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INTRODUCTION

This thesis is a study iinkiné the discerniﬁie-lgadeb-\
ghip characteristics with type-of.organizational structure
foﬁnd in‘differenﬁ types of 'schools. “

The purpose of this study is to examine the behaviour
of elementary school-prihcipals in‘trgditional and open ‘
schools. The thesis attempts to verify Fiedler's hypothesis
that the behaviour of high and low Legst Preferred Co=-Worker
leaders varies sccording fo the situation in which they find
themselves, It is alsé_an investig;fion'of the brganizational '
engineefing aspect that has been generated by the Continéency
Model and conceptualized by Fiedler as his ides of Leader Mafch.
The thesis proposes the hypothesis that leaders-tend to alter -
the structure of the organizations in speéific ways.-

In the field of educatiop,.ve;y little useful research
has been doﬁé bonﬁE:Ping leadership selec{ion. Prinqipals are
largely appointed on a hit or miss basis. Selectiofis are
usually made_oq t;%.basis of East performance as a teacher,

If\%he variétion in leader behaviour from one situation
to another could be identified, either in general or specifi-
cally for educational situations, the task of selecting and
preparing leaders would be much more clearly charted.

Predictive reliability in this dimension could make leadership

gselection for a particular situation a rationally planned
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‘endeavour, The results of this study, then, could have
.considerable practical valua.
| This paper is arranged in three chapters. dhapier I
deals with theories of leadership, Fiedler's Contingency Model
open and traditional schools, theories cf bureaucracy, measures
of bureaucrsacy, 8 brief summary of the chapter findings,
statement ‘of the problem and resulting hypothesis to be tc;ted.
.\chapter-II is concemed with methodology, thc-i%struments used,
description of the dats, plan of the sfdtiéticél analysis, and
cslculations, Chapter III gives the resultc, a brief summary,
and outlines the conclusions dern from the paper{
- Also included are a liét of references of articles r”‘5

and books used for .background information, appendices, and an

abstract of the report,
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" CHAPTER T ' - ' N\
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter aims at providing the theoretical
background necéésa&y for -the understaﬁding of the present study.
It beg#na with 8 description of theories of'leadership and
examines some of the studies that support ﬁhese theories.

The concept of buregucracj is examined and relevant studies

- of school organizational structures are reviewed, PFiedler's
-Contingency Model of Leadeiship Effectiveness is described
'ahq some of the studies that have applied this model to the -
school situation arefanalyseq. The ﬁqu fér an investigatioﬁ
involving these two dimensions, and‘thg theoretical rationale
of the study as stated in the‘foliowing section are shown. |
. The outline of the problem and the derived hypotheses are

given in the final section of the chapter.
1« Theories of Leadership

‘The'concqpt of leddership has occupied man's ﬁind and
imagiqation:for a long time, Although a great deal of material,
both literary and scholarly; exists, the greater part of such
material ié based in speculation an&‘folk wisdom, Such opinions
‘based on "coﬁmon sense” and folk lore become axiomatic over

'time,_clouding the issue so that the "accepted™ views confound |
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h ‘that would yield reliable and repli-
"

ame more industrialiced, and communi-.

~attempts at rbgl rese
oabie results.\

As our gycie¥y b
cation ‘and trsnsﬁortation improved, thevimpoftance of organi-
-sations increased, Todsy,' one of.theLCQief characteristics

of.our Western culture andﬁpivili:ation is that it is an
\ :

1

organizationalisociéty; It is ususlly assumed that leadership
is neceséa:y in organizatioﬁé. Katz and Kahn (1966, pp. 300=308)
point ‘out that there is an almost universal assumption that
even a small subpart of an organizatidn can operate successfully
only if some person has beer formally désigﬁated a lesder.
The incémplet;ness of organizat?onalldesign, the intemal
' _dynamics of organizations, the organization'sﬂchanging.environ—
mentsl conditions, and the nature qf the human members of the
oréanizatioég make leaderéhip necessary in an organization.
This view is supported by Hall (1972, p. 243).
This interest ip leadership and leadership effectiveness

.in organizations had led, in_comparatively recent times, to
empirical in%esjigations in atfemﬁts to broaden our knowledge
of leaderéhip, leadership effectiveness, and the function of
leaders in oréanizations. . ,

' 4 survey of the 1i terature concerning‘leadership indi-
cates that %arioug approaches Pave been utilized as the theory
of legdérship develoPed; One cf the first major problems was

,iﬁ‘operaéionally defining leadership itself.

-
-
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Hemph111 (1968, p. 5) statee that perhaps the most

&laring 1nconqlstency in the llterature is in the definltlon

of the leaderehlp concebt itself. He cites Gibd as 1dent1fy1ng

eight
1.

ppc 8 (7"'9 203 ’ K

dlfferent perspectlves of the leader.‘ They are:

The leader as the focus for the behav1our of the group.
The leader as an 1nd1v1dual in s glven offlce.

The Jleader in terms of socio=-metric chomce.

The leader as one who exercises 1nfluence over others;.
Leadershlp differentiated from headship.’ . -
The leader in terms of his influence on group syntallty.
The leader as one who engages in leadershlp behav1ours.

Focussed versus. distributed leader§£1p (Glbb, 1954,

-

, From an analy51s of these deflnltlons Hemphlll (1968,

PDe l*—8) has 1dent1f1ea two' 1ntersect1ng spheres of power

]

. phenomena: activated power or 1n£1uence, and accepted power or

authorlty. He redefined leadershlp as that set of power

relatlonshlps whlch 1nc1ude both 1nf1uence and authorlty. -The

leadershlp process’ 15 that set qf behaxrbur changesg whlch

. -
e

resu}t jrom accepted power.-w' L . =

- .

g Bavelas (1959, pp- 491-498) dlstlngulshes between the

e idea of 1gadersh1p as a personal qualdity and. the 1dea of leader—

ship as an- orqenlzatlonal functlon. The first focusees on the

Fl

qualltles and abllltles of 1nd1v1&uals whlle the,eecond leads

ug. to look at the patterns of power and author:ty, and human

au

4
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interactions in orﬁaﬁizations. Early notlons about leadershlp
" dealt almost entlrely Wi th' the pqrsonal qualltles and abilities
‘aspect, the so—called "tralt theory" schooi of thought.

This school of thought is predicated on the belief that
there are people who are endowed with certsin charaCteristics
or tralts that espec1ally fit them for their tasks 8s leaders.
Thls trend of thought leads to searchlng for 1ndlv1duals who
. possess these tralts to utilize their leadership potential.
a Training, acédrding to this view,.is very effectivé in improving._
leadershlp skllls. ~Research based on this view attempts to ‘
. identify these tragts that determine leadership ability, and
‘to refine the way's of measurlng these traits in people. Even
. thqugh extensiqt surveys of* the research literature show little
| pfomisg_for thi ethod, this notion of outstandlng leaders r
@&ssessiﬁg sPecSal traits persistss In 1§18 Stogdill published
. a comprehen31ve survey of the Hterature concern1ng>ieadershlp,
"up to 1947. . He concluded thag.the trait approach to lea&ershlpaﬂ
~as it had been used in ﬁoét s%udies reported, had yielded
negligible, and often contradictory, results. Stogdili Te=
iterated this“conclusion in his 1974 survey. Traits, con=
sideré&fsingly,\hold littlé diagnbstic or predictive significance.
In éombination, traits appear to interact to generate personality
dynamics that can be an advantage in leadership responéibilities.
Studying these personality dynamics however iz not the éame thing

as studjing.traita éingly. In spite of this some researchers

" continued to use the trait approach.
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Lipham's (1960) empirical stﬁdy'comﬁar the personhl

;. characteristics (ss measured by en adjective check list, the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, and a sentence completion .
test) of eighmhfour principals, with their total rank of ,; ;
effectiveness.as seen by the uppef administrators. Effective ‘.
principsls were somewhat highe; on activity d£ive, achievement
drive, mobility drive, socisl-ability, feelifgs of security,
and emotionZl-control thaen less-effective principals. 'Th;
results though were somewhat inconclusives.

Similably Van Fange's (1963} study of teschers and
ﬁrinciﬁals using the Meyers-Briggs Type Indicator to measure
persopality traitg showed principals to be the more homogeneous
group in terms of peréonality structure. Neither of these
studies produced findings definitive enough o Ee useful in
selecting educational leaders. They serve to emphamize
Sanford's contention that "in a specific situation, leaders
do have traits which set them apart from followers, but what
traits set what leaders apart from what followers will vary
from situation to situation"'(Sanfprd, 1952, De 51)e

When leader irsit studies proved to be of limited
ucsefulness, researchers turned to a behavioural approach of
studying leadership.

Halpin probebly typifies this movement best by atating,
"We will é;eatly inerease our understanding of leadership

phenomena if we abandon the notion of leadership as a trait,

and concentrate instead upon an analysis of 'behaviour of
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leaders'" (Halpin, 1969, p. 287). Influencedfby_Lewin's (1935)

woxk dhjthe distinction between a phenotypic (Qisible charac—
teristics) and genotypic (underlying dé{ermining characteristics)
approach to research,'Halpin'workad yith Winer to modify the
original Leadexr Behaviour Descriﬁtion Questionnairé. 7

The original Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaire
as developed by Hemphill and Coons (1970) cqpsistéd of 150
items in nine categories that, under factor analysis, yielded
three dimensions:

1. - maintenance of membership character
2e objecﬁive attainment behaviour
3. group interaction facilitstion behaviour..

Halpin and Winer (1970) modified the Leader Behaviour
Descriptioﬁ Questionnaire in studies of aircraft cbmmanders and
used factor analysis to identify four underlying factors:

1, Consideration | ‘
2, Initiating Structure
5. Production Emphasis

4. SenSitl'Vityo

Two of the factors, Consideration and Initiating Structure,

accounted for eighty-three percent of the total factor variance.

.Attempts'to improve the contribution of the two other factors,

Production Emphasis and Sensitivity, by increasing the number
of items for their measurement were unsuccessful, so subse-

quent efforts were cdncentrated-on déveloping the best possible

"y
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short scales for measuring Consideration and Initiating

Structure. The final adapted instrument was thelteader Behaviour
Description Questionnaire - Form XII (IBDQ) (Halpin”qnd Winér,
1952},
The various adaptions of the IBIQ measuriqg structiture
and consideration have been used in many studies of leadership,
as cited by Stogdill (1974, pp. 72-82).
The questionnaire attempts to meégsure leader behaviour
in a specified situstion, or in a-given enviraenment. As such,
" its predictive value for snother situation is suspect. As
Halpin admit%;, - -
—
The questionnaire measures the leader's behaviour
in s specified situyation — for example, as the
commander of an aiiérew,-or as an administrator in a
public school -but does not purport to measure an
intrinsic capacity for leadership. But whethef
individuasls tend to employ the same sfyle of leader
béhaviours in different situations.is an empiriczl
question that “remains to be answered (Halpin, 1969,
Do 292). '
Korman (1963) reviewed the literature extensively on
"the. relationship 6f Initiating Structure and Consideration.
He examined not only the 1i%erature presented, but wrote as

well to acknowledge leaders in the field for information on

_unpublished and ongoing research. He found a predominange of
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low t'o‘- n£§t_1_qrat9 correlations betﬁeen these dimensidns and other
indic';a’i‘-.e‘xfs"gi""reffec*_biven*ess such as ratings by superiors and |
subopdiﬁates. There was almost no evidence on the predictive
validity of the two dimensions,

Greenfield (1968) attacks the problem by looking at
some of the shoritcomings of the IBDQ. -He says it lacked a
-theory base initially a:d was wide]y used because'~it 'pmvided
a quick, easy descnptlon of the leader behaviour in groupse.
Because it merely descr:x.bes leader behaviour at a snngle point
in time, it is not adequate to describe complex behaviour
processes within an organization. One of the'danger"'s of ﬁsing
a single in‘strument_ ‘as much as the ILBDQ has been us‘ed is that’
it may become legitimize&i and enshrined because of its wide-
spreac’; use and popularity and its limitations overlooked.
Clearly more dynamc statements about leadershlp processes are
neededs Greenﬁeld suggests Homans' approach may be a better
answer, : _ ¢

Homans (1950) characterizes the leader as the person
in the groﬁ?p that moves it from one state to another, '%eader-
ship deals with active leading, with role maintenance, with
authority; ‘with obedience, and wifh commmunications channels,”
Ways o‘f studying leadership might be role theory, group .
dynamics, 0'1;-- Fiedler's theory and variables (Piedler and Chemers,

1974).

BTl
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Miklos (1963) says that role theory, which explains the
behav1our of 1nd1v1duala in 8 social system in terms of the
expectatlons a85001ated with the positions they hold in that
system, is very useful in the study of administration. Hig
study indicated thst a princiﬁal has his béhavibur shaped to a
1angefdggfee by the expectations of him held by his teachers, .
his sugéfintendent, the parents in that particular communi ty,
and his cglleagues. ' .

A-studf'by Wiggins (1971) supports Miklos! findingé.
Viggins found I;tfle variance in the behaviours associated with
the prinéipal's role. The_behaviour of the prinéipal is de=-
veloped more by the expectations held for him than by his
personalify.

Barraclough (1973) supports this view tooc. He says an
administrajor's style of leadership develops because of.thé
'organization's sffucture, his own personal value system, his:
personality, his concept of personal success, his amount of
experience, and more importantly, his role expectations as
perceived by others.

The importance of role exbectations was illustrated
by Anderson and Brown (1966) in a study of 1,551 Alberta
teachers. To be rated as a good principal style of leadership
was relatively unimportant. The good principal in terms of _
staff satisfaction, confidence in the principal, and %he feeling
of school success, is szimply the principal who frequently leads

.
his staff.
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Other‘stqdiés add suppof% to this view.

Cbaset(i954) quotes two studies that showed that the
school situation inrwﬁich he works shapes a person's attitude
more than his personal charsacteristics do. |
| McKague (1968b) found that most ﬁeacherszspam to prefer
working ﬁith an administrator who is concerne& about all aspects
of his school, who takes sn interest in what zeacheré"a:e doing,
and who attempts to involve them in what is going on in the
school. Lesadership style wss relativeiy unimportant to thé\

.\‘

teachers,. ‘ N
These studies seem to indicate that educational leade;—‘

ship in a school is iargely a matter of interaction betweeﬁ

group members agd between lesder and group members. What'k;nds

of interactions are most appropriate for effective leade

depend upon the varigbles in that particular situation.
The most useful system for studying leadership behiviour
in groups and for explaining the apparent contradictions and
discrepancies in past research {;ndings, seems to be the theory
and measuring ‘instrument incerporated in Fiedler's Contingency

Model (Fiedler and Chemers, 1974).
2. Piedler's Contingency Model : T

Piedler's Contingency Model, an empirically derived
theory, attempts to link leadership style and situational
.favourability. The theory postulates that the effectiveness of
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a* particular étyle.of leadership for grdup.performhnce will be
contingelt on the favourability of the situation inwhich the
leader’§inds himself, . Fiedler's basic hypofhesis is fhat:
"Theperformance of a group depends onﬁboth thellaader's style
of interactipg with his group m;hbers and on the nature of the '
group situation in which he and his group find themsalvesﬁ
(Fiedler, 1967, p. 36). The theory predicts that there will
be different relationships between leasdership style and group
performance depending uﬁon the situational favourabilitye.

Leadership style is determined by the leader's scores <</\\J

on the Least Preferred‘Co-worker Scale,s Situational favour34f¥J
bility is determined by three situaiional variﬁbles, position
power, task structure, and group atmoséhere or 1eader-member

relations.

" A - Teadership Style |

Fiedler's }ésearch program had its beginnings in P
findings unrelated to leader behaviour. It was noted that -~
effective psychotherapists perceived their patients to be more
like themselves than poor therapists dide. This suggested that
"the individual who perceives znother person as similar tends
-to feel psychoiogically close, accepting, and permissive
toward him" (PFiedler, 1964, p. 153). This idea, developed
further during an extensive 12=year research program involving

over 800 groups led to the "Least Preferred Co~worker" (LPC)

measure of leadership atyle used in Fiedlerts Contingency Model.
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This score is obtained by asking the subject to think of all

the persons with whom he has ever worked and then to describe

the one person with whom he found it most difficult to coopserate,

and who is, thersefore, his least preferred co~-worker. This need

not be someone the subject is working with at the time, The

description of the least preferred co-worker is made in 21

eight-point scale items such

Pleaséﬁt 3 :7:

Friendly 87 7

, The ILPC score is

6 : 5 : 4 1312
6 :5 { 4 2 33 2

the sum of the 21

as the following:

-1 Unpleasant

-

1 Unfriendly

item scores

(Piedler and Chemers, 1974, p. 75). In explaining the meaning

of the score obtained, Fiedler states that a person with a

high IPC score tends to see even a poor co-worker in & rele-

tively favourable manner. A low LPC pérson perceives his

least preferred co=worker in a highly unfavourable, rejecting

mznner (Piedler, 1964, p. 155).

Although the innste simplicify of the ILPC scale and

the ease of administering it make it very attractive, clearly

understanding the LPC score has been a frustrating process

for many years. As Fiedler commented:

-~
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In some respscts the Least Preferred Coworker score,
LPC, is sn almost ideal psychological measurs. It .
takes no more than 5 minutes to administer; it consists
of a short set of scale items (usually 16 to 20); it
has split-half reliadility of above .90, a test=retest
reliability for adults ranging from 0.5 to 0.9; and
it arouses little if resistance on the part of
subjects (Fiedler, 1967). In addi ion, the. score has
Yielded consistent relations with le dership perfor—
mance. On the other hand, however, the score has also
been extremely resistant to any meaninkful interpre~
tation despite a persistent and intensive effort which
has ex?ended over nearly two decades (Miedler, 1972,
p. 392}. ‘

-

Attempts were made to correlate LPC with msny personsa-—
1lity traits and behaviour observation scores.

Fledler's early interpretations were based on the
concept of psychological distance. A~ person whowobtained &
low LPC score was seen as relatively distant and reserved
while a high IPC score indicated.fhat the person formed élose
and intimate relations and tended %o become emotionally involved
with others (Piedler in (brtwright and Zander, 1960, pp. 591-592).
Fiedler abandoned this interpretation when later research failed
to substantiate it.

A study by Bass et al. to determine relastionships
between LPC scores and persong}é}z\zfiii?les such as social
desirability, tendency to use extremes, éﬁi}-esteem, ideal
self-esteem, esteem for parents, and other variables, inveolving
© 163 male college =tudents yielded low and insignificant results

'(Bass, Fiedler, and Krueger in Fiedler, 1967, pp. 272-280).
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A number of studies igeissenberg and Gruenfeld, 1966;
Fishbein, Landf5and Hatch, 1969; Mitchell, 1970)A§ave some_
support to the premise that the LPC measures cognitive com-
.plexity.- S e t

A number of s?udies examisied the interpretation of
LPC s;ore as aﬁ index of relafionship—oriantation ve, task-
orientation. Graham in a study of 116 life insurance agents
‘found support for the notion that high IPC leaders tend to be
human relations oriented wpiie low LPC leaders tend to be %ask
oriented (Grsham, 1968). Hawley's study of elementary schools
resulted in similar findings as reported by HcKague (1970, p. 8).
Hawley re¥pted principals' ILPC scores to measures derived from
the Ieader Behaviour Desqr{ption Questionnaire Form XII. In
schools where the behaviour of the pr;ncipai;was not readily
accepted by the staff he found a significant correlation of
=+523 between IPC scores and the system oriented factor.

Jones and Johnson (1972) compared the ILPGC scores of 53 managers
with tﬁeir éubordinates' ratings using ILikert's Profile of
Organization Characteristics, which measures the administrative
climate of organizatioﬁ;?' Tﬁey found that high IPC leaders were
perceived as having a more participative, human relations,
emotionally éupportivé organization than low LPC leaders.

Prom these étudies it would seem that high IPC leaders

tended to be relafions~oriented while their low LPC counter—

parts tended to be task-oriented. Piedler agreed with this
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interpretation at first (Fiedler, 1967, p. 45) until further
research findings showed somewhat different results.

Sample and Wilson compared the bshaviour of leaders

whose groups wers conducting class projects involving lsbore-

. tory experiments. The authors identified three phases in the.

+

L

experiment: planning it, running it, and writing the report.
Running the é;periment was ‘considered most structured and

planning it the least .structured, The high IPC leaders made

most task-relevant remarks in the running phase and fewest

in the.plsnning phaée.‘ The low LPC leaders made more positive
social emotionsl responses in the running phase and fewest in

the planning phase while the high IPC leaders made fewer

positive emotional responsés in the running phase and more in

the planning phase (Sample and Wilson, 1965). In other words,

both high and low IPC leaders are friendly and considerate to

group members and both are task-orientéd, but at different
times during the task, It is not the occurrence of the
behaviour which distinguishes the two kinds of leaders, but
the timing of the behaviour. |

In a large and complex study of group creativity using
Belgian Navy teams (PFiedler, 1966) groups performed under
different condiftions of situastional favourableness. . low IPC
leaders were more consideréte in favourable situations while.

high IPC leaders weére more considerate in the relatively less

favourable situations.
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| A'study by Gruenfeld et al, using Bales' Interactﬁon
Prooess Analysis to analyze the behaviour of higfx- and 10.‘11-1&‘0
. _ :
lesders under conditions of high, low, and moderate stress
Yielded supporting svidence as well (Gruenfeld, Raﬁce, and
Weissenberg, 1969, pp. 99-107). |
. These studies ghd others led PFiedler to conéeptuali:e
a new interpretation for IPC scores, As Fiedldf“said: -
The LPC score generally has been interpreted as
measuring & task- versus relationship-orientation
(high IPC persons being relationship~oriented, low
IPC being task-oriented). This interpretation, based
primarily on weak observational data and leader
descriptions, turns out {o present an approyimate
but grossly over—-simplified picture (PFiedler, 1972,
P. 392). . '
Fiedler's new interpretation distinguishes leadership style
from leader behaviour:
Leaders tend to behave in a human relations=centered
manner in ome situation but in a job=centered manner
in another. This means that we cannot define leader~
ship style by leader btehaviour, There are no generally
considerate leaders, only leaders who are considerate
in some situations and inconsiderate in others (Fiedler
v and Chemers, 1974, p. 102).. ’
In his present interpretation of IPC scores, Fiedler
postulates complex interactions between IPC and situational
favourability. He interprets the EPC score as an index of
the hierarchy of goals and needs by which eachr person orders
- hig priorities and hence his behaviour. When the situation is
relatively stressful or provides the leader with inadequate

power add influenbe, the high IPC person will seek to

16
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affectzan, approval and status.’ The low IPC. ‘person will seek.

. ito attain hlq most 1mportant goals, the needs 1nvolv1ng task

accomplistiment. Whmn the 51tuet10n is very favourabls, and the’
leadert's influence and controi;eneure the attainment of his |
primary goals, he‘wiil seek to eqtiefv his secondary goele."
For the hlgh-IEC leader, now sssured of hlq group's acceptance,
this means- 8 task—accompllshment orlenjéfeon and seeking status

and esteem from othere (e.g., his superiors). The low=IPC

_'leauer in the hlbhly favourable situation, now assured of his

. masor goal, task accomplishment, will be considerate and

person-orlented.

N

Fiedler ma;ntalns that dlfferent SLtuat:Lonq require
different leadership behav:Lours. The effectiveness of a group

is contingent upen_the leadership style of the leader and the .
' 1
situational favourability of the &roup interaction.

B = Sltuatlonal Favourahlllgx

The favourability of the situation depends upon the

besiq of three dimensions each of which supposedly affects the *
 degree to which the leader has influence over his group members.

These three dimensions are:

1e The affective relations between the leader and his

‘members. A favourable score means the leader feels liked and

eccepted by the group‘(Fiedler and Chemers, 1974, pp. 64~66).
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2 The structure of the task, -This indicates the degree
to which the job can be spelled out and hence controlled by

. the 1eader (Fiedler ani ChemerQ, 1974, pp. 66-68),
3. Position power. Ele represents the formal power at
the leader' dispossl as dlStlthlqhed from the power.he may
have becauqe of his ability to attract or 1nsﬁ1re loyalty
(Fle@ler and Chemers, 1974, pp. 65-69). ,
Thése three dimensions can be combined to give a model
-shaped like a cube. Each dimension can be divided in hsglf .
(h;gh oxn lowh-favouraple or unfavoursble) to give an eight—celled
figure. Each cell is referred ﬁT as anP;ctaﬁt (see Pigure 1).

|
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(+)
Leader
Position
FPower
(=) |
i g [ 2
VI ‘ . -
VI Task Structure
(+) : .
Affective ' (+)
Member Relationshﬁxz:yaﬁﬁu\xﬁ +
Fgure 1 -
A model for the classification of group‘%ask situations.
]
Fiedler, Pred E., "The Contingency Model: A Theory
of. Leadership Effectiveness", in H. Proshansky and.
B. Seidenberg, Basic Studies in Social Psychologx,i@olb—ﬂinehart

& Winston, New York

, 1965, p. 541,
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These cells can be considered in+terms of the
favourableness for the leader concept, PFigure 2,
Octant T | 1x III w | v VI VII | VIII
Leader-
member good | good good |goeod poor |poor poor | poor
relations :
Task - B
structure| high |high low | low high |high low | low
ggii§i°n strong | weak |strong |weak |strong |weak |strong weak
Figure 2

\_

Favourgbleness for the Leader Concept

E

e
=

-

Y
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Fiedler's theory states thaf the effeétiveneas of a;
particular lesder whether high IPC or low IPC will be com~
tingent on the favourability of the situation in which the
leader finds hdmself that can be«represenéed by Ane of the
octants in Pigures 1 or 2. Theoretically, the low-LPC leader
will be more effective in situations which are vefy favoursble
to the leader. Bmpirical evidence suggests that octants I,‘II,
and IIT represent favourable situations, Similarly, the theory
suggeéts that the high=-IPC leader will be more effective in
situstions that aie moderately favourable to the leader,
Empirical studies show that octants IV, V, and VI repreéent
moderafely favourable situations. Octant VII has seldom been
reéeaiched, and the émpirical evidence frﬁm those studies is
ambiguous. Octant VIII represents a very unfavoursble situa—
tion. Although the théorefical explanations of results of
studies investigating kg?ﬁg;qg;haviour in octant VIII are
rudimentary at best, the empirical evidence shows that low=IPC
leaders are more effective than high-IPC leaders in this
octant. |

The Contingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness is
illustrated in Figure 3.
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. +.80
+.60 —~
Rho +.40
leader .
IEC snd +a 20
group
produce - T T T

tivity ~+20

-040
-060
™ 80
-1.00
Octants
I II IIT iv v Vi Vil VIII
Iead er
\ ;? relagizggmb good good | good | good poor poor | poor poor
g Task y . un=- U~
Lsfx - |8tructure structured structured structured ‘structured
Leader
Position power ptrong| weak [strong| weak strong| weak [strong| weak

=

Figure 3

¥

Contingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness

Fiedler, Fred E., and Martin M. Chemers, Leadershi
T115

and Effective Management, Scott, Foresman, Glenview, nois,
1 1, p. -
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As can be seen from Figﬁre 3, there is a curvilinear
relatlonshlp between the correlation of 1eader'q LPC qcore
and’ group performance, and the favourableness of the gituation,
Although Fiedler initially treated the e%ght octants as separate
entities in his development of the model, he now treats situa-
tional'favourability as s continuum from highly favourable %o
highly unfavourable and deals basically with three catego;ies
of situational favoursbility: very favourable, moderately
favoursble, snd unfavourable (Fiedler and Chemers, 1974,

Pe 104). The very favourable category would include octants -
I, II, and III, the moderately favourable categery would inm—
‘clude octants IV, V, VI, and VII, and octant VIII would be
classified as unfavourable.

Low=IPC leaders are effective in the very favourable
and unfavourable situations and.relatively ineffective in
situations of the moderately favourable category. 'High-EPC
leaders are effective in the moderately favourable situations
and relatively ineffective in highly favourable aﬁd unfavoura=—
ble situations. ‘

McKague (1970, pp. 1=14) pointed out that one of the
more useful features of Fiedlerts approach to leader behaviour
is the fact that the leadership style is determined oﬁ the
basis of the attitudes of the leader and not on the perceptions

of either followers or superiors. Viewing leadership in terms
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of the perceptions of followers or superiora'has bean é point
of criticism of some theories, especially if the followers or
superiors are instrumental in determining the other dimension
to be related to leadership styls. One'questionsbwhether the -
correlations obtained by such practices are relationships of
the dimensions being studied or merely correlations of the. )
same underlying framework or attitudes in the subJect's cogni=-
tive gnd affective structures, PFiedler's approaﬁk_sllminates‘
that criticism, _ |

Although Fiedler's theory is not a traditional trait
theory, but has a personality dynamics basis as suggested by
Stogdill (1974, p. 82), it has been ﬁisconstrued as a trait
theory or a tralt theory derivative by some authors. As such,
it has shared. the recent relative dlsfavour sccorded to trait
theories, and has been attacked in this ligpt. For instance,
Graen, Alvares and Orris in three articles attempted*to cast
doubt on the plausibility of the Contingencx Model, Their
first paper (Graen, Alvares and Orris, 1971a, pp. 205-210)
discussed a number o6f methodological issues concerning empiri;
cal studies used to formulate the Contingency Model. While
their points and recommendations are indeed worthy of donsidera— ‘
tion in resﬁéct to the research design of the experiments
leading to the formulation of the theony, they do not validly
refute the emplrlcal flndlngsdbf studies designed to test the

usefulness of the Contingency Model.
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Their second paper (1971b, pp. 196~201) described two
parallel experimental studies designed to replicate and further
study the Contingency Mpdel..-Both studies yielded results
thét wore inconsistent with those predicted by the Medel.
However, in a rebuttal, Fiedler (1971) pointed out that in
their study they failed to follow Fiedler's definitions of
terms in that pOQ1tLon power manlpulatlona were insdequate,
and structured and unstructurea tashc were insufficiaently
‘dlfferentlatea. 7 \

The third paper by Graen, Alvares and Orris {1970)
' was s compilation of the other two papers. While these attacks
on the Model have not been deciéive, they have illustrated one
of the ﬁroblems encountered in testing Fiedler's theory. The
Continggncy Model is difficult to test experimentally because
it is very difficult if not impossible to create the dimension
"position power®™ meaningfully under experimental conditions.
. Under Fiedler's definition of the term, "position power®™ does
‘not lend itself to manipulastion as illustrated iﬁ a study by
Shiflett and Nealy (1972). In this study, position power was
supposedly manipulated to test the Contingency Model in a
situational engineering sense in octants III and IV, The
authors themselves admit that they effectively faiied to alter
position power as seen by the leadersvand, conséquently, their
gtudy did not yield very useful result=s., Since “"position poﬁer“

does not lend itself to manipulation under Fiedler's definition
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of the term, it is difficult to test the theory experimentally.

| However, the theory has been tested ang supported |
anpdrically. Hunt (1967) in his study of three business orga—
_misations fdund supportive evidence for the theory. A study
bty Graham (1965) invelving 116 life insurance agants supported
the Contingency Model. In a study by Hill (1969), Piedler's
Model was tested among 102 supervisors in both 1nteract1ng
and coacting groups in sn electronics firm and s teachlng
hospitsl, The findings supported Fiedler's Model.

More recently, a study by Scheier (1978) examined
the LPC scores of emergent leaders rather than appointed
leaders and slso examined the behaviour of emergent legders
of both sexes, The study was confined to octant II of the
Models Persons who emerged as leaders, regardless of sex,
had signifigantly lower IPC scores than non~leaders, as
predicted by the Model, , ‘

These studies and four by Fiedler himself (1966, 1970,
1972, 1977), to mention aiféﬁ, support the ubefulness of
Fiedler's Contingency Model for leadership ;tudies in group
situations,

The Contingency Model has been used in a number of
studies in schools. The first two étudies were conducted by'
McNamara in 1966 and 1968. In his firet stuay, ag described
by Garland (1973, pp. 53-56), McNemara administered the LPC
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and GA scales to 32 elementary school principals in Alberta.

lLeader position power and task structure were not measured.

It was assumed that position power was low and task was wr
structured. Thus McNamara placed schools with good GA (scores
abhove 69) in octant IV and schools with poor.GA (scores below ¢4)
in octant VIII. School effectiveness was rated by school
system administrato;s, and by school staffs. Spesarmsn Rank
Order correlations were made between LFC scores and each of
the two effectiveness ratings. For schools with good GA, the
correlation between IFC and supervisors' ratings was-J
-.45 (n = 11) snd between IFC and staff ratings was =-.32. For
schools with poor GA, the correlations were .31 (n = 12) and
-.34 respectively. These resulis were in opposite directions
to what the Contingency Model predicted. The correlations
between IPC and staeff ratings were discounted since it was -
possible that job satisfaction would unduly influence the
ratingse. e
) . On the basis of the relationship between IPC scoresf;;E)
supervisors' ratings of school effectiveness, McNzmara revised
his assumptions on principal position power from low to high
and placed good GA schools in octant IIIL aﬁd poor GA schecols
in octant VII., Viewed in this light, his findings supported
the Contingency Model.

In his second stuﬁy as reported by Fiedler (Piedler and

Chemers, 1974, ppe 131-134) McNamara involved both elementary
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and secohdary principals, whé were divided into those with less
than two years, and those with more than three years, of
experience as principals; The principals were further divided
into those with low and those with high LPC scores. School
‘effectiveness was rated by school superintendents in the case
of the elementary schools, and by the results on ninthéd and
twelfth-grade province?wide achievement tests in the secondary ‘
schools., The average performance scores of experienced and
inexperienced principals with high and low LFPC scores were
" compared in both the elementary.and sgsgpdary school settings,
In the elementary school setting, the best performers as per-
ceived by.gghool superintendents were inexperienced high~LPC
principgié;and experienced low-IPC principals. In the secon-
dary school setting, the reverse was itrue, with inexperienced
. low=IPC principals and experienced high-IPC principals doing
bests ' '
g If the experienced elementary schoollprincipal is seen
%o be in a highly favourable situation and the inexperienced
elementary principal in only a moderately favourable situation,
and if the exﬁeriencgd secondary school principal is viewed as
being in only a moderately favourable situation and the inex-
perienced secondary school principal in an unfavourable situe—
tion, as Fiedler suggests (Fiedler and Chemers, 1974, ppe 133~
134), then McNamara's findings are explained by, and support
the Contingency Model., However some of the methodological
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.shdrtcominss of McNamara's study, such as hisltreatment of GA
scores, where he did not provide descriptive statistics for the
GA scale, his lack of validity and reliasbility data for provin—

cial examination results, and the relative unrellablllty of his

' untralned administrators who rated elementaxy schools, mske

the findings inconclusive,

McKague, in his 1968 study, examined the behsviour of
wrban high school principals in 39 Saskatchewan high schools '
(McEsgue, 1970, ppe. 7-14). The principasls® LPC scores wére
correlated with the subfésts of the Organizational Climate
Degcription Quesiionnaire yielding significant negative corre-

lations with Production Emphasis, Thrust, and Consideration.

- McKague interpreted these resulis {o mean that low=IPC principals

tend to behave in a manner which emphasizes production and yet
promotes member satisfaction, ‘
Hawley iqvestigaxed the relationghip between ILPC scores
of 37 elementary échool principals and measures‘derived from the
Leader Behaviour Description Questionnsire Form Twelve (Piedler,
1972, pp. 401-402). The items of the IBDQ~XII,. upon analysis,
yielded two factors, personrorientation and system—orientation.

When principalst' IPC scores were correlated with these two

factors, no significant relationships were found across the

sample. However, when GA was taken into account, there were
significant relationships between IPC and person-orientation

(445 for n = 13) and between IPC and syetem=-orientation
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(=0.53 for n = 13) for low GA schools. Thus when the school

situation was unfavourable (low GA) high~IPC principals were .

sean as person-orianted and low=-IPC principals were seen ss

systemoriented, as predicted by the Contingency Model.
Similarly Williams and Hoy studied the relationship

between LFC scores and school effectiveness as messured by

Eyan{s'Teacher Characterisiic Schedule for BElementary Teachers

+in 42 elementary schools in New Jersey (Williams and Hoy, .

1971, DPPe 66-T73)e No significant relationship was found
between leadership style and effécti?eness until GA or
prineipal-teacher relations were tsken into account, When
schools with favourable priﬁcipal-teacher relations were
separated from thdse with less favourable principal-teacher
relations the resulis were different.. In schools with favourable
principal=teacher relations, there was a significant negative
correlation between IFC scores and school effectiveness.  In
schoolé with less favourable principal=teacher relations, there
was a positive; but not statistically significant, correlation
between LPC scores and school effectiveness measures, These
results tend to support the Contingency Model, |

:. Thomson tested the Model in a study of seven low=IPC
and seven high-IPC principals selected from an imitial sample
of 92 experienced secondary school principals (Thomson, 1972).
Using the Barrett-~Leonard Relationship inventozy administergd

to students as a test of school effectiveness, he found that



REVIEW OF THE IITERATURE : 3

in schools led by low=1PC pyincipals, teachers were more
effective in providigg & helping relationship. 'However,
Thomson used a GA of 55 as his cut-off point for identifying
good GA schools, whereas Posthuma (1970)'rec6mmended 65 as the
cut-off point. In fact s8ll the sSchools in Thomson's sample
had a GA score ofFless than 63, Thuq 1t is possible for the -
&roup atmoephere of the schools studled to be poor rather than
gocd. Since Thomson assumed that the group stmosphere was
good, his int;rpretatign of resglts may be questionable. )
Garland (1973) investigsted the }elationship between

principsl—-teacher interaétion and staff perfonmancé usihg
Piedler's Contlngencv mnael anu Stern's secondary school
environmental factors. In general, Garlend's resulis did noth
provide sirong support for the Contingency Model or Fiedler's
| ‘c-oncept of ,@anizational engineering.

| It is interesting to note that, although Fiedler's
medel incorporates three factors that affect the situational
.favoufébility for the leader, namel& 1eader-membef‘relations*.
taék structure, and pgsition power, only the first.has been .:
examined as a varisble in all the studies concerﬁingsscﬁools
that have been cited.” None of these studies examined positipn -
p@wer or task structure as é variable. There is gene?al'

concensus that position power“is high in schools, As for' task

structure,‘the opinions differ. McNamara (1968) and McKague (1968).

[

" | ' : o n~ oo | | . J . &
o . S



Iy
4
1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE : R -3

claimed tﬁe‘fﬁsk is unstructured iﬁ schools. Fiedler
‘(Fiedler and Chemers, 1974) felt that, 1t is structured.

While leaderhmember relations is acknowledged to be the
most important factor in 51tpat10nal favourablllty for the
leader, task siructure is-considered tq;bemsecond in importance
in the Mvdel (Fiedler, Chemers, and Mshar, ‘1976, p. 79).

Surely there ié 8 need for a study of schools that takes. task
structure into consideration when applying Fiedler's Model,
particularly in light of the differences in task structure in
"open" and,"traditional® échools. A descfiption of “open"® and

"{raditional" schools follows to illustrate this very point, -
3. Open and Traditional Schools . .

The term "open" schools refers to the philosoﬁhical 

position.%f tﬁ?‘ééhool and not to open arcHi tectural design.:
. An "open™ school is one whose educational philosophy. is that
of c¢lassroonm openness. Classroom openness is defined as: .+ . ;
a construct which flexihly combines all three elements of -
teacherhcentereaness, chlld-centeredness, and materiasl~centeredness
(Walverg & Thomas, 1971, pe 5)e In an extensive review of the
litérature cqncerning classroon opennéés, Walberg & Thomas
identifféd é;ght major dimensions of the Construct:

- Te Provisiéthg’for learning = flgxibility in organization

of instruction and mhterials -
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2. Diagnosis - emphasis on child's development rather tHan -
. : 2

3. Instruction - more individual attention and c¢hoice

‘4, Bvaluatjon - individual standands eéphasized. Record-
keeping evaluat é pupil growth_rathér than correctness

5. Humangness = réspecg for éhildren, openneés, wérmfh

6. OQOppontunities fo promote growth = uée of community,

<

colleagues, and advisors

7. Assumptions ~ children's innate curfosity and ability
to make decisions

Se .Se;f—éerception of the teacher - resource for helping
children ratﬁér than disseminator of body of knowledge
(Walberg & fhomas, 1971, pe 115).

.Open clqssrooﬁs general}y pave a number of characteris—
tics in common. There is usually a number of work spaces
arrangéd to accommodate a diversity of learning experiences,.

The children usuzlly move about freely ﬁsing many available
resources to answer thelr questions with or without teacher
guidance, They may work as individuals or in groups of different
sizes. HRarely would all the puﬁils be working at the same
activity for the same length of time. Rarely would zll the
pupils be using the same textﬁook or would the feacher assign
the =same task to 211 pupils.

The role of the teacher in an "open®" school ig different,

too. Since the idea that if a child is meaningfully engaged in

[
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.an activity, learning is taking place, is basic to the philosophy

of classroom openness (Sil@er, 1976, p. 35), the teacher's role
is that of faéilitator of learning rather than'dispenser of
knowledge orlﬁrénémitter of learning,

In contrast, a "traditional" school tends to operate in
8 much more scriptive, rigid, unifé}m, and standardised
manner; All pupils would use tﬁe same books and matefials for
the same signment, ' If there are groups‘in‘some subject argss
such as reading,‘this grouping would tend to be the same fog:é
considerable period of time. Tasks tend be teacher assigned
and, in fact, teacher centered.

The role of the teacher is different, too. The teacher
is seen as the dispenser of knowledge, giyer of 1earnigg, or
transmitter of culture. :

It must be emphasized that some classroo?s that have
been labelled "“open®" because of their open architectural design
are not "open" in the philésophical sense. If the teacher doeé
not possess the qualities necessary to function in an "open"
philosophical setting, and does not sccept his role as a teacher
as being that of a facilitator of learning rather than that of
a dispenser of knowledge or giver or transmitter of learning,
then the co=called “open" classroom may indeed be quite -

"traditiongl™ as noted by Traub etral:

-
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. .-. it is obvious that schools that are architecturally

open do not necessarily practice open education. BEqually

obvious, is the fact that schools that do practice open

- education are not necessarily open in., architecture"
(Traub et al., 1972, p. 70). |
Because-of the different role expectations for teachers
and the different philosophies underlying the two types of
schools, these two types of schools operate quite differently.
Conseéuently, the role of the principal is different in
these two types of 'schools. In an "open" school, the teachers
are involved with planning as a team sometimes under the
direétion of a "cell" or "pod" chairman, or in some-schools
under the direction of an emergent but non=titled teacher.
The result is that some of the duties of meking rulés, minor
problem solving, initiating change, and exercising school dis-
cipline that are the principal's jurisdiction in "traditional"®
schools are tzken over by the teachers in "open™ schools. The
principal in effect, because of his role expectations, is in a
boéit{on of sharing some aspecis of his asuthority with the
teachers and losing some powers of situstional contrel. For
the schoel principal, then, it is appasrent from the point of
‘view of task structure in terms of Fie&ler's Model that there
should be a difference of degree of task étructure in the two
tyﬁzs of sbhopls,
- In the past sections, Fiedler's Contingency Model of

Leadership Effectivenéss has been examined and studies of the

application of his Model in both non-education#l and school
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settings have been discussed. It is now appropriate to examine
organizations and their siructure to see how Fiedler's Model
'is applicable to organitational situations and to the leader-
ship that is deemed necessary for the functioning of organi-
sations, |
'4. Theories of Bureaucracy
v :
We very much live in an organicational world. In
!
~fact, one of the chief characteristics of our Western society
and culture is that it is an organizastional society. Etzioni
(1964, pe 1) says:
Qur society is an organizational society. We are boxm
in organizations, and most of us spend much of our
lives working for organizations. We spend much of our
leisure time paying, playing, and praying in organize—
tions. Most of us will die in an organization, and

when the time comes for burial, the largesit organiza-
tion of all——the state—must grant official permission.

- Etzioni left schools out of his remark, but for anyoﬁ;
connected with education, the professional environment is an
organization. Studying, snalyzing, and understanding this
organization should be of interest to anyone connected with
education. - |

The great pioneer sociologist, Weberj\one of the first
to systematically describe the observed characteristics of the

formal organization, began his study (Weber, 1968) By consi-~

{
dering the aspects of legitimate authority. The three sources
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of suthority that legitimize the power of superiors are:

1. "Rational grounds - resting‘on a belief in the
*legality' of patitermns of normative rules and the right
of those elevated ‘to authority under such rules to
issue commands (legal suthority).

2. Traditional grounds - resting on an established
belief in the sanctity of immemorial traditions and the
legitimacy of the status of those exercising authority
under them (traditional authority).

3. Charismatic grounds = resting on devotion to the
specific and exceptional sanctity, heroism, or exemplary
character of an individual person, and of the normative
patterns or order revealed or ordained by him (charismatic
authority) (Weber, 1968, p. 328).

Legal authority, the first one mentioned, is the only
one relevani to the organizational system referred to as
"bureaucracy®.

Punch (1969, ppe 43-57) distinguished three basic ideas
and usages of the term "bureaucracy:

1. used globally -~ synonymous with large corganization
or formal organization whose purpose is coordinating the work
of many individuals.

2. referred in detail to the internal structure of
organizations, Orgenizations differ in bureaucratization by
the degree of stress placed on the various bureaucratic
characteristsy

3« vVvernacular usage — used to symbolize arbitrary
power, pettiness, inefficiency, red tape, slavery to rules,
and =0 on.

The second idea of bureaucracy as distinguishing

internal organizational structure is the concept applicable
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to scﬁools and this is the concept that Weber envisaged when
he attempted to define the ideal=-type bureaucracy aslan
organicational method of achieving stated goals. Weber listed
the conditions under which workers in an administirative orge-
nization would function:

1. workers are orgénized in a clearly defined hiérafchy
of offices

2. each office has a clearly defined sphere ﬁf com-
petence ‘

3. candidates are appointed on the basis of technical
" qualifications o

4. workers are subject to strict.and systematic
control (Weber, 1968, pp. 333=334). |
The literature is not in agreement as to Weber's bureaﬁcraﬁic
models Punch (1969, pp. 44-45) said, "For our purposes the
initiel formlation of the bureaucratic model by Weber is
unclear——it is possible to find twenty=-six charaacteristies in
his description. Certainly there is confusion in subsequent
1i terature". .

Blau (1956), often cited in studies, listed speciali-
zation, hierasrchical authority, rules and regulations, and
impersonality;-

The characteristics of bureauc&acy as listed by major

guthors are listed in a table by Hall (1963, pe. 34). Hall
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isolated six fundamental characteristics:
| 1« & division of labour fased on functionalrsﬁec;ali—
zation | )

e 8 well-defined hierarchy of authority

3o 8 system of rules covering the rights and duties
~of positional incumbents |

4. 8 system of procedures for dealing with wérk
situations

5. impersonality of interpersonsl relations

6. promotion and selection for employment based upon

technical competence. % -

2« Studies Measuring Bureaucracy

Hall also developed an instrument he called an Organi-
zationsl Inventory (0I) for measuring the extent to which an
organization is bureaucratic, based upon his six‘dimension
concept of bureaucracy. This instrument p;ovided a means for
studying a variety of social organizations,.

The possibility of important relationships between
organizational structure and the behaviour of school adminis-
trators, teachers, and pupils, combined with the availability
of an instrument for examining organizational structure has led
to a number of studies.

Moeller (1962) examined the felationship between bureau-

cracy and teachers' sense of power in a study in 1962 which is
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usually acknowledged as the first of these studies. Accepting
Blau's model of bureaucracy, and employing an eighi-item forced
choice instrument to‘measure degree of bureaucraay, and a
questionnaire based on Seeman's (1959) definition of powerless-
ness, he surveyed 632 teachers to study the relstionship between
bureaucracy and teachers' sense of power, Contrary to his major
hypothesis, teachers in bureaucratic schools wers higher in
sense of power. Sense of power appeared to be influencéd by
many diverse varisbles and a buresucratic setting provided the
teacher with s predictable milieu in which %o opersate.

MacKay in 1964 at the University of Alberta carried out
a study that‘he described (MacKay, 1964b, pp. 5~8). MacKay
used Hall's definition of bureaucracy and Hall's QOrganizational
Inventory mentioned earlier., MacKay studied schoolfgfficiency,
in terms of pupil achievement as measured by Depar%éént of
Edﬁcation examinations in relation to organizational structure.
He found that highly bureaucratized schools were inefficient
compared to less bureaucratically organized schools,

Punch (1967) felt that Hall's six dimensions were too
broad in scope to effectively study the structure of school
organizations. He used a facto£canalysis technique and showed
factorial homogeneity for four of Hall's bureaucratic diﬁen—

gionsg:
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1. a well-defined hierarchy of authority

LAl

2. & systeam of rules covering the rights and dutises of
rositional incumbents ‘

J. 8 éystem of procedures for dealing with work
situations .

4. impersonality of interpersonal relations
Punch regsoned that "specializaiion®™ and "technicsl competencen
were not discerning dimensions in differentiating degree of
bureauéfacy in schools because of the nature of teacher training
and teacher qualifications and so could be excluded, This would
bte particularly true of the elementary schools, which were the
schools Punch was examining. On this basis, Punch proposed that
bureaucratic structure in:schools could be considered a unidimen-
sional, homogeneouéﬂ%ﬁriéble if only the major cluster of Hall's
four dimensions are included in the measuring instrumgnt since
this cluster of dimensiéns accounted for 81 percent of the
common variance. -

When the ILeader Behaviour Defcription Questionnaire =

Form Twelve was factor analysed, it Yielded two factors which

descyibe a leader's style as "system—priented" or “person=-
oriented". ‘

Using this refined Organizational nventorf and the
Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaird, Form XII, Punch

studied the relationship between leader behaviour style and
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school bureaucratisation in 50 elementary schools in urban

Southermn Ontarioc. The two factors "sgystem—-orientation™ and

"person-orientation® accounteﬁ for 57 percent of interschool

varistion in bufesucratization. With the aid of data provided

by sul=hypotheses, Funch concluded that: |
Largely becsuse of the influence associated with the
principalship, the principal's leader behaviour siyle
is by far the most important single determinant of
level of school bureaucrsatication. Using as predictors
leader behaviour, together with school size, system
size, and the length of time the principal and staff
have been in the school, up to 75% of interschool
varigtion in bureaucratlaatlon may be accounted for
(Punch, 1967, P« 2).

Prediction was not significantly improved by seven
other variables relating to sex, age, and experience of
principal and staff. In his discussion of results, Punch
stated, "The elementary school principal holds a position of
high effective influence and more particularly, that his leader
behaviour style is by faf the most important single determinant
of school bureaucratization™ (Punch, 1967, p. 197).

Another important contribution of Punch's'stuay to the -
traditional buresucratic theory is the clarification of the
concept of buresucracy revealing the advahtage of utilizing
only four dinemsions rather than the six factorially hetero—
geneous dimensions previously identified. This modification

of the Organizational Inventory has been used in other studies

of schools.
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Marjoribanks (1970, pp. 355~357) used this modified
Organizational Inventory and the Rokeach Attitude Scale (Form B)
to analyse the relationship between the dogmatic struéture of”
school principals and the bureaucratic orgsnlvatlon of qchools.

Gosine and Keith (1970, pp. 1- =5) used this modl ed .
Organicational Inveniory in s study of the relationship between
buregucracy and teacher personslity neé&s, and teacher satis-
faétion; -

‘ From this overview of the relevant studies it is pos-
sible to consolidate the contributions they make to an examina-
tion of bureaucratic structure of schools. The first majof o
contribution is the clarificaticnlof the bureaﬁcratic concépt
by refinement of the Organiz#tional Inventory. There-i§ con—-
siderable sdvantsge in utilizing only four clustering unifac—
torial dimensions rather than six heterogénous dimensions. -A
second major contribution is the explanation of leader behaviour
afforded by the Contingency Model of Leader Effectiveness.” ‘The
- third major contributor is the finding by Punch (1967) that
‘,.f/// léader hehaviour styie was the most imﬁortant determinant of
schoal bu:eaucratization.

6. The Need to Relate the Contingency Model
- and Bureaucratlzatlon

»

\\_;;/ - Thus far, the review of the literature hasflocated only
two studies relatlng bureaucracy and leadershlp behav1our.

Punch (1967) used the refined Organizational Inventory and the

4
.
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Leader Behaviour Description Questionnairerto stu e rgla—~ _
-tionship betwean leader behaviour style and school bukeaucrati-
sation as already described. .
HcKagde (1968a), using G:ouﬁ Atmosphere scores as an
, intefveniqg variable, studied the relationship beté;;ﬁ the
principals?' IPC scores and certain behavioursqénd sttitudes of
teachers in 39 high schools in Saskatchewan, Teacher behaviours-
‘were measured by scores on the subtests of the Organicstional
Climate Description Questionnaire. Teacher attitudes were
measured using;qﬁestionnaires of

(a) teacher rafings of the effectiveness of the principal

(b) teacher ratings of séﬁool effectivgness-

(¢) teacherst satisfaction with all aspects of their job.

Scores .on four subtests of the 0CDQ, Dlsengagement, ;
Hlndrance, Esprit, and Intlmacy, were correlated with prmncipals'-'
LPC scores for the total sample and foT schools w1th hlgh and
low Group Atmosphere scores, . .

Across the total sample and for low GA schools no

gignificant correlamion8ewere fo&nd. For high GAfschools there

S

. .Wes a 31gn1flcant negative correlatlon for Esprit, a signifi=-

cant positive correlation for Disengagement, a positive but not

~

significent correlation for Hindrance, end a negative but not
significant correlation for Intimaby.

The three teacher ratings of principal effectiveness,

]

school effectiveness, and teacher job satisfactions were

r/'
/
/

r
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corfelated with principals® LPC_spores‘for éhe'total sampig and{‘
for schools low and high on GA. For the tot#l sample and forf |
low GA schools, no significant gorrelations &aré found, quever‘
there wers éignificsnt'neégtive'correlations for a1l three
variables for schools high on GA. -

7 To the extent that the subtests of the 0CDQ mentioned
are measures of school Bureaucracy, McKague studied théArela-
tionship between leadership style and schoél buresucratization.
.Mcﬁague concluded that a school's droup Atmosphere has & signi-
ficsnt effect on the réiationship between the principal's
ieadership style and teacher behaviour and attitudes, He
concluded that low IPC principals are associated with the most
ﬁesi;able behaviours and attitudes on the part of teachers.

He concluded that low IPC principsals tend to behave in a
manner which emphasizés prodﬁction and yet pr6motg§ member
satisfaction,. Such principals, while expecting & high perfor-
mance level from their subordinates and while behaving in a
controlling and managing manner in their relations with others,
still managed to display a great deal of concerm for teachers
as worthy individuals, While this finding is inconsistent with
the concept of IPC scores being a measure of task-oriented or
ﬁerson—oriented behaviours, it does agree with the findings of
Sample and Wilson (1965) that both high andllow IPC leaders
are friendly to group members but at different times during

the task, It is not the occurrence of positive behaviour
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which distinguishes the two kinds of leaders, but the jiming
of the behaviour, | ' N

Neither chague's nor Puqch's study offers any explsna-
tion as to why leadership style should be a determinant of

school buresucratisation., The t&pe of study needed is one

‘that will show predictive relisbility in terms of & theoretical

model that offers an explanation of the relationship. The .
following sections outline the statement of ‘the problem and

its rationale, and the resulting specific hypotheses,

7o Theoretical Framework For the Study

Fiedler's theory states that tﬁe effectiveness of é
particular leader will be contingent upon the leader's gtyle

of interacting with his group members and the favoﬁrability'of
the situation in which the leader finds himself that can be
represented by one of the octanis in Fiedler's three-dimensional
lattice structure (Fiedler and Chemers, 1974, p. 81). The
faéourability of the situa%ion is the degree #p which it pro-

vides the leader with control and influence over the group

In an updated explanation of his Contingency Model‘-
Fiedler stated: '
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This theory holds that the effectivensess of a group or
an -organisation depends on two interacting or
"contingent™ factors. ‘- The Tirst is the personality of
the leaders which determine their leadership style,

The second factor is the amount.of control and influence
which the situation provides lesders over their group's
behaviour, the task, and the outcome. This factor is
called "situational control®, (Those familiar with the
Contingency Model will recall this as "situational
favourableness™, a term which was confusing to some
people) (Fiedler, Chemers, and Mahar, 1976, p. 3).

In his suggestions. for organizational angineering
Fiedler (Fiedler snd Chemers, 1974, ppe 150~151) has mentioned:
threé basic wgys of modif?ing the situationsl favourab}eaess
to the leader: . |

1« change his subordinates, and hence alter leader-

member relations
) Ze chanée operating procedures and hence alter task
structure

Je change the leader's position power.

Should a principal find himself in a situation where
the particular mix of'his personality and the -situation is not
g favourable one for his effeativeness, he has three ahoices.
He can be ineffective, he can change his'ﬁeraonality to fit
the situation, or he can change the situation to fit his
personality. No principal wiliingly wants to be ineffective,
¥nile it may be theoretically possible to.change one's per-
sonality and the motivational st:uctare that ig part of
personality, ‘as Fiedler =aye, “Thishia at best a difficult

r
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It follows logicallm_theﬁ that a principal in an un-
fa;ourable situation will change the organizcational structure
so as to maké conditions more favourable for himself. In
effect a principal will practice organicational engineering in
an attempt to maximice his effegtiveness.

According %o-Fiedler's leader-match concept (Fiedler,
Chemers, and Mshar, 1976) an individusl's behaviour is largely
determined by his own personal motivationsl system and the
degree to which the individusl's attainment of his resultant
goals is secure or. threatened. ' |

Punch (1967) has shown;ihat principals have a grest
‘deal of control over the orgenizational structure of their
schools, - In fact, they can and do determine the orgaﬁizational'
structure. ) ' .

Consistent with his personsal motivational system as
indicated by his ILPC score, the principal will change the
school's organization to gain ﬁis preferred style of operations
This will be reflected in the Organizational Inventory scores
for that school.

In his suggestions for engineering situational control,
Fiedler (Fiedler, Chemers, and Mshar, 1976, pp. 153=157) has
mentioned three basic ways of changing the situational
favourableness to the leader:

1« modifying leader-member relations
2. modifying task structure

3; modifying position power.
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Leader—memberkrelations can be altered by épending morsa, or
less, informal ?ime with subordinates, organizing out=-of=-school
social activities that include staff, increasing or decreasing
principalt's availébility to subordinates, sharing or not,
sharing information from upper administration f;eely-ﬁith
staff, raising morale by giving s%ecial recognition to staff -
members, eic. " '

Task structure can be altered, also, by devlloping a
procedures handbook, issuing directives, guidelines and out-
lines, or, by cutting down on these ssme activities if they
are presently-being used, consulting or not consuliing with
staff on prepared program changes, etc.

Similarly, position power can be made stronger or weaker
by exercising the principal's,organizatioﬁal powers fully, or
by delegating authority, remaining aloof or beiné mone of the
gang", insisting or not insisting on use of organizational
communications channels, etfc. ' |

The Organizational Inventory as modified by Punch
(1967) measures four items that characterize a bureaucracy:

1. a well=defined hierarchy qf authority

2. a system of rules covering e rights and duties of
positional incumbents

3. a system of proceéures for déaling with work situations

4, impersonality of interpersonal relations.

These four items reflect position power, interpersonal
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(lehder~£émber) relﬁ%ions; and task siructure. Therefors, the.
diffe:ent ways that high and low IPC principals will react to

. engineer situation conﬁrol under the given conditions of ﬁheir
schools should be reflected in Organizational Inventory scores

for'their schools,

In his léaderhmatch cohcept, which is Qased on his
Contingency Model, Fiedler (Fiedler, Chemers; and Mshar, 1976)
Treats the different situational categories as a continuum
rather than eight éeparate categories., He makes threeldifferene
tiations in terms of situational control, nasmely high, moderste,
and low. Purthermore, he gives leader-member relations a
weighting of double that of task structure and four times
that of position power, under ugﬁal circumstances. _§gffver,
either position power or task structure can be the determining
factor in vez} special circumstances.‘ In the military situas—~
tion, a generaluin a training session with a group of privates
has féw conc?fns about either‘group atmosphere or task struc—=
ture. His réﬁk gives him situational control, Similarly, in
the last stages of a space shot countdowm, tasklstructure is
paramount and si%uational control is determined by it alone.
Normally, though, Fiedler's stated weightings apply.

Fiedler explains leader behaviour in terms of needs
satisfaction of'primary and secondary goals for two different
motivational systems under stressful or non-stressful condi-

tiona as perceived by the leader.
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. The high LPC leader under stressful conditions seeks
to satisfy his primary need which is good interpersonai rela—
tions. Under non-stressful conditions,‘when the leader feels
quite secure and relaxed because the major gosl of having
close relations with subordinatés has been acﬁievéd, the high
ﬂbc leader seeks the secoqdary goal of esteem anq admiration'
of others. - In s@ch 3 leadership situation where esteem and
admirstion from superiors is the result of task performance
a high'LPC‘leader will tend to behave in a task-oriented
manner. even st the expense of detrimental relations with
immediate subordinates. -

+On the other hand, the low LPC leader, in a stressful
leadership situation, seeks to satisfy his primary need,
accomplishment of some tangible evidence of his worth, and_
emphasizes completing the task. Under non-siressful conditions
when the low IPC leader knows the task will get done, he will
seek his secondary motivational gosl need, that is, good inter-
personal relatioﬁs, and will be concerned with subordinates'
feelings and satisfabtions, - |

In Fiedler's Model, octants I, 1I, and IIT are high,

Pl

octants IV, V, and ‘VI are moderate, and octants VII, and VIII
are low, in terms of situational control.
"Traditional' schools with good leader-member relafions

should be highly favourable for the leader in te gitua-

tional control, probably octant I on the continuum. he high-LPC
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prlnclpal, followlng hlB secondaxy motlvatlonal orientation,.
W1ll tend to concentrate on behaving in a task-relevant manner
and seek esteem and admiration from his. superiors, sqmetimes,
to the detriment of relations with immediate subordinates. 'HE
W111 emphasise structure, proliferate rules, stay aloof fr0m
his staff, emph351de his position power,-etc., and hig school
‘will score high on the Organicational Inventory. The low=1PC
f principal in this same situation will follow his secondary
motivational orientation and will seek bette} interperéonal
relatlonshlps. He will be relaxed,.considerate, and concerned’
with hlS subordlnates' feellngs and satisfactions. He will
tend to de-emphasize structure by maklng-few rules, he will be
availagble to staff, de—empﬁasize his position ﬁower, etc., and
his school will score low on the Oqganizational Inventory.
#Qpen" schools with good leader-member relations should
be highly favourable in terms of situational control, probably
octant IIT on the continuum. Both the high=-IPC and low-LPC
principals should follow their secondary métivational orien-
tation. The high—-LPC principal will tend to concentrate in =
task-relevant manner and this should be reflected in a high |
score for his school oﬁ the Organizatidnal Inventory. The '
low-IPC principal will tend to concentrate on seeking bhetter
interpersonal relatipnships aﬁd this should be reflected by

his school obtaining s low score on the Organizational Inventory.



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE | 53

»Praditional” schools with poo:uiiade member relations
are probably moderately favourable in terms of situational
control, probably octant V on the continuum.

" In these schools where the situation is moderately
favourable, the ﬁigh—LPC principsl is expected to concenirate
on promoting godd leader—member;relations, unstructure his
‘school to some extent, and possibiy~re&uce hié position power‘
in en attempt to shift toward octant IV where he is even more
effective. Consequenily his school's organiczationsal struétﬁre !
- will score low on the Organizational fﬁventory} ' y,;_,/ . ‘
. The low=-1PC princiﬁal_isheFPected to undeétake matters
t0 increase structure, and increase position power, and im- ‘
persdnality of interpersonal relations and this will be refiec-
ted by a high score on the Organizational Inventory.
"Open® schools with poor'Leadeeranber relations.are
unfavourable to the leader in terms of situational control
and are probably- cctant VITI on.the favourability continuum. -
. In octant VII where t@e'situational control is lowy
the high=-IPC principal is‘expectédwioacoaéentrate on goed
‘interpersonal rela?ions but to attempt to increase rules and
structure as well in an attempt to mnée towards a situation
of moderate situational favourability. High scores on sode

items but low on others will have the effect of placing overall -

- Organizational Inventory scores in the medium range.
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The low-IPC principal in this situation will be task
oriented and uill incresse rules, and impersonality of inter-
personal relationships to satisfy his primary motivational

goal while remaining ‘in a low favourability situation where he
operateg effGCtlveiilcrzijgfﬁzll be- reflected in a high
Organicational Inv ; scoy for his school.

S. Statement of the Problem

‘ If Fiedler's situational control suggestion and Funch's
findings sbout: & principal'é abilit; to change his school's
organlaatlonal structure are correct then a principsl will
tend o change the organlaatlonal structure of the school to ,,”\-\
: mahe the situation more favourable %o his leadershlp style as
dlctated by his personality and motivational structure. Con—
sequently, there should be a significant relationship between
Fiedler's Least Preferred Co-worker scores and the degree of
bureaucratizatibn as measured by the Organizational Inventory
for certain octants in PFiedler's Contingency Model.

McNamara (1968), McKague (1968a), Fiedler (Fiedler

and Chemers, 1974, D. 133), and Isherwcod (1976) all agree
that the p;incipal has strong position power. Mclamara (1968)
and McEague (1968) claimed that the task is unstructured in

-gchools. Fiedler (Fiedler and Chemers, 1974) feels that the
' ask of school staff is structured. In this study, task
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st;ﬁcture.will be considered high in "traditional® schools

and low in “open" schools. The criterion gor judgiﬁg.a school
"traditional® or "open® will be its score as‘measured by the
"Descripiion of School" questionnsire. Leader-member ralations
will be determined by scdéres on the Group Atmosphere question-
nai;e.

- Schools with good leader-member relations as determined

by Group Atmosphere questionnaire scores, and tﬁ§: are either

"traditional™ or “open" as measured by the "Desc iption of School".
will be classified as high in terms of situational control in
Fiedler's Model. Similarly schools with poor leader-member
relgtioﬁs as determined by Group Almosphiere questiomnnaire .

scores, and that are "iraditional" as méasured by the "Description
of School® will be classified as moderaté in situastional control

while schools with poor leader-member relations that are "open"

'will be classified as low in situational control in the Fiedler

.

Stated generally, then, the problem is to examine how
the.relationship between leadership style snd the organizational
structure of %he school is mediated byﬂﬁpe’situational varisbles,

The four main hypotheses arising from the problem are:

le In "traditional®™ schbolajas measured by the "Descrip-

- tion of School® (DS) with good leader-member relationd as

measured by the Group Atmosphere questionnaire (GA)sAhere will

be a significant poaitive relationship between Least Preférred

-Co—~Wworker (LPC) and Organizational Inventory (0I) scores.
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2« In “open® schools as'maaauyéd by the DS, with good

1aadar—memberaﬁeigtions as measursd by the GA thers will be a

significant poéitive relationship between LPC an%\SI‘scores.

3 in »{raditionsl" schools as measured by the DS witﬁ_i
poor leader-member relations as measured b?ﬂthe GA fhprg,will
be & significant negative relationship between IPC and OI

SCOTCS.

| 4. In “open® schools as measured by the DS with pdor
leader-member relations as meassured by the GA there will be a.
significant negative relationship between LPC and OI scores.



 CHAPTER ' IT

;mnommcr
1 . Sample

Inltlally “Shcounty or dletrlct school boards in
b F@ntarlo were randomly selected from both Fublie snd Roman
Catholic Separate jurisdictioms. The Director of Educatlon

for each of these Boards was then contacted by mail, A letter
was sent briefly explaining the study, outlining the proceduré,
design, and the instruments to be used, and requesting permis-
sion to contact the elementary schools in that School Board's
jurisdiction plus a list of their schools, The instruments
included were the Ieast Preferred Co=-worker scale (hence
referred to as IPC), the Group Atmosphere questionnaire (hence
referred %o as the GA), the Description of School questionnaire’
(hence referred to as the DS), and the Organizational Inventory
(hence referred to as the OI). A copy of the letter to
Directors of Bducation is contained in Appendix 1.

From the 25 Directors contacted, permission fo contact

the elementary schools in their jurisdictions was obtained
.from 16 boards with the understanding thgt each school's parti=-
-cipation in the study was str?ctly voluntary. = Seven boards
refused permigaion to involve their schools in the gtudy, while

another reluctantly granted permission to contact its schools,
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 but refusgd toifu:nish the investigator with a8 list of schools
and addresses. One school board sranted permission for the
undertaklng a month arter all the data from the other schools
had bean collected, so it was not used in the study. No reply
was received from one school board.

From the jurisdictions that had sgreed to participate
in the study sll schools entailing special orlunusﬁa; si tua-
tions such ss French immersion, twinned scﬁools, schools with ™
annexes, Senior Public, Junior High, or Special Lesarning
Disgbility schoois, were excluded, As well, for schools in-
cluded in the study, all principals had been in their schools
for at least a year;‘and all had at least five years' experience '
as a principal. From the available schools, 400 were randomly
selected for study.

Each of the schools selected was sent one copy of the
IPC, one copy of the G4, three copies of the DS, three copies
of the 0I, along with a covering letter and a return-addressed,
stemped envelopes Principals were asked %o dist:ibutg the OI |
and DS forms to three randomly selected teachers in the junior
division, if\possible, énd to fill in the GA and IPC scales
themselves. A copy of the covering letter‘ié,included in
Appendix 3. -

h From the 400 schools contacted, 221-returned packages,
a return of 55.3 percent. In 16 of the packages, all items on
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the instrumants were noﬁ\completed, or only one completed CORY /\\\#//
of the DS ox 0I had been returned, The results of these 16 .
incomplete packages were discarded, leav1ng a total of 2Q5 qchoolq

surveyed. : \\\
2 The Instiruments

This section consists of four parts. The first part

describes the Organicational Inventory. The second part des—

cribes the Least Preferred Co-worker scale. The third part

describes the Group Atmosphere scale, The fourth part is a
o .

description of the Description of School questionnaire.

 The Organizational Inventory

The Organizational Inventory (OI) was);i?st éonstf;lfed
in 1961 by Hall (1963, pr. 32~40) {to measure the six major
characteristics of the Weberian concept of bureaucracy:

I Hierarchical authorify
II Division of Iabour or specialization
III Rules .
IV Procedural Specification
V¥ Impersonality
VI Technical Qualifications or competence. .
The original instrument was composed of 62 wtems. Hall tested

his questionnaire using a sample consisting of 10 organizations

which varied according to type, age, and size. Schools were not

' K
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I N

.included.ig his éampie; ﬂSubjects responded to each'item along
a fife—poiet scele. The corrected spllt-half coeff1c1entq of
reliability ranged from « 30 to .90. Hall clalmed ghet the
Q1gn1f1cant structure 1s net that thch eppeers on the orgene-
sation chart, but the actual: exlstlng structure resultlng from
. both the formgl snd 1nformal structure, and therefore justified *
the use of respondents!' pereeptlops to measure the bureeucretlc
characte:isjiés of the orgehi:aﬁion: After interviewing qeebegs
. and observing procedurds of orgéniscations having extreme scores,
Hall claime@rvelidity for all ecales.l Changes in the wording
of items were made in 1964_Ey ﬁacKay'(19&4a) and in 1966 by
Rob1nson~(1°66). ' .

. In 1967 a con51qerable amount of work was done by
Puech (1967) to improve this instrument. Using factor analysis,
he shewed that the OI measures two factorS. The major factor,
termed "bureaucratization" wonsists of Weberian scales I, III,
IV, and V and accounts for 81%.of common varianzz; The ethef
‘factor, consisting of scales II and VI, which probably measures
"professionalism™ was considered small enocugh to be discounted.

Punch calculated reliability coefficients by the

Spearman-Brovm split-half method. His results are shown in

Tahble 1.
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Table 1
Spllt-half reliabilities

61

of-Organlaatlonal Inventorv qcaleq*
>
Scale Reliability No, of
number cqegficients | ~ items
T 83 10
II 24 7
III .59 8
IV «64 8
v «56 3
Vi o 71 T

e

' #*Punch, Keith Francis, Bureaucratic Structure in ‘
Schools and Its Relationship to Leader Behaviour: An Empirical
S?ggx unpuBI{sEeE doctoraI thesis presenfea o the IUnEarlo

Tnstitute for Studies in Educatlon) Unlver81ty of Toronto,

1967, pPe 96.

-

3

by
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Punch concluded that for all scales except II reliability, seems
acceptable, considering that reliability is a function of test
length, | \ \

Gosine (1970) used the 34-item form of the OI which
messures Weberign scales I, III, Iv; and V in her study. The
test-retest feliability coefficients of the four scales were
computed by the Fearson produci-moment method\wifh the following
results:

scale I = .77, - {Scale III = .79,

scale IV = .77, and\gecale V = .62, .

n

Combined scale coefficieny Was computed as «S3.

To date, the 34-item form of the OI as designed by
Punch represents the most systematic and useful instrument used
to measure the degree of bureaucratization of organizations.

It has demonstrated its usefulness as a research instrument.

The Least Preferred Co=-worker Scale

The Least Preferred Co—-worker (IPC) score is obtained
By asking the leader to think of all the - individuals with whom
he has ever worked. He then describes:the person whom he con~
gsiders to be his least preferred co-worker on & number of
personality attributes. This description is made on a 16-item,
eight=point bipelar adjective checklist. The IPC =core is
obtained by simply summing the item scores on the scale sheet.

A person with a high IPC score tends to see even a poor
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co=worker in a relatively favourable mammer. A low LPC person
verceives his least preferred co-worker in a highlyiunfavourable,
rejecting manner, .LPC scores have a high internal‘consistency,
with spliﬁ-half coefficiants of over .90. The scores are
reasonaﬁly stable over time, at least as siable as other
attitude measures (Fiedler, 1964, p. 155). Gruenfeld et al.
(1969) reported a test-retest coefficient of .85 (n = 128)

over a five-week period. McNamara obtained a test-retest
co-efficient of .45 (n = 32) for elementary principals over a

period of 18 months (McNamars, 1965, pe. 195).

The Group Atmosphere Scale

The Group AtmésphEre scale (GA) was used to measure
principal-teacher relations. ‘The Group Atmosphere scale was
devised by Fiedler to test the degree tq which & leader feels
accepted by the group. The instrgment, modeled after the
Least Preferred Co-worker scale, consists of 10.bipolar
adjective items which are-high}y intefcorrelatéd (Piedler,
1967, De 32)s Each of the items is scored by assigning a
value ranging from eight at.the positive end to one at the
negative end. The GA score is calculated by summing the item
scores, indicating the leader's perception of his accéptance
by the group.

The intermal consistency of Group Atmosphere scores
seems high. Fiedler (1967) reported intercorrelations of

i
acores among three seasions with Belgian naval leaders of
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_«76, .73, and .83. Corrected split-half reliability of the
scale was .90, McNamara (1968) reported a test-retest coef-

ficient of .42 (n = 31) for elementary principals ove;’;ja

period of 14 yesrs.

- Description of School Questionnaire ' e

Yoy

The Description of School questionnaire (DS) was de-

signed to differentiste between “open" and “fraditioﬁal“

schools. In his extensive review of the literature concerning
open education MacKillican (1975) described open education as

a complex construct that is a flexible mixture of child=centered,
teacher-centered, and materials-centered approaches. He & &
tified diversificatiop) humaneness, activity, experience, ana—

quality as some of the elements,

Walberg and Thomas\(1971) identified eight major dimen—
sions of open education: .

1« Provisionifg for learning — flexibility in organiza—
tion of instruction and materials )

2 Diagnosis = emphasis on childts develomment rather
than examination scores

3« Instruction - more individual attention and choice.

4. Evaluation ~ individual standards emphasized. Record-
keeping evaluates pupil growth rather than correctness,

5. Humeneness - respect for children, openness, warmth

6

Opportunities to promote growth —-use of commumni ty, .
colleagues, and advisors )
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*
7. Assumptions —.children'é\innhye curiosity and ability

to make decisions \\\_ R
8. Self-perception of the teacher - resource for helping
children rather than disscminator of body of knowledgé.

Trawp et al. (1972) attemptéd.to describe open educs-
tion and define the terms used by the authors. They developed
an instrument for measuring openness of a scho;l program which,
through seversl prototypes, ended up as thelDimensions of
Schooling Form III,{DISC III). This is a fairly massive,
32=page inventory that uses a complicated weighted .scale for
scoring. Because it is unwieldy and time consuming to admini-
ster, it has found relative disfavour in the eyes of those who
have attempted to use it (Traub et al.,, 1972, D 81).-

The Description of School questionnaire was designed
by Paulkmer (1977) as an instrument that would differentiate
between "open™ and "traditional® schoois without being unwieldy
and time consuming to administer. It incorporates the sections
of the DISC III that conform to Walberg and Thomas' (1971)
eight dimensions of open education, Basically, it_congists of
a short, 12-item questionnaire with three to five multiple
choice responses for each items It is scored by summing the
gscoreg of item responses with possible acores ranging from a
low of 12 to a high’'of 47. Paulkner (1977) reported e somewhat
bimodal distribution of scores in the 29 schools he studied

and used a acoréuaf 36.5 es the cut—=off point to differentiate
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betwean "traditional™ angd "open" schools. In this study it
was scored by summing the doubled scores of item responses.
Doubling the scores allows an item to be counted without;gvol—
ving the use of fractioﬁgl nuEbers if a subjeét has clearly
indicated a response that falls between categories.of itém
choices given. Therefore, possible scores rangé was increased
from 24 {0 94 and the cut=off point was doubled from 30.5 to
61.0. | ' . |

N Because the Description of School is bssed on Walberg's
and Thomas' (1971) eight dlmen51ons of open educatlon, it has
content validity. Faulkmer (1977) also reported tfat whem 10
schools were rated by their Superintendent of Schools on degree
of openness, their scores when compared to DS scores gave a )
. Pearson correlation of .886 which is significant at the 95%
| Confidence Level (Glass and Stanley, 1970, p. 536). The scores
seem reasonably stable over time. A test~retest procedure was

conducted for 14 teachers in five schools over an &=week periocd.

The data are listed in Table 2.
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Table 2

Teat—-retest scores

for the Description of School Questionnairs

. S

Subject Test I sqore Test II score
1 66 6o
2 62 .52
3 61 ' - 82
4 60 ) 62
5 60 62
6 58 ’ 58
7 ) 56 58
8 56 58
9 56 ' 52
10 55 62
11 52 52
12 50 52
13 50 48
14 44 44

67
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The test~retest rellablllty coeffidient was computed
by the Pearson product-moment method and yYiplded a value of
«792 (n = 14) over the S—-week period. '

3. Iimitations and Delimitations |

A - Iimifations

The limitations of this study can be categorised into
four main areas. Esach of the four instruments used is subject
to limits of reliability and validity. Each of the four
variables messured is limited in scopes The ILeast Freferred
Co=worker score is but one aspect of a principal's personality
The Group Atmosphere score is not all-encompassing in descr1b1ng
leader-member relations, Similarly, Organizational Inventory
and Description of School scores do not reflect 811 aspects of
the school setting. . The dats were collected by a mail survey,
and not all the schools that were contacted replied. The dats
were generated by the subjective observations of untrained
pérsonnel.

B = Delimifations

The data were collected from 205 schools in 16 school
board jurisdictions. Both schools and school boards were
randomly selected, and represent a cross-gection of both Public

and Separate elementary schools in all regions of Ontario. Data
were requested from the Junior Divigion in schools with ex-

perienced principals who had been in their schools for at least
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1

two years., All schools with special circumstances such as
French Immersion schools, Intermediate schools, twinned schools,
schoels with annexes or Special Learning Disability schools,

wera excluded.
4, Description of the Data

The 10 items of the GA were scored on sn eight-point
scale. The GA for the school was obtained by summing the
scores on the 10 items. Scores on the.GA ranged from 40 to 80
with s mean of 65.3. The suggested median score of 65.from
reported normative data (Posthuma, 1970, p. 15) was used as
the cut=off point to differentiate between séhools having good
or poor leader-member relations. All schools scoring 66 or
above were considered to have high GA or good leader-member
relations. Schools scoring 65.or'below were considered to
have low GA or poor leader-member relations.

The 12 items on the DS questionnaire were scored by
summing the doubled scores of item responses. Doubling the
scores allowed an item to be counted without involving the use'
of fractional numbers if a subject had clearly indicated a
respdnse that fell between the suggested categories. The DS
gscore for each school was obtained by calculating the mean
score of the teachere that responded to the 9uestionnaire in -
that school. If at least two of the teachers responded the

gchoolts reaults were uséd. If only one teacher in a school
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responded to the questionnaire, then that school's results
~were discarded. .The means of DS scores (or school scores)
ranged from 35.0 to 72.0 with a mean for all schools of 53464
From the distribution of scores (Figure 4) 61,0 was taken as
the cut=off point for "oﬁen“ schools. All schools with DS
scores of 61.0 or higher were considered "open™ while those
with DS scores of 58.0 or lower were considered *{raditional".
Scores of betweeﬁ 58.0 and 61.0 were not used in the study.
Schools were classified as Type I, II, III, or IV
schools-in terms of their GA and DS scoress Schools with GA
scores of 66 or higher, and DS scores of 61,0 or higher, that
-is “open™ schools with good leader-member relations, wqrg
classified as f&ﬁe I. These schools, which probably corres—
pondAto'octant'III on the Contingency Model continuum, offered
tﬁe principal high situational control. Schools with GS
scores of 66 or higher end DS scores of 58.0 or lower, that is
ntrgditional™ schools with good leader-member relations; were
classified as Type II. These schools, which are about octant I
of the continuum, offered the principal high situational
control. Schools with GA scores ?f 65 or lower, and DS ;cores
of 58.0 or lower, that is w{raditionel" schools with poor
leader-member relations, were classified as Type III. These
schools, which probably correspond to octant V on the favoTrar
bility continuum, offered the principal moderate si%b £al

control. Similarly, schools with GA scores of 65 or lower,
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and DS scores of 61.0 or higher, that is “open® schéﬁls with
poor leadexr-member relations, were classif@ed as Type 1V,
Thasa_schools; which probably correspond to octant VII of
the Continéency Modsl favourability continuum, offered the
principai low situational control.

Twenty—four of the 34 items of the O0I were scored by
a 5-point scale decreasing A to E. The other 10 items were
. scored on s 5=point scale in tﬁe opposite direction. The
bureaucracy score for each tescher was the sum of all responses
to the 0T items.‘ The buresucracy score for a school was ob-
tained by calculating the mean score of the respondents within
the school. If only one teacher responded in a school, the data
from the school wére considered incomplete, and not used in the
study. The use of the mean score is legitimate because the QI
has been justified as an objective measure of bureaucracy (Hall,
1963, pp« 32=40). OI scores for schools ranged from 61.0 %o
123.7 with a mean of 92.5, - |

The 16 items of the IPC were scored one o eight.‘ Each
principal's LPC score was czlculated by summing the scores on
the 16 items. Scores on the IPC ranged from 23 to 128 with a
mean of 62.2. Principals who obtained LPC scores of 64 or above
were considered ﬁigh_EPC leaders while thoqé who obtained LPC
scores of 57 or below were considered low IPC leaders, -
Principals who obtained LPC sc?res of between_SB an& 63 were -
considered bgrderline (Piedler et al., 1976, D. 22) or neither

high nor low LPC leaders, and were not used in the study.
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All LPC and OI scores used for gsch type of school.

are glven in Appendlt Te / .
/ . !
5. PFlan of the Statistical Analysis

- _ ‘ .
1. . A one-way analysis of variance was computed for the

mean Deqcrlption of School scores of "tradltlonal" and “0pen"

. schools in each of the four tyypes of echools being qtudled and

the approprlate post hoc procedureq were carried out on the

'"results. (This ensures that schools are 51gn1flcantly different :

“in degree of_oPenness.)

fe” 2 Correlatlon coefficieats between IPC and OI scores

were calculatea for each school t}pe.

G

oy . . . ' 3 ‘ |

e,



of schools are indeed*different.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS -
1o~ Statistical Analysis

In this chapter, the four hypotheses are tésted. The
degrees of association are assessed through the use of the
Spearman Rank Order correlstion methgﬁ?;\These tests are pre-
ceded by a test of the difference be@weéﬂ the mean scores of
*{radi tional® and "open" schools on thg%‘escription of School
scale. Tﬁis preliminary test is to ensiib’that the two types

The means and standard deviations of Description of
School scores for all four types of schools are given in
Table 3. The results of a one-way anslysis of variance are
given in Table 4. As can be seen from Table 4, the four
types of schools do differ'significant%E iﬁ respécf to
Description of School scores. h .<__#

- Appropriate.post hoc procedures were carried out on
the data using the Scheffé Method of Multiple Comparisons
technique becauseAthe four éamples were of different size.
The results are listed in Table 5. These results’;ndicate
?hét in gll Eomparisons_excépt T%be pe IV and Type II

to Type III there is a significant/difference in means of

; Descripfion of School scorea., No significant difference in

>
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DS scores is indicated fq"Type I anﬁ IV schools or’for_
Type II and III schools. Thus the sthools classed as "open"®
do indesd differ significantly from the schools classed as
"{raditional™ in respect to scoreé on the/ Description of

School scale.

S
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' Table’ 3 S

Mesns and standard deviations

of Description of School scores
i

76

N
Sghoot toan Standerd
I 62.86 | 2,34
IT 51465 | " 4.80
III | " 51483 . 4435
IV 62,74 C 2405

~

I = open, good GA (QOctant III)
IT = traditional, good GA (Octant I)
ITII = traditional, poor GA (Octant V)

f

IV = open, poor GA (Octant VII)
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Table .4

One-way analysis of variance
' of DS scores

Source of Sums of *  Degrees of Variance _
variatioh - squares = freedom estimate
Between 3625 ' 3 1208.4
Within - 3578 191 18.73
Total .. 7202 194 -

Value of F = 64.,537* \\//,’F_

F erit. = 3.63 p< .01



RESULTS

Table 5

Comparisons of Description'of School scorss
for the four types of schools

Scheffé method of multiple

comparisons
Contrast Iower limit Upper 1imit
Mean I\~ Mean II -14.3 -8.1
Mean‘ I- e IIT : 7-6 T 14.4
Mean I = Mean LV =342 Ded¥
Mean II - Mean IIT . -2.6 . 242%
Mean II - Mean IV -15.8 -6.4

' .
Mean IIT = Mean IV =15.9 -5.9
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Hypothesis 1

In "traditional" schools as measured by -the Description
of School (DS) with good leader-member relutions gs measured by
the Group Atmosphere questionnaire (GA) there will be'a signifi—‘
cant positive relationship between ;east Preferred Co=worker
(IPC) and Organisational Inventory (0I) scores.

A-Spearman Rank Order: correlation of —0.828 was .
obtained which is significant at the 95%- Conf: dence Devel but
in the opposite direction to that predicted. The hypéthesis
was not supported. : .
Hypothe;;g' 2

In "open" schools ;é measured by the DS with good
leader-member relations as mesasured by the GA there will be =a
significant positive relationship between IPC and OI scores.

A Spearman Rank Order correlation of 0.705 was obtained
w;iich is significant at the 95% Confidence Level., Therefore _
tﬂb\hypg%ﬁ@@@s was supported. ' T '\\\\ -

- i
"——_,h__,,/ i .

~ l

Hypothesis 3

. .
In "traditional® schools as measured by the DS with

poor ieader-membgr relations as measured by the GA there will
be a'significant negative relationship between IPC and OI

BECOreg.
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A Spearman Rank Order correlation of =0,592 was
obtained which is significant at the 95% Confidence Level. The
-hypothesis was supported.

Hypothesis 4

In "open™ schools as measﬁred by the.DS with poor
leader-member relations as measured by the GA there will be s
significant negative relationship between IPC and bI SCOres.

A Spearmsn Rank Order correlation of =0.750 was .
_obtained which is significant at the 95% Confidence Level. The

o

hypothesis was supported.

All results asre listed in Table 6. Note that while
all correlations are significant at the 95%¢ Confidence Level
the correlation for Hypothesis 1 is in the opposite direction

to that predicteds ks
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Table 6
»‘~h.ax\\\\\ Relastionship between IPC and OI scores
. : /
‘ s <,
_1School Spearmsn N
type Rank Order correlation
I 0,705 * -2
II -00828 * 81
IIT -0.2092 * 45
v ~0.750 % « 9
* 7 41;05
I = open, good GA (Octant III)
I1 = tfaditionaﬁ, good GA (Octant I) “
v
IITI = traditional, poor GA (Octant V)

IV = open, poor GA (Octant VII)
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‘ 3. Discussion of Results

Three of the hypothesed were sﬁppprted. The other
hypothesislwas not supported. Calculated correiations betwean
IPC and OI scores for schools of Types I, III, snd IV as
predicted by Fiedler's Contingency Mode), were significant, and
in the predicted direction, The calcui;ted.correlation between
IPC and OI scores fprqupehll schools was significant, but in
the opposite direction to that predicted, which is most
interesting.

In "{raditional" schools with either £ood or poor
leader-member relations, those with low-IPC leaders tended to be
structured more bureaucratically in tenmg of Hall's fundamental
characteristics (Hall; 1963, p. 33) than did those with high=IPC |
leaders. There tended to be a better defined hierarchy of -
authority, more rules covering teachers' rights and duties, more

specified procedures for dealing with routine situations, and

P

more impersonaiity of interpersonal relations in "traditional®
schools that were run.by low=IPC principals then in those run
by high—L?e principals. |
" 'Ih "open" schools with good leader-member relationa‘
the reverse was true, with schools with high-IPC principals
tending to be more bﬁreaucratically organized, in Hall's terms,
than those having low=-LPC pfincipals.

In “qpeﬁ" schbola with poor Iiader—member relations

‘'the relationship between type of leader, and degree of
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.8

bureaucratization differe; from that of “open" schools with good
leader-member relations and followed the patiern of "traditional"
éﬁhools. Those with low-IPC leaders tended to be structured more
buresucratically in Hall's fundamental characteristics than did

those with high=-IPC leaders.

The results for Type I, III, anﬁ IV schools can be . '
accounted for in terms of Fiedler's Contingency Model of <i_,///
Leadership Effectiveness. The results for ﬁype II schools are |
exactly opposite to that predicted by tPé\Fiedler Model and will
be considered lster. The resulis for iype I, ITI, and IV schoois
will be considered first. ) |

" In "open" schools with good leader-member relations the
principal's situational control is high (Fiedler et al., 1976,
De 91)e _

In this Type I school the high=-ILPC principa; according -
to Fiedler (1974, p. 91) will seek to satisfy his seco:izs/
motivational goal needs. He will seek the esteem and ra=
tion of hﬁs superiors by behaviﬁé in a task-relevant manner,
sometimeﬁ)to the detriment of relations with his teachers. In.
effect, he will tend to reduce his situational céntrol to a
state of moderate favourasbility where he is more effécti;e. He
will “tend to have a glosed—door policy, be relatively impersonal
and aloof to hig teachgrs, end standardize procedures as much &s
possible. The Organizational Inventory acores for the school

should be high.
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In the same situation, the low-IPC principal with sood
situational control willibelseek%ng to satisfy his secondary
motivational goal needs. In this high control aituatién, 7
knowing that the tasﬁ-will ot done, he will seék good inter-
personal relations, and will be concerned with his teache;é'
feelings aﬁd satisfasctions. He will tend té be warm and friendly
to his staff, keep an opgn—door policy, maintain an informal
atmosphere around the schoel and seem generally concerned about
them personally. ‘Tﬁéﬁf will be & minimum of school rules and
standardized Operatinéiprocedures. The school's Ofganizational
Inventory score will bé low.
’ The fact Q?at the second hypothesis was supported
agreed with this rationale.

. Ina ni{raditional® school with poor leader-member
relations the principal would view his job as stressful; In
terms of situational control (Fiedler et al., 1976, p. 91) the
situation is moaerétely favourable. The high-IPC principal
will be expected to seek to achieve ﬁis primary motivational
.goal needs as outlined by Fiedler (1974, DD« 65—66). He will
tend to concentrate on promoting good leader—-member relations
by being warm and friendly tb his'teaghers, unstrucﬁure his
schodl to some extent, and posaibly give up some of his position
'power by having few rules and stan@grdized operating p?ocedures
in an'éttempt to éhift his school toward octant IV where ﬁe is

even more effective as a leader. This will be reflected in

1
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terms of a low Organlzatlonal Inventory eeore foxr the sohool.'

3 On the other hang, the low-IPC princi will tend to
achieve his primsry motivational soal needs and will be task
oriented. He will increass his position power by introducing ™
more rules and reguletions. He will tend to operate under s
closed=-door policy charactericed by coldness, aloofness, snd. -
genersal impersonsality of relations with his tesachers. He will

in-fact actuslly t:y‘to make the situation less favoursble in
_ terms of situationsal contfol since he is more effective under
conditions of low situational control than moderate eituational
control. Thls w1ll be reflected in terms of a high Organlaaxlonal
Inventory score for the school, ’
The fact that the third hypothesis was supported agreed
with.this rationale. . " |
' In a Type IV school, the principgl is in a position of
ow situatienal control and princiﬁals will be expected to revert
to seeking their primary motivationalﬂneeds goals, with the |
high=IPC principals motivated to seek good interpersonal relations
and the low-LPC principals metivated to achieve task success,
In this'type of scheel, situational control is low so
the high—-IPC principal will attempt to move toﬁards a situation
of moderate situational control where he is more effective. He
will tend to aperate under an open-door policy, t0 be warm and

friendly ‘to his teachers but to increase rules and standardiza=—

tion of procedures as well, The schgol's Organizational

-
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Inventory scores will bdbe relat}vely low,

On the other hand, the low-1PC principal is effective
in 8 situation of low situational control and he will attempt
to remain in that state. He will be task-oriented in his
primary motivational goal needs and will increase rﬁles and
standaniize operating procedures as much as possiblé; He wmill
have few perébnsl contacts with his staff, will be viewed as
co1d end aloof by his teschers and will not really care how he
is seéﬁ by his- suberdinates. The school's 0rg€nizational
Inventory score will be. high.

Again, the fact that hypothesis number fpur was suppor-
ted agreed with this radionale. N

As mentioned earlier, the calculated correlatitn between
' IPC and OI scores for Type II schools was significaht; but in
the opposite direction to that predicted by Fiedlef's theory.
When results obtained are exactly opposite to that suggested bx;
a major theorist and statistically significant as well, they *
warrant scrutiny and reflectioﬁ.r

It would be expected that in Type II schools which
correspond to octant I of Fiedler's Model, and where the situas-
tion variables offer the principal high situational control,
in fact the highest degree of situational control incorporated
“into the Model, that he would seek to gatisfy his secondary
: .

motivational goal needs in accordance with Fiedler's theory.

The high-IPC principal, according to Piedler (1974, p. 66),
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[

w;ll tend to concentrate on bqhaving in a task-yrelevant mannef-‘
and seek:the gsteem and adﬁirgtion of superiors, sometimes to
tﬁe'detrimen% of relations with immedia&e'subordinﬁtes. He will
tend to have a closed-door policy, be relatively impersonal and
.caloof to his teachérs, and standardicze procedufes as much as
p&ééible. The Organizational Inventory scores for the schooi
_shquid be high, S

- In the same situstion, the low-IPC principal with good
situational'éontrol will be seeking fb éatisfy his secon@ary
motivational gdal needs by seeking good interpersonal relations
and will be concerned with hié subordinatés’® feelings and satis-
factions (Fiedler, 1974, Pp. 66-67). He will tend to be warm
and friendly- to his:staff,ﬁfégﬁkép open=door poiicy, share his:
pcs;tion ?qwer with them, éhintain an informal_atﬁosphere around
" the school and have a minimum of échqol rules'and.frocedures.
The school's Organizatiohal Inventory sc@re will be low. Thus
the-theory.would,predicf a significant ﬁositi#e correlation
betwegnﬁLEc and QI scores.. Iﬁ;gctuality, the results show a
staxistiéaliy signifiéént negative cogrélation between these
two" scores. - _' i
. rIf~principais @n Type II“schools were seeking to satisfy |
' their primary motivatiohal orientation, the high=IPC principals
| would.tend to seék éood:interﬁersonal relations and the low-LPC
principgls would tend to achieve task guccesd. Thisg would‘be
reflécted by a significant negative correlation between IPC and

L g

4 ) It ) ——/
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1

Accofding to Fiedler's theory, the perceived stresefulé'
ness of the situation resultlng from the. degree of situational °
control afforded the 1eeder is the mechanism that determlnes_
leader behavicur in terms of primary or secondary motlvetlenel
orientation (Fiedlef‘and Chemers,-1974,'pp. 99-103) (Fiedler,
1974, pﬁ. 65~67)e The four hypotheses tested.were generated on
. this b351s and all of the hypotheses except the one concernlng
T%Pe II schools were supported. In the Type II schools, the
principals displayed behav1our attributable to primary motlva—-
tional orlentatlon rather than the secondary motivational
iorlentat;on expected because of the 51tuat10nal factors.

One possible ekplanatlon for this ueexpected behaviour
is.the influence of outside factors notecon51dered in F?edlerfs
Contingen0§-mode1.' S I o

Fiedler's three cogfingincy fé&ﬁgrs, leader-member
relations, task structure, and leader position power, should
afford high situaiional control and hence relatively low s;rees
. to both Type I and Type 11 school prlnCIPalS butside factors
mlght alter the perceived stressfulness, however.

Negatlve public opinion in terms of echools has become =
more prevalent in recent years and pressures of “accountabllltq“,
"management by results", and "back to the“basics" movements have
added additional’etrese to an elementary school principal's

role. Limited school budgets brought about by the Provincial
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Govgrnment's spanding_ceilingS'have.givan élemeéth;ylpriﬂciﬁalg-
- more difficulties in arbitrating feacher-aﬁd upper admihistr&-”'
tion demands sand views, The efi‘ects of dechmng enmlments a,dd
_ stress. So does 1nflat10n. In fact, in.his flnal_repqrt on.
Declining School BEnrolments Jackson says, "Most of what appears
to be problems of sccommodating to enrolment changes,” turn out
to be the probiams of mahaging our school syst:m under inflg- -
tionary conditions" (Ciprietti, 1979, pe’ 1)

In "open™ schools the principal's role is less.stressful
than in a wtradithonaln school becausé of the mode of operstion
vof an "open™ school, In an "open™ school, teachers are involved
iﬁ planning as 8 team sometimes under a\"cell" or “pod"™ chai;@an,

or in some schools under the difgption of a non-titled but \\‘\\

. ‘ ~
emergent-leader teacher., Many of the minor problem—solving duties, -

.
and tasks of initiating change, rule making, etc. are removed |
from:fhe principal's area of responsibiiity. Noise 1e§éls;
pupil_moveménf, and pupil activity that would require principal
action or bring community criticism. to bear on the.ptincipal of

a "tgaditional® school tend to be regarded to some extent as a
consequence of open education 1n an "open" school, and thls
_removes more weight from the principal's burden, In short, for
the principal of an “open" school with good leader-member rela-
‘tlons, the 31tuatlon is more secure and less gtresaful than for- ’

the principal of a "tradltlonal“ school, Thus, while principals

of Type I schools displayed their secondary motivational

*
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orlentatlon, the prlncipals of Type II achoola because of per— '

-

celved stressfulness caused by autsmde factors, dlsplayed their -
\prlmary-motlvatlonal orlentatlon. ths would explain the results.
obtalned in thls study. - . | ' |
Jf thls explanatlon were to be :ccepted, then the stress
Hemanatlng from outq1de the school would seem to have 2 more '
potent 1mpact on 1ea&er behaviour’ than the 1nternal organisa—
: tlonal factors suggested by Fledler's Contlngency Model. OtherL
research findlngs offer support for this possibility. Hunt
. (19675 PRe __290—_308) found that- Group Atmosphere alone accountéd p
. for élmogt‘gs mubh‘variance as did the intéraction of the,
| variabies.implied by the Model. Hunt su:mdsed-fhat in some caseé,
s simpler model could e used or that variables other than those
suggested by Fiedler could be utilized, depending upon the type
of organ;zafiog‘being-s%udied. He alsc sugéestéd that some
orgarizations may not fit the Model on an "all or nothing"
" basis, and that further research using other varigbles in the
Model would be useful
Hill (1969, pp. 513—517) also raised the possibility
that'spec1al condltzons may warrant the uge of different
factors. in determining the favourabiiity dimensions
‘ ngplé gnd Wilson's study (1965, pp. 266=270) showed
that both high?LPC and‘lOWhIPC leaders were Iriendly fo éroup

f>' members but at different times during the task, Itswas not

the occurrence of positive behaviour which distinguished the
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ﬂ\ro typee of lemders bdbut the timing of this behaviour,
_ ‘ Graham (1968 pp. 45‘7—464) in agreeme.nt with Sample®s .
. and Wllson's (‘1965) resulte suggeetad that IPC scores ney e
reflect the_ conditioms under which a leader will engage 1&
human relatlons or task hehauour rather than -the amount of
f;'equency wof occurre.nce of such behe.\nours.

_ ,J[:Lklos (196‘3, NJ. 5-8) concluded that a school prin=-
'elpal hae hls behanoui' shapéd, to &8 1a.rge degres, by the
|,expectatlons of h.lm held by his teachers, his supenntendent,

the parents 1‘1: that partléule.r comum.w, and by his colleagues.

*  The resulis of these etud::.e§ would thus seem to lend

- support for the suggest:.on that the stress en:anatlng fmm

- outside fac;:ors may 1nf1111ence leader behav;l.our in a g:wen

- schdol s:.*l;uatlon more than the 1ntemal orgamzatlonal factors
' of Feedlen's Motel, |

. y. ~In any event, eifl the .'p:'t:i'.,pcii;al!.s Tole J".n "gpen™ schools
witll good leader-mimber relz_iti.on;,..-i‘s. dee?; to ‘be less stress-
ful than in "traditional“ schools or "p‘pen" schools m’.'th poor
1ea,der-member relatlone, then te results of this stwiy can

ﬂ!“ ) E gb

bhe expla::.ned in terms of F:.edler's Model.

I

..

As stated ee.rher, only - two etud::.es relatlng bureancracy
and leadereha.p behav:.om:' ha.ve been located 1n the J.:.tera.ture. .
Punch (1967) used thel Leader Behanour Deecmptlon Questlon- ‘

naire and the refined Orgamzaﬁonaljnvento_ry to etudy -thig

> -

/ﬁ .
relationship. He found a nega’clve corr'elat{n be den leadezh

»

ship behaviour in terma of relationehlp-arientatl T\n or .

. \ . i . .
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task-orientation and bureaucracy in school ofgasization. At
ths"ﬁime'hisﬁﬁata were being collecfed,-mh;“chgg}s he studied
" would bé classed as "traditional"™. As such, his fiﬁﬁiﬁgs“érs“xn
accoxrd with fhe results;of this study. _
McKague - (1968a) stidied the relationship betwean leader—.
ship style and school Bureaucratizafios tpiths extent. that the
subtests of the Organigaiional Climate Description Quéstionnaire,
namely Hindrance, Esprit, Intimacj;Méndmnisengagegent,'ars
seasures of school bureaucrsacye. The schoois he,stu&ied were
high schools, and were all quité "traditionalﬁ in the terms used
in this study. McKague considered them to be in octant III of
' the Piedler Model. In light of the fact that they were
n{raditional™ schools, they would be considered as being in
octant I in terms of this study. McKague's findings are in
accord. with the results of this study for "traditional" schools,
The results indicate that different style leaders use
different ways oﬁ-attempting to modify the situation under
different 01rcumstances. In this study no atteﬁpt was made
at measuring the stressfulness of the.situations involved. _
Furthermore, it was assumed that all the principals studied
- indeed met at ~1east the minimum cntena of effectiveness .and
no attempt was made . at rating their effectlveness. It would
‘be 1nteres ng and useful to 1nvest1gate the effects of the

Str::?fEEBEBS -of the 51tuat10n and individual pr1nclpal

effe€tiveness in terms of how each type of leaaer behaves in
7/ . . .
< all poésible_school situations.
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The results indicate that Fiedler's Model which has
been developing from the early 1950s to its present final form

,-Of 1976 (Fisdler et al., 1976, pp. w-219) is useful in pre-

L

‘.dicting prlnc1pal behaviour in ‘aifferent school situations, '

It is also evident that the earlier interpretations of the Least

\ Preferred Co—worker score as an 1ndex of relationship or task—

i i

orléntatlon on the part of the leader could not adequately
emplaln the results obtalned in thls study. Perhaps the "
,earller studles that wére conducted in schools would yleld more

1nslghts idto pr1n01pal behav1our if -the data and " results of

Lthese studles Wwere re-examined in:the. llght of Fiedler's

,1atest interpretation of bhis COntlngency&Model in general and
~ LPC scores, 1n partlcular. The Contlngency Model could have

very practlcal value in the school 31tuat10n both in prznclpal ‘

selection. and pr1ﬁl1pal tralnlng programs.
. . ‘i > J

Although Anderson (1971&, 1971h) has, shown that highly

_bureaucratlzed schools are less effective 1n general than

those 1ess hlgh%y bureaucratlzed ~hte did not distinguish between .

‘existing task structure and philosophigal outlook of the ,
. L
various schools.. The concept oﬁ bureaucratlzatlon as organizationsel

structurlng may ‘be very useful in dlstributlon of power at the

pr1nc1pal level. The resuits of thls stuﬂy 1nd1cate ‘that the

-

organlzatlonal structure of the school reflects the pPrincipalts
attempta.at changlng the situatipnal control to make the .

- .

éifuation more favourable for his particular leadership style.
‘ _‘a ) * ! o . H

¥
- Voo
B
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, Leadership trein;ng programs along the line of Fiedler'e Leader |
Match (Fiedler et al., 1976 PPe V=219): could help- school

. principals 1ncreaee thelr effectiveness in changing their situs~
"Etlonel control and in turn could increase thelr effectiveness
as pr1ncmpals.

4

.In principal eelection ahd Placement, Fiedler's theory

- would seem to be useful in more préperly &ssigning principsls
to & schqol situation in which, they would be most likely to

Tperform well, It would Seéx to be a logical altermative to

the present practlce of selectl 'promoting, or transferring

eomeone on the b351e of pest perfo e in en altogether

.~H ®
: dlfferent 31tuat10n. o N

MR |
- . ) "-.‘._‘\_ X ) . R
. k] N . B
Recemmendatioqf for Purther Research
X .‘ g . ) ~ -

o The, relationship between IPC scores and school organi=|
oo s e = ‘ L .
zational strucfure should be studied over the full range of ~ ™
possible octants in Fledle;'s Model w1th the stressfulnesa

of*the-sztuatlon 8s percelved by&the pr1n01pal teken into

account, and.wath the 1nd1v1dual 9;1n01palﬂe effectlveness

as a pr1nc1pal measured. Other varlables that should be A

| considered in further tésts af the Model &dn light df Fiedler's
| laxest 1nterpretat10n are experience® of the prlnclpal, and
more precleely measured 1eader-member relatione. Such studies:
couid lead to even better eppllcatlon of organlzatlonal t
englneerzng technlqueaqto principal tralnlng programe, and to

- prlnclpal.eelectlon for'a partlcular school aselgnment.

. oann -

a vy
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CONCLUSIONS

Th;ge of the four hypotheses ﬁére aupported; Calculated
correlations betweqn LPC and Oi scores wers significqnt and in
the predicted direction. The first hypothesis was ﬁot supported.
Whilé the calculated correlation between ILPC and OI scores.was
sta&istically'significant, it was in'the opposite diréétion to
that predicted. . . . : -

If "open®™ schools with good leaddr-mamber relations

‘are‘considered less stressful situations than "traditionsl™

schools or "opén" sehools with poor leader—mémﬁer relations,
and Fiedler's explanation of 1eaderbehavioif iﬁ_}ermé of

needs satisfactionméf'ﬁrimazy'and secondary{gbals_fqrttwo
different motivationél systems under streésful.and ﬁonfstreés—
ful conditions as perceived by the leader is taken into account,
then the results are explainable in terms of Fiedler's
Contingency. Model. ‘ 5
. In "traditiona;" schools with eitﬁer g?bd'or poor

leader-member relations, low—LPC principals tended to structure

 internal organization more bureaucratically than did high-1PC

principals. In "open" schools with good leader-member relations,

high-IPC principals tended to structure internsl organization

-~ more bureaucratically than did 1ow-LPC'principals. In "“open*
.8chools with poor leader-member relations the reverse was true

_with'the low-1LPC principaels tending tO'orgéﬁize their schools

more‘bureauératically than the high~IPC principals did.

-

*
*
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. . Many of the organizational engindering schemes fail %o
@ecogﬁize,'as Fiedler does, factors outside the orgahization

itiplf. This weakness reduces their usefulness since some

3

organizaﬁions,'such a8 school systems, do not operate in & vacuﬁm,
free from outside influences. For ins%anop, the findings of this
stuhy'sqem to indicate that environmentsl or outside fagtors may
be imporitant contingenciqsffor ieader effectiveness in that they
..may iﬁﬁose or alter situation stressfulnesé:
These findings could have practicsl &pplications in
both principal training ﬁrosrams, based oﬂ the.organizational
engineering concept, and in principal selection for = parficular

school situation.

"This study indicates that morg study in this ares
would be warranted. Better undepsténding of the~;elatiohship
between ILPC scores and school organization, with the factors
.of situation stressfulﬁess, experience of the principal, more
precisely measured leader-member relationé, and principal
effectiveness taken into account, could lead to even better
application of the organizationsl engineering technique andrto
" more éareful pvrincipal selection for é particular school

assignment,
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890 Beatrice Crescent:
S . - - Sudbury, Onxarlo

. ! : P3A 3E5

: ‘ : 1978-09-13

- Dear

I am an elementa:) school pr1nc1pal with the Sudbu:3
- Board of Bducation Presently working as well on my thesis to
complete the requirements for s FPh,.D. degree from the Univer-
sily of Ottaws. I am requesting your permission and sid in
collectlng data from some of your elementary schools. PFPerhaps
& brief ocutline of my thesis, the data I require, and my
testing instruments, le in order.

Related to Degree .of Bureaucratizstibn of School™. Basically,

¥y topic is "The Leadership\Style of the Principal
i
oy study is an appllcatlon of Fledlgg'q Contingency Model of
"Leadgfship Effectiveness.
In Fiedler's Model, leaders of different styles as
measured by the Least Preferred Co-worker scale are more effec-
~tive or less effective as leaders depending upon the favoura-
bility of the situation for the leader gs determined by the
particular combination of three factors, group atmosphere, task
structure, and lezder position powers This model is a power-
ful and useful one that has been used in literally hund!@ds
of studies by Fiedler himself, and many others.

My contention is that principals change their internal
school organization to make the situation favourable to their
persopalities. School organization is dependent upon the
principal's style, as determined by Fiedler's Least Freférred
Co=worier sczle, and the situational _favourability, in
Fledler' terms, This should be reflectea in a2 comparison of .

_Yezder style and school organization.

A recently completed pilot study of my thesis using
data from the Sudbury Board of Education and the Sudbury Roman
Catholic Separate School Board schools supports my contention.
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This study could have some practical application.
Some of its possible outcomes could be betier training pro-
srams for principals, and better criteria for principal
solection and placement.

Enclesed are copies of the instruments that will be
used in my study. The scheel principal would complete the.
Least Freferred Co-worker and Group Atmosphere scales, Three
teacjers would complete the Organisational Inventery and
i on of School Surveys. Completing these instruments

7 time consuming. It would require seven to ten

cipalts time and twelve tc fifteen minutes

the teacher's time., Naturslly, sll dats cellected is
tly confidential. Since the curwe} will invelve some 250
s from iwenity-five Scheool Boards, and since all dsta
will bW pecoled, and all schools are anonrmouh, cemparlqonc
between \ndividual schocls and/or principals is net intended
'tv, not possible.

am-.requesiing then are two things; flretly,
to collect data from some echoole in your
ided they are willing tc¢ cooperstie with me,
¢t of elementary schools and addresses in=~
the school principal. I hope to collect
er or early November.

jurisdiction p
and secondly,

cluding the name ©
the data in late Oct

RTBF/BF . T, R. T. B. Faullmer
Enc
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| IIST OF SCHOOL BOARDS
GRANTING FERMISSION 10 CONTACT THEIR FRINCIFALS

1e Carleton Beard-of Bducation
133 Greenbank Road
Ottawa, Ontaric KIH oL3

5. Dryden Board of Kducation

Box 3QQQ . e N\
Dryden, Cntarie TSN JH4 . {(
3. Frontenae County Board of Educatien \

Pestal Bsg 610 . -
Kingston, Ontaric K7L 4X4

4. Boand of Bducation for.the City of Kamiljen
Box 558 X :
Hamilicon, Cntarie IoN 3Lt ‘;// :

. Iambton County Board of Bducation ——

200 Wellington Sireet
Sarmisa, Cntario N7T 7L2

(91}

Ga Lincoln Countys Board ¢f Education
112 Oskdale Avenue
St. Catharines, Ontaric L2P 3J9

Board of Bduc&¥ion for the City of Iondom /
Eox 5873, Tedminal A
Iondon, Ontaric  N6A 4TS

iipissing Eoard of Education

ox 3110

jorth Eay, Ontariec  E1E 8H1

9. /%ipissing Distritt R.C.S.S. EBoard
1140 Front Street
North Eay, Ontaric  P1E 6F2

10. Ottawz Eoard of Educetion
330 Gilmour Street
Ottawa, Ontaric KZFP OFQ

1t Sault Ste. Marie Eoard of Education
£44 Albert Street Eazt
‘Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario  PE6A 2K7
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12, Sault Ste., Marie District R.C.S5.5, Board
© 169 Spring Street
.Sault Ste., Marie, Qutario FoA A4
13, Stormont, Dundas and Glangarry County R.C.S8.8,. Board
1104 First Streoet Bast .
Corpwall, Ontarie KoH 588

14. Waterleoe County Foard of BEducsatien
Rox 65 :
kitcheney, Qntarie NI X9

15. Wentworth County Beard of Educatien
1039 Upper James Sireet :
Hemilten, Ontario L9C A7

16. Board of Education for the City eof Windser
Box 210
Windser, Cataric N9A ©K1
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SAMPLE IETTER TO FRINCIFALS (INCLUDING
'BXPERIENCE SURVEY)
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890 Beatrice Crescent
Sudbury, Ontario

P3IA 385 :
1378~-10-25

Dear

I am an elementary school principal with the Sudbury !
‘Board of BEducation presently working as well on my thesis to
complete the requirements for s Fh.D. degree from the Uni-
versity of Ottawa. Being an elementary school principal like
yourself, I know how busy you are, but I am asking for your
help in collecting data. Helping me won't tske very much of
your time or your teachers' time as you will see.

My topic is "The Leadership Style of the Principal
Related to Degree of Buresucratizstion of School". Basically,
my study is an application of Fiedler's Contingency Model of
Leadership Effectiveness.

In Fiedler's Model, leaders of different styles as
measured by the Least Preferred Co-Worker scale are more effec—
tive or less effective as leaders depending upon the favoura—
bility of the situation for the leader as determined by the
particular combination of three factors, group atmosphere,
task structure, and leader position power. This model is a
powerful and useful one that has been used in literally
hundreds of studies by Fiedler himself, and many others.

My contention is that principals change their internal
school organization to make the situation favourable to their
personalities. School organization is dependent upon the
principal's sjyle, as determined by Fiedler's Least Preferred
Co-Worker scale, and the situational favourability, in Fiedler's
terms. This should be reflected in a comparison of leader

. etyle and school organization.

A recently completed pilot study of my thesis using data
from the Sudbury Board of Education and the Sudbury Roman
Catholic Separate School Board schools supports my contention.

Thig study could have some practical application. Some
of its possible ocutcomes could be better training programs
for principals, and better criteria for principal selection
and placement.
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) Bnclosed are copies of the "Least Preferred Co-Worker™
and "Group Atmosphere" scales, three copies of the ' .
"Organizationsl Inventory® and "Description of. School" surveys,
and a stamped, self-addressed envelope for you to return the
completed forms to me. I would ask you, please, to complete T
the "“Least Preferred Co-~Worker" and "Group Atmosphere®™ scales
yourself. (It should take you only seven o ten minutes.)
Please select three of your Junior Division teachers if pos=’
sible (or Intermediate Division if it is not) and ask them

to complete the "Organisational Inventory"™ and “Description of
School" surveyse. It should require.only twelve to fifteen
minutes of each teacher's time. If you would collect the in-
struments nd mail them to me in the stamped, qelf-addressed
envelope, I would be much obliged.

Naturally,vall data collected is strictly confidentisl.
Since the.survey will involve some 400 schoo from twenty-

ividual schools
ty, not possible,

schools are snonymous, comparisons between: in
and/or principals is-not intended and, in res

has ‘given his perm1551on for me to contact yo
your help, If you d4d.decide to help me I wo
you return the completed forms to me by Nov er 30th so that

I can process the data by computer in Decembér. )

I am sorry that I have to collect this data by m:ail'
rather than through face to face contact, but since I am .
heading s school on a regular basis, just like you, it is, of
course, 1mp0351ble.

Your consideration of my request would be appreciated.

Yours truly,

RTBF/BAF R. T Be. PFaulimer
Enc |
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\\“\\L‘ EXPERIENCE SURVEY

Flease fill in the folléwing:

Total years of experience:

Years. in preseat school:

More
1=5 5~ 10 than 10
Less More
than 2 than 2

122 .
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LRAST PREFERRKD CO-WORKER

Think of the person with whom you can work least well,
He may be someone you work with now, oxr he may be someone you
knew in the past. He dees not have to be the person you like
least well, but sheuld be the person with whem you had the
mest difficully in getting a job done. Describe this persen

as he appears to you. /
-

SCB Mplessant
T Y

:*_ Unfriendly

Fleassant :

LX)
d
(1)
aa
*8

e
-4
o)
1
Al
A

.

a8
[T
(1]
[1]
8

Friendly __:_

§ T E TS T Y T
Rejecting : : : : < : : Accepling
1 2 3 4 S Te "7 7% :
Helpful _ _: : . H : : Frustrating
- 8 7 ¢ 5 4 3 Z
Unenthusiastic : : : 3 : : : Enthusiastic
1 2 3 & 5 € { 3
' fense S T N ST N Relsxed
-1 2 3 4 S5 € "1 7%
Distant 3 s : H : : H Cleose
1 2 3 & "5 @& 71 7§
Cold H : : I - : Warm
1T 2 35 4 5 "¢ 7 &
Cooperative 2 : : : ‘; : : Uncocperative
8 7 6 5 T& "3 2z 1
Supportive : : : : : : : Hostile
a 7 € > 4 k) 2 i
Eoring : : : : : - Interesting
1 2 3 4 5 €& 7 8
Quarrelsome . 2 : : : : 3 : Harmonious
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 g
Self-assured : : : : : : : Hesitant

7 6 5 T4 T3 Tz
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LXAST FREFERRED CO-WORKKR

! o
Bfficient S S T AR S S Ineffici ant
J i o ) 4 3 - 1
Gloomy - : : : : Cheorful -
1 < 3 4 = ) < { J
Open : 3 : : : H Guaxded
] ) ¢ B 4 3 < 1
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THE. GROUP ATMOSPHERE QUESTIONNAIRE

. _
. Floane dascribes the group atmosphere of your preseant
+ school by checking the following itemss

e Mriendly -8 : 7 :6 1513 4

s 3 3 o 1 : Unfriendly
2. Accepting | i = i3 2t Rejecting
. g
3. Satisfying 3 : : : H : : : : PFrustirating
. . ‘ * . ' -V
4.  BEnthusiastic : : : : : : : : : Unenthusiastic
Se - Freductive @ S H : 3 g : :  Nonproductive
-9
. Warm . : s H : : s : H s Cold
7T« Cooperative : : 2 H : : ¢ Uncooperative
8. Interesting : H : : : : : : : Boring
8, ®upportive : H : H 3 : H : :+ Hostile
104 Successful 3 : i1 : H H : H

Unsuccessful
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-

ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

On the following pages is a list of items that may be
used to describe the way your school opsrates, The items
describe typioal conditions that occur within a schoal. YFlease
indicate to what extent each of these descriptions characterises
YOUR SCHOCL. Flease do NOT avaluate the items as “good™ or
*bad" conditions, but read sach item carefully and decide how
well the statement descrides your scheool. Although some items
may appesr Similar, they express important differences. Bach
item should be considered as 8 separate description. This is
not s test of ability or consistency in snswering. Its only
purpese is to make it possidle for you to descride this school,
as accurately as possible.

o It is impertant thatl your answers be "independent®,
so plesse do not discuss them with other teachers.

Flease be frank in your respenses with the assurance
that 81l responses are sirictly confidemtial,

Please respond to EVERY item. ' .

DIRECTIONS:

8. EEAD each item carefully.

be THINK zbout how well the statement describes your
schools,

Ce DECIDE to what extent the condition described is true
in your school,

d. DEAW a circle zround gne of the five leffers following
the item to show your answer.

A = VEEY FEEQUENTIY or AIWAYS true
B = OFTEN true '
¢ = QCCASICHALLY true

D = SEILDOM true

5 =

VERY BARELY or BEVER true
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ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

9.

10,

1.

124

13,

14.

19

L

I gét approval for decisions I mske, “
Rules stating when teschors &rrive at snd
depart from the building are strietly
followed.

The time for informal Sed-togethers during
the school dsy is strictly regulsted.

Red tape is a problem in getting a job
dene in this school.

The organization sponsors staff Set-
togethers

Staff members here do almost aé they plesse
in classsroom work,

Studenis are ireated within the rules of
the school, no matter how serious a problem
they hagve.

We follow strict orerating procedures at
all times.

A person who wants to make his own decisions
would quickly become discoursged in this
school,

Teachers in this school follow a set of
rules and regulations.

Going through %he proper channels is
important in this school.

Staff meetings proceed in a friendly end
informal manner, '

'Even emall matters are referred to someone

higher up for a final answer.

Standardized classroom methods and pro-
cedures are used by all teachers.

Por student behaviour problems, the school
has sgtandard punishmentse for standard of=

fences, regardless of the individual involved._

C

Ca

9]

r
-3

D E
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ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

23
24.
29
26.
27.
" 28,
Y29,

30.

There can be little action until decisions
are spproved. '

Tgachers do not leave their classrooms
unless thay lhave permission.

Whenever we have & prgblem we go to the
same person for an answer,

No matter how special a pupil's or parent's

. problem appears to be, he is tresated the '
same wsy as snyone else. O

Néthing is said if you get to school just
before 01l c¢gall or leave right after
dismissal occasionslly. .

Relatlonshlps among staff members are
formal and 1mperconal

No one can get necessary supplies. w1thout
permission from the prlnelpal or

vice=principale.

Written orders from higher up are followed
unquestioningliy.

We follow standard procedures in dealing
with most situations which arise.

People make their own decisions here

without checking with Enyone else,

Teacherc are careful not to v1olate the
rules in this school,

Teachers -follow clearly spe01fied.proceq
dures for i,lng the job here.

I ask someone higher up before I do almost
anything. .

Teachers are aware of rules regarding their
behaviour in and around the school.

I-feel that I am my own boss in most matters.

A

N
128
D IE
D 8B

)
D B
D~E
D E
D E.
D E
D E
D E
D E
D E
D E
D E
D E
D E
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ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

¥

3.

Teschers have fun socializing together
during school time. '

Teachers experiment with procedures for
classroom tedching and other school woxik.

Teachers! closest friends are other stafy
members at this school.

How things sre done in the classroom is
pretty much up to the individual teacher.
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MARKING SCHEME FOR
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

Questions 5, ¢, 12, 20, 25, -30, 31y, 3%, 3

fad

y 34
are scored 1 to 5 on an inereasing scale left

to right.

All other questions -are scored 5 to 1 om a decreasing scale

left to right.

130
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) DESCRIFTION OF SCHOOL

Flease circle the age level(s) of the students you teach:
S8 7T 8 9 10 1112 1Y 1 1n

The purpese of this guestiomnaire iz te obtain a -
Jescriptitn of your scheool on a variety of dimensiens, Befere
responding, please nete the following points very carefully:

1. Many of the dimensiens-are to be responded t¢ in terms of
your "class". "Class™ in this questionnaire ig defined as o
the group of students assigmed to 8 teacher at any specific
ooint in time. It could bte 3 fixed assismment for a year :
or a temperary assignment for amy sherter pericd.

2. Bach questicn contains several categeries relating o cue
_dimensicn of scheoling.

3¢ HRead all of ihe categories of one questicn befeore respen-
ding to that dimensica. : -

4. FPFor eack questicn circle the letter in front of the
category thatl applies to your situstion.

S« Flease respond tc each question,

E.  Plezse resrond te the

questions as things %g, not &s
they should be or not as ¢ ealliy.

hey would be id

L]
Exzmple Item:

Iibrary Uszee

4 Students go toc the library individuszlly whenever they wish.

E Students go to the Iibrary individuzlly with the perw
migzion of thelr teacher.

(:) Students go to the library in groups with the supervision
of a teacher or librarian,

D Students go to thé library after regular schoocl hours
only. ,
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DESCRIPTION O SCHOOL

Assigmment of Students to Teachers

A Class lists are decided by toachors and students.

.

R Class lists are decided upen bty the teachers,
< Class listes are made up by the teachers and principsal
or vice—principal.

Iy Olass lists are made up by the principal snd or
vice—urincinsl.

I

A Fluid patiemrm - one tleck ¢f time for activities
siudeate reoilow if they checse te on thelr owa time -
unprempred by tells,

2 Strucitured and unsiructured - approximately cme=haif-
dar highly crganized and cne=half-dsy relatively
J R Wy ey .y )

TETTUC VAT C N .

tusticns

|28

b
C Mestly structured tutl some unstructured =
P

2

Highly structured - scheol 4time crgenized 1mv
e - nc zllowance for umsiructured situzticn=.

Unztructured Time (students Iree Vo Tursue thelr own
interezts —= nct independent study or
recess) '

L Mcore than Cne ncur.
B Cne hours.

C Yo unstructured time i= 2cheduleds
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DESCRIFTION O0F SCHOOL

4.

e

"Rule ldahm,g (who makes the rules which govern general

school bel

A Rules for student venduct are made by principal and/or
vice-principal, ‘ . :

B Rules for student conduct are made A incipal and/ox
~vice-principsal and teaching staff,

‘Rules for student conduct are made
vice-principal, teaching staff,

!

2

Selection of Materizsls (who selects materials £

A Student cheooses for himsel
- materials available.

rom among all the

C Student is sssigned materisls prescribed for him in—
i (dffferent materials for each individual).

D Student.is assigned materials prescribed to members of
his sub group of the class (eame materials for azll
students in the same sub groups; different materials
for each sub group). :

Student is assigned materisls prescribed to-zll members
of his class (same matenalc for all students in the
same cla. e

03]

‘ Learning Environment

A The learning environment consists pnmanly of the
student's desk or table,

B The learning environment consists of the classroom.
Students move to intereat centres, etc.

C The learning environment consists of the entire school,

D The leérning environment congistas of selected aspects

of the community.

E The learning environment consists of the entire cbmmﬁnity.
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DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOL

" T

Decigion-making (how decisions are made in the classroom)

A Classroom activities are directed by external suthority

(esg+, Principal, consultantq, superintendent).

‘B The teacher makes dec1sxons about student activities

in the. classroom.

-

"¢ The teacher and students cooperatively decide about

student activities in the ¢lassroom.

D The student decides what he will do.

Tegcher Focus

A Teacher directs attentlon to more than one class st
a time.

B  Teacher directs attention to the class as a whole.
C Teacher directs attention to sub~groups of the class.

Tf;ghgr directs attention to individual students.

Gfouping Criterion

& Students group themselves according to interestis.

B Students are consciously grouped by the teacher
either on the basis of random assignment or informa—

tion about student achievement, sptitude, physical
maturity or social maturity.

Students aré principal and/or vice-principal.



APPENDIX 4 - 135

DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOL.'

10.

11,

12

Use of Objectives

A
B

".
Objectives are developed for each student individually.

The same objectives are used for all qtudents in a
sub group of the class.

. The same objectives are used for all students within

class, .

_The same objectives are used in all classes in your

school,

Evaluation Procedures

A

B

A

B

Evaluastion procedures are the same for all students
in the school, :

Evaluation procedures are the same for all students
in 8 class, but differ from class to class in the
school,

Evaluation procedures are the same for easch student
within & sub-group, but differ from sub—group to
sub=-group.

Evaluation procedures are different for each student
in the class.

Student Role in Evalustion

Students have sole responsibility for planning and
implementing evaluation procedures,

Students and teachers participate equally in planning
and implementing evaluation procedures.

Students participate minimally in planning and
implementing evaluation procedures.

Students have no role in planning and implementing
evaluation procedures.
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MARKING SCHEME FOR
" DESCRIFTION OF SCHOOL

Scoring Method

Increasing by incremants of 2,

"
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Total Exporienge ) BN
Categeries
G N Wner e
Number 0 . 99 162 221
% 0 -l T3e3 10C. 0

4

Years in Fresent School

.
Less than 2 More thsn 2
0 221 ' .
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" APPENDIX 6

COMPLBETE SCORES OF SCHOOLS

Qe Gede LeS.
50 30.0
el 40,0
T3 d4.7
o4 S, 0
e 49,0
T 40.0
T Cle
Incompl
4 €10
71 SQe 7
7Q T 54.¢
€4 SZ2.C .
€3 5Tl
] 9943
4 S€.0
57 59:;
70 46,0
70 50.0
77 Si.0
7 €1.3
62 5743
70 51.0
73 63e3
€6 45.3
77 5847
80 54.0
€7 48.7
£5 5843
73 62.0
59 4743

WO R~ vl e 2
e BT 7 /B PR

0,1,
103, 0
120.0
Uh,. 3

VT.0
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COMPIEYE SCORES OF SCHOOIS

Y
L)
-l

fad tad tud .7
LPY N 1

(L I -

{ad lap Lad Lad Va2
(Y= T 7/ I

Ch AR A1 AR WU AR AR A\ AR AN ~ Y O .
o\omqmm.pwm-somaalgmhmm-so

I
0

el S

N d T OO DA IUNANDA ALY G~ ~ O =1 H D2
g\oogm04m4mom4mxooom\on;n;o;-m wn h

o =
D -

m.

ReSe
50.0
55,0

. w
(e

ncompleto

5440
52.0
40.0
59,3
5640
5640
577
4.7
58.0
49.0
58.0
51a3
6047
513
44,0
5047
5040
44,7
5647
5343
54.0
48.0
54.0
53«3
46.0
53.0

30
5¢&

datla
RQ

- -

€9
59
61
81

-

{
50
112
48
€6
57
33
38
61
73
71 -
79
63
79
105
67
76
71
67
70
71
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COMPLETE SCORES OF SCHOOIS

SC-QOQL !9. m- Mo m; ‘ M‘ T
61 72 §2.0 54 o B9.T
62 A7 46,7 39 1020
63 © 69 50,7 106 - 61,0
64 TS 6640 83 55.0
65 66 6240 A4S §2.0
66 Incomplete data
67 66 62,0 T2 - 8547
68 Incomplete datas .
69 59 45.0 - 55{ §9.0
70 . 63 48.0 65 10340 .
71 59 5447 77 §3.0 -
72 . 71 5640 49 95.3
73 . 61 58.0 50 94.3
74 64 62,0 79 8640
75 . 66 - 5440 89 9843
76 73 6440 32 750
77 75 5740 39 10247
7% 68 5140 85 - 90,0
79 .~ 70 510 63 9040 o
80 80 5943 70 7543 N
") N3 5140 67 88.0

82~__ .~ Incomplete data
a3 68 527 63 . 840
84 Incomplete data _
85 57 5640 48 " 123.0

86 51 .. 4847 80 + 8740
87 61 6447 103 85.0 .

- 88 : 69 35,0 76 . 7740

89 65 5647 78 . 88,0

90 59 54.0 ‘g4 . . -88.0 ..
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91
92
93
84
95
a6
97
a8
T 99
100

101

102

103
104
105
106

107 _

108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120

Seh oQ;’ Xo. Gads

7
74
69

. 69

68
&1
60

67

72
50 . -
72

59
74
63
73

80
1

63
69
71
66
63
78
67
94
64

78

65
7

60

5847

m.
64,0
5840
59,2
5340
53.0 -
5447
5143
5047 .
5840
617
54,0
51¢ 3
5143
48.0
44,0
513

5540

5143
5343 °
60.7
58.0
5640

4440
5543
5143
5343
5943
46.0
5543

112

162
59
72

57

. 53

- 80
60
87
59
39
97
§0
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COMPLETE SCORES OF SCHOOIS

School No. = GeA. DeSe . tLeP.Co 0,1.
121 'Incomplete ﬁs,ta
122 80  53.0 T4 -, 88,3
123 66 5540 52 . 88.0
124 72 52,0 30 116.7 .
125 65 - 527 107 92,7

T 126 68 5540 A5 88,0
127 76 500 58 | 9643
128 75 5640 91 92.0
129 ] 67 5647 36 10240 -
130 76 45,0 40 102.0
131 70 5343 42 90.7
132 - 66 4143 63 8847
133 - 69 5647 44 10243
134 71 5540 62 92,0
135 60 5240 - 49 104.7
136 66 5540 58 10647
137 70 5840 63 10643
138 . 58 55¢3 62 10043
139 67 5647 , 62 80.7
140 38 44,0 58 87.0
141 . 68 48,0 53 98.7
142 63 54.0 44 © 11147
143 71 © 5040 70 8743
144 66 613 71 : 0647
145 71 6240 101 108.7
146 66 6040 58 77.0
147 80 5447 38 . 11047
148 71 61e3 . . 56 8643
149 ; - 15 48.7, 91 97.0

150° Incomplete d'ata
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School No. GeAs DsS. IaFaCe . Q4.

151 - 62 527 A2 9643
152 Incomplet e data

153 51 42,7 28 117.0
154 66 - 54.0 .75 74,0
155 .75 45,0 66 §4.5
156 66 49.3 27 121.0
157 69 5740 101 - 8140
158 Incomplete datas

159 Incomplete data

160 59 5447 75 8547
161 Y 55e 3 61 84.0
162 62 6247 53 . §7.0
163 7  58.0 - 30 10340
164 66 46,0 86 8247
165 66 610 ‘ 58 k 82.0
166 .76 49.3 88 90,0
167 72 46,0 . 51 92,0
168 ' 73 6047 | . 60 907
169 76 6243 .34 6843
170 - Incomplete ‘data & .
171 68 5040 35 10543
172 75 5440 . 347 10347
173 63 49.0 78 90,7
174 63~ - 5543 S " 9647
175 74 5247 ‘ 63 1054 3
176 Incomplete data

177 65 44,0 C 41 8140
178 68 5447 T4 T 89.3
179 . 62 . 5440 . 47 99.0
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.§‘ chgo; !!9. g_‘_c Lo : mo Mo

BN 11 R 65 47.3 49 114.7
182 69 46,0 52 10200
183 .70 46,0 67 91.7
184 72 5040 49 95,5
185 60 6640 23 102.3
186 30 2.0+, 55 101.0
187 & 61a3 [ §1 Q2.3

188 T4 6.7 56 73¢3

189 62 6640 67 94.0
190 71 64.0 55 77«0
191 55 54.0 73 99.5
192 75 ¢ 57«7 38 108, 3
193 75 5240 61 10740
194 70 - 510 ° 54 8047
195 i\%ﬁl_/////37.3 Y33 12347
196 75 4343 38 10147 -
197 73 7240 82 101.7
198 78 6047 68 90,0
199 . ‘" Incomplete ‘dat'a
200 . 64 5240 72 - 8347

s 201 75 46,0 - . 93 - 72.0
202 59. 6140 54 8140

- 203 - 62 " 5840, 86 . 9050

204 70 5847 70 - 8247
205 . 73 5040 72 96.3
206 76 5343 79 - 8647 -
207 67 5240 -85 7843
208 65 - 45.0 51 - 105.0
209 57 48.0 * 51 99.3

210 . 66 56,0 88 92.3
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| COMPLETE' SCORES OF SCHOOILS

School No. Gede DsSe. InlsCe Osle
211 | 70 54<.Dv; 50 56,7
A 5 65 510 =~ 59 852.5
213 65 - Sel.0 - 1055
214 66 AT | 61 7.7 -
215 46 . 58.0 59 100 0
216 Incomplete datas
217 71 340 44 100.7
218 : 65 5940 103 - 68.0"
219 62 48,0 76 : 51.0
220 Incenplete data '

221 €3 €1e3 56 9843
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DESCRIFTION OF SCHOOL SCORKS

Type I schoels = 00.0, 02,3, T.0, 01,3, 01,3, 02.0, ¢1.7,
61,2, 61eT, 6303, 61T, 62,0, 62,0, 01,3,
66T, 6400, 62.0, 6.0, 62.7, 62,0, 61.0,
G1aT, €le3, 64,0, 64,0,

p
Trpe IX scheels = 51,3, 51.3, 50.7, 'S5
40,0, 5640, 54,0, 5 49.3, 55.3, 46.0,
5100, 52.0, 46.0, 53.0, 58.7, 53.0, ¥6.7,
5343y 5040, 48.C, 35.0, 54.0, 54.0, 51.0,
53¢Q; 54¢T, 4440, 50.0, 53.0, 50.7, 54.0,
: 5847, 5040, 4640, 50.0, 53.0, 51.0, 53.7,
 53¢3y 5440, 360, 5340, 45.0, 51.0, 58.0,
4447y 5247y 41e3y 52475 5647y 55.0, 55.3,
4447, 5240, 4640, 4440, 54.0, 53.3, 40,0,
54,0, 4446, 55.0, 50.0, 5440, 5840, 5143,
5540, 5240, 5140y 5743, 48.0, 58.0, 46.0,
4640, 5Te7,; 5440, 5640, 5040, 58.0, 55.0,
55¢0; 567, 53¢0; 53«3, 58.0, 45.0, 50.7,
4543, 5740, 53¢35.57«7s 54475 4343, 48.7,
5047y 56e7s 50¢0; 5440, 5240, 58.0, 44.0,

4943 -

lad O a1
L
Q tas
-

o

r 5700, 46.0, 48-7,

1

fvpe III schools = 5447, 5440, 58.0, 56.0, 48.7, 49.0, 54.7,
: 5240, 4840, 54475 5543, 5440, 52.0, 48.0,
54.0}/§df6:\55:ﬁ, 5640, 49,0, 49.0, 573,
50,40/ 4840, 54¢7, 5543, 51¢3, 5143, 5143,
5640,\ 51¢3,- 4440, 58,0, 57+3, 45.0, 47.3,.
5640, 4840, 5143, 58.0, 52.0,156.0, 54.0,
5440, 4640, 52.7, 50.7, 4646, 5640, 37.3,
51.1§ 5000, 4247
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DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOL SCORES

Type IV schools = 64.7, 62.0, 6640, 61.3, 61.0, 62.7, 61.7,
66.0p 61'00, 61.00 .
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. LRAST PREFERRED CO-WORKER and
- .. ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY SCORES

. Iyps I . Zyps I Type IIX Type IV -
‘I oL Irc . 01 “IR¢ . oI~ IPC. 0L
101 108,.6 112 7647 112 T1s3 . 110 T3e3
§3 85%.0 106 - 61.0 94 - 88.0 103 850
82, 1071.7 105 T3.0 36 90.0 79 - 86.0
32 .. 90.3 - 101 §1.0 81 56.0 67 94.0
51 .92.3 93" T2.0 80 87.0Q 56 98.3
71 96.7 - 91 97.0 : 76 8049 46 102.0
.68 ° 90,0 - 8e 93.2 76 81.0 23 1023
65 94.0 38 G2.3 75 85.7
56 86.3. . 87 90.0 75 Q6.7
56 T3 3 86 82.2 73 9905 _—
54 89.7 85 90.0 T2 87.3
52 §5.0 - 84 99.0 71 10047
45 95.7 ' 80 Q9,7 70 97.6
45 82,0 - 80 7447 69 . 80.0
38 67.0 79 86.7 67 790
g, T0a2 ° 79 92.7 67 86,0 .
32 750 79 9643 66 75.0
’ - 76 770 €6 84.0
76 96.0 - 66 10340
T4 84.3 27 8547
74 88.3 - 55 89.0
T4 91.6 _ 54 105.0 °
73~ 86.3 53 91.0
72 G643 51 99.3 |
71 88,0 50 94.1 -
71 92.0 50 10243
71 4.7 49 10447
70 8247 48  123.0
70 8743 A7 99.0
70 91.3 44 1117
69 8643 43 120.0
69 ° 90.0 42 96.3
67 88.0 42 118.3
67 88.6 39 102.0

67 89.3 39 105.0
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Type IX

A

67

67
67
66
57

56.

26
25
54
53
23
52
52
50

50

oL
917
93.5
94.0
84.5
85.0
97.0
9740
101.0
80,7
88.0

98.7 -
98.0 '

102.0
8443
8647
9541
3545
98.0

100.0

1004 3
10047
1024 3
9047
95.7
10147
102.0
10247
103.0

1017 .

108.0
10843
1107
10240
10843
10543
103.7
109.0
1110
11646

12140

LE&ST_PREFERRED CO-WORKER AND ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY SCORES

C
\\M,ﬁﬁ
.

- Lype IIX
CIEC O
33 105,5
30 108,0
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ABSTRACT OF

.Least Preferred Co—worker Score of the Prlnclpal

and Dexrea of Bureaucrat1 gtion in

Open shd Traditional Schools’

4
The study investigated the relatioﬁshig between
legdership style of the prigcipal and sch@ol.brganizétionél
structure using the theoretical model developed by Fiedler
and the concept of bureaucracy deflned by. Webers - aderéﬁ
ship style was the 1ndependent varlable and degree of bureau-

cratization was the dependent varlahle.

The hypotheses of the study were as follows:

150

1¢ In "traditional" schools as measured by'fhe "Description -

of School" (DS), -with gooa 1eader—member relat:.on~ as

measured by the‘"Group Atmosphere“ questionnaire (GA)

there will be z significant posztlve relationship between -

“Least Preferred Co-worker® (1PE}—end—“erganizational >
Inventory" (0I) scpres.
A Spearman Rank Order correlation of =0.828 was obtained

which is significant at the 95% Confidence Level, but in

-~ 1 R. T. B. Faulkner, Least Preferred Co-worker Score
of the Principal and Degree o eaucratization in en an
Traditionel Schools, unpubilsned doctoral dissertation,

Oniversity of Ottawa, 1980, viii~153 p.
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.the opposite direction to that pi-edicted.

+

' ~ APPENDYX 8 CN\\ BN 12

The hypothesis was not auppbrtéﬁ.

In "open® schools as-messured by the DS with good leader-
member relations as measured by the GA there will be s

signiffeant negative relafionship between IFC and OI

SCOTeS.

A Spearman Rank Order correlation of 0.703 was cbtained

which is significagf at the 95% Confidence Level.

'‘Therefore the hypothesis was supported.

;q *traditional® schools as measured by the DS with poor
igé&gr—member relations és megsured by the GA there will
be‘é significant negative relationship betkeen IFC and CI
SCOTes. .

A Spearman Rank Order correlation of =0.592 was obtained

 which is significent at the 95% Confidence Level. 'The

hypothesis was sup?orted.

In "open" schools as measured by the DS with poor leader-
member relations as measured by the GA there will be z

) :
significant negative relationship between LPC and OI scores,

A Spearman Rank Order correlation of -=0.750 was obtained

which is significant at the 95% Confidence Levels. The

'hypothesis was supported.
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_ "traditional® s=chools with poor leader-member

~
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" In the étudy,'data were collected from 205 principals

and 615 teachers in 20 Cownty or District School Foamd

Jurisdictiocns,
The conclusiens of the study were as follows: B

L1

1. In cpen scheols with goed lesder-member relationslthere
iz & significant positive correlation between LFC scores
of the principals and the corganizaticnal structure as

.measured by the QI. | '

2e 1In traﬁitionai schoels with good leaﬁer-member relations
there is & significant ﬁegative correlation between IEC
scores of the primecipals and the organi;ational structure’

as measured by the 0I.
L ]

3« In tradiiionzl schools with poor leader-member relations .
there is a significant negative correlstion between IFC
scores of Yne principals gnd he organizational structure

2= messured by the 0I. ' ' \\

4, ;n open schools with vocr leader-member relations there
iz a significant negaltive correlation betWeen IPC scores
of the principals and the organizational structure as

measured by the 01,

The findings concerned with "open" echobls and
e lafi'onﬁﬂ support

Piedler*'s theory. However, Fledler*'c theory does not'explain
’ ) i

-
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the findings for "traditional" schools with good leader-member
relations. It has been suggested that: outside Tfactors not
considered in Medler's model may impese or aller witKicmal
stressfulness and thus.be impertant contingencies of leader
tahaviour,
. ' - ‘ /

These findings could have practiqal spplications in

both principal training programs, bas sed on the o:.rganizational

angineering concept, and in pnnupal selection for a pa.rtl-

_ culay school situation, This siudy indicates that more study

in this srea would bte warranted. Eetter knowledge of the
relationship belween IPC scores and school erganlzatz.on,
with the factors of s

tion stressfulness and principal
effectiveness taken ¥ate account, could lead to even better
applicati the organizational .engineering techz_:.igué, ahd..
to more careful pnm\:z.pal selection for s partic_u;l.ar schcof'

gssignment,





