses majorly on the effect of the teacher gender, school types, and nationality on both the PDM and the JS of teachers. In addition, the chapter focuses on the relationship between both APDM and DPDM and JS for teachers by presenting the research approach. This chapter begins with a literature review presenting the general concepts of decision making, PDM, and JS. Moreover, relationship between the two concepts, PDM and JS, will be the conclusion of this part of this chapter. The second part of this chapter focuses on presenting the theoretical background of both the major and the minor focus of this study. This includes presenting previous studies’ findings about differences in both PDM and JS for teachers due to gender, school type, and nationality. This background encourages testing the hypotheses of the major focus study about the effect of gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality in both teachers’ PDM and JS. After that, there is the theoretical background about the relationship between both APDM and DPDM and teachers’ JS, which explains the need for testing the minor focus of the study’s hypotheses about the relationship between APDM and DPDM and teachers’ JS.

[bookmark: _Toc404459053][bookmark: _Toc404808576][bookmark: _Toc405029295]2.2. 	Literature review
[bookmark: _Toc401823781][bookmark: _Toc404459054][bookmark: _Toc404808577][bookmark: _Toc405029296]2.2.1. Decision making
Rowe et al. (1984) defined decision as answering a question or choosing among alternatives. In 1999, Hammond related the ability to make a decision to the process of making choices from many alternatives.
Krumboltz and Hamel (1977) described the decision-making process as a series of steps: defining, creating, examining, and acting upon information that we collect. Rowe et al. (1984) increased this process to five stages: defining a problem, finding and analyzing solutions, implementing the decision, achieving the results, and managing the consequences.
Researchers (Weiss, 1983; Rowe & Mason, 1987; Stueart & Moran, 1993; Phillips, 1997; Petrides & Guiney, 2002) have different theoretical perspectives on the decision-making process (cf. Jacoby, 2006). The first perspective views the decision-making process as a function of one’s knowledge, ideology, and personal interest (Weiss, 1983). Thus, this viewpoint largely focuses on personal experience. After four years, this perspective developed into the five keys of the cognitive decision making processes: stimuli, response, reflection, implementation, and evaluation (Rowe & Mason, 1987). In 1993, Stueart and Moran found that decision making builds on a person’s experience, experimentation, and research. Latterly, other researchers focused on values and beliefs in making decision (Petrides & Guiney, 2002). Recently, studies have shown that when we have problems, solutions, participants, and opportunities for decision occur (Burnes, 2009).
Another perspective about decisions classifies them on a spectrum from “bounded” to “unbounded” (Burnes, 2009; Rollinson, 2002). Bounded decisions are smaller, less serious, and require a shorter time. Moreover, they are clearly defined, have available solutions, are not connected to other decisions, and do not need to involve many people. By contrast, unbounded decisions are large, have multiple problems, are serious, and require long time to make. In addition, they are difficult to define, have no known solutions, are interconnected with other decisions and involve multiple and competing stakeholders (Rollinson, 2002).
“Bounded rationality” means how we mostly try to logically understand things and make sensible choices as rational beings, but with limitations in our decision making processes caused by limitations in the human mind (the computational capacity of humans), limitations in our knowledge, and limitations in our time (Simon, 1982). In 2011, Lee traced back the term “bounded rationality” to Herbert Simon (1950) and stated that, today, the concept of bounded rationality is also used in economics.

[bookmark: _Toc401823782][bookmark: _Toc404459055][bookmark: _Toc404808578][bookmark: _Toc405029297]2.2.2. Participative decision making
As stated above, Rowe et al. (1984) defined decisions as answering questions or choosing between alternatives, and in 1999, Hammond defined decision making as a choice from among many alternatives. Most researchers describe decision making as a process, such as Krumboltz and Hamel (1977) and Rowe et al. (1984), who stated that decision making consists of a series of steps.
Jacoby (2006) illustrated the development of explanations of the decision-making process by presenting other researchers’ viewpoints (Weiss, 1983; Rowe & Mason, 1987; Stueart & Moran, 1993; Phillips, 1997; Petrides & Guiney, 2002). Weiss (1983) believed that decision making is a function of the person’s information, ideology, and personal interest, a viewpoint focused on personal experience, while Rowe and Mason (1987) presented five keys of the cognitive decision-making processes (stimuli, response, reflection, implementation, evaluation). Stueart and Moran (1993) posited that decision making is built on a person’s experience, experimentation, and research, while Petrides and Guiney (2002) highlighted on values and beliefs in making decisions.
The PDM is a process in which managers are willing to share their decision-making powers with their followers, and Kazi (2009) believed doing so raises their followers’ JS.
There are five methods of decision making: making one’s own decision without detailed explanation, making one’s own decision with detailed explanation, making a decision after prior consultation with followers, joint decision making with followers, and delegation of decision making to followers. This last type is considered the highest level of sharing with others in decision making. Harrison and March (1984) assumed that decision making is the process of estimating the possible future values of currently existing alternatives and then choosing the best of them. They explained the importance of comparing the pre-decision estimated value and post-decision surprise. Their paper examined the systematic bias in the distribution of post-decision surprises considered to the structure of intelligent choice itself, which includes an emotional factor because of uncertainty about the future. Mehta et al. (2010) illustrated that PDM is a tool to obtain school members’ contributions to successful educational management.
Some studies highlighted the advantages of using PDM (Beatty, 2001; Probst, 2005; Carmeli, Sheaffer, & Halevi-Yitzhak, 2009; Steinheider, Wuestewald, & Bayerl, 2006; Walker, 2007). Most of these advantages are in raising employees’ JS (Pacheco & Webber, 2010; Steinheider, Wuestewald, & Bayerl, 2006; Harley et al., 2000; Maslow, 1943; Miller and Monge, 1986; Alutto & Acito, 1974; Black and Gregersen, 1997; Morse and Reimer, 1956; Wright and Kim, 2004).
Other benefits of using PDM is achieving the organization’s objective by influencing and engaging employees to make the organization’s decisions (Beatty, 2001). Some studies show that using this approach has a positive effect on the organizational profits, commitment, citizenship behavior, productivity, and performance (Steinheider, Wuestewald, & Bayerl, 2006; Probst, 2005; Cotton et al., 1988; Lowin, 1968). In addition, Probst (2005) believed that PDM also has a positive effect against employee absenteeism. Increased organizational communication is another advantages of using PDM (Walker, 2007).

[bookmark: _Toc401823783][bookmark: _Toc404459056][bookmark: _Toc404808579][bookmark: _Toc405029298]2.2.3. Job Satisfaction
The importance of JS leads many researchers and managers to lend it their attention because of its potential relationship to other variables of interest. In other words, JS is correlated to many variables, such as attitudinal variables, absenteeism, employee turnover, and job performance. JS is defined as the extent to which people like or dislike their jobs (Lo & Ramayah, 2011). This means that JS is a general affective reaction that individuals hold about their job. Price (2001) believed that JS affectively orients the employee toward his or her work. In other words, Chen (2008) illustrated JS to be the representative of employees’ feelings, attitudes, or preferences toward their work. Edwards et al. (2008) regarded JS as a positive emotional feeling, a result of one’s evaluation of his or her job experience by comparing what he or she expects from a job and what he or she actually gets from it. Cropanzano and Wright (2001) contended that job characteristics such as pay, promotional opportunity, task identity and significance, and skills utilization affect JS. These variables are important because they influence the way a person feels about their job.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]Judge et al. (2001) added that Jurgensen (1978) found that employees value essential rewards more than pay, such as the nature of the work itself, and showed that pay factor is only marginally related to satisfaction (cf. Judge et al., 2001). Tillman and Tillman (2008) stated that their study provided support for the hypothesis that work locus of control is positively related to an individual’s satisfaction with present pay, and participation in decision making is one factor when raising the work locus of control of employees.
Ngotngamwong (2012) believed that the meaning of JS for teachers has different meanings, but has some commonalities in contributing factors. For Crossman and Harris (2006), these factors could be categorized as environmental, psychological, or demographic. In addition, Zembylas and Papanastasiou (2005) explained that these factors are related to student achievement, decision-making ability, and self-growth.
Many studies elucidated the importance of studying employees’ JS and its effect on the organization by practicing good or bad behavior and taking or shirking responsibilities (Ngotngamwong, 2012; De Nobile & McCormick, 2005; Xu & Shen, 2007).
In education, and particularly in schools, the JS of teachers is very important. Some studies found that teacher JS affects teachers’ commitment and performance, therefore affecting student outcomes. The same idea is supported by other studies, which found that happy teachers (those with high JS) appear to have a positive effect on education (Shann, 1998; Adams 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc401823784][bookmark: _Toc404459057][bookmark: _Toc404808580][bookmark: _Toc405029299]2.2.4. Participative decision making and job satisfaction
One of the studies conducted quantitative research to test the theoretical model of the relationship between teachers’ PDM and their outcome. The aim of this study is to develop a model of a participatory decision and to identify the domains of decision. This supports teachers’ involvement in decision making under the school-based management policy (Cheng Chi, 2008).
Mehta et al. (2010) focused on studying teachers’ participation (actual and desired) in different decision-making situations and their relationship with teachers’ JS, role ambiguity, role conflict, and organizational goal commitment in higher education in India. They used quantitative survey data from 673 faculty members in higher education. The study found a significant positive relationship between PDM and employees’ (managerial, technical, institutional staff) JS, and this is compatible with previous studies in the same field (Conway, 1976; Henderson, 1976; Mohrman et al., 1978; Bacharach et al., 1990; Rinehart & Short, 1994; Wu, 1994; and Kuku & Taylor, 2002). Moreover, the findings showed that the teachers (institutional staff) demonstrated higher JS than managers and technical staff because of actual participation in decision making; this leads us to take as given the importance of teachers’ PDM as a factor to raise their JS. On the other hand, the findings showed a significant negative relationship between staff’s desire to participate in decision making and with their JS. This was evident with all different level of staff (managerial, technical, and institutional staff).
Involving student’s family or parents in the decision-making process for schools has many advantages. Students’ attendance and behavior are essential issues in education, and improvement in these areas leads to improvement in learning and in the teaching process. Involving parents in school decisions by conducting family group conferences would help in solving students’ problems and raising the learning and teaching level. In this manner, the load on teachers’ responsibilities would decrease, which could affect their JS positively (Hayden, 2009).
Some studies found that PDM does not have a strong impact on JS, while some individual characteristics affect JS through occupational statuses (Pacheco & Webber, 2010). In 1978, Driscoll found the same result while Strauss (1968), Lowin (1968), Wood (1973), and Ritchie and Miles (197) found that there is a theoretical relationship between PDM and JS (cf. Driscoll, 1978).
Driscoll’s findings were unexpected, but the study reasoned that by stating that participation involved a cost in time and energy for employees and was of limited advantage for them. Therefore, they were satisfied with a low level of PDM. These findings contradicted the literature review’s assumptions (Wood, 1972; Vroom, 1960; Lischeron & Wall, 1975; Ritchie & Miles, 1970; Alutto & Belasco, 1972; Alutto & Acito, 1974) (cf. Driscoll, 1978).
It is not strange to find again the same findings 22 years later. Pacheco and Webber (2010) supported this result in their study to test the assumption that allowing employees to participate in job-related decisions improves JS (Harley et al., 2000; Maslow, 1943; Miller and Monge, 1986; Alutto & Acito, 1974; Black and Gregersen, 1997; Morse and Reimer, 1956; Wright and Kim, 2004).
Some researchers studied the direct relationship between PDM and JS for school employees; most of them (Chan et al., 1997; Cheng Chi, 2008; Hulusi, 2009; Jolodar; 2012) focused on the JS of teachers, while Hulpia and Devos (2009) focused on school administrators.
Chan et al. (1997) stated that teachers perceived PDM led to a higher workload, with participation in managerial and curricular decision making, and less in instructional decision making. Cheng Chi (2008) added that teachers’ PDM is an effective management strategy that satisfies teachers’ self-esteem and self-actualization needs, and as a result, both JS and commitment could increase. The reason for this is that teachers consider PDM to increase their workload, especially in the instructional domain because that requires more meetings to make collaborative decision (Cheng Chi, 2008).
While Hulpia and Devos (2009) believed the importance of school members’ participation in making decision, they could not find a significant relationship between this participation with school leader’s JS. Their results showed a significant relationship between school administrators’ JS and both cooperation of the leadership team and school type.
Jolodar (2012) investigated the effect of six social factors on personal JS, one of these being PDM. He found that there is a positive relationship between the PDM and the employee’s JS.
Hulusi (2009) found in his comparative study between two public organizations that PDM was one of eight variables that have the greatest positive effect on employee JS. Other variables were democratic style of supervisor, level of role clearness, health facilities, autonomy, job involvement, training and educational facilities, and relationship with co-workers; in sequence, the participation in decision was the factor with the fifth-highest effect on JS.
Dogan and İbicioğlu (2004) and Knoop (1991) in their studies found that participative management style increases employees’ JS.
The aforementioned research demonstrates the direct relationship between PDM and JS. While there are other researchers who studied the indirect relationship between PDM and JS, such as the relationship between the leadership style (participative leadership) and JS, most of these studies showed the positive relationship between the PDM and JS for schools employees, especially teachers (Northouse, 2009; Ngotngamwong, 2012; Hughes et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2002; Nieto, 2009, Menon at al., 2008; Odland & Ruzicka, 2009; Vail, 2005; Alani et al., 2010; Park & Datnow, 2009; Kwong et al., 2010).
Participative leadership in schools provides an environment with the freedom to let teachers share and express their opinions and ideas with their superiors. PDM as a factor in participative leadership increases teacher JS (Ngotngamwong, 2012). Moreover, the participative leader is one who establishes a climate for sharing new and diverse opinions and in making decision (Northouse, 2009; Hughes et al. ,2009; Graham et al., 2002; Nieto, 2009, Menon et al., 2008; Odland & Ruzicka, 2009; Vail, 2005). These studies found that teachers’ JS increases in a collaborative environment, which means more participation in PDM because of increased morale in a happy school climate.
Many positive effects occur when supervisors share decision-making power with their staff. Some of these positive effects are the creation of an ethos of learning and continuous improvement rather than one of blame, and empowering staff members at different levels to utilize their expertise. This sharing is a tool for involving others’ emotions in decision making in schools (Park & Datnow, 2009).
An interesting empirical study by Driscoll (1978) examined trust and participation in organizational decision making as predictors of satisfaction. Driscoll presents the previous studies at that time, which described the theoretical relationship between PDM and JS (Strauss, 1968; Lowin, 1968; Wood, 1973; and Ritchie & Miles, 1970). Driscoll’s empirical study was conducted in a small college in New York using quantitative methods with one research tool: mail questionnaires. The findings of this paper were unusual and questioned the utility of researchers’ assumptions about desired and perceived participation; Driscoll reasoned that by stating that participation had costs in time and energy for employees as well as limited advantages for them; so participants were satisfied at low levels of PDM. These findings contradicted the literature review’s assumptions (Wood, 1972; Vroom, 1960; Lischeron & Wall, 1975; Ritchie& Miles, 1970; Alutto & Belasco, 1972; and Alutto & Acito, 1974).
Cheng Chi (2008) conducted quantitative research to study the theoretical model of the relationship between teachers’ PDM and their affective outcome for developing the model of a participatory decision, and to identify the domains of decision to support teachers’ involvement in decision making under the school-based management policy.
Mehta et al. (2010) focused on teachers’ participation (actual and desired) in decision making and its relationship to teachers’ JS, role ambiguity, role conflict and organizational goal commitment in higher education in India. They also used a questionnaire as a quantitative method to collect data from 673 faculty members in higher education. The findings of this study demonstrated significant positive relationship between the PDM and employees’ (managerial, technical, institutional staff) JS, and this is compatible with previous studies in the same field (Conway, 1976; Henderson, 1976; Mohrman et al., 1978; Bacharach et al., 1990; Rinehart & Short, 1994; Wu, 1994; and Kuku & Taylor, 2002). Moreover, the findings showed that teachers (institutional staff) showed higher JS than managers and technical staff because of their actual participation in decision making; this lends support to the assumption that PDM is an important factor to raise teachers’ JS. On the other hand, the findings showed a significant negative relationship between staff’s DPDM and their JS; this was clear at all different levels of staff (managerial, technical, institutional staff). Moreover, Mehta et al. (2010) believed this approach in decision making in schools would increase participants’ respect and empowerment as well as facilitate the implementation of decisions. They found that by implementing PDM in schools, administrators would build trust, develop new skills for school members, raise the school effectiveness, builds up staff morale, teamwork and commitment, and have a positive effect on staff JS.
In another perspective, Alani et al. (2010) studied principals’ involvement of students in decision making, and found that by having students participate in school decisions by involving them in efforts to maintain school discipline had a significant influence on the school leadership effectiveness, which indirectly affects satisfaction at all levels of the school.
Hayden (2009) highlighted the importance of involving students’ family or parents in the school decision-making process. She believed that students’ attendance and behavior are essential issues for school, and improving these issues would cause improvement in learning and teaching processes in schools. Hayden (2009) also argued that involving parents in school decisions by conducting family group conferences would help solve students’ problems and raise the learning and teaching level of the school. Incidentally, this would decrease the load on teachers’ responsibilities, which could affect their JS positively.

[bookmark: _Toc401823785][bookmark: _Toc404459058][bookmark: _Toc404808581][bookmark: _Toc405029300]2.3. Theoretical background
PDM, in general, is a process whereby managers are willing to share with staff the power in making decisions (Kazi, 2009). In education, PDM is the tool to bring staff’s contribution to successful educational management (Mehta et al., 2010). Kazi (2009) believed that staff JS would raise by more sharing in decision-making process. JS is defined as the extent to which people like or dislike their jobs (Lo & Ramayah, 2011). Chen (2008) illustrated that JS represents employees’ feelings, attitudes, or preferences toward their work. In education, particularly in schools, teachers’ JS positively affects their commitment and performance; consequently, it affects educational development (Shann, 1998; Adams, 2010). A study by ADEC showed that teachers’ satisfaction increased from 70% in 2009 to 80% in 2012 with the implementation of the last round of changes in ADEC’s schools. This study included 8,017 teachers from Abu Dhabi public schools only and aimed to measure their levels of satisfaction about school leadership, environment, pupils’ behavior, parent involvement, and professional development (ADEE, 2012b).

[bookmark: _Toc401823786][bookmark: _Toc404459059][bookmark: _Toc404808582][bookmark: _Toc405029301]2.3.1. Participative decision making and teachers’ gender
Some studies highlighted the differences between male and female teachers in their PDM in their schools (Brinia, 2012; Fung Wu & Tesng, 2005; Westhuizen et al., 2012). Most of these studies found that female teachers participated less, especially in managerial decisions in schools (Sarafidou & Chatziioannidis, 2013; Sukirno & Siengthai, 2011), while some studies such as Omobude and Igbudu (2012) believed that decision making is a human process and should not discriminate against gender in its participation. They found in their study that decision making affects males’ and females’ performance equally. In Greece, females had a lesser portion of PDM in schools than male; one of the reasons for this gap was traditional views toward women (Brinia 2012). In 2005, Fung Wu and Tesng found that there was significant difference in PDM based on teachers’ gender. Moreover, Westhuizen et al. (2012) found that males reported more PDM compared with female teachers. ADEC showed in their study that male teachers (71%) are more involved in making important decisions in their schools than female teachers (63%) (ADEC, 2012b). Therefore, in this study, we examine the following hypothesis:
H1a: There is a difference in PDM between male and female teachers.	

[bookmark: _Toc401823787][bookmark: _Toc404459060][bookmark: _Toc404808583][bookmark: _Toc405029302]2.3.2. Job satisfaction and teachers’ gender
Several studies have found differences in JS between male and female teachers (Cano & Miller, 1992; Bishay, 1996; Liu and Ramsey, 2008; Mahmood et al., 2011; Westhuizen et al., 2012; Jenaababadi et al., 2013). A study of 785 teachers in Pakistan conducted in 192 schools found teachers’ JS varies between male and female teacher (Mahmood et al., 2011). Moreover, a study (Darmody & Smyth, 2010) conducted during 2007–2008 in Ireland showed that there is a difference in teachers’ JS between males and females. The study found that 60% of female teachers were satisfied, compared with only 52% of male teachers. In the UAE, Ahammed (2011) found female faculty members were showing more teaching satisfaction than male teachers were. This study assumed that there is any difference between male and female teachers regarding their JS as the following hypothesis states:
H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.

[bookmark: _Toc401823788][bookmark: _Toc404459061][bookmark: _Toc404808584][bookmark: _Toc405029303]2.3.3. Participative decision making and school type
There are differences between the public and private schools, mainly regarding school leadership, performance, parent satisfaction, and teachers’ JS. Most teachers in the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) work in the public sector, as Wiseman et al. (2014) illustrated in their study about challenges and efforts to nationalize the private sector in the GCC. This was because the best conditions in salary and job environment were generally in public organizations rather than private ones; accordingly, public schools had better conditions for teachers. Most studies found that there are significant differences between public and private schools regarding teachers’ PDM (Fung Wu & Tesng, 2005; Canaya, 2008; Nadeem, 2012; Omobude & Igbudu, 2012). Fung Wu and Tesng (2005) found that there was a significant difference in the PDM of teachers from different school types. Their study showed that public-school teachers participated more in decision making than private-school teachers did. In the Philippines, Canaya (2008) demonstrated that teachers in public schools practiced PDM in their schools and especially in decisions regarding instructional and students’ issues rather than managerial ones. In Lahore, Nadeem (2012) found that there were significant differences in PDM regarding the school type and that in general private schools practice PDM leadership style with teachers more than public schools do, resulting in private schools achieving more academic and administrative benefits than public schools. In addition, Omobude and Igbudu (2012) found that there is a significant difference between teachers’ PDM in private and public schools in Nigeria; they concluded that in public schools, the MOE usually makes the most of the schools’ decisions and the private schools share decision making with teachers more. In Abu Dhabi, Stephenson (2010) found that distributed leadership and teachers’ PDM occurs less in private schools than in public schools. Her study covered only two private schools and one public school, which undertook a process of pedagogical strategy reform through professional development. All the findings cited above lead us to test the following hypothesis:
H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools. 	

[bookmark: _Toc401823789][bookmark: _Toc404459062][bookmark: _Toc404808585][bookmark: _Toc405029304]2.3.4. Job satisfaction and school type
Sönmezer and Ryaman (2008) conducted a comparative analysis of JS levels among teachers in public schools and private schools in Turkey. They found that there are differences in JS between public-school teachers and private-school teachers. These differences were mainly due to salary, social ranking, reputation, ability to use skills, administrator-employee affairs, and creativity. Kwong, Wang, and Clifton (2010) compared the patterns of JS in China and in the West among private and public-school teachers. They found that Chinese public-school teachers’ JS was more similar to that of Western private-school teachers, and Chinese private-school teachers’ JS was more similar to that of Western public-school teachers. However, Mahmood et al. (2011) suggested that there are no significant differences in teachers’ JS from different types of schools. In this study, we examine if there are any differences in teachers’ JS between public and private schools by testing the following hypothesis:
H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.

[bookmark: _Toc401823790][bookmark: _Toc404459063][bookmark: _Toc404808586][bookmark: _Toc405029305]2.3.5. Participative decision making and teachers’ nationality
Studies show that organizations in the United Kingdom, the United States, and northern Europe have more participative management systems than in countries such as Mexico, Panama, Thailand, or Russia (Rugman & Collinson, 2009). This suggests that the culture from which employees originated could make a difference in their actual PDM.
Miller et al. (1981) found that the PDM differs by the nationality or region of peers and managers. That study explored the differences in participation of subordinates in decision making among managers in overseas subsidiaries. In addition, Westhuizen et al. (2012) found that employees with traditional values reported more PDM than employees with secular-rational values. There are differences in benefits and salary scales between teachers with different nationalities in the UAE as well as in GCC countries. Ridge (2010) reported differences between local and non-local teachers’ salaries, with local teachers receiving a higher salary and more benefits than non-local teachers do. Forstenlechner et al. (2012) stated that the public sector in the UAE provides their employees better salaries than does the private sector, a distinction that applies to schools as well as other fields. This study explores the possibility that there is a difference in teachers’ PDM in respect to their nationality with the following hypothesis:
H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.

[bookmark: _Toc401823791][bookmark: _Toc404459064][bookmark: _Toc404808587][bookmark: _Toc405029306]2.3.6. Job satisfaction and teachers’ nationality
There are different conditions and different salary scales between local (Emirati) and non-local teachers in public schools (Ridge, 2010). Therefore, there is a need to study if there is also a difference in JS for local and non-local teachers in public and private schools. Westhuizen et al.’s study (2012) found that employees with traditional values showed significantly more JS than employees with secular-rational values. In addition, Perie and Baker (1997) found that there were differences between JS for teachers belonging to different ethnic groups. They found that Hispanic teachers showed higher levels of satisfaction than Native American teachers did in public elementary schools in the United States. Moreover, Hispanic and Asian teachers had higher JS than native teachers had at the secondary level.
This study examines whether there is a difference between Emirati and non-Emirati teachers’ JS with the following hypothesis:
H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.

[bookmark: _Toc401823792][bookmark: _Toc404459065][bookmark: _Toc404808588][bookmark: _Toc405029307]2.3.7. Actual participative decision making and teachers’ job satisfaction
Many studies in different decades concluded that there was a positive relationship between PDM and JS. In different sectors, a variety of studies done in different places, of different organizations, with different careers, and at different times demonstrated a positive relationship between the PDM and the JS. Some of these noteworthy studies in the 1960s were Vroom (1960), Strauss (1968), and Lowin (1968). In the 1970s, there were Alutto and Belasco (1972), Wood (1972), Wood (1973), Ritchie and Miles (1970), Alutto and Acito (1974), Lischeron and Wall (1975), Conway (1976), Henderson (1976), and Mohrman et al. (1978). After that, more studies confirmed this relationship, such as Knoop (1991), who found that participative management style increases employees’ JS; moreover, Dogan and İbicioğlu’s (2004) study agreed with this finding. In addition, Bacharach et al. (1990), Rinehart and Short (1994), Wu (1994), Kuku and Taylor (2002), and Hulusi (2009) found a positive relationship between PDM and JS. In the educational sector in particular, Stowe (1992) found in her study that there is a significant positive relationship between the involvement of teachers in decision making and their JS. Cheng Chi (2008) in his quantitative research tested a theoretical model of the relationship between teachers’ PDM and their affective outcome, which supported the idea of teachers’ involvement in decision making under the school-based management policy. Mehta et al. (2010) focused on teachers’ participation (actual and desired) in different situations of decision making and their relationship with teachers’ JS, role ambiguity, role conflict, and organizational goal commitment in higher education in India. They found that there was a significant positive relationship between PDM and employees’ JS (managerial, technical, and institutional staff). Moreover, Köklü (2012) found a positive correlation between participating in decisions and teachers’ JS.
The above findings encourage us to examine the following hypothesis:
H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS.

[bookmark: _Toc401823793][bookmark: _Toc404459066][bookmark: _Toc404808589][bookmark: _Toc405029308]2.3.8. Desired participative decision making and teachers’ job satisfaction:
Many studies, such as Mehta et al., (2010), Sarafidou and Chatziioannidis (2012), and Köklü (2012), have determined that there is a negative relationship between employees’ DPDM and their JS. Mehta et al.’s (2010) findings showed a significant negative relationship between staff’s DPDM and JS; Köklü (2012) and Sarafidou and Chatziioannidis (2012) confirmed these findings. In addition, Stowe (1992) found that teachers are more interested in participating in instructional decisions than managerial ones. Köklü (2012) also found that teachers desire to participate more in instructional decision making than managerial ones.
This leads us to test this result in our study by testing the following hypothesis:
H5a: There is a negative relationship between DPDM and teachers’ JS.

[bookmark: _Toc404459067][bookmark: _Toc404808590][bookmark: _Toc405029309]2.4. 	Conclusion
This chapter presents a general literature review of decision making, PDM, and JS concepts. Moreover, it presents some of the previous research that tested both PDM and JS in general and in the educational field in particular. It concludes that there is a need to study the effect of gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality on both teachers’ PDM and their JS. Many studies have found that there are differences in both teachers’ PDM and JS because of gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality (Westhuizen et al., 2012; Perie and Baker, 1997; Rugman & Collinson, 2009; Sönmezer & Ryaman, 2008; Omobude & Igbudu,, 2012; Fung Wu & Tesng, 2005). Moreover, this chapter presents the need to test the relationship between both APDM and DPDM with teachers’ JS. This relationship was found in many of the presented studies to demonstrate a positive relationship between APDM and teachers’ JS and a negative relationship between DPDM and teachers’ JS (Köklü, 2012; Mehta et al.,2010). The next chapter presents the research methodology that was used to test the above hypotheses, presenting the data collection methods, the data analysis methods used to test each of study’s major and minor hypotheses, and the validity and reliability of this research.












[bookmark: _Toc404459068][bookmark: _Toc404808591][bookmark: _Toc405029310]Chapter 3
[bookmark: _Toc404459069][bookmark: _Toc404808592][bookmark: _Toc405029311]Research methodology and hypotheses
[bookmark: _Toc404459070][bookmark: _Toc404808593][bookmark: _Toc405029312][bookmark: _Toc401823795]3.1. 	Introduction
The previous chapter presents the theoretical background of this study’s questions and the need for testing its hypotheses. This chapter introduces the methodological framework of this research by presenting the research methodology that was used, the data collection methods, the data analysis methods for both the major and the minor focus of this study, and the validity and reliability of conducting this research.

[bookmark: _Toc404459071][bookmark: _Toc404808594][bookmark: _Toc405029313]3.2. 	Research methodology
This study adopted a quantitative research method such as that used by Aliaga and Gunderson (2002) to explain the phenomena by collecting numerical data, which are then analyzed mathematically. One of the greatest advantages of using a quantitative method, as Creswell (2003) and Leedy and Ormrod (2001) stated, is the study itself is independent of the researcher. Thus, as Williams (2007) stated, this method leads to objective reality measurement by data collection. At the same time, collecting data from teachers is not an easy job to do, especially with their full workday and their unlimited tasks.
This descriptive study was conducted using a standardized instrument during the academic year 2012–2013 in both private and public schools in Abu Dhabi. This research follows formal procedures in these schools. Official approval was received from the formal educational authority in Abu Dhabi, the ADEC, to conduct this study in both public and private schools. The ADEC manages the public schools and supervises the private schools in the Abu Dhabi Emirate. The following sections present the data collection process with further description of the study’s instrument, its population, and the steps that were done to collect data from participants.

[bookmark: _Toc401823796][bookmark: _Toc404459072][bookmark: _Toc404808595][bookmark: _Toc405029314]3.3. 	Data collection
To test its hypotheses, this research set requires the collection of primary data from teachers in Abu Dhabi schools. This section presents the research’s instrument, sample, and population, as well as the process and procedures that were followed to collect data.

[bookmark: _Toc401823797][bookmark: _Toc404459073][bookmark: _Toc404808596][bookmark: _Toc405029315]3.3.1. Instrument
In order to measure teachers’ PDM and JS, questions were developed from other studies, as shown in Table 1. Table 1 also shows Stowe’s (1992) questionnaire. Advice and appropriate consent were received from Stowe (1992) in using the survey and adapting it for the purposes of this research (see Appendix 1). The questions were changed to suit the UAE’s current educational system. Then, the questionnaire was reviewed by experts in education and school leadership (with both Arabic and English as mother tongue), who reviewed the educational and managerial content, concept, and structure. Their comments were taken into consideration. After that, the questionnaire was reviewed by both Arabic and English-language specialists, and their comments and revisions were implemented, at which point the questionnaire was ready to be tested. There was a first pilot test of the questionnaire by a group of 12 teachers in order to examine the questionnaire and receive comments on its translation and layout; following these comments, changes were made to make the questionnaire more readable and easier to understand. The questionnaire consisted of three major parts: demographic, teachers’ PDM, and teachers’ JS, looking at different career stages and teacher career satisfaction. The questionnaire had three parts. The first part was for demographic data. The second part was for measuring the teacher’s involvement in decision. The third part was for measuring teachers’ JS. In measuring the involvement of teachers in decision making, there were questions that were developed from other studies (Alutto & Belasco, 1972; Conway, 1976; Mohrman, et al., 1978; Speed, 1979; Thierbach, 1980) (Stowe 1992). In measuring the JS of teachers, Stowe adapted a survey used by Speed (1979), Mendenhall (1977), and Dunham et al. (1977) (Stowe 1992). Many recent studies, including Westhuizen et al. (2012), Anderson (2002), Alutto and Acito (1974), and Keung (2008), depended on the same resources that Stowe adapted and used as his study’s instrument (see Table 1).

Table 1. Studies used as a source for the questionnaire items
	PDM measurement
	Conway (1976)
	Stowe (1992)
	Bat-Erdene (2006)
	Sukirno and Siengthai (2011)

	JS measurement
	Stowe (1992)
	Anderson (2002)
	Keung (2008)
	Westhuizen et al. (2012)



In this research, the instrument is divided into three sections. The first section collects demographic data: nationality, gender, age group, marital status, school stage, teaching grade level, years of teaching experience, gender of students, monthly salary range in dirhams, level of education, and subject taught.
The second section measures PDM of the teacher in two domains. The first domain is for instructional issues, and the second for management issues. Table 2 shows an example of both instructional and managerial domain issues that were included in this section in this questionnaire.



Table 2. An example of instructional and managerial domain issues
	Instructional
	Statement

	1
	Planning the learning objectives for each unit/lesson.

	2
	Developing procedures/tools to assess learning progress/student’s achievement/student’s progress.

	3
	Developing procedures/tools for student’s progress report sent to parents.

	Managerial
	Statement

	1
	Developing the organizational structure of the school

	2
	Writing policies and work procedures

	3
	Determining professional development needs of the school



The last section in this questionnaire is for measuring teachers’ JS. This section has nine domains, which are administrative and supervision, co-workers, career future, school identification, financial aspects, work conditions, amount of work, student-teacher relationship, and community relations. Table 3 shows examples of JS questions used in this section of the questionnaire.
Table 3. Examples of JS measurement questions
	Job Satisfaction Domain
	Example

	Administrative—supervision
	Opportunities to discuss problems with school administrators

	Co-workers
	Work performed by other teachers in your school

	Career Future
	Opportunities for growth in your profession

	School Identification
	General reputation of your school

	Financial Aspects
	Money you earn

	Work Conditions
	Physical facilities at your school

	Student-Teacher Relationship
	Your ability to meet your students’ emotional needs

	Community Relations
	Understanding of your school’s program by parents and the community



For this study, there are two substantive questions under each issue for measuring the PDM, which measure APDM and DPDM; Stowe (1992) used four substantive questions. It was sufficient in this study to ask about the actual extent of PDM and the desired extent of PDM. Stowe (1992) added more two substantive questions about the degree of interest in the decision and the degree of expertise the respondent possessed regarding the decision. The Likert scale for this part uses a four-point response format starting with “1” for “no participation” to “4” for “great participation.” This limitation on choices forces the respondent to have either a positive response or a negative response.
The Likert scale was used in the questionnaire to measure PDM, with a four-point response format starting from “1” for “no participation” to “4” for “great participation.” Response choices were limited in order to encourage participants to have either a positive response or a negative response.
For measuring teacher JS, there is, again, a four-point response format starting from “1” for “very dissatisfied” to “4” for “very satisfied.” Choices were again limited in order to encourage participants to choose either a positive or a negative response toward each statement and to have accurate answers and information.

[bookmark: _Toc401823798][bookmark: _Toc404459074][bookmark: _Toc404808597][bookmark: _Toc405029316]3.3.2. Sample and population
More than 1,500 questionnaires were prepared for distribution among private and public schools. After all formal procedures were in place and contact was made with ADEC, the communication process with school administration was initiated. After contacting many of Abu Dhabi City’s schools (private and public) to distribute the questionnaires, 28 schools—24 public and 4 private—finally agreed to participate in this study. A total of 889 questionnaires were distributed to the teachers of the 28 schools with different stage and different gender. Finally, 687 filled questionnaires were returned, giving a response rate of 77.3%. Some public schools declined to participate after they gave preliminary approval due to their school professional development schedules. Thus, only 24 public schools participated, comprising 545 teachers in both female and male multi-stage schools. Only four private schools opted to participate, comprising 142 teachers. Therefore, only 28 schools participated in the study. Table 4 shows both the public and the private schools that participated, with the number of real participants (returned questionnaires) from each school. Most of the private schools were not motivated to participate, despite the long communication process with their administrations and the presentation of approval from the ADEC (see Appendixes 3.1 and 3.2). Their refusal was mainly due to administrative reasons. For example, two private schools declined because of their school schedules and one declined because the administration believed that the content of the questionnaire was not suited to the school’s system. In the educational district, there are 181 private schools (37.3%) and 299 (62.3%) public schools (SCAD, 2012, P.168), so the gap between the number of participating private and public schools in this study reflects the real gap between the actual number of private and public schools.












Table 4. Public and private participated schools
	Public(A) Schools
	Private(B) Schools

	School
	Number of Respondents
	School
	Number of Respondents

	A1
	34
	B1
	45

	A2
	35
	B2
	38

	A3
	39
	B3
	25

	A4
	27
	B4
	34

	A5
	38
	
	

	A6
	25
	
	

	A7
	20
	
	

	A8
	20
	
	

	A9
	14
	
	

	A10
	16
	
	

	A11
	21
	
	

	A12
	37
	
	

	A13
	23
	
	

	A14
	15
	
	

	A15
	13
	
	

	A16
	38
	
	

	A17
	34
	
	

	A18
	31
	
	

	A19
	32
	
	

	A20
	13
	
	

	A21
	5
	
	

	A22
	6
	
	

	A23
	4
	
	

	A24
	5
	
	

	Total
	545
	142

	Percentage
	79%
	21%

	Total Participants
	687



The variety of schools participating allowed the collection of much data based on different aspects of the schools. The 28 participating schools included kindergarten (G/4 to 5 years old), cycle 1 (grades 1–5/6 to 10 years old), cycle 2 (grades 6–9/11 to 15 years old), and cycle 3 (grades 10–12/16 to 18 years old) teachers with different nationalities. It was voluntary for teachers to fill out the questionnaire; they were briefed about the purpose of the study and were welcomed to participate. The attached consent letter indicated the required information about the research and the researcher’s contact details. The participants were assured the confidentiality of the questionnaires returned (see Appendix 4). The scope of this study was cross-sectional; in other words, the application of the survey was limited to a predetermined period of time in order to control other factors that could change the results, such as changes in teachers’ roles or salaries.

[bookmark: _Toc401823799][bookmark: _Toc404459075][bookmark: _Toc404808598][bookmark: _Toc405029317]3.3.3. Collecting data
After receiving permission from the ADEC Research Department (see Appendixes 3.1 and 3.2), communications with school administrations were established in order to make appointments to meet with school principals. The aim of these meetings was to present the idea of the study, receive formal approval from the schools’ administration to distribute the questionnaire among their teachers, and encourage them to participate. During the meeting with each principal, explanations of the research’s purpose, objectives, and instrument’s details were presented. At the same time, the ADEC’s permission and consent form were given to the school administration (see Appendix 4) with copies of the study’s questionnaire (see Appendix 5). When the principal of any school agreed to conduct the study in his or her school, he or she assigned the head of faculty or the vice principal for academic matters to deal with conducting the survey. This person, who would be the contact person between the researcher and the school’s teachers, was responsible for making appointments with teachers, during which the researcher could introduce the purpose of study and explain how to fill in the questionnaire. After these awareness sessions were done, there were two options to distribute the questionnaires: distributing them among teachers immediately after the session or giving them to the contact person to pass along and then collect from the teacher. Answering the 54 questions takes between 30 and 45 or 50 minutes maximum. Each participant was made aware of the purpose of the research verbally, and they signed the consent form to that effect (see Appendix 4). A hard copy questionnaire (paper and pen survey) was used to assure that participating teachers read the questions fully and to encourage them to participate by finding the questions in front of them and giving them just enough time to answer them and move on to the next. The filled questionnaires were then collected from the school administration. The collected data were from 28 schools, comprising different educational levels (KG, cycle 1, cycle 2, and cycle 3) and different genders in both public and private schools. In total, 889 questionnaires were distributed to all teachers in these schools, and 687 questionnaires were returned, showing a response rate of 77.3%. All collected data were immediately entered into a spreadsheet using Microsoft Excel software, categorizing school type as “A” for public schools and “B” for private schools (see Table 4). Filling out the questionnaire was entirely voluntary for teachers; they were briefed about the purpose of the study. The attached cover letter gave the needed information about the research and the researcher’s contact details and assured the confidentiality of the returned questionnaires.
The data were collected during the last semester of the academic year, between April and June 2013.

[bookmark: _Toc401823800][bookmark: _Toc404459076][bookmark: _Toc404808599][bookmark: _Toc405029318]3.4. Data analysis methods and hypotheses to be tested
This study used different analysis methods for each focus of study to assure the accuracy and reflect the reliability of the findings. SPSS software and Stata software were used for data analysis.
For descriptive results, frequencies analysis using SPSS software was applied. This kind of descriptive analysis gives a clear picture of the characteristics of the study’s population and its demographic data.

[bookmark: _Toc401823801][bookmark: _Toc404459077][bookmark: _Toc404808600][bookmark: _Toc405029319]3.4.1. Major focus
The major focus of the study was to study the following hypotheses as presented in the theoretical background chapter above; these hypotheses were designed to answer the first three questions of this study as mentioned in chapter one (see Table 5):
H1a: There is a difference in PDM between male and female teachers.
H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.
H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools.
H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.
H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
Table 5. Research questions and hypotheses for study’s major focus
	Research question
	Hypothesis

	Q1: Does gender affect teachers’ PDM and JS?

	H1a: There is a difference in participative decision making between male and female teachers.

	
	H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.

	Q2: Does school type affect teachers’ PDM and JS?

	H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools.

	
	H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.

	Q3: Does nationality affect teachers’ PDM and JS?

	H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.

	
	H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.



Since our dependent variables are ordinal and the independent variables have two levels, this study used the WMW to perform the study’s major focus statistical analysis. The WMW is the non-parametric analog to the usual t-test, and under its null hypothesis, there is no statistically significant difference between the underlying distributions of the dependent variable scores between the two groups of the independent variable. Because our interval data are converted to rank-ordered data, this test is non-parametric, which requires rank-ordered data and does not make assumptions about the underlying distribution of the data. Nonparametric tests are considered more appropriate than classical parametric procedures for Likert-scaled data (Yu, 2003; Fay & Proschan, 2010).
Moreover, Fay and Proschan (2010) believed that when the measurements of perception use an ordinal scale such as the Likert scale, WMW is the best choice when analyzing data, so that each item is analyzed separately rather than being collapsed into a single inventory, like in other non-parametric tests.

[bookmark: _Toc401823802][bookmark: _Toc404459078][bookmark: _Toc404808601][bookmark: _Toc405029320]3.4.2. Minor focus 	
As mentioned in the theoretical background section in Chapter 2, the minor focus of the study aimed to answer questions about the relationship between both APDM and DPDM and teachers’ JS (see Table 6) by testing the following hypotheses:
H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS.
	H5a: There is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.
Table 6. Research questions and hypotheses for study’s minor focus
	Research question
	Hypothesis

	Q4: What relationship exists between teachers’ APDM and JS?
	H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS.

	Q4: What relationship exists between teachers’ DPDM and JS?
	H5a: There is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.



For the minor focus hypotheses, the WMW is not suitable to test the correlation between two variables. Therefore, this study used the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC) analysis, which measures the strength of linear association between two variables, by determining how close all the points are to a straight line (Sedgwick, 2012).The PCC is known as a product-moment correlation coefficient. The sample is represented in this measure by r, whereas ρ is for the population from which the sample was drawn. These coefficients have no units and can take a value from −1 through 0 to +1 (Sedgwick, 2012). As Figure 1 shows, a perfect correlation occurs if all the points on a scatter plot lay on a straight line; in this case, the correlation coefficient is 1 when there is a positive correlation between the two variables, or −1 for a negative correlation. A correlation coefficient of zero means that there is correlation between the two variables, indicating no linear association between the two variables. Other schematic representations of correlation are presented in Figure 1 (Sedgwick, 2012). The PCC can be calculated with the following equation:
[image: r = \frac{\sum ^n _{i=1}(X_i - \bar{X})(Y_i - \bar{Y})}{\sqrt{\sum ^n _{i=1}(X_i - \bar{X})^2} \sqrt{\sum ^n _{i=1}(Y_i - \bar{Y})^2}}]

Figure 1. Other schematic representations of correlation

 [image: ]
Source: Sedgwick, P. (2012). Pearson's correlation coefficient. BMJ, vol. 345.











[bookmark: _Toc401823803][bookmark: _Toc404459079][bookmark: _Toc404808602][bookmark: _Toc405029321]3.5. Validity and reliability
Permission was granted to modify, adopt, and use this questionnaire from Stowe’s questionnaire, which was given to 193 teachers in North Carolina schools during the academic year 1990–1991 (see Appendix 1). Stowe (1992) developed her questionnaire from different questionnaires and did a pilot study to test this survey with 0.95 and 0.82 alpha coefficient for both PDM and JS. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for APDM was 0.87 and for DPDM was 0.84, which validated the use of this type of questionnaire for this study. Moreover, all questions were modified to suit the current educational system in the UAE, leading to the deletion of one of the questions. After that, four educational experts were brought in to comment on the questionnaire, and their comments were taken into consideration. Three Arabic educators reviewed the Arabic translation. Then, a group of 12 teachers examined the questionnaire and commented on the translation and layout; in light of these comments, changes were made to make the questionnaire more readable and clearer to understand.
Communications were conducted with ADEC to obtain permission to submit the questionnaire to both public and private schools. These communications consisted of a formal letter and a personal interview/meeting with the research department and the executive director for the school operation division. See Appendix 2 for the final approval.
For each school, a communication stage was done to obtain permission from school administration to participate in the study. Then, a separate meeting with the school’s principal was held to explain the purpose of the study and to provide him or her with the questionnaire’s questions, a copy of ADEC’s permission, and a letter of consent before meeting teachers and applying the questionnaire. The same procedure was done with participating teachers as was done in pilot studies.
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the second pilot study, which had 100 participants, was 0.841, which strengthened the reliability for this research above and beyond the facts stated above.

[bookmark: _Toc404459080][bookmark: _Toc404808603][bookmark: _Toc405029322]3.6. 	Conclusion
This chapter presents the methodological approach that was used to conduct this research. The study applied a quantitative approach using questionnaire methods following formal procedures to conduct it in both public and private schools. Twenty-eight schools participated—24 public and 4 private. WMW analysis was used for non-parametric testing to determine the differences in teachers’ PDM and JS due to gender, nationality, and school type. The PCC analysis was used to test the relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS and between their DPDM and JS. The next chapter presents the descriptive results for this study and the results for this study’s major focus, which tested the differences between teachers’ PDM and JS due to teachers’ gender, nationality, and school type.









[bookmark: _Toc404459081][bookmark: _Toc404808604][bookmark: _Toc405029323]Chapter 4
[bookmark: _Toc404459082][bookmark: _Toc404808605][bookmark: _Toc405029324] Results for major focus
[bookmark: _Toc404459083][bookmark: _Toc404808606][bookmark: _Toc405029325]4.1. 	Introduction
The previous chapter presented the methodological approach that was used to conduct this research. This chapter presents the descriptive results using frequencies analysis and the main figures that were found from these results. The next part presents the results of study’s major focus hypotheses testing using WMW test analysis for non-parametric data to determine the differences in teachers’ PDM and JS due to gender, nationality, and school type.

[bookmark: _Toc401823805][bookmark: _Toc404459084][bookmark: _Toc404808607][bookmark: _Toc405029326]4.2. 	Descriptive results
To determine the descriptive results, frequencies analysis was performed using SPSS software. Table 7 shows that most of the participating teachers are of Arabic nationality (44%), then Emirati teachers (33%), as shown in Figure 2; other nationalities represented 21% of the study sample. Teachers with GCC nationalities were the smallest nationality group to participate; this distribution, as shown in Figure 2, reflects the changes that happened in the last years in Abu Dhabi schools, where the majority of teachers were from only Arabic countries. Less than 1% of the participants did not elect to state their nationality, which is a good sign, indicating their freedom to participate in the study and indicating the reliability of answers in other questions on the test.





Table 7. Teacher’s nationality 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	UAE
	226
	32.9
	33.2
	33.2

	
	GCC
	3
	.4
	.4
	33.6

	
	Arabic
	305
	44.4
	44.8
	78.4

	
	Others
	147
	21.4
	21.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	681
	99.1
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	6
	.9
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Figure 2. Teachers’ nationality
[image: ]
Most of the participants were female teachers, as shown in Figure 3 and Table 8; male teachers represented one-third of the total number of participants. These sampling results reflect the studied population: in 2011, female teachers were three times (9038) as numerous as the male teachers (3230) in Abu Dhabi City (SCAD, 2012).
Table 8. Teachers’ gender 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Female
	511
	74.4
	76.8
	76.8

	
	Male
	154
	22.4
	23.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	665
	96.8
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	22
	3.2
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 




Figure 3. Teachers’ gender
[image: ]


We find from Figures 4 and 5 that most participating teachers are mature with enough experience to answer the questionnaire with wisdom and experience. Table 9 shows that the majority of participants are above 31years old, and only 17% of participants were under 30 years old. From Table 10, we see that about 90% of participants had more than 5 years’ teaching experience and two-thirds of them had more than 10 years’ experience, which lends authority to their responses due to their long experience in the teaching field.
Figure 4. Teachers’ age group

[image: ]






Table 9. Teachers’ age group 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	20–24 years
	9
	1.3
	1.4
	1.4

	
	25–30 years
	106
	15.4
	16.0
	17.4

	
	31–40 years
	300
	43.7
	45.4
	62.8

	
	above 40 years
	245
	35.7
	37.1
	99.8

	
	5.00
	1
	.1
	.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	661
	96.2
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	26
	3.8
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Again, the missing values in both of demographic data questions about age group and teaching experience were about 3% of the total number of participants, which can be considered one of the strengths of this study (see Table 10).
Table 10. Teaching experience 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	less than 5 years
	78
	11.4
	11.7
	11.7

	
	5–10 years
	176
	25.6
	26.4
	38.1

	
	11–15 years
	161
	23.4
	24.2
	62.3

	
	16–20 years
	144
	21.0
	21.6
	83.9

	
	21 years and above
	106
	15.4
	15.9
	99.8

	
	31.00
	1
	.1
	.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	666
	96.9
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	21
	3.1
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 





Figure 5. Teaching experience
[image: ]

The majority of participants were married and have children, as shown in Figure 6, giving us a picture about the social status of participants, who are mature and have social responsibility, which allows more trust of their responses. See Table 11.







Table 11. Teachers’ marital status 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Single
	106
	15.4
	15.8
	15.8
	

	
	Married with children
	465
	67.7
	69.1
	84.8

	
	Married without children
	49
	7.1
	7.3
	92.1

	
	Divorced with children
	18
	2.6
	2.7
	94.8

	
	Divorced without children
	29
	4.2
	4.3
	99.1

	
	Widowed with Children
	5
	.7
	.7
	99.9

	
	Widowed without children
	1
	.1
	.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	673
	98.0
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	14
	2.0
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Figure 6. Teachers’ marital status [image: ]
As this study is focused on the effect of school type in both teachers’ PDM and JS, school type is an important component of the demographic data of this study. From Figure 7 and Table 12, we see that teachers from private schools represent one-quarter of the total number of participants (23%); as mentioned above, only 4 private schools participated in this study. Teachers from public schools represented three-quarters (77%) of the total number of participants, as 24 schools participated in the study. This gap between participants in private and public schools can be considered one of this study’s limitations; the reason for which so few participants from private schools were studied was mentioned before, relating to the voluntary nature of this research and excuses from private schools’ administrations to not participate. Some of the excuses were stated to the researcher; others they elected to keep to themselves. In any case, these proportions reflect the reality of the educational district, where 299 public schools represent 62.3% of the total schools and 181 private schools represented 37.3% of this total (SCAD, 2012, P.168).
Table 12. School type
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Private
	155
	22.6
	23.0
	23.0

	
	Public
	515
	75.0
	76.5
	99.6

	
	3.00
	2
	.3
	.3
	99.9

	
	4.00
	1
	.1
	.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	673
	98.0
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	14
	2.0
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 




Figure 7. School type
[image: ]

Another strength of the study’s sample is that the study’s participants teach different grade levels in almost equal proportions (see Figure 8). From Table 13, we can see that the study contained teachers of all grade levels; the lowest participation was from teachers who teach KG level (pre-school) with only 14% of the total number of participants. Given that this level has fewer number of teachers, they have only two main teachers besides the activities teachers. Again, the rate of missing values here is very low (2%).










Table 13. Teaching grade level
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	KG 1–2
	94
	13.7
	14.0
	14.0

	
	Grades 1–5
	205
	29.8
	30.5
	44.5

	
	Grades 6–9
	176
	25.6
	26.2
	70.7

	
	Grades 10–12
	195
	28.4
	29.0
	99.7

	
	More than one level
	2
	.3
	.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	672
	97.8
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	15
	2.2
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Figure 8. Teaching grade level [image: ]

The participated teachers worked in girls’, boys’, and co-ed (mixed-gender) schools. Teachers in girls’ schools represent 42% of the total, those in in boys’ schools 28%, those in co-ed schools 26% of the total number of participants (see Table 14 and Figure 9). This result shows that participants represented schools of different environments, which may be considered a strength of the study’s sampling.








Table 14. Gender of students 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Girls
	294
	42.8
	43.9
	43.9

	
	Boys
	192
	27.9
	28.7
	72.6

	
	Girls & Boys
	183
	26.6
	27.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	669
	97.4
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	18
	2.6
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Figure 9. Gender of students
[image: ]

Other demographic data collected were monthly salary ranges. This gives the researcher a picture of participants’ financial status, which affects his or her social life and vision of his or her work as well. From Figure 10 and Table 15, we can see that most participants (59%) had a monthly salary of between 10,000 and 20,000 Emirati dirhams. The number of participants with monthly salary of below 10,000 and between 20,000 and 25,000 thousand AED have almost the same percentage (19%). This finding could be attributed to the school type, with teachers in private schools receiving more or less than those in public schools, or because of the teaching level, with teachers at the KG level receiving more or less than other levels. These results suggest another line of research, where one could study the reasons for teachers having different salaries in the same educational district.

Table 15. Monthly salary range
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	below 10,000
	134
	19.5
	19.8
	19.8

	
	10,000–20,000
	390
	56.8
	57.7
	77.5

	
	21,000–25,000
	129
	18.8
	19.1
	96.6

	
	26,000–30,000
	7
	1.0
	1.0
	97.6

	
	above 30,000
	16
	2.3
	2.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	676
	98.4
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	11
	1.6
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 




Figure 10. Monthly salary range
[image: ]
The majority of participants, around 77%, had a bachelor’s degree, 15% had a master’s degree, and only one participant had a PhD. Less than 4.5% of participants did not possess a university degree. These results show that most participants were well educated and had substantial knowledge of their profession (see Table 16 and Figure 11).







Table 16. Level of education 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Higher Diploma
	29
	4.2
	4.3
	4.3

	
	Bachelor’s Degree
	527
	76.7
	78.3
	82.6

	
	Master’s Degree
	106
	15.4
	15.8
	98.4

	
	Doctoral degree
	1
	.1
	.1
	98.5

	
	Others
	7
	1.0
	1.0
	99.6

	
	6.00
	2
	.3
	.3
	99.9

	
	10.00
	1
	.1
	.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	673
	98.0
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	14
	2.0
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 



Figure 11. Level of education
[image: ]

There were differences in subject area taught between participating teachers (see Figure 12). This was worth studying because teachers of different subjects face different conditions. One-quarter of participants taught more than one subject: those who teach in KG and grades 1–5 teach Arabic language and Islamic subjects, or English, math, and science subjects (see Table 17).
Table 17. Teaching subject area 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	English
	84
	12.2
	12.4
	12.4

	
	Mathematics
	74
	10.8
	10.9
	23.3

	
	Science
	63
	9.2
	9.3
	32.6

	
	Computer/Technology
	19
	2.8
	2.8
	35.5

	
	Social Studies
	53
	7.7
	7.8
	43.3

	
	Arabic
	109
	15.9
	16.1
	59.4

	
	Islamic
	38
	5.5
	5.6
	65.0

	
	P.E/Health
	24
	3.5
	3.5
	68.5

	
	Special Need Education
	11
	1.6
	1.6
	70.2

	
	Art
	20
	2.9
	3.0
	73.1

	
	Music
	8
	1.2
	1.2
	74.3

	
	More than one subject
	174
	25.3
	25.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	677
	98.5
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	10
	1.5
	 
	 

	Total
	687
	100.0
	 
	 




Figure 12. Teaching subject area
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc401823806]Table 18 summarizes the most important demographics results for the study’s major focus, showing that the majority (74%) of the participants were female teachers and that 33% are Emirati teachers, while 67% are non-Emirati teachers. Moreover, approximately 75% of the participants teach at public schools. Only four private schools agreed to participate, as most of the private schools were not comfortable distributing the questionnaire among their faculty members.




	
Table 18. Sample demographics

	Panel A

	
	Gender

	School
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Private
	37
(21.51)
	135
 (78.49)
	172
 (24.1)

	Public
	139
(26.99)
	376
(73.01)
	515
 (74.9)

	Total
	176
(25.62)
	511
 (74.38)
	687
 (100)

	Panel B

	
	Nationality

	School
	Other
	UAE
	Total

	Private
	167
(97.09)
	5
(2.91)
	172
 (24.1)

	Public
	294
 (57.09)
	221
 (42.91)
	515
 (74.9)

	Total
	461
(67.10)
	226
(32.90)
	687
 (100)

	Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of the total.
















[bookmark: _Toc404459085][bookmark: _Toc404808608][bookmark: _Toc405029327]4.3. 	Results for major focus
[bookmark: _Toc404459086][bookmark: _Toc404808609][bookmark: _Toc405029328]4.3.1. The effect of teachers’ gender on participative decision making and job satisfaction
To analyze the hypotheses of the study’s major focus, the researcher used the non-parametric WMW test.
For the first question of this study, Q1, does gender factor affect teachers’ PDM and JS? the researcher needs to test both hypotheses:
H1a: There is a difference in PDM between male and female teachers.	
H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.
For the first hypothesis H1a, as shown in Table 19, we found that there are no differences between male and female teachers in PDM regarding decisions about planning learning objectives for lessons, developing tools and procedures to assess learning students’ progress, and developing reports to be sent to parents. These decisions are usually shared with teachers, whether male or female, as they are the implementers of the learning process and it is they who deal with students and parents.
In the other instructional decisions related to educational and instructional matters, this study found significant differences between male and female teachers in PDM. Table 19 shows that male teachers participate more compared with female teachers in making decisions regarding assigning students to classes at the beginning of the year, creating the instructional budget, developing student records procedures and practices, choosing instructional materials (e.g., textbooks), designing grading procedures, and evaluating the operation of grade level, department, or committee.
Moreover, male teachers participate more in making decisions regarding managerial matters compared with female teachers, except decisions about strategic planning and school improvement planning in which there is no difference between male and female teachers. Male teachers participate more in developing organizational structure, writing policies and work procedures, determining professional development needs, planning student activities, creating teacher evaluation procedures, determining the school’s needs for materials and equipment, choosing the team leader or chairperson, developing parental involvement, and selecting or hiring new faculty member to teach with them. These results supported previous studies such as Fung Wu and Tesng (2005), Westhuizen et al. (2012), and ADEC (2012b), which indicated that there are significant differences in teachers’ PDM regarding their gender in managerial decisions. By this, we accept H1a, namely, that teachers’ PDM differs by gender.




	Table 19. Differences in teacher PDM by gender

	Statement
	Planning the learning objectives for each unit/lesson
	Developing tools and procedures to assess students’ learning progress
	Developing progress reports for parents
	Assigning students to classes at the beginning of the school year
	Participating in budgeting for the grade level, department or committee
	Developing student records, procedures and practices
	Choosing textbooks and other instructional materials
	Designing grading procedures to evaluate students’ progress
	Evaluating the grade level operation, department or committee
	Developing the organizational structure
of the school
	Writing policies and work procedures
	Determining the professional
development needs of the school
	Planning student activities and programs
	Strategic and school improvement planning
	Creating procedures to evaluate teachers
	Determining material and equipment needs
	Choosing the team leader or the chairperson
	Creating parental involvement in the administrative and learning programs
	Selecting or hiring new faculty members

	N
	663
	615
	633
	611
	580
	627
	634
	640
	649
	628
	622
	635
	643
	642
	616
	656
	650
	632
	589

	Significance of gender 
	Prob > |z|
	0.4621
	0.2523
	0.3319
	0.0657*
	0.0004***
	0.0511*
	0.0193**
	0.0918*
	0.0007***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0731*
	0.103
	0.0000***
	0.0303**
	0.0000***
	0.0004***
	0.0000***

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more PDM. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.






For the second hypothesis in the first question, H1b, there is a difference in JS between male and female teachers, Table 20 shows that there are significant differences in teachers’ JS related to teachers’ gender. Differences are found in eight of nine JS domains. Male teachers show more JS than female teachers, especially regarding administration, co-workers, career future, school identification, financial aspects, work conditions, and one statement of community relations (that of recognition by the community, not in that of community involvement in their work). Usually, female teachers have higher expectations about their job environment and careers. In addition, female teachers make less money than male teachers do, although they have the same or higher workload than male teachers do. In general, we found that female teachers had less JS in these domains, possibly because they had also lower PDM in their schools. In student-teacher relationships, both male and female had similar JS. That is because three statements in the survey asked about their satisfaction with their ability to meet their students’ emotional and academic needs and their satisfaction about the quality of their interactions with students—both male and female teachers would find them difficult to answer honestly. In addition, for the community relations domain, male teachers have more satisfaction about their community recognizing and appreciating them as educators than female teachers. This is because female teachers are more numerous, which makes the community recognize male teachers more. Both male and female teachers have similar JS about the community’s and parents’ understanding and involvement in school programs. These results supported the studies that demonstrated differences between male and female teachers’ JS, such as Mahmood et al. (2011), who found that there are differences between female and male teachers’ JS; however, the study showed an opposite difference, with female teachers’ JS higher than male teachers’ JS, a result that was also shown in Ahammed (2011) and Darmody and Smyth (2010). The present findings show that male teachers were more satisfied than female teachers were with their jobs. Because of this result, we fail to reject hypothesis H1b, that there is a difference in teachers’ JS between male and female teachers.






	
Table 20. Differences in teacher JS by gender

	Statement
	Opportunities to discuss problems with school administrators
	Trust in your administrators
	Professional competency and leadership of administrators
	Work performed by other teachers in your school
	Work quality o of other teachers 
	Personal and social relationships with colleagues 
	Opportunities for growth in your profession
	Your future career 
	Opportunities to develop your special interests
	General reputation of your school
	Awareness of what is “going on” in school
	Goals and objectives emphasized by the school
	Money you earn
	Salary scale in the school
	Fringe benefits
	Physical facilities at your school
	Availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment
	Expected workload
	Your ability to meet your students’ emotional needs
	Quality of your interactions with your students
	Your ability to meet your students’ academic needs
	Understanding of your school’s program by parents and the community
	Community recognition and appreciation of its educators
	Community involvement in the school’s program

	N
	666
	662
	657
	663
	663
	669
	678
	670
	671
	675
	677
	681
	658
	644
	622
	649
	651
	649
	620
	619
	621
	624
	620
	624

	Significance of gender
	Prob > |z|
	0.0000***
	0.0001***
	0.0008***
	0.0001***
	0.0055***
	0.0001***
	0.0106**
	0.0017***
	0.0000***
	0.0006***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0305**
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.1876
	0.6864
	0.3647
	0.1437
	0.0309**
	0.9616

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more JS. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.



[bookmark: _Toc404459087][bookmark: _Toc404808610]
[bookmark: _Toc405029329]4.3.2. The effect of school type on participative decision making and job satisfaction
For the second question in the study’s major focus, Q2, does school type factor affect teachers’ participative PDM decision making and JS? the researcher tested both these hypotheses:
H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools.
H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.
For the first hypothesis in this question, H2a, regarding school type, there were significant differences between public and private schools in teachers’ PDM; in only a few matters did we find no significant differences between public or private schools. These matters include developing assessment tools and procedures, developing student reports, assigning students to classes at the beginning of the school year, and developing student records procedures and practices. These areas usually had high PDM from teachers in both private and public schools. However, there are significant differences in the teachers’ PDM in matters about lesson planning, instructional budgeting, choosing materials, designing grading procedures, and evaluating level/department/ committee operations. We found that teachers in public schools participate more in decisions about instructional budgeting and evaluating level/department/committee operation. This shows the improvement in public schools’ leadership practices by allowing more transparency and democracy with more teacher participation in these issues. On the other hand, teachers in private schools practice more participation in decisions about lesson planning, choosing materials, and designing grading procedures. This finding could be attributed to the fact that there are no unified curriculum between private schools. Each school has its own curriculum, which also means that teachers in these schools have to work more in choosing instructional materials and designing grading procedures that fit with their curriculum. For public schools, there are special sections in the educational council that help in unifying the curriculum and the learning objectives, providing appropriate materials, and designing grading procedures (see Table 21).
Furthermore, it has been found that teachers in public schools participate more in managerial decisions than their colleagues in private schools, namely, in developing the organizational structure, writing policies and work procedures, determining professional development needs, planning students’ activities, strategic planning and school improvement plan, determining the school’s needs of materials and equipment, choosing team leader or chairperson, and developing parental involvement. Teachers in public (ADEC) schools have PD sessions to develop their skills and practices in these matters; plus, they have other duties regarding these matters in schools besides their teaching tasks (ADEC, 2012a). In private schools, the situation is different: there are more staff members in the school’s administration to perform these tasks, and administration prefers to make their own managerial decisions.
On the other hand, there are no differences in teachers’ PDM between public and private schools regarding decisions about creating teacher evaluation procedures and selecting or hiring new faculty members or colleagues. We believe that participation in these two decisions is considered a high level of sharing PDM with teachers or employees, but at the same time, entails risks if it is done without preparation or awareness about these kinds of participation. The H2a that there are differences in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools fails to be rejected by these findings. These findings mostly support Wu and Tesng’s (2005) findings that there is more teacher PDM in public schools than private and contradict Nadeem’s (2012) findings that teachers have more PDM in private schools.





	Table 21. Differences in teacher PDM by school type 

	Statement
	Planning the learning objectives for each unit/lesson
	Developing tools and procedures to assess students’ learning progress
	Developing progress reports for parents
	Assigning students to classes at the beginning of the school year
	Participating in budgeting for the grade level, department or committee
	Developing student records, procedures and practices
	Choosing textbooks and other instructional materials
	Designing grading procedures to evaluate students’ progress
	Evaluating the grade level operation, department or committee
	Developing the organizational structure
of the school
	Writing policies and work procedures
	Determining the professional
development needs of the school
	Planning student activities and programs
	Strategic and school improvement planning
	Creating procedures to evaluate teachers
	Determining material and equipment needs
	Choosing the team leader or the chairperson
	Creating parental involvement in the administrative and learning programs
	Selecting or hiring new faculty members

	N
	663
	615
	633
	611
	580
	627
	634
	640
	649
	628
	622
	635
	643
	642
	616
	656
	650
	632
	589

	Significance of school type
	Prob > |z|
	0.0976*
	0.5737
	0.9435
	0.7764
	0.0000***
	0.5218
	0.0001***
	0.0257**
	0.0517*
	0.0000***
	0.0003***
	0.0001***
	0.0931*
	0.0000***
	0.2748
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.3606

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more PDM. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.





Now, we turn to the effect of school type on teachers’ JS, H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools. Teachers in both private and public schools have similar satisfaction regarding their trust in school administration, professional competency and school leadership, relationship with their colleagues, school identification, financial aspects, and student-teacher relationships. The similarity between teachers’ satisfaction in both private and public schools about these matters shows the convergence of views between teachers in both systems, which comes from the convergence of both systems. However, that is not all: there are significant differences in teachers’ satisfaction about some job domains; for example, results show that private-school teachers are more satisfied than public-school teachers are about the opportunities provided to discuss problems with administration regarding staff. Private schools have more administration staff than do public, so administration staff have more chances to meet and discuss problems with the teachers experiencing them. Moreover, private-school teachers are more satisfied than public-school teachers are about their career future; this result is caused by the differences in the school system between private and public schools. Private schools have more administrative staff, and their organizational structure is wider than that of public schools. In public schools, before the new school organization structure was implemented, teachers did not have enough opportunities to grow as colleagues in private schools have, even though their salaries are higher than teachers in private schools; still, professional growth is a required need for teachers as well as for any employee. The teachers in ADEC had only the opportunity to be vice principal and then principal; after the new school organization structure came into effect, they have other opportunities to grow—that is, they can become faculty head and academic vice principal. See the National Staff (2013) and ADEC (2012a).
On the other hand, public-school teachers are more satisfied than private-school teachers are about two domains of work conditions: physical facilities at their schools and availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment. This indicates that public-school buildings are more prepared and equipped than private-school buildings (Arabia 2000, 2009). Naturally, there were no differences between teachers’ satisfaction, in both public and private school, about the third domain of work condition, which was about the amount of work that teachers expected; this is because teachers usually do more than they are required to do as they are practicing a very socialist career with unlimited tasks (Ahmed, 2012).
Similarly, teachers in private schools are more satisfied than teachers in public schools are about community relationships, recognition, and parent involvement. Families do not pay for their children’s learning in public schools, but they do in private schools; because of this, they care more about the quality of services that their children have in private schools and try to know more and follow up with the school and teachers about their children’s progress (Malek, 2013). Al-Taneiji (2001) found that there is a low level of parental involvement in public schools and found that public schools had to rely mostly on their own efforts to succeed.
Generally, as shown in Table 22, there are differences between public and private-school teachers’ JS in only 9 of 24 aspects, which lead us to reject H5a, namely, there is a difference in the teachers’ JS between private and public schools. These results confirm Mahmood et al.’s (2011) findings and disagree with Sönmezer and Ryaman’s (2008) findings.





	
Table 22. Differences in teacher JS by school type 

	Statement
	Opportunities to discuss problems with school administrators
	Trust in your administrators
	Professional competency and leadership of administrators
	Work performed by other teachers in your school
	Work quality o of other teachers 
	Personal and social relationships with colleagues 
	Opportunities for growth in your profession
	Your future career 
	Opportunities to develop your special interests
	General reputation of your school
	Awareness of what is “going on” in school
	Goals and objectives emphasized by the school
	Money you earn
	Salary scale in the school
	Fringe benefits
	Physical facilities at your school
	Availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment
	Expected workload
	Your ability to meet your students’ emotional needs
	Quality of your interactions with your students
	Your ability to meet your students’ academic needs
	Understanding of your school’s program by parents and the community
	Community recognition and appreciation of its educators
	Community involvement in the school’s program

	N
	666
	662
	657
	663
	663
	669
	678
	670
	671
	675
	677
	681
	658
	644
	622
	649
	651
	649
	620
	619
	621
	624
	620
	624

	Significance of school type
	Prob > |z|
	0.0633*
	0.8126
	0.3996
	0.1979
	0.5986
	0.2319
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0005***
	0.9963
	0.9178
	0.534
	0.9516
	0.6965
	0.1443
	0.0010***
	0.0001***
	0.5675
	0.1552
	0.2711
	0.8659
	0.0000***
	0.0152**
	0.0023***

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more JS. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.





[bookmark: _Toc404459088][bookmark: _Toc404808611][bookmark: _Toc405029330]4.3.3. The effect of teachers’ nationality on participative decision making and job satisfaction
To answer the third question, Q3, does nationality factor affect teachers’ PDM and JS? the researcher tested the following hypotheses:
H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
The first hypothesis, H3a, there are no differences between national and expatriate teachers regarding participating in instructional decision making in most instructional decisions except four decisions. This agrees with what Miller et al. (1981) found because both nationals and expatriates have the same rights and tasks regarding most matters. The four decisions in which there was a difference between national and expatriate teachers concerned learning planning, developing assessment tools and procedures, assigning students to classes at the beginning of the year, and instructional budget. Expatriates or non-nationals participate more in decisions related to learning, planning, and developing assessment tools and procedures; this could be because most expatriates teach science, math, and English, subjects which require more effort in both public and private schools. National teachers participate more in decisions that are related to assigning students to classes at the beginning of the year and instructional budget (see Table 23); this could be because of their understanding of cultural matters and because of their experience in their local educational fields. They tend to have other tasks beside their teaching duties because the administration’s preference is to include nationals in managerial decisions to prepare them to lead schools in the future. The findings show that nationals participate more in managerial decisions except in creating teacher evaluation procedures, in which there is no differences between nationals and expatriates; as we have highlighted before, this is because managerial decisions are considered a high level of PDM from teachers. These findings support what Westhuizen et al. (2012) found out. Generally, we could not reject H3a, that there is a difference in teachers’ PDM between locals and expatriates.




	Table 23. Differences in teacher PDM by nationality

	Statement
	Planning the learning objectives for each unit/lesson
	Developing tools and procedures to assess students’ learning progress
	Developing progress reports for parents
	Assigning students to classes at the beginning of the school year
	Participating in budgeting for the grade level, department or committee
	Developing student records, procedures and practices
	Choosing textbooks and other instructional materials
	Designing grading procedures to evaluate students’ progress
	Evaluating the grade level operation, department or committee
	Developing the organizational structure
of the school
	Writing policies and work procedures
	Determining the professional
development needs of the school
	Planning student activities and programs
	Strategic and school improvement planning
	Creating procedures to evaluate teachers
	Determining material and equipment needs
	Choosing the team leader or the chairperson
	Creating parental involvement in the administrative and learning programs
	Selecting or hiring new faculty members

	N
	663
	615
	633
	611
	580
	627
	634
	640
	649
	628
	622
	635
	643
	642
	616
	656
	650
	632
	589

	Significance of nationality 
	Prob > |z|
	0.0022***
	0.0480**
	0.3453
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.9895
	0.681
	0.783
	0.4662
	0.0000***
	0.0006***
	0.0065***
	0.0051***
	0.0131**
	0.0828*
	0.0001***
	0.0000***
	0.0009***
	0.0002***

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more PDM. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.




 For the second hypothesis in the third question, H3b, there is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers, non-national or expatriate teachers show more satisfaction than nationals about schools’ administration matters, career future, general reputation of their school, school goals and objectives, financial aspects, school physical facilities, expected amount of their work, and community relationship and recognition (see Table 24). These results follow naturally with the fact that nationals compare their situations with colleagues in other careers who have better job conditions, workload, or job benefits; this makes nationals have lower satisfaction regarding these aspects. Shallal (2011) found that those who earn more are more satisfied with their jobs compared with those who earn less. The 2013 salary survey (Churchill, 2013) found that teaching was not in the 10 top salary scales in the UAE. The only aspect that has more satisfaction among nationals than non-nationals is the availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment, which demonstrates the improvement in readiness in school preparation.
Both nationals and non-nationals have similar satisfaction about their relationship with colleagues, their awareness about what is happening in their schools, and student-teacher relationships. Student-teacher relationships show the same level of satisfaction from both male and female teachers, from private and public schools, both non-national and national; in other words, this aspect is the same across all teachers. Seventeen of 24 JS aspects showed differences between national and non-national teachers, which allowed us to accept H6a, namely, that there is difference in teachers’ JS between nationalities. These findings support those of Westhuizen et al. (2012), who found that employees with traditional values had significantly more JS than employees with secular-rational values, and with the study done by Perie and Baker (1997), which found that there were differences between teachers’ JS due to their ethnic group.
Finally, Table 25 shows the summary of the study’s major focus, which accepted the hypotheses that there are differences in PDM due to teachers’ gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality (H1a, H2a, and H3a). In addition, results allowed us to accept the hypotheses that there are differences in teachers’ job satisfaction due to teachers’ gender and nationality (H1b and H3b) but made us reject the hypothesis that there is a difference in teachers’ JS due to the school type (H2b).



	
Table 24. Differences in teacher JS by nationality

	Statement
	Opportunities to discuss problems with school administrators
	Trust in your administrators
	Professional competency and leadership of administrators
	Work performed by other teachers in your school
	Work quality o of other teachers 
	Personal and social relationships with colleagues 
	Opportunities for growth in your profession
	Your future career 
	Opportunities to develop your special interests
	General reputation of your school
	Awareness of what is “going on” in school
	Goals and objectives emphasized by the school
	Money you earn
	Salary scale in the school
	Fringe benefits
	Physical facilities at your school
	Availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment
	Expected workload
	Your ability to meet your students’ emotional needs
	Quality of your interactions with your students
	Your ability to meet your students’ academic needs
	Understanding of your school’s program by parents and the community
	Community recognition and appreciation of its educators
	Community involvement in the school’s program

	N
	666
	662
	657
	663
	663
	669
	678
	670
	671
	675
	677
	681
	658
	644
	622
	649
	651
	649
	620
	619
	621
	624
	620
	624

	Significance of nationality
	Prob > |z|
	0.0000***
	0.0015***
	0.0574*
	0.4585
	0.3358
	0.4241
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0262**
	0.5908
	0.0025***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0000***
	0.0048***
	0.0042***
	0.0002***
	0.6391
	0.1067
	0.4501
	0.0005***
	0.0000***
	0.0001***

	Notes: ***, ** and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Figures in bold (italics) indicate that male (female) teachers, private (public)-school teachers and non-Emirati (Emirati) teachers, respectively, are more JS. For economy of space, the values of the mean rank are not included in the Table and they are available upon request.
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Table 25. Summary of study’s major focus hypothesis testing
	Hypothesis
	Result of Test
	Comments

	H1a: There is a difference in PDM between male and female teachers.
	Fail to reject 
	There are differences on 15 of 19 domains (in 15 domains, male teachers participate more in making decisions PDM than female teachers)

	H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.
	Fail to reject
	There are differences on 19 of 24 domains (in 19 aspects, male teachers showed more JS than female teachers)

	H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools.
	Fail to reject
	There are differences on 13 of 19 domains (in 10 domains, teachers in public schools participate more in making decision PDM than teachers in public schools; and in 3 domains, teachers in private schools participate more in making decisions PDM than who in private schools)

	H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.
	Reject
	There are differences on 9 of 24 domains (in 7 aspects, teachers in private schools showed more JS than teachers in public schools; and in 2 aspects, teachers in public schools showed more JS than who in private schools)

	H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
	Fail to reject
	There are differences on 14 of 19 domains (in 2 domains, non-Emirati teachers showed more participating in making decisions PDM; and in 12 domains, Emirati teachers showed more participating in making decisions PDM than non-local teachers)

	H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
	Fail to reject
	There are differences on 17 of 24 domains (in 16 aspects, non-Emirati teachers showed more JS than local teachers; and only in 1 aspect, Emirati teachers showed more JS than non-local teachers)



[bookmark: _Toc404459089][bookmark: _Toc404808612][bookmark: _Toc405029331]4.4. Conclusion
In the present chapter, the effect of gender, school type, and nationality on teachers’ PDM and JS were examined. The study found that there are differences in teachers’ PDM in their schools based on gender; where male teachers generally participate more in decision making, especially for managerial decisions. Moreover, there were significant differences between male and female teachers’ JS, with male teachers reporting higher JS in this study. Overall, school type has no significant effect on teacher JS. Moreover, there were no significant differences between teachers in public and private schools for instructional decision making, and public-school teachers participated more in managerial decision making in their schools. This study found that teacher JS was similar between both public and private schools. Private-school teachers reported higher satisfaction about their career future and community relationship than their public-school peers, whereas public-school teachers were more satisfied by the physical facilities and instructional materials in their schools than private-school teachers. Additionally, Emirati and non-Emirati teachers did not differ significantly in participation in making instructional decisions in their schools, although Emirati teachers participated more heavily in managerial decisions than expatriate teachers did. Non-Emirati teachers expressed more satisfaction concerning school administration and career future, among other issues, whereas Emirati teachers were more satisfied by the availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment. The next chapter presents the results of study’s minor focus, which tests the relationship between both APDM and DPDM and teachers’ JS.









[bookmark: _Toc404459090][bookmark: _Toc404808613][bookmark: _Toc405029332]Chapter 5
[bookmark: _Toc404459091][bookmark: _Toc404808614][bookmark: _Toc405029333]Results for minor focus
[bookmark: _Toc404459092][bookmark: _Toc404808615][bookmark: _Toc405029334]5.1. 	Introduction
The previous chapter presented the results of the data analysis of the study’s major focus; this chapter presents the results of the minor focus of this study, which is designed to investigate the relationship between teachers’ JS and both APDM and DPDM. The questions for the study’s minor focus described in Chapter 2 concentrated on whether there is a relationship between teachers’ APDM or DPDM and JS.
This chapter aimed to answer the study’s minor focus questions, which were Q4: What relationship exists between APDM and teachers’ JS? and Q5: What relationship exists between DPDM and JS?
To answer these two questions, the following hypotheses were tested:
H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS, and H5a: There is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.
To test these hypotheses, PCC analysis was used. This test measures the strength of linear association between two variables and measures how close all points are to a straight line, which shows the strength of a linear association (Sedgwick, 2012), as was explained above in the methodology section.
This chapter presents the descriptive statistics and the results of PCC and ANOVA analyses, and it concludes with a summary of the main findings. It was concluded from this analysis that there is a moderate positive correlation between teacher’s APDM and JS, and there is a weak yet significant positive relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.

[bookmark: _Toc404459093][bookmark: _Toc404808616][bookmark: _Toc405029335]5.2. 	Hypothesis testing
To determine the relationship between JS and both APDM and DPDM, a correlation analysis was conducted.

[bookmark: _Toc404459094][bookmark: _Toc404808617][bookmark: _Toc405029336]5.2.1. The relationship between teachers’ actual participative decision making and job satisfaction
To answer the study’s question about the relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS, the following hypothesis was tested with correlation analysis by running SPSS software.
H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS.
Table 26 shows the mean (and standard deviation in parenthesis) for teachers’ JS and APDM. The mean of teachers’ JS is 2.73 (.54), and the mean of APDM is 2.67 (.66). Means of 2.67 to 2.73 from scale of 1 to 4 indicate moderate levels of both APDM and JS.

Table 26
Means and Standard Deviation for APDM and JS

	
	M
	SD
	N

	Teachers’ Job Satisfaction
	2.73
	0.54
	687

	Actual Participative Decision making
	2.67
	0.66
	687



Tables 27 shows that there is a significant relationship between APDM and teachers’ JS. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (PCC) was computed to assess the relationship between APDM and JS. There was a positive correlation between the two variables, R = .451, n = 687, p = .000. A value of .451 for R is almost in the traditional range for a moderate correlation, 0.5–0.8. The conclusion that increases in APDM are correlated with increases in JS confirms previous studies, which indicated a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and their job satisfaction (Stowe, 1992; Mehta et al., 2010; Köklü, 2012).


Table 27
Pearson Correlation between APDM and JS
	 Correlations
	Actual Participative Decision making 
	Teachers’ Job Satisfaction

	Actual Participative Decision making
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.451**

	
	Sig. (two-tailed)
	
	.000

	
	N
	687
	687

	Teachers’ Job Satisfaction
	Pearson Correlation
	.451**
	1

	
	Sig. (two-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	N
	687
	687

	



**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).


A scatterplot summarizes the results (see Figure 13). Overall, there was a moderate, positive correlation between APDM and teachers’ JS.


A comparison between the correlation between teachers’ JS and both actual participation in managerial decision making (APMDM) and actual participation in instructional Decision making (APIDM) was conducted using correlation and ANOVA analyses. The results show that teachers’ JS increases more with increases in APMDM than in APIDM, as shown in Table 28. The PCC between teachers’ JS and their APIDM is lower (0.407) than that with APMDM (0.431).

Table 28.
Pearson Correlation between APIDM, APMDM, and JS
	
	
	JS
	APIDM
	APMDM

	Pearson Correlation
	JS
	1.000
	.407
	.431

	
	APIDM
	.407
	1.000
	.732

	
	APMDM
	.431
	.732
	1.000

	Sig. (one-tailed)
	JS
	.
	.000
	.000

	
	APIDM
	.000
	.
	.000

	
	APMDM
	.000
	.000
	.




An ANOVA analysis was conducted to find out if this difference is significant or not (see Tables 29 and 30). The results show that there is a significant difference in the relationship between teachers’ job satisfaction and both APMDM and APIDM [F (2, 685) = 87.564, p = .000]


	Table 29.
Model Summary of Pearson Correlation between APIDM, APMDM, and JS

		Model
	R
	Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	−1
	.451a
	.204
	.201
	.479
	.204
	87.564
	2
	685
	.000



a. Predictors: (Constant), APMDM , APIDM 




	
Table 30.
ANOVA Analysis for APIDM, APMDM, and JS
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	40.241
	2
	20.121
	87.564
	.000a

	
	Residual
	157.402
	685
	.230
	
	

	
	Total
	197.643
	687
	
	
	




	a. Predictors: (Constant), APMDM , APIDM 

	b. Dependent Variable: JS



This result differs from Davis’s 2012 study, which found a positive relationship between involving teachers in making decisions, especially instructional decisions, where usually teachers participate more in instructional decisions than managerial (Sukirno & Siengthai, 2011; Köklü, 2012).
In conclusion, for this part of this chapter, the results show that there is a moderate positive relationship between the teachers’ APDM and JS, which allows us to accept H4a, which says that there is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS. Meanwhile, the correlation between APMDM with teachers’ JS is stronger than between APIDM with teachers’ JS, and the difference between APMDM and APIDM is statistically significant.

[bookmark: _Toc404459095][bookmark: _Toc404808618][bookmark: _Toc405029337]5.2.2. The relationship between desired participative decision making and teachers’ job satisfaction
For the second minor focus question about the relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS, we tested hypothesis H5a, which says that there is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS. This hypothesis was tested using the PCC method and SPSS software. Table 31 shows the descriptive statistics of this analysis, that is, the mean (and standard deviation in parenthesis) for teachers’ JS and DPDM. The mean of JS is 2.73 (.54), and the mean of DPDM is 3.22 (.56).
	Table 31.
Means and Standard Deviation for JS and DPDM
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	  JS
	2.73
	.54
	687

	DPDM
	3.22
	.56
	687







Table 32 shows that there is a weak positive correlation between the DPDM and JS in our sample. To test this hypothesis, a correlation analysis was conducted and indicated that there is a weak positive correlation between the DPDM and teachers’ JS, but that this correlation is statistically significant, R = .200, n = 687, p = .000. A value of 0.200 for R is almost in the traditional range for a weak correlation.
	Table 32.
Pearson Correlation between DPDM and JS
	
	JS
	DPDM

	Pearson Correlation
	JS
	1.000
	.200

	
	DPDM
	.200
	1.000

	Sig. (one-tailed)
	JS
	.
	.000

	
	DPDM
	.000
	.

	N
	JS
	687
	687

	
	DPDM
	687
	687






This result does not support those of Mehta et al.’s (2010), which shows a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS. This same negative relationship DPDM and JS was also supported by studies by Sarafidou and Chatziioannidis (2012) and Köklü (2012). When we compared the actual teachers’ participation in making decision (APDM) with their DPDM, we found that their desire to participate has an average value of average 3.2 while their actual participation is 2.6, showing that teachers desire to participate more than they actually do.
A scatterplot summarizes the results (see Figure 14). Overall, there is a weak positive correlation between teachers’ DPDM and their JS.
A comparison between the correlation between teachers’ JS and both desired participation in managerial decision making (DPMDM) and desired participation in instructional decision making (DPIDM) was conducted using PCC and ANOVA analyses.



Both the teachers’ DPIDM and DPMDM also have a weak positive relationship with JS. In addition, the results show that teachers’ JS is more correlated to DPIDM to DPMDM, as the PCC between teachers’ JS and their participation in instructional decisions is higher (0.222) than managerial (0.152) (see Table 33).





Table 33. Pearson Correlation between DPIDM, DMDM, and JS
	
	JS
	DPIDM
	DPMDM

	Pearson Correlation
	JS
	1.000
	.222
	.152

	
	DPIDM
	.222
	1.000
	.676

	
	DPMDM
	.152
	.676
	1.000

	Sig. (one-tailed)
	JS
	.
	.000
	.000

	
	DPIDM
	.000
	.
	.000

	
	DPMDM
	.000
	.000
	.

	N
	JS
	688
	688
	688

	
	DPIDM
	688
	688
	688

	
	DPMDM
	688
	688
	688





An ANOVA analysis was conducted to find out if this difference is significant or not (see Tables 34 and 35). The results show that there is a significant difference between the correlation of teachers’ desired participative instructional decision making DPIDM with JS and the correlation of teacher’s desired participative managerial decision making DPMDM with JS [F (2, 685) = 87.564, p = .000].
 This result supports Stowe’s (1992) findings that showed that teachers are more interested in participating in instructional decisions more than managerial ones. Köklü (2012) found that teachers desire to participate more in instructional decision making than managerial ones.


	Table 34.
Summary Model of Pearson Correlation between DPIDM, DPMDM, and JS
	Model
	R
	Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	−1
	.222a
	.049
	.046
	.524
	.049
	17.707
	2
	685
	.000




	a. Predictors: (Constant), DPMDM , DPIDM 



	Table 35.
ANOVA Analysis for DPIDM, DPMDM and JS
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	9.716
	2
	4.88
	17.707
	.000a

	
	Residual
	187.927
	685
	.274
	
	

	
	Total
	197.643
	687
	
	
	


a. Predictors: (Constant), DPMDM , DPIDM
b. Dependent Variable: JS



In summary, this study finds that generally there is a weak positive relationship between DPDM and teachers’ JS. This leads us to reject the H5a, which states, there is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS. In particular, this study finds that teachers’ JS increases more with their desire to participate in making instructional decisions DPIDM than managerial decisions DPMDM.

[bookmark: _Toc404459096]5.3. 	Conclusion
This chapter presents the results of this study’s minor focus questions. It was concluded from the analysis that there is a positive moderate correlation between APDM and teachers’ JS, which support the previous studies that found the same results. In addition, it was found that there is a positive weak significant relationship between DPDM and teachers’ JS, which does not support previous studies that found a negative relationship between DPDM and teachers’ JS (see Table 36).
The following chapter will discuss these results as well as the results from analysis of the study’s major focus hypotheses.

Table 36.
Summary of Study’s Minor Focus Hypothesis Testing
	Hypothesis
	Result of Test
	Comments

	H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ active participative decision making and job satisfaction.
	Fail to reject 
	There is a positive moderate correlation between the actual participative decision making and teachers’ job satisfaction at the 0.451 level

	H5a: There is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.
	Reject
	There is a positive weak correlation between the desired participative decision making and teachers’ job satisfaction at the 0.2 level






[bookmark: _Toc404459097][bookmark: _Toc404808619][bookmark: _Toc405029338]Chapter 6
[bookmark: _Toc404459098][bookmark: _Toc404808620][bookmark: _Toc405029339]Findings and discussion
[bookmark: _Toc404459099][bookmark: _Toc404808621][bookmark: _Toc405029340][bookmark: _Toc401823809]6.1. 	Introduction
The previous chapters presented the results of the data analysis for the study’s major focus and minor focus. This chapter includes the discussion of the findings of the results in both Chapters 5 and 6. It presents the major findings from testing the effects of gender, school type, and nationality in teachers’ PDM and their JS. It then presents the findings from testing the relationship between APDM and teachers’ JS and the relationship between teachers’ DPDM and their JS. All these findings are discussed in this chapter in comparison with the findings of previous studies.

[bookmark: _Toc404459100][bookmark: _Toc404808622][bookmark: _Toc405029341]6.2. 	Major findings
This study’s major focus is to test the effects of teachers’ gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality on both teachers’ PDM and JS.

[bookmark: _Toc404459101][bookmark: _Toc404808623][bookmark: _Toc405029342]6.2.1. Question #1: The effect of teachers’ gender on PDM and JS
The first question of this study was as follows:
Q1: Does teachers’ gender affect PDM and JS?
Its hypotheses were as follows:
H1a: There is a difference in PDM between male and female teachers.
H1b: There is a difference in JS between male and female teachers.
For H1a and H1b, the effect of teachers’ gender on both PDM and JS, we found that both PDM and JS differ due to gender. This findings supported previous studies in the literature (Fung Wu & Tesng, 2005; Westhuizen et al., 2012; ADEC, 2012b; Mahmood et al., 2011; Ahammed, 2011; and Darmody & Smyth, 2010). Specifically, male teachers participate more in making decisions in their schools, and they have more JS than female teachers. In particular, we found that male teachers participate more in making decisions regarding managerial matters compared with female teachers. At the same time, male teachers’ JS is higher than those of female teachers in administration, co-workers, career future, school identification, financial aspects, work conditions, and one statement of community relations (that of recognition by the community, not in that of community involvement in their work). We noticed that male teachers participated more than female teachers did in making managerial decisions in their schools, and the former’s JS is greater in the same field than that of female teachers. This leads us to think about what it is about conditions in schools that discourages female teacher from participating as much as males, and to further study what might raise female teachers’ JS, as they fulfill a very important role in society. Female teachers have different circumstances than male teachers, as they are usually mothers as well: most of the participating teachers were married with children (see Table 11), so this study can open the door to further studies and proposals about involving female teachers in making decision in their schools in particular, and in their educational system in general, and furthermore to study female teachers’ JS and propose ways to make female teachers in our educational system happier.

[bookmark: _Toc404459102][bookmark: _Toc404808624][bookmark: _Toc405029343]6.2.2. Question #2: The effect of school type on teachers’ PDM and JS
The second question of the study’s major focus was:
Q2: Does school type factor affect teachers’ PDM and JS?
Its hypotheses were:
H2a: There is a difference in teachers’ PDM between private and public schools.
H2b: There is a difference in teachers’ JS between private and public schools.
In general, there was a difference in PDM between teachers who work in private and public schools, a finding which mostly supported those of Wu and Tesng (2005). On the other hand, this study found no difference in JS between teachers who work in private or public schools. This finding supported that of Mahmood et al. (2011). Teachers in public schools participate more in making managerial decisions than their colleagues in private schools. We found that teachers in public schools participate more in decisions about instructional budgeting and evaluating level/department/ committee operation. This shows the improvement in schools’ leadership practices by increasing transparency and democracy with greater teacher participation in these issues. Teachers in public (ADEC) schools have PD sessions to develop their skills in these areas, alongside which they have other duties in these areas besides their teaching tasks (ADEC, 2012a). Private schools, however, have more staff members in school administration, and their administration’s preference is to make their own managerial decision, both of which factors limit teachers’ involvement in these areas
On the other hand, teachers in private schools participate in decisions about learning planning, choosing materials, and designing grading procedures. This occurs because there is no unified curriculum among private schools, each school having its own curriculum, meaning teachers in these schools have to work more to choose instructional materials and design grading procedures that fit with their curriculum. For public schools, special sections in the educational council work to unify curriculum and learning objectives and to provide appropriate materials and design grading procedures.
The differences in teachers’ PDM, as we saw above, comes from different conditions in each school type. Public schools’ objective is to establishing and managing their schools, while private schools share those objectives plus the objectives of profit and income.
In this study, both private and public-school teachers were united in their responses about their JS. We found that teachers in both private and public schools have similar satisfaction about their trust in school administration, professional competency and school leadership, relationship with their colleagues, school identification, financial aspects, and student-teacher relationship. The similarity between teachers’ satisfaction in both private and public schools about these matters shows the convergence of views between teachers in both systems, which comes from the convergence of both systems. However, this study shows that private-school teachers are more satisfied than public-school teachers are regarding the opportunities provided to discuss their difficulties with administration. In private schools, there is more administration staff that in public, so the administrators have more chance to meet and talk to teachers about their problems. Moreover, private-school teachers are more satisfied than public-school teachers are with their career futures; this is due to differences in school systems between private and public schools. Private schools have more administrative staff and their school organization structure is wider than in public schools. In public schools, teachers are more satisfied than private-school teachers are about physical facilities at their schools and the availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment. As we stated before, this supports previous findings that public schools buildings are better prepared and equipped than private schools buildings (Arabia 2000, 2009). There were no differences between public and private schools in teachers’ JS regarding the amount of work that is expected from them. From all of the above findings, we found that there is a strong need to study the different work conditions in both private and public schools in order to raise their PDM, especially in private schools. Although teachers in public schools had more PDM in general, both teachers in private and public schools had similar JS, which suggests that more research is needed in this field to find out the reasons for this findings and determine for whom and in which domain it would be possible to raise JS.

[bookmark: _Toc404459103][bookmark: _Toc404808625][bookmark: _Toc405029344]6.2.3. Question #3: The effect of teachers’ nationality on teachers’ PDM and JS
The third question of the study’s major focus was:
Q3: Does nationality affect teachers’ PDM and JS?
Its hypotheses were:
H3a: There is a difference in PDM between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
H3b: There is a difference in JS between Emirati and expatriate teachers.
Both of these two hypotheses were not rejected in this study, which supports previous studies (Miller et al., 1981; Westhuizen et al., 2012; Perie and Baker, 1997). There were no differences between nationals and expatriate teachers regarding PDM in most instructional decisions except for four decisions; this is because both nationals and expatriates have the same rights and tasks regarding these matters. Expatriates or non-nationals participate more in decisions that are related to learning planning and developing assessment tools and procedures; this could be because that most expatriates teach science, math, and English subjects, which need more effort in both public and private schools. National teachers participate more in decisions related to assigning students to classes at the beginning of the year and instructional budgets due to their understanding of cultural prospects and their experiences in their local educational fields. Therefore, we found that non-national or expatriate teachers show more satisfaction than national teachers do about schools’ administration matters, career future, general reputation of their school, school goals and objectives, financial aspects, school physical facilities, expected amount of their work, and community relationship and recognition. On the other hand, nationals have lower satisfactions concerning these aspects; this result is congruous with the idea that nationals compare their situations with colleagues in other careers who have better job conditions, work load, and job benefits. Shallal (2011) found that those who earn more are more satisfied with their jobs compared with those who earn less; and the results of the 2013 salary survey (Churchill, 2013) found that the teaching was not in the 10 top salaries scales in the UAE. The only aspect that has more satisfaction among nationals than non-nationals concerns the availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment, which demonstrates the improvement in school preparation.
Although there are similarities between non-nationals or expatriates and national teachers, they show different PDM and JS concerning different domains and aspects of their work. These differences come from different reasons, which suggests a need to study more about teachers’ rights, tasks, and work conditions in schools for teachers of different nationalities and determine methods to encourage citizens to choose this career by raising their JS.
[bookmark: _Toc401823810]
[bookmark: _Toc404459104][bookmark: _Toc404808626][bookmark: _Toc405029345]6.3. 	Minor findings
In this part, the researcher tried to answer the study’s minor focus questions, which were:
Q4: What relationship exists between APDM and JS for teachers?
Q5: What relationship exists between DPDM and JS for teachers?
To answer these two questions, the researcher tested both of these hypotheses:
H4a: There is a positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS
H5a: There is a negative relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS.
This study found that both teachers’ APDM and DPDM have a positive relationship with teachers’ JS. These results supported previous studies that indicated a moderate positive relationship between APDM with JS for teachers, but contradicted previous studies that showed a relationship between DPDM and JS. The aforementioned studies include Stowe, 1992; Mehta et al. 2010; and Köklü 2012. Although, participating teachers showed more DPDM than APDM, the teachers’ APDM was more correlated with their JS than was DPDM. At the same time, teachers’ APMDM was more correlated with JS than their APIDM do. The opposite pattern emerged in DPDM: teachers’ desired participating in instructional decision making (DPDMI) was more correlated with teachers’ JS than their desired participating managerial decision making (DPDMM). This shows that teachers want more involvement in making instructional decisions, which makes them more satisfied or happier. The results encourage us to further study the relationship between actual and desired participative decision making with teachers’ JS as major study and find out in which domains teachers want to participate and raise their JS.
[bookmark: _Toc404459105]
[bookmark: _Toc404808627][bookmark: _Toc405029346]6.4. 	Conclusion
This chapter discussed the study’s findings, which show that there are differences in teachers’ PDM based on their gender, school type, and teachers’ nationality. Teachers’ JS differs as well based on their gender and nationality but not based on school type. In addition, the chapter discussed the findings of a positive relationship between both teachers’ actual and desired participative decision making. Most of these findings were supported by previous studies; this chapter discussed the differences between these findings and previous studies. The next chapter is the last chapter in this dissertation; it includes a summary of this study, its implications, its limitation and suggestions for further study.

[bookmark: _Toc404459106][bookmark: _Toc404808628][bookmark: _Toc405029347]Chapter 7
[bookmark: _Toc404459107][bookmark: _Toc404808629][bookmark: _Toc405029348]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc404459108][bookmark: _Toc404808630][bookmark: _Toc405029349][bookmark: _Toc401823812]7.1. 	Introduction
The previous chapters present the study’s theoretical and methodological research approach and discuss the research’s findings. This chapter concludes the dissertation with the summary of the study’s findings, implications, and limitations, and suggestions for further research.

[bookmark: _Toc404459109][bookmark: _Toc404808631][bookmark: _Toc405029350]7.2. 	Summary
In the present study, the researcher examined the effect of gender, school type, and nationality in teachers’ PDM and teachers’ JS. The results show that there are differences in teachers’ PDM due to their genders. As Fung Wu and Tesng (2005), Westhuizen et al. (2012), and ADEC (2012b) found, male teachers participate more in decision making, especially in managerial decisions. Regarding school type, in general, there are differences as found by Fung Wu and Tesng (2005), Canaya (2008), Nadeem (2012), Omobude and Igbudu (2012) and more in public schools as found by Fung Wu and Tesng (2005). However, there were no significant differences between teachers’ work in public and private schools in participating in making instructional decisions, and public-school teachers demonstrated more participation in managerial decision making in their schools. In addition, national and non-national teachers demonstrated a similar level of participation in making instructional decisions in their schools, with differences appearing in participation in managerial decisions, with national teachers participating more in these kind of decisions in their schools. In general, the study supports what Westhuizen et al. (2012) found regarding more participation in decision making from people with more traditional values. The study found that there were significant differences between male and female teachers’ JS, with male teachers showing more JS than female teachers in this study, which supports the studies done by Mahmood et al. (2011) who found that there are differences between female and male teachers’ JS, but it shows opposite findings. Mahmood et al. (2011) found that female teachers showed more JS than male teachers, a finding also found by Ahammed (2011) and Darmody and Smyth (2010). There were mostly similarities between teachers’ JS in both public and private, which supports the study done by Mahmood et al. (2011), who found that there are no significant differences in teachers’ JS regarding school type. Private-school teachers showed more satisfaction about their career future and community relationship, while public-school teachers were more satisfied about the physical facilities and instructional materials in their schools than teachers in private schools were. There were no significant differences between nationals and non-national teachers’ JS generally, a finding that contradicts Westhuizen et al. (2012) and Perie and Baker’s (1997) study, which suggested that there are differences between JS of teachers from their traditional values or ethnic groups. Non-nationals did show more JS regarding schools administration, career future, general reputation of their school, school goals and objectives, financial aspects, school physical facilities, expected amount of their work, and community relationship and recognition, while national teachers were only more satisfied than non-nationals concerning the availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment.
In the minor focus for this study, the researcher examined the relationship between both actual and desired teachers’ PDM in their schools with their JS. The findings showed that both of these relationships are positively correlated, but the correlation between APDM with teachers’ JS is stronger than the correlation between DPDM and teachers’ JS, which was considered as a weak positive correlation. These findings supported previous studies such as Mehta et al. (2010) and Köklü (2012) concerning the positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS. However, it contradicted these studies when it comes to the relationship between DPDM and JS, which they determined had a negative relationship, whereas this study demonstrated a weak positive relationship.
 The study recommends the following: (a) more teacher engagement, especially among female teachers, in both instructional and managerial decisions; (b) greater awareness among schools’ leadership regarding the benefit of teachers’ PDM; (c) further studies to determine the reason JS is lower for female teachers than male; and (d) re-applying the same study after two school years to help to provide a clear vision about the development of the educational field, especially after the implementation of new organizational structure in schools, which ADEC announced at the start of the school year 2013–2014.
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This study increased understanding of the differences between teachers’ PDM and their JS due to differences in teachers’ gender, nationalities (different cultures), and difference in school system or environment (whether the school is private or public). It can be considered a contribution to both management and the educational research field on both the topics of PDM and JS.
The study’s results could help the educational body to understand the differences between teachers’ PDM in schools regarding their gender, nationality, and school type; we could consider each group’s interest and at the same time encourage each group to participate in making critical decisions in their schools. In addition, the study could help in understanding the differences between practices in private and public schools in the Abu Dhabi district. Moreover, another study such as this one should be conducted after enough time has passed since reforms in this sector will give a clear picture when compared with the results of this study.
This context could help to enhance planning to attract more people to the teaching profession, since the need for teachers is increasing. UNESCO’s report highlighted that the world will need 1.6 million extra teachers by 2015 and 3.3 million by 2030 (UNESCO, 2013). For the Arab world, they need an additional 213,000 teachers by 2015 and 454,000 teachers by 2030 to cover the increased number of students; these figures are only for primary education (UNESCO, 2013). The deficit in teachers’ numbers is a global issue that all countries should address by attracting more people to this career by improving teachers’ conditions. Studying teachers’ JS and teachers’ involvement in making decisions could help create better conditions for teachers, as the MOE in the UAE established a Teachers Council as an advisory body for the ministry to raise teachers’ participation in making decisions at the highest level of educational system and, naturally, their JS (The National, 2014). In addition, this study could support the planning of a new recruitment program, as the new minister of education stated that the ministry is working on a new system to attract more people to a teaching career, especially males who tend to prefer other jobs rather than teaching, which is considered a challenge for the ministry (Malawi, 2014). The results of this study could support the understanding of differences between teachers regarding their gender, nationality, and school types, by highlighting where the educational body could concentrate its efforts to raise teachers’ JS. These results could help in understanding upon which conditions the educational body in Abu Dhabi should focus to raise JS among teachers in schools.
This thesis suggests that more teachers should be involved in making decisions not only in their schools but also in the educational system. Both male and female teachers in both public and private schools with different nationalities should participate equally in making these decisions, especially the instructional ones. Giving teachers the chance to participate in making educational decisions would be helpful as well. Creating teachers’ association could support in passing teachers’ participation or voice in creating decisions in their educational system, which makes teachers more satisfied about their job and more cooperative in implementing these decisions in the field.
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The limitations of this study were those of the study scope. Abu Dhabi is one of the seven emirates, and it would be advantageous if the same study could be applied to more schools around the entire UAE, with more private school participation by addressing their administrations’ concerns about conducting such studies in their schools. The recommendation of this study is to apply the same study, especially after the change in school organization structure in public schools and after ADEC’s implementation of new salary increase (Pennington, 2013) and new regulations to private schools starting 2013 (ADEC, 2012a). This further study will aim to find the effects of these changes on teachers’ PDM and JS. This thesis recommends the educational authority to conduct this study among different school types in UAE. Both male and female teachers of different nationalities should participate, and an electronic survey should be used to enable teachers to easily participate in the study.


[bookmark: _Toc404459112][bookmark: _Toc404808634][bookmark: _Toc405029353]7.5. 	Conclusion
The current study finds that there are differences between the PDM and JS of male and female teachers. In addition, there are differences between the PDM and JS of Emirati and non-Emirati teachers. The PDM, but not the JS, of teachers who work in public schools differ from those who work in private schools. Moreover, the study finds that there is a moderate positive relationship between teachers’ APDM and JS and that there is a weak positive relationship between teachers’ DPDM and JS. Most of these findings were supported by previous studies. The study’s findings could support the understanding of the difference in teachers’ APDM and DPDM in both instructional and managerial decisions and their JS. This study recommends increasing teachers’ engagement, especially that of female teachers, in both instructional and managerial decisions, and greater awareness by schools’ leadership of the benefits of teachers’ PDM.
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ADEC

RE: Participation in the research project “The Relationship between the Participative Decision Making and Job Satisfaction in Schools”

Dear Dr. Masood,
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All that is required from your organization is for teachers in schools (public and private) to participate in a questionnaire survey. All information will remain confidential and publications following from the research will not include any information that may identify individual participation.

The findings of this research will be made available through reports and presentations to the participating organizations.

I am attaching herewith a brief project proposal. However, the scope of the project will be finalized in consultation with the participating organization to accommodate their requirements.

Thanking you in anticipation.

Yours sincerely,


Samira Ahmed Al Nuaimi
DBA Research Fellow
College of Business Administrations
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Abu Dhabi, UAE
Email: s1aaam@hotmail.com, samira.alnuaimi@adec.ac.ae
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Please tick  the appropriate box يرجى وضع إشارة ( / ) فوق المربع المناسب                                                                         
	A. Demographic information البيانات الإحصائية        

	1. Nationality 
الجنسية                                     
	a. |_| UAE   إماراتي           
	b. |_| GCC    خليجي                         
	|_| Arabic       عربي           
	|_| Others     اخرى                              
	

	2. Gender     الجنس               
	a. |_| Female   انثى         
	b. |_| Male     ذكر                       
	
	
	

	3. Age group   العمر           
	[bookmark: Check3]a. |_| 20–24 years
       
	[bookmark: Check18]b. |_| 25–30 years
	[bookmark: Check20]c.|_| 31–40 years
	d. |_| above 40 years
	

	4. Marital Status   
الحالة الإجتماعية              
	[bookmark: Check29]a.|_| Single       أعزب       
	b |_| Married with children
متزوج مع اطفال                         
 c. |_| Married without children
متزوج بدون أطفال                     
	[bookmark: Check30]d.|_| Divorced with children
مطلق مع أطفال                              
e. |_| Divorced without children           مطلق بدون أطفال                                               
	f. |_| Widowed with Children ارمل مع أطفال 
g. |_| Widowed without children ارمل بدون أطفال  
	

	5. School المدرسة              
	a. |_| Private        خاص               
	b. |_| Public حكومي           
	
	
	

	6. Teaching Grade Level 
مرحلة التدريس               
	a.|_| KG 1–2

	b.|_| Grades 1–5
	c.|_|  Grades 6–9 
	d.|_| Grades 10–12
	

	7. Teaching Experience
الخبرة العملية                
	a.|_| less than 5 years
اقل من 5 سنوات          
	b.|_| 5–10 years 
	c.|_|  11–15 years
	d.|_| 16–20 years

	e. |_| 21 years and above
أكثر من 21 سنة

	8. Gender of Your Students 
الجنس (للطلبة)                
	a.|_| Girls     بنات          
	b.|_| Boys   أولاد             
	c. |_| Girls & boys مختلط     
	
	

	9. Monthly Salary Range (AED)
الراتب الشهري (درهم)      
	a.|_| below 10,000

	b.|_| 10,000–20,000
	c.|_| 21,000–25,000
	d.|_| 26,000–30,000 

	e.|_| above 30,000

	10. Level of Education مستوى التعليم
	a. |_| Higher diploma
دبلوم عالي            
	b. |_| Bachelor’s degree
شهادة جامعية              

	c. |_| Master’s degree
شهادة الماجستير            
          
	d. |_| Doctoral degree
شهادة الدكتوراه          

	e. |_| Others (pls. specify)
––––––––––––––––

	11. Teaching Subject Area المادة التي تدرسها 
	a. |_| English  اللغة الانجليزية                         
	b. |_|  Mathematics الرياضيات
	c. |_| Science العلوم           
	d. |_|Computer/Technology
الحاسوب / تكنولوجيا المعلومات     
	e. |_| Social Studies  التربية الاجتماعية           

	
	f. |_| Arabic  اللغة العربية 
	g. |_| Islamic التربية الاسلامية   
	h. |_| PE/Health التربية البدنية والصحية                                 
	i. |_| Special Need Education تربية خاصة      
	J. |_| Art   فن   

	
	k. |_| Music   موسيقى       
	l. |_| Other – specify   اخرى  حدد                                     
	
	
	



1- Participative Decision Making/المشاركة في اتخاذ القرار:

	Instructional Domain Issues/ في الجوانب التعليمية:

	نوعية المشاركة
	1
(No participation)
لا يوجد مشاركة
	2
	3
	4
(Effective participation)
مشاركة فعالة

	12. Planning the learning objectives for each unit/lesson.

التخطيط للأهداف التعليمية لكل وحدة / درس                                                        
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	13. Developing procedures/tools to assess learning progress/students’ achievement/students’ academic progress

تطوير إجراءات ووسائل تساعد في تقييم التقدم في التعلم / إنجازات الطلبة / التحصيل الدراسي للطلبة                                                                                                   
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	14. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	15. Developing procedures for students’ progress reports that would be sent to parents
تطوير إجراءات ونماذج التقارير التي تقدم لأولياء الامور بخصوص مستوى تحصيل أبنائهم الدراسي                                                                                              
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	16. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	17. Assigning students to classes at the beginning of the school year
توزيع الطلاب على الفصول في بداية العام الدراسي                                                
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	18. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	19. Participate in budgeting for the grade level, department, or committee

المشاركة  في وضع ميزانية الفصل، القسم أو اللجنة                                          
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|

	|_|

	|_|


	20. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	21. Developing student’s records procedures and practices
تطوير إجراءات القبول والتسجيل وممارسات متابعة الطلبة                                                  

	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	22. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	23. Choosing textbooks and other instructional materials
اختيار الكتب الدراسية أو أية مواد تعليمية أخرى                                                       
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	24. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	25. Designing grading procedures to evaluate student’s progress
تصميم إجراءات وضع العلامات لتقييم المستوى الدراسي للطالب                                   
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	26. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	27. Evaluating the grade level operation, department, or committee
تقييم عملية التشغيل أو العمل بوجه عام على مستوى المرحلة، المادة، القسم واللجنة                                            
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	28. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	Managerial Domain Issues/ في المجال الإداري:

	
	1 
(No participation)
لا يوجد مشاركة 
	2
	3
	4 
(Great participation)
مشاركة فعالة 

	29. Develop the organization structure of the school
تطوير الهيكل التنظيمي للمدرسة                                                                       
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|

	|_|

	|_|


	30. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	31. Writing the policies and work procedures
إعداد وصياغة سياسات وإجراءات العمل                                                              
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	32. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	33. Determining the professional development needs of the school         
تحديد  احتياجات المدرسة من برامج التطوير المهني  
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	34. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	35. Planning students activities and programs
التخطيط لبرامج وفعاليات الطلبة                                                                         
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	36. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|




	Managerial Domain Issues/ في المجال الإداري:

	
	1 
(No participation)
لا يوجد مشاركة 
	2
	3
	4 
(Great participation)
مشاركة فعالة 

	37. Strategic planning and school improvement planning
التخطيط الاستراتيجي وخطة التطوير المدرسي                                                   
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	38. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	39. Creating procedures to evaluate teachers
وضع نظام لتقييم المعلمين                                                                           
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	40. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	41. Determine the needs of materials and equipment for grade level, subject department, or committee
تحديد الاحتياجات اللازمة من المواد والتجهيزات على مستوى المرحلة ،القسم أو اللجنة 
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	42. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	43. Choosing the team leader or the chairperson for grade level, subject department, or committee
اختيار قائد الفريق أو مسؤول الفصل، القسم أواللجنة                                               
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	44. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	45. Developing parental involvement in the administrative and learning programs 
تطوير برنامج " مشاركة الأهل في العملية التعليمية والإدارية                                     
	Actual
مطبق 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	46. 
	Desire
رغبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	47. Selecting or hiring new faculty member to teach with you in the same grade level or the same subject

  اختيار أو تعيين عضو هيئة التدريس الجديد والذي سيشاركك التدريس على مستوى الصف أو المادة                                                                                        
	Actual
مطبق
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	48. 
	Desire
رغبة

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|









2- Teacher’s job satisfaction/الرضا الوظيفي للمعلم:

	Teacher’s Job Satisfaction/ الرضا الوظيفي للمعلم
	1
(very dissatisfied)
غير راض ابدا
	2
Dissatisfied
غير راض
	3
Satisfied
راض
	4
(very satisfied)
راض جدا

	1) Administrative—supervision: الادارة – الاشراف 
	

	49. The opportunities provided to discuss problems with administrative staff
الفرص المتاحة لمناقشة المشاكل مع موظفي الإدارة 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	50. The trust you have in your administrators
مدى الثقة في المسؤولين الإداريين 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	51. The professional competency and leadership of your administrators
كفاءة الإداريين المهنية والقيادية 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	2) Peers / Colleagues: زملاء و أقران العمل        
	

	52. The amount of work done by other teachers in your school
حجم العمل الذي يقوم به المعلمون الآخرون في المدرسة                                              
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	53. The quality of work of other teachers in your school
نوعية العمل الذي يقوم به المعلمون الآخرون                                                          
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	54. The personal and social relationships you have with colleagues and other                           علاقاتك الشخصية والاجتماعية مع الآخرين                                                  
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



































	Teacher’s Job Satisfaction/  الرضا الوظيفي للمعلم
	1
(very dissatisfied)
غير راض ابدا
	2
Dissatisfied
غير راض
	3
Satisfied
راض
	4
(very satisfied)
راض جدا

	3) Career Future:  المستقبل المهني                                                
	
	
	
	

	55. Your opportunities for growth in your profession 
فرص الترقية المتاحة في المهنة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	56. Your future career in your school or education sector    
مستقبلك المهني في المدرسة أو القطاع التعليمي                                                        
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	57. The opportunities that you have to develop your areas of special  interest
فرص النمو المتاحة لتطوير مجالات الاهتمام لديك                                         
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	4) School Identification: هوية المدرسة
	

	58. The general reputation of your school                  
السمعة العامة للمدرسة
                         
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	59. Your awareness of what is “going on” in your school
معرفتك بما يحدث في المدرسة                                                                         
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	60. The goals and objectives emphasized by your school
أهداف وغايات المدرسة                                                                                 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	5) Financial Aspects:                  النواحي المادية
	

	61. The amount of money you earn
دخلك الشهري     
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	62. The salary scale in your school

مستوى الرواتب الشهرية في المدرسة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	63. The fringe benefits
المميزات المادية الغير المباشرة المتاحة في العمل 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|




	Teacher’s Job Satisfaction:  الرضا الوظيفي للمعلم
	1
(very dissatisfied)
غير راض ابدا
	2
Dissatisfied
غير راض
	3
Satisfied
راض
	4
(very satisfied)
راض جدا

	6) Community Relations: العلاقات المجتمعية
	

	64. The understanding of your school’s program by parents and the community
مدى تفهم أولياء الأمور والمجتمع المحلي لبرامج المدرسة                                           
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	65. The extent to which the community recognizes and appreciates its educator     
  مدى اعتراف و تقدير المجتمع المحلي لدور المعلم                                                                                              
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	66. The community’s involvement in your school’s program

مساهمة المجتمع المحلي في برامج المدرسة                                          
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|








	Teacher’s Job Satisfaction: الرضا الوظيفي للمعلم
	1
(very dissatisfied)
غير راض ابدا
	2
Dissatisfied
غير راض
	3
Satisfied
راض
	4
(very satisfied)
راض جدا

	7) Work Conditions: ظروف العمل
	

	67. The physical facilities at your school المرافق العامة في المدرسة 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	68. The availability of appropriate instructional materials and equipment
توفر المواد والأجهزة التعليمية الملائمة 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	69. The amount of work you are expected to do
حجم العمل المتوقع منك إنجازه                                                                  
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	8) Student-Teacher Relationship: العلاقة بين المعلم والطالب
	

	70. The extent to which you are able to meet your students’ emotional needs
إمكانية تلبية احتياجات الطلبة العاطفية                                            
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	71. The quality of your interactions with your students
جودة التعامل مع الطلبة
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	72. The extent to which you are able to meet your students’ academic needs
إمكانية تلبية احتياجات الطلبة الأكاديمية                                         
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|










يرجى الاحتفاظ بهذه الصفحة معك:                                                                                                Please keep this page with you:
· If you prefer to know about the research’s results, please contact the researcher:
· Samira Ahmed Al Nuaimi
· Phone or by SMS: 00971506664832
· Or by e-mail: s1aaam@hotmail.com
· اذا كنت ترغب في معرفة نتائج البحث، يرجى التواصل مع الباحثة:
· سميرة أحمد النعيمي
· عن طريق الهاتف أو الرسائل النصية: 00971506664832
· أو عن طريق الايميل: s1aaam@hotmail.com
شكرا جزيلاً لاستكمالك هذا الاستبيان        
Thank you very much for taking the time to answer these questions








Figure 13. 
Corrleation between actual particiapative decision making ADPM with job satisfaction JS for teachers.
TJS	2.1935000000000002	3.5050000000000008	2.6248333333333331	2.0255555555555564	2.0443888888888888	3.7533333333333334	2	3.5984444444444441	2.7944444444444443	2.7944444444444443	3.892722222222222	2.1166666666666667	2.0177222222222229	1.5094444444444444	1.7111111111111115	3.3746666666666663	2.9434999999999998	1.8927222222222222	1.916611111111111	1.3333333333333335	3.5808888888888881	3.6285555555555562	2.0457222222222229	1.8892222222222219	2.9405555555555556	2.8055555555555554	1.7511111111111113	1.7011111111111112	1.9933888888888887	1.8211111111111111	3.9349999999999992	2.3833333333333337	2.4277777777777785	2.5822222222222222	1.8055555555555558	2.1055555555555556	2.25	2.3777777777777787	2.7144444444444438	3.4310555555555551	1.7333333333333336	2.7444444444444445	2.6055555555555556	2.5333333333333332	2.1222222222222222	2.6944444444444442	2.0222222222222221	2.1222222222222222	3.1555555555555559	1.877777777777778	2.98	2.5111111111111111	1.3166666666666667	2.5397222222222222	3.1277777777777791	2.3827777777777785	2.1111111111111112	2.2722222222222221	2.8639444444444444	2.3777777777777787	2.0016666666666665	2.2888888888888888	1.9111111111111112	2.166666666666667	3.0888888888888881	2.9122222222222223	2.9494444444444441	3.8316111111111102	2.7806111111111114	3.3591666666666669	3.1414444444444447	3.1304444444444441	2.6222222222222222	2.9139999999999997	2.6722222222222225	2.6222222222222222	3.3277777777777784	2.5111111111111111	3.2345555555555556	2.4935	3.1927777777777786	3.605833333333333	2.9078888888888881	3.3558333333333326	3.0837222222222231	3.0238333333333332	2.5597222222222222	2.3744444444444439	3.3602777777777786	2.9333333333333336	3.1705555555555556	3.2222222222222228	2.0222222222222221	2.7888888888888888	1.1666666666666665	3.7388888888888885	1.7777777777777779	2.4722222222222223	2.6	2.1561111111111111	3.2666666666666666	2.333333333333333	2.2000000000000002	2.0722222222222224	3.0555555555555554	3.2333333333333338	3.55	2.0166666666666662	2.3833333333333342	1.3666666666666667	2.833333333333333	2.5417222222222224	1.8722222222222222	1.9888888888888889	1.5444444444444441	1.3333333333333335	3.0055555555555555	2.1333333333333337	2.6843333333333339	1.5944444444444446	2.1777777777777785	2.9222222222222225	1.6944444444444444	1.8944444444444444	2.0222222222222221	1.9611111111111112	1.6444444444444444	2.2666666666666666	2.3348333333333327	2.5944444444444437	2.3611111111111112	3.4722222222222223	1.6388888888888891	1.3888888888888891	4	1.7837222222222224	2.5494444444444442	3.3833333333333337	2.4777777777777787	3.5833333333333335	3.3833333333333337	3.5434444444444448	2.6722222222222225	3.3888888888888884	3.8749999999999996	1.9666666666666668	2.3344444444444439	2.7656111111111112	2.759611111111111	3.3516666666666661	2.8720555555555554	3.2743333333333342	2.4722222222222223	1.5622777777777779	3.1368888888888882	3.4308888888888882	3.1	2.6333333333333337	2.4166666666666665	3.0640000000000001	2.7961666666666671	2.9447222222222229	2.5944444444444437	3.1804444444444444	3.25	2.5444444444444443	3.0111111111111111	2.4535555555555555	3.0072222222222229	1.7277777777777781	3.3266666666666667	2.329277777777778	3.1055555555555556	2.333333333333333	2.4577222222222228	2.1944444444444442	1.7777777777777779	1.3875	2.7444444444444445	2.9089444444444448	3.3055555555555554	1.471111111111111	2.8688888888888884	1.9333333333333329	3.5872222222222225	3.7494444444444444	3.0111111111111111	1.9388888888888889	1.9888888888888889	2.0333333333333332	1.9222222222222221	2.3666666666666667	2.8	2.784388888888889	1.6944444444444444	1.8205555555555557	2.3796111111111107	1.8	1.1666666666666665	1.5751111111111111	2.5459444444444443	3.1611111111111119	3.2222222222222228	2.75	3.0863888888888886	2.5777777777777784	1.95	1.7777777777777779	1.9055555555555554	3.2166666666666668	2.7833333333333337	3.2111111111111112	3.2111111111111112	2.833333333333333	2.4869444444444437	4	2.7833333333333337	1.8944444444444444	3.7960555555555557	2.9668888888888882	3.3722222222222218	3.2722222222222221	3.1055555555555556	1.4544444444444442	2.9499999999999997	1.8	2.6950000000000003	3.05	2.0055555555555555	3.4454444444444436	3.2055555555555562	3.0166666666666662	3.7333333333333338	2.2611111111111115	4	3.3129999999999997	3.3777777777777787	2.5605000000000002	3.7444444444444445	3.2166666666666668	3.1611111111111119	3.0502222222222222	2.7833333333333337	2.7333333333333338	3.5627777777777787	3.7841111111111116	3.0666666666666664	3.6944444444444442	1.5677777777777777	3.2439444444444452	3.3277777777777784	1.7333333333333336	3.7060555555555554	2.683333333333334	1.9166666666666665	1.8722222222222222	2	2.605	3.3777777777777787	2.833333333333333	2.9502222222222221	2.8961111111111109	2.5206666666666666	2.9131666666666671	3.2166666666666668	2.7611111111111115	3.1111111111111112	3.4222222222222225	3.5	3.4722222222222223	3.8542222222222229	3.2444444444444445	2.9499999999999997	3.2666666666666666	1.5033333333333334	3.3328333333333329	1.6483333333333337	3.316666666666666	3.316666666666666	3.0841666666666669	2.3222222222222224	3.3222222222222224	2.3111111111111109	2.2722222222222221	1.7555555555555558	1.5444444444444441	1.5555555555555558	3.494444444444444	3.4388888888888882	3.4388888888888882	3.4722222222222223	3.3277777777777784	3.1335555555555556	2.9730555555555558	2.3222222222222224	3.0222222222222221	2.9388888888888882	3.7388888888888885	2.0111111111111111	2.1638888888888888	1.8666666666666667	1.9611111111111112	3.3749999999999996	2.6555555555555559	2.2166666666666668	2.2555555555555555	1.4333333333333331	3.6277777777777791	3.0749999999999997	3.6656111111111112	2.3499999999999996	3.3597222222222225	2.8	2.6448888888888882	3.8388888888888877	2.612222222222222	2.9472222222222229	3.333333333333333	2.7944444444444443	2.3722222222222218	1.6	2.6333333333333337	3.6777777777777785	3.8569999999999993	3.5388888888888883	3.9562222222222223	2.9	3.0022222222222226	2.8388888888888877	2.5777777777777784	3.748333333333334	2.5627777777777787	2.2555555555555555	1.8888888888888891	1.9769444444444444	2.7444444444444445	2.0416666666666665	2.1055555555555556	2.7722222222222221	2.7888888888888888	2.1277777777777791	2.027777777777779	3.3116666666666661	3.527777777777779	3.3708888888888882	2.2830555555555558	2.7555555555555555	3.5388888888888883	4	3.1277777777777791	2.9653888888888882	2.7077777777777792	1.7333333333333336	3.316666666666666	2.4344999999999994	2.5444444444444443	1.9111111111111112	3.4472222222222224	2.2722777777777781	3.1055555555555556	2.8773333333333335	1.5833333333333335	3.5661111111111112	3.5249999999999999	1.9277777777777776	1.5	3.0055555555555555	3.3222222222222224	3.3722222222222218	2.2333333333333338	3.4737777777777787	2.6944444444444442	2.1461111111111113	2.1477777777777791	3.1111111111111112	2.9499999999999997	3.3277777777777784	3.2427222222222229	3.1722222222222225	2.5853333333333337	3.2531666666666674	2.9766666666666661	2.8499999999999996	3.8067222222222226	2.278833333333333	2.1333333333333337	3.0603888888888893	3.3809444444444443	3.166666666666667	3.0097222222222229	2.6611111111111119	1.3666666666666667	2.5666666666666664	3.1475555555555563	1.3277777777777779	2.6277777777777791	3.2277777777777792	2.6166666666666667	3.2277777777777792	2.8388888888888877	1.6055555555555558	1.5444444444444441	3.2166666666666668	3.4503333333333335	2.9166666666666665	3.6333333333333337	2.5166666666666662	1.6888888888888891	1.8888888888888891	3.9499999999999997	2.4777777777777787	1.6888888888888891	3.1111111111111112	2.906222222222222	3.6388888888888884	2.9380555555555552	2.5185555555555559	2.218	1.6888888888888891	3.3833333333333337	3.1042777777777788	3.316666666666666	3.1909444444444448	1.9888888888888889	3.0777777777777784	1.8916666666666666	3.8944444444444439	3.1777777777777785	2.7410000000000001	3.5888888888888881	3.4277777777777785	3.7888888888888888	3.9	3.3777777777777787	3.2053333333333338	3.1161111111111115	3.6161111111111111	2.5927222222222222	3.0722222222222224	2.9559999999999995	2.0666666666666669	3.2656666666666672	3.3901111111111111	2.816666666666666	3.0666666666666664	3.6888888888888887	2.766	3.3216111111111113	3.1174444444444447	3.3317777777777779	2.9166666666666665	2.3666666666666667	1.7111111111111115	2.2388888888888885	2.4833333333333338	2.2833333333333337	2.1888888888888887	3.6277777777777787	1.7388888888888892	2.0777777777777784	2.1944444444444442	3.1955555555555555	2.527777777777779	2.527777777777779	2.7922222222222226	2.7771111111111115	1.8888888888888891	2.9111111111111114	1.9444444444444442	3.0666666666666664	0.69366666666666665	3.8164999999999996	2.6277777777777791	3.2222222222222228	2.7	2.0888888888888881	2.5722222222222224	2.5722222222222224	3.2388888888888885	3.2055555555555562	2.1111111111111112	3.6333333333333337	3.4333333333333336	3.1222222222222222	4.0127777777777771	3.3222222222222224	3.5027777777777787	3.6119444444444442	3.7254999999999998	3.2638333333333338	1.9111111111111112	2.3944444444444439	3.2722222222222221	3.2111111111111112	3.3524999999999996	2.6701111111111113	2.5166666666666662	3.4166666666666665	3.7852222222222234	3.5888888888888881	2.8904444444444439	2.5922222222222224	3.0777777777777784	3.4611111111111112	2.6111111111111112	1.9666666666666668	1.9222222222222221	2.7	2.4027777777777786	2.2244444444444444	2.2000000000000002	1.8555555555555558	2.4972777777777786	2.6	2.333333333333333	2.4577222222222228	2.1944444444444442	1.7777777777777779	1.3875	2.7444444444444445	3.0507222222222228	3.3055555555555554	1.4783333333333335	2.6361111111111111	1.9333333333333329	3.4222222222222225	3.752444444444444	3.0111111111111111	1.9388888888888889	1.9888888888888889	2.0333333333333332	1.9222222222222221	1.8166666666666669	2.8	2.784388888888889	1.6944444444444444	1.8205555555555557	2.3638888888888885	1.8	1.2166666666666668	1.6386111111111112	2.5459444444444443	3.1611111111111119	3.2222222222222228	2.75	3.1927222222222222	2.5777777777777784	1.95	1.7777777777777779	1.9055555555555554	1.9666666666666668	2.0444444444444443	2.3777777777777787	2.0597222222222222	2.3833333333333337	3.9	3.4833333333333338	3.6	1.6611111111111112	3.0333333333333332	1.3722222222222222	3.0666666666666664	2.9166666666666665	2.853277777777778	2.9055555555555559	3.2166666666666668	3.1166666666666667	3.2166666666666668	2.9	2.166666666666667	3.0340000000000003	1.1611111111111114	1.4888888888888889	2.8211111111111111	3.0888888888888881	2.2055555555555562	1.4888888888888889	2.65	3.1350555555555557	3.8257222222222218	3.442166666666667	2.1388888888888884	1.9222222222222221	2.9055555555555559	3.3343333333333334	2.9311666666666669	3.3847777777777788	2.0691666666666673	3.471111111111111	2.3944444444444439	1.7388888888888892	2.4333333333333336	1.8222222222222224	2.0222222222222221	2.9633333333333338	2.6055555555555556	4	3.3076111111111111	4	2.2935555555555558	2.1888888888888887	2.3055555555555554	3.1222222222222222	3.4983333333333331	3.3777777777777787	2.4222222222222225	3.4277777777777785	3.6793333333333331	2.9906666666666668	2.0577777777777788	3.2250555555555565	3.2111111111111112	2.9482222222222227	2.6944444444444442	3.1585555555555556	3.3666666666666667	3.5027222222222227	3.4111111111111114	2.2222222222222228	2.8666666666666667	3.318111111111111	2.683333333333334	3.0722222222222224	3.6366111111111108	2.2277777777777792	2.2555555555555555	1.588888888888889	2.7173333333333338	3.0166666666666662	2.7111111111111112	3.281166666666667	1.2777777777777777	2.027777777777779	2.4499999999999997	2.8444444444444437	2.6888888888888887	2.5555555555555554	2.8055555555555554	1.9277777777777776	1.6055555555555558	2.7	2.579444444444444	2.3499999999999996	2.6944444444444442	3.8944444444444439	2.8861111111111111	1.7611111111111113	2.1961111111111111	2.5549999999999997	2.6944444444444442	2.8222222222222224	2.5555555555555554	1.6	2.027777777777779	1.7000000000000002	2.4444444444444442	2.0333333333333332	3.0944444444444437	2.2888888888888888	2.494444444444444	2.494444444444444	2.0333333333333332	2.3666666666666667	1.9166666666666665	2.5444444444444443	2.8555555555555552	2.0611111111111113	2.4	2.9211111111111112	2.6611111111111119	2.277777777777779	2.1888888888888887	2.1722222222222225	2.333333333333333	3.0722222222222224	2.0444444444444443	1.9888888888888889	2.0555555555555554	1.9888888888888889	1.9888888888888889	1.9149999999999998	1.85	2.2999999999999998	2.4	3.3777777777777787	2.027777777777779	2.833333333333333	2.8749999999999991	2.4166666666666665	2.375	2.833333333333333	2.7862500000000003	2.4583333333333335	2.9999999999999991	2.25	2.2500000000000004	2.4166666666666661	2.5833333333333339	2.1666666666666665	2	3.4166666666666661	2.9999999999999991	3.2041666666666671	2.7500000000000004	2.5833333333333339	3.0416666666666665	2.75	2.7083333333333339	2.2583333333333333	2.4583333333333335	3.260416666666667	3.041666666666667	2.6250000000000004	2.7916666666666665	2.5949999999999998	3.125	2.9999999999999991	2.7083333333333339	2.9166666666666665	2.625	2.833333333333333	2.791666666666667	2.4583333333333335	3.1666666666666665	2.166666666666667	2.4166666666666661	3.0833333333333339	3.125	2.8749999999999996	2.6249999999999996	3.5	2.291666666666667	2.541666666666667	3.1666666666666661	2.5416666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.4166666666666661	2.8333333333333335	2.6666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	3.0000000000000004	2.3749999999999996	3.0416666666666665	2.4583333333333335	2.5833333333333339	2.3333333333333335	3.0416666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.3333333333333335	2.791666666666667	2.7083333333333339	2.1666666666666665	2.791666666666667	2.2037499999999999	2.75	2.2708333333333335	2.2916666666666665	3.4049999999999998	2.9308333333333327	3.4216666666666669	3.3749999999999991	3.2916666666666665	2.3333333333333335	2.4583333333333335	2.75	2.4095833333333334	3.7916666666666661	2.4583333333333335	2.9999999999999991	2.8220833333333331	2.7083333333333339	2.4583333333333335	2.9583333333333335	1.9654166666666666	3.3749999999999996	2.8749999999999996	2.5833333333333335	3.0000000000000004	2.458333333333333	2.25	1.8333333333333335	3.0833333333333339	2.541666666666667	2.0833333333333339	2.625	2.9583333333333335	3	3.0416666666666665	2.6250000000000004	3.291666666666667	2.5	2.0833333333333339	3	2.8749999999999996	2.833333333333333	1.7083333333333335	3	2.625	2.7083333333333339	2.4166666666666665	1.9999999999999996	2.6666666666666665	3	2.875	2.625	1.9166666666666665	3.0416666666666665	2.9166666666666665	1.5416666666666665	2.541666666666667	2.666666666666667	2.458333333333333	2.3749999999999996	2.333333333333333	2.625	2.9583333333333335	2	2.3749999999999996	2.0833333333333339	1.8749999999999998	4	2.75	2.458333333333333	3.125	3.2500000000000004	3.5833333333333339	3.125	3.125	3.1249999999999996	2.9166666666666661	3.458333333333333	1.7500000000000002	2.625	3.2624999999999997	3.3049999999999997	2.7916666666666665	3.1591666666666671	2.4304166666666664	2.7083333333333339	2.125	2.8333333333333335	2.5712499999999996	3.399166666666666	3.1666666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.9166666666666661	2.9695833333333335	3.7083333333333339	2.666666666666667	2.7499999999999996	3.3883333333333332	2.7083333333333339	3.1666666666666665	2.8333333333333335	3.5833333333333339	2.5833333333333339	3.0041666666666678	2.125	2.891249999999999	2.5	2.0916666666666668	2.3749999999999996	2.9166666666666665	2.4583333333333335	1.8333333333333333	2.9545833333333333	1.9583333333333333	1.8512499999999998	3.291666666666667	2.0191666666666666	1.7083333333333335	1.8333333333333333	1.9166666666666663	1.25	1.25	2.5	2.541666666666667	2.375	2.1666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.375	1.9816666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.4166666666666665	1.4583333333333335	2.6683333333333339	2.0833333333333335	2.2083333333333339	1.7916666666666667	1.8333333333333335	1.1266666666666667	2.7520833333333337	2.5833333333333335	2.4166666666666665	2.7212499999999991	1.25	2.9583333333333335	3.125	2.8749999999999996	2.5	2.2916666666666665	4	2.7083333333333339	2.458333333333333	3.0258333333333334	2.9583333333333335	2.25	3.2500000000000004	3.4583333333333335	2.7637500000000008	3.2916666666666665	3.0833333333333335	3.0791666666666666	2.9166666666666661	3.0833333333333339	3.125	3.0416666666666665	3.291666666666667	3.7083333333333339	2.3749999999999996	3.9166666666666661	3.416666666666667	3.333333333333333	3.2083333333333335	2.8333333333333335	3.6666666666666665	3.7083333333333339	3.4937499999999995	3.125	3.125	3.2499999999999996	3.9166666666666661	2.8749999999999996	3.5633333333333335	2.6116666666666668	3.291666666666667	3.23875	2.1666666666666665	3.5833333333333339	3.4166666666666665	2.1666666666666665	1.5416666666666663	3.0416666666666665	3.0833333333333339	2.8749999999999996	3.1666666666666665	3.5858333333333334	3.041666666666667	3.1666666666666665	2.7937500000000002	3.4166666666666661	2.5416666666666665	3.5	3.8749999999999996	3.4166666666666661	3.0000000000000004	3.7083333333333335	3.5	2.6633333333333336	2.7312499999999997	2.0658333333333334	2.75	2.291666666666667	3.2916666666666665	3.2916666666666665	2.8891666666666671	2.333333333333333	3.833333333333333	2.6	2.041666666666667	2.4166666666666661	2.2916666666666665	1.9583333333333333	2.8333333333333339	3.1475000000000009	2.625	2.8333333333333335	3.1666666666666665	2.833333333333333	2.3749999999999996	2.291666666666667	2.5700000000000003	2.7916666666666665	2.75	2.166666666666667	2.2916666666666665	2	2.125	2.7091666666666669	2.958333333333333	2.2733333333333339	1.5833333333333335	2.3749999999999996	3.75	3.333333333333333	3.6666666666666665	2.2916666666666665	3.2083333333333335	2.666666666666667	3.125	3.25	2.6970833333333331	2.6266666666666669	2.3470833333333339	3.2916666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.3749999999999991	2.7916666666666665	3.0833333333333339	2.8841666666666672	3.0833333333333339	2.5416666666666665	3.2787500000000005	3.0737500000000004	3.2770833333333336	3.2916666666666674	3.791666666666667	2.666666666666667	2.625	2.4291666666666667	2.1820833333333334	2.2529166666666671	2.5416666666666665	2.2083333333333335	3.2083333333333335	2.75	2.6666666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.791666666666667	2.6249999999999996	2.2083333333333339	2.333333333333333	3.25	2.8749999999999996	4	2.5129166666666669	2.458333333333333	2.4166666666666661	2.1666666666666665	2.8749999999999991	1.875	2.1666666666666665	2.2083333333333339	3.166666666666667	2.0833333333333339	3.2083333333333335	3.2083333333333335	1.3749999999999998	2.6249999999999996	2.7866666666666666	2.625	1.5416666666666665	2.791666666666667	3.25	3.2916666666666665	2.0833333333333339	3.1250000000000004	3.3600000000000003	2.8333333333333335	2.7916666666666665	2.7083333333333335	3.75	3.7083333333333339	3.666666666666667	3.7083333333333339	2.958333333333333	2.791666666666667	3.4166666666666661	3.0833333333333344	3.791666666666667	3.2245833333333338	3.367083333333333	2.6666666666666665	3.88	2.25	3.1666666666666665	2.8333333333333335	2.7916666666666665	2.4166666666666661	2.4583333333333335	1.1666666666666667	2.1666666666666665	3.8749999999999996	2.7500000000000004	3.9166666666666665	2.125	2.5833333333333339	2.0833333333333335	2.5666666666666664	3.125	2.68	2.791666666666667	2.7083333333333335	2	2	3.625	3.0833333333333339	2	2.6666666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.5000000000000004	2.7083333333333339	3.4583333333333335	2.5849999999999995	3.7083333333333339	3.0833333333333339	2.4583333333333335	3.5833333333333335	2.6666666666666665	2.25	3.1666666666666665	2.5	3.5000000000000004	2.8620833333333326	1.7404166666666667	3.42875	3.3074999999999997	2.7933333333333339	3.2104166666666671	3.3308333333333331	2.4116666666666662	3.3120833333333324	3.0879166666666671	2.7991666666666668	2.931249999999999	2.5816666666666666	2.2475000000000005	3.0462499999999997	3.4179166666666672	2.637083333333333	3.8191666666666668	3.8362499999999988	2.355833333333333	3.2095833333333341	3.3312499999999998	3.3841666666666672	2.75	2.958333333333333	2.9166666666666661	2.75	3.0404166666666672	2.5833333333333335	2.625	4	3.125	2.5833333333333335	2.4583333333333335	1.2083333333333333	2.541666666666667	2.541666666666667	2.6666666666666665	2.25	2.5	3.3749999999999996	2.5833333333333339	2.125	0.98958333333333326	2.625	2.25	2.7916666666666665	2.5	2.25	3.3333333333333335	3.25	3.25	3.2500000000000004	2.7716666666666665	3.25	3.3333333333333335	3.5	2.75	2.9166666666666661	1.9583333333333333	2.2083333333333339	3.875	2.8195833333333331	1.6666666666666667	2.4166666666666665	2.7083333333333339	3.2083333333333335	2.125	1.9583333333333333	3	2.9166666666666661	2.75	3.3333333333333335	2.625	2.791666666666667	2.0416666666666665	3.2324999999999995	3.0416666666666665	2.4733333333333332	2.2533333333333339	3	3.7683333333333335	3.291666666666667	3.0833333333333335	3.041666666666667	2.125	2.9041666666666668	2.5	2.0916666666666668	2.3749999999999996	2.9166666666666665	2.4583333333333335	1.8333333333333333	3.0033333333333334	1.8749999999999998	1.8529166666666665	3.291666666666667	2.0191666666666666	1.7083333333333335	1.875	1.9583333333333333	1.25	1.25	2.5	2.541666666666667	2.375	2.1666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.375	1.9816666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.4166666666666665	1.4583333333333335	2.6708333333333334	2.0833333333333335	2.2083333333333339	1.7916666666666667	1.8333333333333335	1.1233333333333335	2.7558333333333334	2.5833333333333335	2.4166666666666665	2.7212499999999991	2.5658333333333334	2.5608333333333331	2.5658333333333334	2.5908333333333333	2.585833333333333	3.2529166666666671	3.1054166666666672	2.9133333333333331	2.7033333333333336	3.0566666666666662	2.0804166666666672	2.4608333333333334	2.249166666666667	2.7516666666666665	2.7133333333333338	2.5758333333333332	2.8441666666666672	3.0324999999999993	3.0283333333333342	2.1683333333333339	2.5187499999999994	2.3199999999999994	2.3024999999999993	2.7108333333333334	2.4862499999999996	2.2216666666666671	2.3024999999999993	2.7404166666666669	2.4987499999999998	3.1883333333333339	2.2504166666666667	2.594583333333333	2.123333333333334	2.5833333333333335	2.7499999999999996	2.7083333333333344	2.5570833333333334	2.9162499999999989	2.4166666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.4166666666666661	2.625	2.6666666666666665	2.3333333333333335	3.125	2.625	4	2.7508333333333335	3.1012499999999994	3.125	3.1141666666666672	2.75	2.6666666666666665	2.9166666666666661	2.458333333333333	3.8333333333333335	3.7083333333333339	3.1666666666666665	3.1583333333333332	2	2.7083333333333339	3	2.556249999999999	2.791666666666667	3	2.4166666666666661	2.3679166666666669	2.7500000000000004	2.4916666666666667	3.125	3.0879166666666671	2.958333333333333	2.8749999999999996	3.7083333333333339	2.5	2.0833333333333339	1.4166666666666665	3.041666666666667	2.833333333333333	3.3749999999999996	3.0416666666666665	2.25	2.75	2.8333333333333335	3.4583333333333335	3.3333333333333335	3	2.9166666666666661	2.791666666666667	2.9583333333333335	3.5	2.7083333333333339	2.3749999999999996	2.8749999999999996	3.5416666666666665	3.666666666666667	2.458333333333333	2.5000000000000004	2.4583333333333335	2.5487499999999992	2.7083333333333339	2.7083333333333335	2.5416666666666665	2.791666666666667	2.25	2.4166666666666665	2	2.9166666666666661	3.5833333333333339	2.9166666666666665	3	2.9166666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.75	3.0416666666666665	3.6695833333333336	2.8366666666666664	3.25	3.4166666666666661	2.7916666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.7725	3.3333333333333335	3.25	3.4583333333333335	2.4166666666666661	2.4837500000000001	3.125	2.4166666666666665	2.3749999999999996	2.5	3.0833333333333335	2.833333333333333	2.9583333333333335	2.958333333333333	3.0833333333333339	APDM
Job satisfaction
Figure 14. 
Correlation between Desired participative decision making DPDM and job satisfaction JS
TJS	2.683277777777779	2.7338888888888886	1.6978333333333333	2.3682222222222222	2.6094444444444447	3.0269999999999997	2.5935555555555552	3.1531666666666669	3.3514444444444442	3.3856111111111113	3.3434444444444447	2.9611111111111112	2.9649444444444439	3.4549999999999996	2.6722222222222225	3.1399999999999997	2.9124999999999988	2.4396111111111107	1.8228333333333331	2.7617222222222231	3.4778888888888884	3.6054444444444438	1.6720000000000004	1.8581111111111113	2.4914444444444439	3.3111111111111109	2.7519999999999998	2.2062777777777787	1.8296666666666668	2.7751666666666668	3.3277777777777784	3.4331666666666671	3.4011666666666671	2.6697222222222226	3.2888888888888888	2.1	3.4222222222222225	2.8544444444444443	2.0540555555555557	3.222666666666667	2.5444444444444443	3	3.1111111111111112	3.3277777777777784	3.0777777777777784	3.5944444444444437	3.3072222222222227	2.4777777777777787	2.6566111111111113	3.1877777777777792	3.3822222222222225	2.8944444444444439	2.6611111111111119	2.1340555555555554	3.166666666666667	2.9971111111111113	2.8455555555555554	3.3111111111111109	2.8543333333333334	3.2666666666666666	3.096111111111111	2.5444444444444443	2.7611111111111115	3.8888888888888884	3.3346666666666667	2.9192222222222224	2.7336666666666671	4.0649444444444445	2.5247222222222225	3.4556111111111107	3.278944444444444	3.008666666666667	3.7833333333333337	2.6401111111111115	3.5333333333333332	3.7	2.9	2.6166666666666667	3.0767222222222221	3.0861111111111112	3.3866666666666667	2.9491111111111112	2.2862222222222219	2.0682222222222229	2.0524444444444438	2.0933888888888887	3.8944444444444439	3.2267777777777784	3.4907777777777786	3.4166666666666665	3.2188888888888885	3.2222222222222228	1.1666666666666665	3.4333333333333336	3.0666666666666664	3.7888888888888888	3.2666666666666666	3.6444444444444444	2.6790000000000003	2.1861111111111113	3.3666666666666667	2.5333333333333332	3.4777777777777787	2.8055555555555554	3.5777777777777784	3.2333333333333338	3.9815555555555568	2.7944444444444443	2.7295555555555557	3.6333333333333337	2.9	3.3106666666666666	2.527777777777779	3.7388888888888885	3.6944444444444442	2.9549999999999996	3.4333333333333336	3.5777777777777784	3.3008888888888883	3.3111111111111109	2.0111111111111111	2.8111111111111109	3.2055555555555562	3.3777777777777787	2.6444444444444444	2.3711111111111114	3.0944444444444437	3.5722222222222224	3.4620555555555557	2.9555555555555557	2.9833333333333338	3.2444444444444445	3.5388888888888883	3.1111111111111112	4	3.3648333333333293	2.9461111111111111	3.3833333333333337	3.833333333333333	3.5833333333333335	3.3833333333333337	3.5777777777777784	2.6674444444444445	3.3888888888888884	3.8944444444444439	2.7444444444444445	2.8388333333333331	3.8300555555555547	3.9656111111111105	3.6998333333333338	3.105	3.8116666666666665	3.1444444444444444	2.5455555555555556	2.8111111111111109	3.5488888888888885	2.4997222222222222	3.1	2.9222222222222225	3.5311111111111111	3.4418333333333333	3.419111111111111	3.0199999999999991	3.8377777777777786	3.2686666666666668	3.3277777777777784	3.7944444444444443	2.4915000000000003	3.3296111111111113	3.1611111111111119	3.3301666666666665	2.7862777777777783	2.4333333333333336	2.7052777777777788	2.7885555555555563	3.15	2.8666666666666667	1.9891666666666667	3.833333333333333	3.3887777777777792	3.5381666666666671	3.4692777777777786	3.7532777777777788	4.2797222222222233	2.8336666666666668	3.9311111111111114	3.3113888888888883	2.333333333333333	2.333333333333333	2.3499999999999996	2.7	1.9833333333333336	2.7388888888888885	3.4128333333333329	2.1439444444444442	2.8004444444444441	2.7602222222222226	3.6277777777777791	3.5611111111111113	2.4435555555555557	2.8914444444444443	4	3.833333333333333	3.5222222222222221	3.1016666666666666	3.0555555555555554	3.3222222222222224	3.5888888888888881	3.3666666666666667	3.0596666666666668	3.05	3.8499999999999996	3.4222222222222225	3	3.0066666666666668	4	3.8499999999999996	3.3777777777777787	3.7924444444444436	3.4277777777777785	3.5777777777777784	3.5833333333333335	3.9899999999999993	2.1861111111111113	3.6388888888888884	3.9444444444444442	3.5777777777777784	3.7833333333333337	2.6234999999999999	3.6142222222222218	3.8338888888888882	4	3.9318333333333331	2.8425555555555553	4.0016666666666678	3.5766666666666658	3.7888888888888888	3.0072222222222229	3.7372222222222224	3.3747222222222222	3.1657777777777785	3.4010555555555557	3.6944444444444442	3.7444444444444445	3.683333333333334	3.8543888888888884	3.5888888888888881	3.8444444444444437	3.5644999999999998	3.5505555555555555	3.2753888888888887	3.1444444444444444	3.754	3.6333333333333337	3.3277777777777784	2.0527222222222221	3.8888888888888884	3.0388888888888883	3.4488333333333334	3.7554444444444441	3.0780000000000003	2.8363333333333327	2.8611111111111112	3.230944444444444	3.1055555555555556	3.4888888888888885	3.166666666666667	3.6888888888888887	3.3368333333333324	3.5777777777777784	3.8404444444444441	3.29	3.8499999999999996	3.2666666666666666	3.5216666666666665	3.5291666666666668	3.6733333333333338	3.6944444444444442	4	4.0295000000000005	3.4833333333333338	3.527777777777779	2.2388888888888885	3.5466666666666669	2.8388888888888877	3	3.0055555555555555	3.7944444444444443	3.7388888888888885	3.7388888888888885	3.2111111111111112	3.316666666666666	3.2161111111111111	3.7289999999999996	3.5333333333333332	3.494444444444444	3.2666666666666666	3.7388888888888885	3.9	3.1372222222222228	1.8666666666666667	3.2666666666666666	3.9855555555555564	3.166666666666667	3.8944444444444439	3.7444444444444445	2.6944444444444442	3.6777777777777785	3.6388888888888884	4.0183333333333344	4	3.8388888888888877	3.777777777777779	3.9683333333333337	3.777777777777779	3.665	3.6804999999999999	4	3.5888888888888881	3.277777777777779	1.4722222222222221	3.1	3.5271111111111115	4.0301666666666662	3.6944444444444442	4.0253888888888874	3.2619999999999996	3.3995555555555561	3.3181666666666665	3.4111111111111114	3.7861666666666678	2.5738888888888884	3.833333333333333	2.2388888888888885	2.2807777777777791	2.9972222222222218	3.2726111111111114	3.4333333333333336	2.9388888888888882	3.5388888888888883	3.1372777777777792	3.1376666666666662	3.7672222222222227	3.5806111111111116	3.1738888888888885	2.8833333333333337	3.2555555555555555	3.5922222222222211	4	3.706666666666667	3.0345555555555555	3.4727777777777784	3.9499999999999997	3.3038888888888884	3.2840555555555562	2.6	2.8722222222222218	3.4222222222222225	2.1055555555555556	3.7833333333333337	3.68	2.6488888888888886	2.9855555555555564	3.7816666666666672	3.4577777777777787	3.9444444444444442	3.3572222222222221	3.3222222222222224	3.3722222222222218	2.9394444444444443	3.7942777777777792	3.94	3.1055555555555556	3.4666666666666668	2.833333333333333	3.2666666666666666	3.2722222222222221	3.3222222222222224	3.1166666666666667	3.1893333333333342	3.8509999999999995	3	3.5333333333333332	3.9064999999999994	2.9104444444444435	2.7455555555555557	3.3427777777777785	3.0968888888888881	3.2222222222222228	2.8753333333333333	3.3487222222222228	4	2.5622222222222222	3.3085555555555555	1.7333888888888886	2.4228333333333332	3.8	3.8400000000000003	3.8	2.8388888888888877	3.5444444444444443	2.5166666666666662	3.2166666666666668	3.4199444444444445	2.9722222222222223	3.6888888888888887	2.8936666666666668	3.6388888888888884	3.5333333333333332	3.9499999999999997	3.0611111111111113	3.6388888888888884	3.1164444444444439	2.4132222222222222	3.7888888888888888	3.416888888888888	2.9444444444444442	2.1658888888888881	2.1555555555555559	3.9444444444444442	2.5137222222222229	3.8888888888888884	3.5188888888888883	2.7222222222222228	3.7888888888888888	3.3722222222222218	4	3.2253333333333338	3.085	3.5944444444444437	3.3722222222222218	3.7444444444444445	3.8499999999999996	3.2166666666666668	3.5213333333333336	3.0888888888888881	3.5668888888888883	3.2036111111111114	3.0222222222222221	2.9959999999999996	3.6333333333333337	3.3916111111111107	3.4747777777777786	2.5499999999999998	4	3.8444444444444437	3.6772777777777783	3.6972222222222224	3.6728333333333327	3.4058333333333337	3.6411666666666673	2.9	2.9394444444444443	3.2534999999999998	3.3277777777777784	3.2166666666666668	3.2277777777777792	3.6888888888888887	1.788888888888889	2.7314999999999992	2.7166666666666668	3.2033333333333336	2.9888888888888885	2.9888888888888885	3.0388888888888883	3.2653333333333339	2.8611111111111112	3.3666666666666667	3.2	3.1722222222222225	1	3.6548333333333334	3.4611111111111112	3.4922222222222215	3.4277777777777785	3.2277777777777792	3.6216666666666666	3.6283333333333334	3.71	3.2722222222222221	3.2444444444444445	3.5222222222222221	3.7444444444444445	3.25	4	4	3.9499999999999997	3.9499999999999997	3.2010000000000001	3.954444444444444	3.3	2.994444444444444	3	3.05	3.891833333333333	3.1972222222222224	2.9150555555555546	3.7444444444444445	3.7080555555555552	3.5833333333333335	3.1463888888888887	3.1538888888888885	2.9786666666666668	3.4549999999999996	3.6068888888888884	2.75	2.2944444444444443	2.6444444444444444	2.8033333333333341	2.4238888888888885	2.4222222222222225	3.3177777777777786	2.7915555555555565	3.1055555555555556	2.7052777777777788	2.7885555555555563	3.15	2.8666666666666667	1.9891666666666667	3.833333333333333	3.5742777777777786	3.5391666666666666	3.4366666666666661	4.077055555555555	4.2797222222222233	3.2383888888888888	3.9312777777777783	3.3153888888888883	2.333333333333333	2.333333333333333	2.3499999999999996	2.7	2.0333333333333332	2.7388888888888885	3.4128333333333329	2.1444444444444444	2.8004444444444441	2.6152777777777785	3.6277777777777791	3.5611111111111113	2.4336111111111114	2.8914444444444443	4	3.833333333333333	3.5222222222222221	3.0523888888888884	3.0555555555555554	3.4333333333333336	3.5888888888888881	3.3666666666666667	2.1333333333333337	2.7722222222222221	2.4448333333333334	3.5749444444444443	3.4166666666666665	4	3.9966666666666661	3.4333333333333336	2.4894444444444441	2.2196666666666669	2.9888888888888885	3.3833333333333337	3.05	3.4393333333333334	3.119444444444444	3.3595555555555552	3.1722222222222225	3.1295555555555556	3.1410555555555555	2.8687777777777783	3.120166666666667	4	4	3.0398333333333327	3.6472222222222226	3.4833333333333338	4	3.1	2.5181111111111112	3.7290555555555551	3.3289999999999997	3.3611111111111112	3.9444444444444442	3.7944444444444443	3.2388888888888885	3.2981111111111114	3.5220555555555557	2.5151666666666666	3.3994444444444443	3.1222222222222222	3.3777777777777787	3.4833333333333338	3.3347222222222226	3.75	3.1	3.5944444444444437	4	2.9018888888888879	3.6720555555555552	2.6089444444444441	2.7138888888888886	2.2922777777777781	2.9474444444444443	3.556111111111111	3.4461666666666675	3.5833333333333335	3.4277777777777785	3.939777777777778	3.9147777777777786	2.7495555555555558	3.2318888888888884	3.2096666666666671	3.2571111111111111	2.8611111111111112	3.9517222222222221	3.2905555555555561	3.3972222222222221	3.851722222222222	3.0111111111111111	2.7	2.4462222222222225	2.7833333333333337	4	3.7159999999999997	2.6944444444444442	3.683333333333334	3.8944444444444439	2.7168888888888882	3.9444444444444442	3.4499999999999997	3.0052777777777786	2.9888888888888885	3.3277777777777784	2.2770555555555556	2.9555555555555557	3.166666666666667	2.7611111111111115	3.4388888888888882	2.277777777777779	2.7555555555555555	3.2444444444444445	3.02	3.2111111111111112	3.0444444444444443	3.6878333333333342	3.5749999999999997	2.9055555555555559	2.6286111111111112	3.4122222222222223	2.5888888888888881	3.1722222222222225	2.9611111111111112	3.0333333333333332	2.4722222222222223	3.3222222222222224	3.8388888888888877	2.8666666666666667	3.2611111111111115	2.5944444444444437	3.1166666666666667	3.183333333333334	3.4277777777777785	2.7888888888888888	2.6888888888888887	3.0222222222222221	3.4833333333333338	2.7833333333333337	3.3888888888888884	3.4411111111111112	3.6888888888888887	3.333333333333333	3.0888888888888881	2.4333333333333336	2.9499999999999997	3.0722222222222224	3.1388888888888884	3.0888888888888881	2.494444444444444	2.9333333333333336	3.0888888888888881	2.1861111111111113	2.6	2.666666666666667	2.6	3.4555555555555557	2.8222222222222224	2.833333333333333	2.8749999999999991	2.4166666666666665	2.375	2.833333333333333	2.7862500000000003	2.4583333333333335	2.9999999999999991	2.25	2.2500000000000004	2.4166666666666661	2.5833333333333339	2.1666666666666665	2	3.4166666666666661	2.9999999999999991	3.2041666666666671	2.7500000000000004	2.5833333333333339	3.0416666666666665	2.75	2.7083333333333339	2.2583333333333333	2.4583333333333335	3.260416666666667	3.041666666666667	2.6250000000000004	2.7916666666666665	2.5949999999999998	3.125	2.9999999999999991	2.7083333333333339	2.9166666666666665	2.625	2.833333333333333	2.791666666666667	2.4583333333333335	3.1666666666666665	2.166666666666667	2.4166666666666661	3.0833333333333339	3.125	2.8749999999999996	2.6249999999999996	3.5	2.291666666666667	2.541666666666667	3.1666666666666661	2.5416666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.4166666666666661	2.8333333333333335	2.6666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	3.0000000000000004	2.3749999999999996	3.0416666666666665	2.4583333333333335	2.5833333333333339	2.3333333333333335	3.0416666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.3333333333333335	2.791666666666667	2.7083333333333339	2.1666666666666665	2.791666666666667	2.2037499999999999	2.75	2.2708333333333335	2.2916666666666665	3.4049999999999998	2.9308333333333327	3.4216666666666669	3.3749999999999991	3.2916666666666665	2.3333333333333335	2.4583333333333335	2.75	2.4095833333333334	3.7916666666666661	2.4583333333333335	2.9999999999999991	2.8220833333333331	2.7083333333333339	2.4583333333333335	2.9583333333333335	1.9654166666666668	3.3749999999999996	2.8749999999999996	2.5833333333333335	3.0000000000000004	2.458333333333333	2.25	1.8333333333333335	3.0833333333333339	2.541666666666667	2.0833333333333339	2.625	2.9583333333333335	3	3.0416666666666665	2.6250000000000004	3.291666666666667	2.5	2.0833333333333339	3	2.8749999999999996	2.833333333333333	1.7083333333333333	3	2.625	2.7083333333333339	2.4166666666666665	1.9999999999999998	2.6666666666666665	3	2.875	2.625	1.9166666666666667	3.0416666666666665	2.9166666666666665	1.5416666666666665	2.541666666666667	2.666666666666667	2.458333333333333	2.3749999999999996	2.333333333333333	2.625	2.9583333333333335	2	2.3749999999999996	2.0833333333333339	1.8749999999999998	4	2.75	2.458333333333333	3.125	3.2500000000000004	3.5833333333333339	3.125	3.125	3.1249999999999996	2.9166666666666661	3.458333333333333	1.75	2.625	3.2624999999999997	3.3049999999999997	2.7916666666666665	3.1591666666666671	2.4304166666666664	2.7083333333333339	2.125	2.8333333333333335	2.5712499999999996	3.399166666666666	3.1666666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.9166666666666661	2.9695833333333335	3.7083333333333339	2.666666666666667	2.7499999999999996	3.3883333333333332	2.7083333333333339	3.1666666666666665	2.8333333333333335	3.5833333333333339	2.5833333333333339	3.0041666666666678	2.125	2.891249999999999	2.5	2.0916666666666668	2.3749999999999996	2.9166666666666665	2.4583333333333335	1.8333333333333333	2.9545833333333333	1.9583333333333335	1.8512499999999998	3.291666666666667	2.0191666666666666	1.7083333333333333	1.8333333333333333	1.9166666666666665	1.25	1.25	2.5	2.541666666666667	2.375	2.1666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.375	1.9816666666666667	2.6250000000000004	1.4166666666666665	1.4583333333333335	2.6683333333333339	2.0833333333333335	2.2083333333333339	1.7916666666666665	1.8333333333333335	1.1266666666666667	2.7520833333333337	2.5833333333333335	2.4166666666666665	2.7212499999999991	1.25	2.9583333333333335	3.125	2.8749999999999996	2.5	2.2916666666666665	4	2.7083333333333339	2.458333333333333	3.0258333333333334	2.9583333333333335	2.25	3.2500000000000004	3.4583333333333335	2.7637500000000008	3.2916666666666665	3.0833333333333335	3.0791666666666666	2.9166666666666661	3.0833333333333339	3.125	3.0416666666666665	3.291666666666667	3.7083333333333339	2.3749999999999996	3.9166666666666661	3.416666666666667	3.333333333333333	3.2083333333333335	2.8333333333333335	3.6666666666666665	3.7083333333333339	3.4937499999999995	3.125	3.125	3.2499999999999996	3.9166666666666661	2.8749999999999996	3.5633333333333335	2.6116666666666668	3.291666666666667	3.23875	2.1666666666666665	3.5833333333333339	3.4166666666666665	2.1666666666666665	1.5416666666666663	3.0416666666666665	3.0833333333333339	2.8749999999999996	3.1666666666666665	3.5858333333333334	3.041666666666667	3.1666666666666665	2.7937500000000002	3.4166666666666661	2.5416666666666665	3.5	3.8749999999999996	3.4166666666666661	3.0000000000000004	3.7083333333333335	3.5	2.6633333333333336	2.7312499999999997	2.0658333333333334	2.75	2.291666666666667	3.2916666666666665	3.2916666666666665	2.8891666666666671	2.333333333333333	3.833333333333333	2.6	2.041666666666667	2.4166666666666661	2.2916666666666665	1.9583333333333335	2.8333333333333339	3.1475000000000009	2.625	2.8333333333333335	3.1666666666666665	2.833333333333333	2.3749999999999996	2.291666666666667	2.5700000000000003	2.7916666666666665	2.75	2.166666666666667	2.2916666666666665	2	2.125	2.7091666666666669	2.958333333333333	2.2733333333333339	1.5833333333333335	2.3749999999999996	3.75	3.333333333333333	3.6666666666666665	2.2916666666666665	3.2083333333333335	2.666666666666667	3.125	3.25	2.6970833333333331	2.6266666666666669	2.3470833333333339	3.2916666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.3749999999999991	2.7916666666666665	3.0833333333333339	2.8841666666666672	3.0833333333333339	2.5416666666666665	3.2787500000000005	3.0737500000000004	3.2770833333333336	3.2916666666666674	3.791666666666667	2.666666666666667	2.625	2.4291666666666667	2.1820833333333334	2.2529166666666671	2.5416666666666665	2.2083333333333335	3.2083333333333335	2.75	2.6666666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.791666666666667	2.6249999999999996	2.2083333333333339	2.333333333333333	3.25	2.8749999999999996	4	2.5129166666666669	2.458333333333333	2.4166666666666661	2.1666666666666665	2.8749999999999991	1.875	2.1666666666666665	2.2083333333333339	3.166666666666667	2.0833333333333339	3.2083333333333335	3.2083333333333335	1.3749999999999998	2.6249999999999996	2.7866666666666666	2.625	1.5416666666666665	2.791666666666667	3.25	3.2916666666666665	2.0833333333333339	3.1250000000000004	3.3600000000000003	2.8333333333333335	2.7916666666666665	2.7083333333333335	3.75	3.7083333333333339	3.666666666666667	3.7083333333333339	2.958333333333333	2.791666666666667	3.4166666666666661	3.0833333333333344	3.791666666666667	3.2245833333333338	3.367083333333333	2.6666666666666665	3.88	2.25	3.1666666666666665	2.8333333333333335	2.7916666666666665	2.4166666666666661	2.4583333333333335	1.1666666666666667	2.1666666666666665	3.8749999999999996	2.7500000000000004	3.9166666666666665	2.125	2.5833333333333339	2.0833333333333335	2.5666666666666664	3.125	2.68	2.791666666666667	2.7083333333333335	2	2	3.625	3.0833333333333339	2	2.6666666666666665	2.7083333333333339	2.5000000000000004	2.7083333333333339	3.4583333333333335	2.5849999999999995	3.7083333333333339	3.0833333333333339	2.4583333333333335	3.5833333333333335	2.6666666666666665	2.25	3.1666666666666665	2.5	3.5000000000000004	2.8620833333333326	1.7404166666666665	3.42875	3.3074999999999997	2.7933333333333339	3.2104166666666671	3.3308333333333331	2.4116666666666662	3.3120833333333324	3.0879166666666671	2.7991666666666668	2.931249999999999	2.5816666666666666	2.2475000000000005	3.0462499999999997	3.4179166666666672	2.637083333333333	3.8191666666666668	3.8362499999999988	2.355833333333333	3.2095833333333341	3.3312499999999998	3.3841666666666672	2.75	2.958333333333333	2.9166666666666661	2.75	3.0404166666666672	2.5833333333333335	2.625	4	3.125	2.5833333333333335	2.4583333333333335	1.2083333333333333	2.541666666666667	2.541666666666667	2.6666666666666665	2.25	2.5	3.3749999999999996	2.5833333333333339	2.125	0.98958333333333326	2.625	2.25	2.7916666666666665	2.5	2.25	3.3333333333333335	3.25	3.25	3.2500000000000004	2.7716666666666665	3.25	3.3333333333333335	3.5	2.75	2.9166666666666661	1.9583333333333335	2.2083333333333339	3.875	2.8195833333333331	1.6666666666666667	2.4166666666666665	2.7083333333333339	3.2083333333333335	2.125	1.9583333333333335	3	2.9166666666666661	2.75	3.3333333333333335	2.625	2.791666666666667	2.0416666666666665	3.2324999999999995	3.0416666666666665	2.4733333333333332	2.2533333333333339	3	3.7683333333333335	3.291666666666667	3.0833333333333335	3.041666666666667	2.125	2.9041666666666668	2.5	2.0916666666666668	2.3749999999999996	2.9166666666666665	2.4583333333333335	1.8333333333333333	3.0033333333333334	1.8749999999999998	1.8529166666666665	3.291666666666667	2.0191666666666666	1.7083333333333333	1.875	1.9583333333333335	1.25	1.25	2.5	2.541666666666667	2.375	2.1666666666666665	2.6250000000000004	1.375	1.9816666666666667	2.6250000000000004	1.4166666666666665	1.4583333333333335	2.6708333333333334	2.0833333333333335	2.2083333333333339	1.7916666666666665	1.8333333333333335	1.1233333333333335	2.7558333333333334	2.5833333333333335	2.4166666666666665	2.7212499999999991	2.5658333333333334	2.5608333333333331	2.5658333333333334	2.5908333333333333	2.585833333333333	3.2529166666666671	3.1054166666666672	2.9133333333333331	2.7033333333333336	3.0566666666666662	2.0804166666666672	2.4608333333333334	2.249166666666667	2.7516666666666665	2.7133333333333338	2.5758333333333332	2.8441666666666672	3.0324999999999993	3.0283333333333342	2.1683333333333339	2.5187499999999994	2.3199999999999994	2.3024999999999993	2.7108333333333334	2.4862499999999996	2.2216666666666671	2.3024999999999993	2.7404166666666669	2.4987499999999998	3.1883333333333339	2.2504166666666667	2.594583333333333	2.123333333333334	2.5833333333333335	2.7499999999999996	2.7083333333333344	2.5570833333333334	2.9162499999999989	2.4166666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.4166666666666661	2.625	2.6666666666666665	2.3333333333333335	3.125	2.625	4	2.7508333333333335	3.1012499999999994	3.125	3.1141666666666672	2.75	2.6666666666666665	2.9166666666666661	2.458333333333333	3.8333333333333335	3.7083333333333339	3.1666666666666665	3.1583333333333332	2	2.7083333333333339	3	2.556249999999999	2.791666666666667	3	2.4166666666666661	2.3679166666666669	2.7500000000000004	2.4916666666666667	3.125	3.0879166666666671	2.958333333333333	2.8749999999999996	3.7083333333333339	2.5	2.0833333333333339	1.4166666666666665	3.041666666666667	2.833333333333333	3.3749999999999996	3.0416666666666665	2.25	2.75	2.8333333333333335	3.4583333333333335	3.3333333333333335	3	2.9166666666666661	2.791666666666667	2.9583333333333335	3.5	2.7083333333333339	2.3749999999999996	2.8749999999999996	3.5416666666666665	3.666666666666667	2.458333333333333	2.5000000000000004	2.4583333333333335	2.5487499999999992	2.7083333333333339	2.7083333333333335	2.5416666666666665	2.791666666666667	2.25	2.4166666666666665	2	2.9166666666666661	3.5833333333333339	2.9166666666666665	3	2.9166666666666665	2.6666666666666665	2.75	3.0416666666666665	3.6695833333333336	2.8366666666666664	3.25	3.4166666666666661	2.7916666666666665	2.8749999999999996	2.7725	3.3333333333333335	3.25	3.4583333333333335	2.4166666666666661	2.4837500000000001	3.125	2.4166666666666665	2.3749999999999996	2.5	3.0833333333333335	2.833333333333333	2.9583333333333335	2.958333333333333	3.0833333333333339	DPDM
Job satisfaction
image2.png
Lia(Xi -~ X)(¥i—Y)

T oL (X - X L -T)




image3.emf

image30.emf

image4.emf

image5.emf

image6.emf

image7.emf

image8.emf

image9.emf

image10.emf

image11.emf

image12.emf

image13.emf

image14.emf

image15.png
‘Samira Al Nuaimi's Call e
e
R ——

[n—

PR

ot e et o o oA
[ — e R—
e o et e b g .

IS o2 o SR e 38 M PP s e




image16.emf

image17.png
tigy

Abu Dhabi Lducation Council
Education First Ligl 0 LciIf

2012/12/6 g

Jaldy) oy Aa g8l L slaall il g g g jda f5alidd)

Cfinls Aagn Jugeudi 1 gula gall

st Culal s o W Culay

£ Gl Ol 28l s (Sl Uity 4l Oialdly il el s il (udaa pos ) 3

«Samira Ahmed Ali Mohammed Al Nuaimi /sl L st J3 il

Ui

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PARTICIPATIVE DECISION "
" MAKING A JOB SATISFACTION IN SCHOOLS

el bl il o paf (Sl Lhae Lusa s Rl daga gty oS 2yl

pSislad e oSl 0y SLS

info@adec.ac.ae: sugfiAl Il Al +avi £ W0 sl +WL S 10 - ciiila o, - subgsl (#1015 Goaii0
P.0.R0x. 2600s. Ahii Dhahi - 11 A F Tel: +0715 A15 000 Fax: 0712 R1E 0AN> Frmail infa@adar ac aa




image18.emf

image1.png
7

grdbagyiacals

ABU DHABI UNIVERSITY




