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EDITOR’S NOTE 
 
 
Happy New Year to all JIRSEA readers and wishing you a prosperous 2012. This is the 
first issue of JIRSEA in 2012. Welcome!  
 
I think it is important to let you know that JIRSEA is not the only ISBN-type publication 
SEAAIR now publishes. Our SEAAIR Conference Proceedings are also available online 
by going to our website: http://seaairweb.info and clicking “Conference Info”. Adhering 
to the generally accepted online publication norms, the Conference Proceedings are also 
accessible and downloadable free of charge.  
 
As a rule we do not publish in JIRSEA our SEAAIR conference papers unless they have 
been re-written to take account of the comments from conference participants. Even then, 
those papers will nevertheless be put through the double-blind review as we do with other 
papers to be published in JIRSEA. 
 
In this and future first issues of a new year, JIRSEA will publish a revised version of the 
SEAAIR Conference Best Paper of the preceding year. It is hoped that its publication 
would encourage more contributions to both the SEAAIR Conference and to JIRSEA. 
 
You may find further information on the SEAAIR Conference and on JIRSEA on our 
website above. 
 
In this issue of JIRSEA we present to you a more eclectic array of papers coming from a 
number of countries in Southeast Asia as well as from the Middle East covering also a 
range of topics from internet addiction to bridging employment. We also decided to 
publish more articles this time around as there are more favourable reviews of articles. 
 
At this juncture I wish to thank all our contributors to this issue and the various 
anonymous reviewers who had given their time ensuring the quality of this journal. 
 
Happy reading! 
 
 
 

Nirwan Idrus 
 
Editor 

http://seaairweb.info/
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Abstract 
 

The present study was carried out to determine the levels of organizational 
health of secondary school as perceived by teachers in Jordan respondents 
using the Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary (OHI-S). The study 
was carried out among 406 teachers who worked in secondary schools in 
Zarqa governorate-Jordan. Their gender, experience, and school size were 
recorded. Association of the OHI-S with these variables was determined 
using appropriate statistical tests (p<0.05). 
The highest mean of dimensions of OHI-S was for Academic Emphasis 
(AE) dimension of organizational health was in high level, and the other 
dimensions (Institutional integrity, Initiating structure, consideration, 
principal influence, resource support, and morale were in moderate levels.  
There were significant differences between male and female teachers; 
female teachers were more perceived school health than male. Teachers 
with medium experience in teaching perceived school health more than 
their colleague with low and high experience, teachers who work in school 
with size less 600 students perceived school health better than teachers in 
600 and more. Training sessions for the teachers, principals, and further 
studies across different educational districts and in different schools in 
Jordan are needed.  

 
 

 
 

mailto:aieman66@hotmail.com
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Introduction: 
 
Organizational Health (OH) is a concept that has been developed to reflect the 
effectiveness of an organization in various environments and how that organization reacts 
to changes in circumstances (Cox & Howarth, 1990). Organizational health is an 
organization's ability to function effectively, cope adequately, change appropriately and 
grow from within (Hill, 2003). A healthy organization needs to ensure some level of 
consistency between its subjective and objective aspects. Thus, organizational health is 
also an indication of the “perceived goodness” of the psychosocial subsystems of an 
organization and their integration and coherence with “organizational reality” (Cox & 
Leiter, 1992). Healthy organizations consist of healthy followers and leaders. 
 
A healthy school is one in which the principals, teachers, and other staff are in harmony, 
and the school meets both its organizational and people needs as it pursues its mission 
(Hoy & Tarter, 1992). The organizational health of high schools is concerned with 
positive interpersonal dynamics between teachers and principals as well as among 
teachers. In addition, the framework considers relationships between the school and 
students, and the school and the community. A healthy school is one where positive 
interpersonal relationships exist and by extension has a positive school climate (Hoy, 
Smith, & Sweetland, 2003). 
 
Properties of organizational health include: goal focus, communication adequacy, optimal 
power equalization, resource utilization, cohesiveness, morale, innovativeness, 
autonomy, adaptation and problem-solving adequacy (Henderson, Buehler, Stein, Dalton, 
Robinson, & Anfara, 2005; Hoy, Tarter and Kottkamp, 1991). School health describes 
the vitality and dynamics of professional interactions of students, teachers and principals 
(Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 1997; Tarter, Sabo & Hoy, 1995; Dayton, 1994). Hoy 
& Feldman (1987) determined seven organizational health factors: institutional integrity, 
collegial leadership, respect, staff affiliation, morale, resource influence and academic 
emphasis.  
 
A healthy school is one in which the technical, managerial, and institutional levels are in 
harmony and the school is meeting its basic needs as it successfully copes with disruptive 
external forces and directs its energies toward its mission. In healthy schools, students, 
teachers, principals, and the communities work together cooperatively and constructively 
(Hoy & Feldman, 1987).  
 
Korkmaz (2007) found that there was a negative relationship between organizational 
health and teachers' exposure to bullying and organizational health could be an indicator 
of bullying experience. Cemaloglu (2007) studied the effects of leadership styles on 
organizational health and found that transformational leadership had a profound impact 
on teachers' job satisfaction. The transformational leadership of the principal directly and 
indirectly affects the school’s health through the teachers' job satisfaction. Bevans, 
Bradshaw, Miech, & Leaf (2007) found that both school and staff level characteristics are 
important predictors of organizational health.  
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Also, there is a strong and positive correlation between organizational health and student 
achievement (Henderson et al., 2005; Roney, Coleman, & Schlichting, 2007). Research 
in Tennessee middle high schools showed that dimensions of organizational health such 
as teacher affiliation, academic emphasis and resource support contribute significantly to 
improved academic performance of students (Henderson et al., 2005). Licata & Harper 
(2001) suggested that academic emphasis and institutional integrity were typical 
characteristics of good organizational health.  Hoy & Tarter (1992) state that a healthy 
organizational climate is crucial for a good school. It should logically follow that a school 
with a healthy climate could implement a reform more effectively than a school with a 
relatively poor climate.  
 
Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie (1997) supported that in general, school health refers to 
the quality and consistency of interpersonal interactions within the school community 
that influence children's cognitive, social and psychological development. These 
interactions include those among staff, between staff and students, among students, and 
between home and school. Vail (2005) identified "ten ways to make your schools great 
places to work and learn."  Most of Vail's suggestions centred on the interactions of 
people in the organization but also referenced quality of the facilities and role of the 
principal. Indicators of a healthy schools include the degree of respect, trust, opportunity 
for input, cohesiveness, caring, high morale, and school renewal present in the building 
(Howard, Howell, & Brainard, 1987). 
 
Sommers (1997) identified school size as a variable that impacts school health, smaller 
schools tend to have a greater proclivity for what we will call "ambiance for learning."  In 
a study done by Monk & Haller (1986) found that the small schools in their sample had 
few of the "corrosive disciplinary problems" prevalent in many large schools. Sweeney 
(1992) found that size of school, community type, and level of attendance make a 
difference. In general, as the size of the school increases, its health becomes less positive. 
Apparently, a larger building and more students create more challenges. It should be 
noted that though smaller schools are predisposed to have a more positive health, there 
are examples of small schools with negative climates. A small, poorly run school has as 
much chance as a large school to possess unhealthy conditions (Sommers, 1997). It 
would seem that small schools tend to have more positive health because it is easier to 
forge positive relationships within the building (Hollenbeck 1988, Kezar 2006, Lewis & 
Sugai 1999, and Sommers 1987). 
 
Trust among the teachers and principals leads to cooperation and the accomplishment of 
common goals. If we define trust as 'one party's willingness to be vulnerable to another 
party based on the confidence that the latter party is (a) benevolent, (b) reliable, (c) 
competent, (d) honest, and (e) open (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999) its importance as a 
factor in school climate is easily discerned. 
 
Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty (2005) also found a significant relationship between 
principal leadership and school health. Also, researchers as (Deal & Peterson, 1990; 
Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2004) suggest that the presence or absence of a strong 
educational leader, the health of the school, and attitudes of the teaching staff can directly 
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influence student achievement. Rafferty (2003) states that there exists: a positive 
correlation between principal personality and leadership style and the overall openness or 
"closedness" of school health. That is, healthy schools tended to have confident, cheerful, 
sociable, and resourceful principals, while principals in unhealthy schools tended to be 
evasive, traditional, worried, and frustrated. Barsade, there is empirical evidence that a 
leader's positive mood impacts employee performance (George, 1995). Conger (1998) 
found that a leader's ability to connect emotionally was essential. Gardner (1995) believes 
that a leader must appeal at least as strongly to listeners' emotions as to their calculations. 
 
Halawah (2005) conducted a study examining principal communication skills and school 
health. The findings suggest that the principals whose staff members perceive them to be 
effective communicators have schools with more positive health. Buffie (1989) found 
similar results where "principals who have knowledge and understanding of effective 
communication strategies" tend to lead schools with more positive health. A principal's 
ability to communicate clearly with staff, particularly with respect to student discipline, 
also found a positive correlation with school heath (Duckworth, 1984).  
 
O'Donnell and White (2005) found that school health is determined by the relationships 
between the principal and staff, which impact the relationships between staff and 
students, and staff and each other. Principals, through their interaction with staff, provide 
the backdrop for the emotional health for everyone in the building. When the principal 
has created a positive health where all members of the school society feel valued, the 
quantifiable measures of academic achievement reflect that. 
 
Collaborative principal leadership behaviors have also been found to promote a more 
positive school health. Principals must rely more on consensus and less on formal 
authority. To be successful, principals must be able to forge working relationships with 
many people (Cherniss, 1998). These skills are directly related to building a collaborative 
environment which, in turn, creates healthy organizations. The ability of the principal to 
foster open communication with all stakeholder groups is essential in creating a 
collaborative environment (Halawah, 2005). 
 
Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee (2002) found that the democratic leader had an overall 
positive impact on an organizations health. A leader who uses a democratic style is 
skilled in collaborative techniques. Democratic leaders are true collaborators, working as 
team members rather than top-down leaders. They know how to quell conflict and create 
a sense of harmony repairing rifts within a group. 
 
Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 
 
School principals as leaders implement differing theories of leadership to promote 
positive and healthy schools. Given that, it is important to pay attention to a special 
management group represented by school principals working at public schools because 
they have enormous responsibilities of leading and implementing the initiatives set forth 
by the educational system. These responsibilities require organizational health to be made 
and carried out. Therefore, the primary purpose of this study was conducted within the 
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public educational system in Jordan (Secondary schools) to determine the levels of 
organizational health of school as perceived by teachers in Jordan, which is a limited area 
of inquiry in this region. In more detail, the following research questions guided this 
study due to gender, school size, and experience of participants.  
 
Question One: What are the levels of organizational health of schools as perceived by 

teachers in Jordan? 
 
Question Two: Are there any significant statistical difference in teachers’ perception of 

the organizational health of schools due to their gender, experience, and school 
size? 

 
Significance of the Problem  
 
The results of the present study are important for a number of reasons. First, the 
outcomes of this study may assist the school principals in understanding their own 
leadership style as a step toward creating organizational health among schools. Second, 
considering the fact that teachers are the mediators between students and upper authority 
(e.g., schools principals and community), then schools’ health may have an effect on 
teachers' perceptions of equity and the upper authority perceptions of performance. Third, 
the findings may result in better methods for future creating organizational health process 
of these schools. Fourth, the results of this study will also help fill the gap in the literature 
related to the lack of research on schools organizational health in public schools in a non-
western country. 
 
Methodology 
 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
 
This is a quantitative study conducted through the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI) 
research instrument that assess the levels of organizational health of schools as perceived 
by teachers in schools at Zarqa governorate in Jordan. Using SPSS version 17 for 
Windows, were involved in analysing the data provided by the participants. Each of the 
questions is based on a five-point Likert scale, with a response of strongly disagree being 
given one point and a response of strongly agree given a point of five points. The total 
scores were interpreted as following: it should notice that the researcher used the 
response scale of each item which ranged from 1 to 5 to determine these cut points 
according to the following manner: 1-2.33= low, 2.34-3.67=moderate, 3.68-5.00=high. 
The alpha level was set at .05 a priori.  
 
The Population and Sample of the Study 
 
The population for this study were secondary school teachers who work in Zarqa 
education districts (750 teachers). The teachers in the selected schools were invited to 
participate in the study. Teachers' participation was voluntary, confidential, and 
anonymous. Teachers completed the 44-item OHI. 427 teachers randomly selected 
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participated in this study.  The school survey response rate was 95.5%. There were 179 
male and 227 female teachers; 110 with less than 5 years experience, 140 teachers with 5 
to less than 10 years experience, and 156 teachers with 10 years and more experience; 
regarding the school size there were 189 teachers from in schools with less 600 students, 
and 217 teachers works in schools with 600 and more students. 
 
Instrumentation 
 
The organizational health of school measured using the Organizational Health Inventory 
- Secondary (OHI-S) (Hoy & Tarter, 1997) instrument. The OHI-S provided seven 
subtest scores in the following areas: Institutional Integrity (II), Principal Influence (PI), 
Consideration (C), Initiating Structure (IS), Resource Support (RS), Morale (M), and 
Academic Emphasis (AE). A total score determined by averaging the seven subtests. 
Teachers asked about specific behavior patterns that occur in the school. Responses were 
scored as follows: not occurs (1), rarely occurs (2), sometimes occurs (3), often occurs 
(4), and very frequently occurs (5). Eight items scored in reverse. The reverse scoring 
items were numbers 8, 15, 20, 22, 29, 30, 34, 36, and 39.  The Secondary school 
questionnaire enquires 44-items. Teachers were asked about specific behavior patterns 
that occur in the school.  
 
This instrument was judged to be valid and reliable. Two translators (faculty members) 
bilingual in English and Arabic translated the English version of the OHI-S into Arabic 
(forward translation). These translators were instructed to retain both the form (language) 
and the meaning of the items as close to the original as possible but to give priority to 
meaning equivalence. When the Arabic translation was finalized, the OHI-S was then 
back-translated (from Arabic to English) by two other faculty members, bilingual in 
English and Arabic. The back-translated items were then evaluated by a group of four 
faculties to ensure that the item meanings were equivalent in both the original English 
versions and the back-translated version. If differences in meaning were found between 
items, those items were put through the forward and back-translation process again until 
the faculties were satisfied there was substantial meaning equivalence. The Arabic 
version of the OHI-S was then pilot tested with a group of 15 teachers to collect feedback 
about instrument content and usage. The feedback from the teachers emphasized that the 
instrument has both face and content validity. Split-half was used to estimate the stability 
coefficient for the Arabic instrument through pilot group of 35 teachers chosen randomly 
from the population of the study. These teachers did not participate in the final study. 
Changes recommended by the validation panel and those identified as needed during the 
pilot test were incorporated into the instrument. These changes occurred in the wording 
of few items. Stability coefficients for the instrument were 0.91 for Institutional integrity 
(II), for Initiating structure (IS) was 0.90, for Consideration (C) was 0.90, for Principal 
influence (PI) was 0.93, for Resource support (RS) was 0.91, for Morale (M) was 0.93, 
and for Academic Emphasis (AE) was 0.98. The previous values can be considered 
reasonably satisfactory to achieve the objectives of the current study. 
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Table 1 - Cronbach-Alpha Coefficients of the OHI-S 
 

OHI-S Instrument (Cronbach-
Alpha) 

OHI-S Survey Item  

Institutional integrity (II) .91 1 + 8 + 1 5 + 22 + 29 + 36 + 39 
Initiating structure (IS) .90 4+11 + 18 + 25 + 32 
Consideration (C) .90 3 + 10 + 17 + 24 + 31 
Principal influence (PI) .93 2 + 9+16 + 23 + 30 
Resource support (RS) .91 5 + 12+19 + 26 + 33 
Morale  (M) .93 6 + 13 + 20 + 27 + 34 + 37 + 40 + 42 + 

44 
Academic emphasis 
(AE) 

.98 7 + 14 + 21 + 28 + 35 + 38 + 41+43 

 
Results, Discussion and Recommendation 
 
Results and discussions of the study are addressed by referring to each research question. 
 
Question One: What are the levels of organizational health of school as perceived by 

teachers in Jordan? 
 
The first question guiding this study sought to find the extent to which teachers of the 
Jordanian schools perceived the organizational health of school, as measured by the 
Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary.  
 
Table 2 illustrates these data with moderate levels of practice for all seven categories of 
the Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary. Seven categories comprised the scales 
that measured the Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary; the mean score for 
Institutional integrity (II) was 3.63 (SD, 0.36); the mean score for Initiating structure (IS) 
was 3.57 (SD, 0.23); the mean score for Consideration (C) was 3.39 (SD, 0.21); the mean 
score for Principal influence (PI) was 3.59 (SD, 0.06) ); the mean score for Resource 
support (RS) was 3.66 (SD, 0.25); the mean score for Morale (M) was 3.65 (SD, 0.10); 
and the mean score for Academic emphasis was 4.25 (SD, 0.29). It is clear that for 
significant organizational change to be successfully implemented, the support of school 
teachers and staff must be present. A school teachers and staff open and responsive to 
change exist most often in a positive and healthy school (Bulach and Malone, 1994).  
 

Table 2: Means and SD of dimensions of the Organizational Health Inventory-
Secondary as perceived by teachers 

 
Dimensions of OHI-S N Mean SD 
Institutional integrity (II) 406 3.63 0.36 
Initiating structure (IS) 406 3.57 0.23 
Consideration (C) 406 3.39 0.21 
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Dimensions of OHI-S N Mean SD 
Principal influence (PI) 406 3.59 0.06 
Resource support (RS) 406 3.66 0.25 
Morale  (M) 406 3.65 0.10 
Academic emphasis (AE) 406 4.25 0.29 
OHI-S 406 3.68 0.18 

 
 
Question Two: Are there any significant statistical difference in teachers’ perception of 

the organizational health of schools due to their gender, experience, and school 
size? 

 
A Three-Way MANOVA was used to test the teachers perceived the Organizational 
Health Inventory-Secondary as related to their gender, experience, and school size. The 
MANOVA results in Table 3 show that there is difference in teachers perceived the 
Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary related to their gender, experience, and 
school size. 
 
Table 3: Three-Way Multivariate Tests the teachers perceived the Organizational 
Health Inventory-Secondary as related to their gender, experience, and school size. 

 
Effect Wilks' Lambda 

Value 
F Hypothesis 

df 
Error df Sig. 

Intercept .000 .00006 7.000 388.000 .000* 
Gender .873 8.048 7.000 388.000 .000* 
Experience .606 15.750 14.000 776.000 .000* 
School size .873 8.099 7.000 388.000 .000* 

* <.05 
 
t-tests were used to examine the difference in means between male and female teachers in 
each dimension of OHI Scale. Table 4 show that there were significant differences at the 
0.05 level between male and female teachers in the (Institutional integrity (II), Initiating 
structure (IS), Consideration (C), Resource support (RS), and Academic emphasis (AE)). 
The differences were for female teachers that mean female teachers perceived 
organizational health in their schools better than male teachers did.  
 

Table 4: t-test, mean and SD among teachers in each dimension of OHI scale 
regarding to their gender 

 
Dependent Variables Gender Mean Std. Error t df Sig. 
Institutional integrity (II) male 3.44 .021 -19.121 404 .000 

female 3.65 .019    
Initiating structure (IS) male 3.45 .017 -15.387 404 .000 
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Dependent Variables Gender Mean Std. Error t df Sig. 

female 3.58 .016    
Consideration (C) male 3.28 .013 -18.765 404 .000 

female 3.40 .011    
Principal influence (PI) male 3.59 .007 -1.598 404 .111 

female 3.60 .006    
Resource support (RS) male 3.60 .027 -7.830 404 .000 

female 3.69 .024    
Morale  (M) male 3.65 .012 -1.499 404 .135 

female 3.66 .011    
Academic emphasis (AE) male 4.11 .021 -16.322 404 .000 

female 4.27 .019    

Total male 3.59 .013 -17.179 404 .000 
female 3.69 .012    

 
To assess the effect of Experience on teachers’ perception of the Organizational Health 
Inventory-Secondary.  The omnibus F Test was statistically significant (F=15.750; df = 
14; p<.000). Univariate analysis test was conducted as follow-up test to assess the effect 
of Experience (less 5 years, 5- less 10 years, and 10 years and over) on teachers perceived 
the school health, see Table (5). Table 5 presents ANOVA results which indicate that 
teachers scores (Institutional integrity (II), Initiating structure (IS), Consideration (C), 
and Academic emphasis (AE)) significantly differ for their experience. 
 

Table 5: ANOVA Summary for the teachers perceived the OHI-S Scores due to 
Experience 

 

Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Institutional integrity (II) 6.181 2 3.090 93.966 0.000 
Initiating structure (IS) 2.165 2 1.083 49.673 0.000 
Consideration (C) 2.051 2 1.025 89.859 0.000 
Principal influence (PI) 0.001 2 0.000 0.137 0.872 
Resource support (RS) 0.374 2 0.187 3.579 0.029 
Morale  (M) 0.004 2 0.002 0.197 0.821 
Academic emphasis (AE) 3.767 2 1.883 57.472 0.000 

Total 1.260 2 0.630 53.906 0.000 
 

To assess pairwise differences among the levels of Experience in teaching for teachers, 
the Fischers LSD procedures (p = .00) was performed (Table 6). 
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The results in Table 6 indicate that teachers with experience 5- less 10 years have 
institutional integrity (II) (M=3.92 ) differ significantly from teachers  with less 5 years 
of experience (M= 3.39 ) at p= .00   and 10 and more years of experience (M=3.61) at p 
=.00 . This means that teachers with experience 5 – less 10 years have more Institutional 
integrity (II) than others do.  Teachers with experience 5- less 10 years have Initiating 
structure (IS) (M=3.73) differ significantly from teachers with less 5 years of experience 
(M= 3.37) at p= .00   and 10 and more years of experience (M=3.55) at p =.00   . This 
means that teachers with experience 5 – less 10 years have more Initiating structure (IS) 
than others do. Teachers with experience 5- less 10 years have Consideration (C) 
(M=3.56) differ significantly from teachers with less 5 years of experience (M= 3.20) at 
p= .00   and 10 and more years of experience (M=3.38) at p =.00   . This means that 
teachers with experience 5 – less 10 years have more Consideration (C) than others do. 
Teachers with experience 5- less 10 years have Academic emphasis (AE) (M=3.92) differ 
significantly from teachers with less 5 years of experience (M= 3.49) at p= .00   and 10 
and more years of experience (M=3.71) at p =.00. This means that teachers with 
experience "5 – less 10" years have more Academic emphasis (AE) than others do.  
 

 
Table 6: Fischers LSD multiple comparisons for teachers perceived the school health 

regarding their experience in teaching 
 

Dependent Variable 
(I)  

experience 
(J) 

experience 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 

Institutional integrity (II) less 5 5-less 10 -.624* .0231 .000 

10 and more -.317* .0225 .000 

5-less 10 less 5 .627* .0231 .000 

10 and more .307* .0211 .000 

10 and more less 5 .317* .0225 .000 

5-less 10 -.307* .0211 .000 
Initiating structure (IS) less 5 5-less 10 -.359* .0188 .000 

10 and more -.181* .0183 .000 
5-less 10 less 5 .359* .0188 .000 

10 and more .178* .0171 .000 
10 and more less 5 .181* .0183 .000 

5-less 10 -.178* .0171 .000 
Consideration (C) less 5 5-less 10 -.363* .0136 .000 

10 and more -.185* .0133 .000 
5-less 10 less 5 .363* .0136 .000 

10 and more .178* .0124 .000 
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Dependent Variable 
(I)  

experience 
(J) 

experience 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
10 and more less 5 .185* .0133 .000 

5-less 10 -.178* .0124 .000 
Academic emphasis (AE) less 5 5-less 10 -.485* .0230 .000 

10 and more -.245* .0225 .000 
5-less 10 less 5 .485* .0230 .000 

10 and more .239* .0210 .000 
10 and more less 5 .245* .0225 .000 

5-less 10 -.239* .0210 .000 
Total less 5 5-less 10 -.293* .0137 .000 

10 and more -.157* .0134 .000 
5-less 10 less 5 .293* .0137 .000 

10 and more .135* .0125 .000 
10 and more less 5 .157* .0134 .000 

5-less 10 -.135* .0125 .000 
 

 
Table 7: Means and Standard Deviations for the teachers perceived the school health 

regarding their experience in teaching 
 

Dependent Variable Experience N Mean SD 
Institutional integrity (II) Less 5 years 110 3.39 .167 
 5 – less 10 years 140 3.92 .219 
 10 and more years 156 3.61 .357 
Initiating structure (IS) Less 5 years 110 3.37 .141 
 5 – less 10 years 140 3.73 .161 
 10 and more years 156 3.55 .216 
Consideration (C) Less 5 years 110 3.20 .114 
 5 – less 10 years 140 3.56 .123 
 10 and more years 156 3.38 .200 
Academic emphasis (AE) Less 5 years 110 3.49 .169 
 5 – less 10 years 140 3.92 .174 
 10 and more years 156 3.71 .244 

 
t-tests were used to examine the difference in means between school size (less 600, and 
600 and more) in each dimension of OHI Scale. Table 8 show that there were significant 
differences at the 0.05 level between school size dimensions (less 600, and 600 and more) 
in the (Institutional integrity (II), Initiating structure (IS), Consideration (C), Resource 
support (RS), and Academic emphasis (AE)). The differences were for "600 and more" 
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that mean teachers in schools with 600 and more students perceived organizational health 
in their schools better than teachers who works in schools with less 600 students.  
 

Table 8   t-test, mean and SD among teachers in each dimension of OHI scale 
regarding to school size 

 
 School size N Mean t df Sig. 
Institutional integrity 
(II) 

less 600 189 3.35 -20.508 404 .000 

600+ 217 3.87    
Initiating structure 
(IS) 

less 600 189 3.42 -15.029 404 .000 
600+ 217 3.69    

Consideration (C) less 600 189 3.23 -20.336 404 .000 
600+ 217 3.53    

Principal influence 
(PI) 

less 600 189 3.59 -1.520 404 .129 
600+ 217 3.60    

Resource support (RS) less 600 189 3.57 -7.515 404 .000 

600+ 217 3.74    
Morale  (M) less 600 189 3.65 -1.186 404 .236 

600+ 217 3.66    
Academic emphasis 
(AE) 

less 600 189 4.04 -17.018 404 .000 
600+ 217 4.43    

Total less 600 189 3.55 -17.648 404 .000 

600+ 217 3.79    
 

There are a number of factors found to account for variability school health. Gender plays 
a critical role in creating health schools; the results of study reveals that female teachers 
perceived their schools healthy more than male teachers did.  Teachers with experience 
"5 – less 10" years have more school health perception than other teachers do. Also, a 
school's size makes a difference   (Sommers, 1997; Sweeney, 1992; Monk & Haller; 
1986; Hollenbeck, 1988; Kezar, 2006; Lewis & Sugai, 1999; and Sommers, 1987), 
teachers in schools with "600 and more" students perceived organizational health in their 
schools better than teachers who works in schools with" less 600" students. 
 
Therefore, it is reasonable to state that where there is concern with gender, experiences of 
teaching, and school size, as well as a desire to address this concern with an intervention 
that includes significant organizational change, the existence of a healthy school is 
critical. If healthy school can facilitate and is related to student achievement, it is 
important to understand the factors related to variability in organizational health of 
school. 
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The literature is replete with research examining school climate and related variables. 
Numerous studies link school climate and student achievement directly (Anderson and 
Walberg, 1974; Bossert, 1988; Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee, 1982; Hoy et al., 1991; 
Moos, 1979). There also exists abundant research that supports the premise that change 
or reform occurs most effectively when a healthy climate in an organization is present 
(Bulach and Malone, 1994; Doak, 1970; Takata, 1984; Buffie, 1989; Hall and Hord, 
2001). There is 30 years of research to suggest that school climate is an important 
prerequisite in implementing successful school reform. It probes further inquiry as to 
what factors contribute to variability in climate. 
 
Other recurring factors identified in school health research are the leadership qualities of 
the principal (Howard, Howell, and Brainard, 1987; Sommers, 1997). Principals who 
build relationships, lead instruction, manage and use emotions, and are collaborative, 
trusting, communicative, orderly but not rigid, confident, cheerful, sociable, resourceful, 
and charismatic positively impact organizational health. 
 
As educational organizations continue to explore ways of improvement, measures of the 
health of the organization become a crucial component of this process. The measurement 
of organizational health may provide a cornerstone for restructuring schools for the 
future. 
 
Recommendations for further research: 
 
1.  Replicate this study with a larger sample in order to validate the findings. 
2.  Replicate this study with a more representative sample. In doing so, the 

recommendations would be more generalizable, and thus more useful to 
practitioners. 

3.  Replicate this study with a change in design.  
4.  Conduct a similar study measuring Superintendent Organizational Health.  
5.  Replicate the study using different Organizational Health instruments.  
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Organizational Health Inventory-Secondary (OHI-S) 
Directions: The following are statements about your school. Please indicate the extent to which each 
statement characterizes your school by circling the appropriate response. 
not occurs (1), rarely occurs (2), sometimes occurs (3), often occurs (4), and very 
frequently occurs (5 
 Items      

1 Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and parental demands 1 2 3 4 5 

2 The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

3 The principal is friendly and approachable 1 2 3 4 5 

4 The principal asks that faculty members follow standard rules and regulations 1 2 3 4 5 

5 Extra materials are available if requested 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Teachers do favors for each  other 1 2 3 4 5 

7 Students in this school can achieve the goals that have been set for them 1 2 3 4 5 

8 The school is vulnerable to outside pressures 1 2 3 4 5 

9 The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

10 The principal treats all faculty members as Ms or her equal 1 2 3 4 5 

11 The principal makes his or her attitudes clear to the school 1 2 3 4 5 

12 Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their classrooms 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Teachers in this school like each other 1 2 3 4 5 

14 The school sets high standards for academic performance 1 2 3 4 5 

15 Community demands are accepted even when they are not consistent with the educational 1 2 3 4 5 
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program 
16 The principal is able to work well with the superintendent 1 2 3 4 5 

17 The principal puts suggestions made by the faculty into operation 1 2 3 4 5 

18 The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them 1 2 3 4 5 

19 Teachers .receive necessary classroom supplies 1 2 3 4 5 

20 Teachers are indifferent to each other 1 2 3 4 5 

21 Students respect others who get good grades 1 2 3 4 5 

22 Teachers feel pressure from the community 1 2 3 4 5 

23 The principal's recommendations are given serious consideration by his or her superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

24 The principal is willing to make changes 1 2 3 4 5 

25 Tire principal maintains definite standards of performance 1 2 3 4 5 

26 Supplementary materials are available for classroom use 1 2 3 4 5 

27 Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other 1 2 3 4 5 

28 Students seek extra work so they can get good grades 1 2 3 4 5 

29 Select citizen groups are influential -with the board 1 2 3 4 5 

30 The principal is impeded by superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

31 The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty members 1 2 3 4 5 

32 The principal schedules the work to be done 1 2 3 4 5 

33 Teachers have access to needed instructional material 1 2 3 4 5 

34 Teachers in this school are cool and aloof to each other 1 2 3 4 5 

35 Teachers in this school believe that their students have the ability to achieve academically 1 2 3 4 5 

36 The school is open to the whims of the public 1 2 3 4 5 

37 The morale of teachers is high 1 2 3 4 5 

38 Academic achievement is recognized and acknowledged by the school 1 2 3 4 5 

39 A few vocal parents can change school policy 1 2 3 4 5 

40 There is a feeling of trust and confidence among the staff 1 2 3 4 5 

41 Students try .hard to improve on previous work 1 2 3 4 5 

42 Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm 1 2 3 4 5 

43 The learning environment is orderly and serious 1 2 3 4 5 

44 Teachers identify with the school 1 2 3 4 5 
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