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ABSTRACT

Conflict Resolution Between Principals and Teachers
in Elementary Schools

Jack D. Treuhaft, Ph.D.

The purpose of this study was to test the Likerts’
(1976) system 4T conflict resolution theory in an elementary
school setting to assess its potential to explain
constructive conflict resolution, and to test an extension
to the theory based on the Graen and Cashman (1975) Leader-
Member Exchange model. The study focused on teachers’
perceptions of their principals’ ability to constructively
manage conflict.

A Likert-type survey questionnaire was administered to
2.6 elementary school teachers from eastern Ontario and
Quebec to assess their perceptions of the following
variables: system 4T conflict resolution style, help with
work, performance goals, technical competence, school
effectiveness, satisfaction with problem solving, and
loyalty to the principal. Constructive conflict resolution,
a latent variable, was measured by school effectiveness,
satisfaction with problem solving, and loyalty to the
principal. For the extension of the theory, help with work
was used as an indicator of in-group/out-group membership.

Structural equation modeling and Lisrel VI (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1984) were used to analyze the two models which
represented the system 4T conflict resolution theory and the

extension to the theory.
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Three hypotheses were tested

Hvpothesis One

The closer teachers’ perceptions of the
principals’ conflict resolution behavior are to
system 4T; and the higher the level of performance
goals, help with work, and technical competence,
the greater the level of constructive conflict
resolution perceived by those teachers.

Hypothesis Two
Group membership, as measured by help with work,
will be related to principals’ system 4T conflict
resolution behavior.

Hypothesis Three

Group membership, as measured by help with work,
will be related to constructive conflict
resolution.

The following results were obtained from this study: 1)
the Likerts’ system 4T theory holds, however it may be over-
specified requiring only the system 4T conflict resolution
style factor and the technical competence factor; 2)
constructive conflict resolution is not unidimensional; 3)
perceptions of system 4T conflict resolution behavior have
an effect on the satisfaction and loyalty dimensions of
constructive conflict resolution more than thz effectiveness
dimension; 4) the group membership effect exists in
educational settings; 5) group membership has an effect on
teachers’ perceptions of principals’ conflict resolution
behavior; and 6) group membership has an effect on teachers’

perceptions of constructive conflict resolution.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Conflict is a frequent occurrence in human experience.
It arises between nations, organizations, groups, and
individuals. Conflict may have a profound impact on
virtually every aspect of organizations and the people
within them. Its potential for disruption, diversion, and
destruction has lead many tc attempt to eliminate conflict
or at least to suppress it. However, such action is usunally
fruitless since conflict is inescapable.

The unavoidability of conflict demands that we examine
our responses to it. Although many people think conflict is
always harmful it is best viewed as neutral with the
potential for positive and negative outcomes depending on'
how it is managed. The conflict which exists within schools
is no different (Bloomberg & Greenfield, 1980). The
management of school conflict is fundamental to the
successful management of oﬁr educational organizations.
Principals must effectively manage conflict to realize the

potential of positive conflict outcomes.

The Nature of Conflict
The underlying sources of conflict in organizations are
numerous. Pondy (1967) identified three basic types:

competition for scarce resources, drives for autonomy, and
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divergence of goals. Lippitt (1982) expanded this list by
including misunderstandings, personality clashes,
substandard performance, lack of cooperation, and use of
authority. Conflict may also arise from the structure of the
organization and interaction with the external environment.
Thus, conflict within an organization springs from the
environment, structure, use of resources, and interactions
among members.

Conflict begins as a difference. Pondy (1967) suggected
that the perception of difference is the first step in the
development of conflict behavior. Perceived conflict is
followed by felt conflict when hostile feelings develop.
Finally, manifest. conflict occurs when the individual
behaves overtly in some way to deal with the perceived
differences. Thus, conflict is best thought of as a dynamic
process of perception, emotion, and behavior set within the

context of a relationship rather than as a specific event.

Conflict in Schools
Pondy (1966) identified two different types of
conflict: bargaining conflict and bureaucratic conflict.
Bargaining conflict arises from the pressure brought to bear
on school administrators from interest groups and political
coalitions seeking divergent goals. Bureaucratic conflict

arises from the internal structures and relationships of the
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organization. This study is concerned with bureaucratic
conflict between principals and teachers.

As principals and teachers interact conflict arises
fiom the complexity of the workplace and heterogeneity
within the workgroup. Conflict opportunities are frequently
created by disagreements regarding allocation of resources,
performance appraisals, and role interpretations; divergent
goals, values, and beliefs; and varying instructional
strategies (Lam, 1984; Schmuck & Runkel, 1985). The way in
which the principal responds to the conflicts that arise
from the daily operation of the school influences whether
conflict outcomes will be destructive or constructive. Thus,
the principal’s coﬁflict management style has a fundamental
impact on effective schools.

The resolution of conflict between principals and
teachers is vital to achieving effective schools for several
reasons. Dealing with conflict may demand a significant
amount of a principal’s time (Schmuck & Runkel, 1985); the
educational process may be affected, both favorably and
unfavorably, by the manner in which conflict is resolved
(Schmuck & Runkel, 1985); and unresolved conflict may
quickly destroy an organization (Bailey, 1971).
Consequently, managing conflict resolution is an

indispensable skill for principals.



INTRODUCTION

Although current conflict theories have much to offer
to practitioners regarding the constructive resolution of
conflict, these theories often fail to account for the
complexity of conflict interactions in the workplace and for
heterogeneity within the workgroup. Explanations of the
complex interactions among parties to a conflict that
address multiple dimensions, not just the one or two
dimensions frequently used in widely cited theories are
probably more reflective of reality. Another weakness of
many theories is their inability to account for differences
among individuals. Teachers within schools hold unigue
cultural orientations, differ in personal and professional
values, and maintain distinctive educational philosophies.
It is these differences that frequently lead to conflict
‘(Follett, 1941; Chesler, Crowfoot, & Bryant, 1978).
Unfortunately, most conflict theories employ a methodology
that averages respondents’ scores across groups, thereby
losing the ability to capture these important differences
(Korman, 1966). The result is that many modern conflict
theories are limited by relying on only two dimensions and
by a methodology that loses important information due to
averaging individual responses.

Purpose of the Study
This study tested the Likert and Likert (1976) system

4T theory of conflict resolution. The Likerts’ work may be a
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useful theory to explain constructive resolution of
intrafaculty conflictrbecause it includes the variables
contained in other conflict theories, it contains additional
relevant variables, and its methodology can be easily
extended to account for individual differences. The purpose
of the study was to test the system 4T theory of conflict
resolution in an elementary school setting to assess its
potential to explain constructive conflict resclution, and
to test an extension to the theory based on the Graen and

Cashman (1975) Leader-Member Exchange model.

Definitions of Conflict

As indicated previously, the notion of difference is
the essence of conflict. Follett (1941) stated that conflict
is "the appearance of difference, difference of opinions, of
interests” (p. 1l). Another conflict definition suggested
that it is "a natural condition existing in any multiparty
heterogeneous system... and is derived from the fact that
persons ... differ from one another on a variety of values,
goals, and material resources; in addition, they are
interdependent and must interact with regard to these
differences" (Chesler et al., 1978, p.84). Most conflict
definitions include the elements of difference, and

antagonistic interaction.
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Owens (1987) noted that while there is little agreement
regarding definitions of conflict, there is a general
concurrence that two things are essential: divergent views
(oxr apparently divergent views), and incompatibility of
views. Some forms of divergent and incompatible views cited
in the literature are mutually exclusive goals, values, and
cutcomes. Likert and Likert (1876) defined conflict as "the
activé striQing for one’s own preferred outcome which, if
attained, precludes the attainment by others of their own
preferred outccme, thereby producing hostility" (p. 7). The
Likerts limited their theory to substantive conflict, as
defined by Guetzkow and Gyr (1954). Substantive conflict is
rooted in the substance of the task; affective conflict is
rooted in the emotional affective aspects of interpersonal
relations. Consequently, for this study organizational
conflict is defined as overt hostile behavior resulting from
incompatible task-related goals.

The importance of conflict in organizations has not
been ignored by organizational theorists. The following
chapter presents a review of the literature of
organizational conflict theory, conflict effects, and the

Likerts’ system 4T conflict resolution theory.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Conflict Theory

Early Conflict Theories

The study of conflict has a long history. Fink (1968)
identified an extensive list of early conflict writers
inciuding Tarde, 1899; Simmel, 1903; Carver, 1908, 1915;
Cooley, 1918; Ross, 1930; and Sorokin, 1947. Many of these
early theorists were sociologists or economists deéling with
societal conflict, as opposed to the narrower topic of
organizational conflict. The early writers conceptualized
conflict as being one-dimensional with competition on one
end of the scale and cooperation on the other end of the
scale. Their work established the competitive nature of
social relations; noted the prevalence of conflict in
society; established its links to structure, power and
authority; and identified the functional or constructive

potential of successful conflict resolution.

Organizational Conflict Theories

As organizaﬁional theories developed, researchers began
to apply these theories to conflict in organizations. When

the limitations of one-dimensional models were recognized
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the cooperation-competition framework was abandoned in favor
of two-dimensional theories as espoused by Blake and Mouton
(1964), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967}, and Thomas (1576).
However, these widely cited conflict theories fail to
account for complex interactions and individual differences;
instead, the theories tend to stress the need for a single

conflict style that leads to successful conflict resolution.

One of the early proponents of a single best style of
conflict management was Mary Parker Follett. She viewed
conflict as "a moment in the interacting of desires" (1941,
P. 5.). Maintaining that conflict is value free, neither
good nor bad, she noted that both constructive and
destructive resolutions appear possible. Follett identified
three ways of dealing with conflict: domination, compromise,
and integration, of which only integration successfully
settles conflict. Integration reguires bringing differences
into the open, dividing these differences into their
components, and re-evaluating the results to find a solution
that achieves the desires of both sides. There is no
sacrifice by either side, thus, creating a new, stable
reality. Today, this approach is referred to as the win-win
approach to conflict resolution. Follett’s contributions

include identifying the potential for constructive conflict
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resolution, stressing the importance of openness, and
identifying the first single conflict style of behavior.
Blake and Mouton (1964) expanded conflict theory to
include two dimensions instead of one, thus, creating
several conflict styles. Despite this augmentation, their
theory of conflict remains similar to Follett’s. They
proposed a two-dimensional conflict theory based on concern
for people, and concern for production. The two dimensions
are derived from the results of the Ohio State studies
identifying consideration and initiating structure as the
two organizational leadership dimensions. The theory stated
that certain universals exist in every organization:
purpose, people, and hierarchy. Whenever managers act, they
make assumptions about how to achieve purpose through
people. That is, they must resolve two problems: the problem
of achieving production and the problem of dealing with the
members of the organization. As conflict arises within the
structure of the organization, managers react to the
conflict in relation to the two dimensions of purpose and
people. These reactions become the manager’s conflict
management style. Using a nine point scale to measure change
in the two dimensions of concern for people and concern for
production, Blake and Mouton described five major styles of
conflict resolution behavior. Like Follett, they argqued that

there is one best way to resolve conflict. Of the five



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

styles, the confrontation style is reported to be the most
effective style. Although Blake and Mouton expanded the
number of dimensions included in their theory, the essence
of the theory remains similar to Follett’s earlier work.

Thomas (1976) proposed another two~dimensicnal model
that focuses on assertiveness and cooperativeness.
Assertiveness is defined as an attempt to satisfy one’s own
needs while cooperativeness is defined as an attempt to
satisfy another’s needs. Blake and Mouton used both
dimensions of task and consideration, however, Thomas used
two aspects of only one of these dimensions ~ consideration.
Both concern for self and concern for others are elements of
considerction. Like Blake and Mouton, Thomas named five
conflict resolution styles: collaboration, competition,
avoidance, accommodation, and compromise. Thomas’
collaboration, the most successful conflict resolution
style, closely resembles the Blake and Mouton confrontation
style.

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) also supported the argument
that there is a single best conflict resolution style. They
used a two-dimensional theory based on integration and
differentiation. Integration refers to the quality of
collaboration among departments that are required to work
together in response to environmental demands.

Differentiation refers to differences in attitudes and

10
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behavior among departments as a result of division of labor.
Differentiation is a source of conflict. To overcome this
conflict, functional specialists are required to integrate
the activities of the differentiated departments within the
organization. Although the Blake and Mouton theory explains
general organizational conflict, this theory is limited to
interdepartmental conflict. Lawrence and Lorsch examined
six companies within the plastics industry (an industry with
high uncertainty and many opportunities for conflict) with
different performance records; two high performers, two
middle performers, and two low performers. As a result of a
factor analysis of the Blake and Mouton instrument they
reduced the styles of conflict behavior from five to three:
confrontation, smoothihg, and forcing. Using these three
styles, they reported that confrontation is used to a
significantly greater degree in high-performing
organizations than in other organizations. Managers in the
medium~performing organizations use confrontation to a
significantly greater extent than managers in the low-
performing organizations. In addition, managers in the
medium and low performing organizations are more likely to
smooth over conflict than managers in the high performing
organizations. Lawrence and Lorsch concluded that l
confrontation behavior leads to effective conflict

resolution. Although the sample size in the study was small

11
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and restricted to one specific industry, the results
strengthen the argument that among various styles of
conflict resolution some are more constructive than others.

In a departure from the two-dimensional approach,
several contributions have been made using systems theory.
The advantage of systems theory over other frequently cited
theories is that it includes multiple variables in the
conflict eguation. Katz and XKahn (1966) noted that in any
open system with limited resources, conflict is inevitable.
They assert that conflict is a process resulting from the
internal structures and processes of the orxrganization. The
Katz and Kahn model included six categories of variables:
organizational éroperties; conflict of interest; role
expectations; personality and predisposition; external
norms, rules, and procedures; and interaction. The Likerts
(1976) also used the systems approach. The theory
incorporated the earlier single conflict styles work and
added several other important dimensions that address
organizational complexity and individual differences. Thus,
the Likerts’ system 4T theory has several potential
advantages over other conflict theories due to its ability
to deal with an organization’s complexity and its individual
members.

All of the organizational conflict theories mentioned

above assume that conflict can be constructively managed.
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That is, certain positive effects occur as a result of
constructively managing conflict. Before examining the
Likerts’ system 47T theory in detail, it is important to
define constructive conflict resolution in terms of these
conflict effects. The next section reviews the treatment of
constructive conflict resolution in the literature to

establish an appropriate way of measuring it.

Conflict Effects

Conflict is recognized as having both destructive and
constructive outcomes. Destructive outcomes are well known.
Potentially constructive outcomes of conflict are cited by a
number of authors (Coser, 1956:; Schmidt & Tanrenbaum, 1960;
Thompson, 1960; Hoffman & Maiexr, 1961; Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Boulding, 1964; Litterer, 1966; Van Doorn, 1966; Pondy,
1967; and Deutsch, 1971). Follett (1941) suggested that
effective organizations are not those without conflict, but
rather those that have found ways to "set conflict to work, "
to make it... "do something for us" (pp. 1-2). Following
this line of thought, an effective school should not be
without conflict, but a place where conflict has been made
to be constructive. Therefore, one challenge facing the
principal is to manage conflict constructively.

Numerous variables have been used to measure

constructive conflict resolution: productivity (Pondy, 1967;
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Burke, 1970; Robbins, 1978); stability (Pondy, 1967; Owens,
1587); adaptability (Pondy, 1967; Filley, 1978; Robbins,
1978; Owens, 1987); effectiveness (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Jones & White, 1885); cohesiveness and trust (Wynn, 1978);
job performance (Burke, 1970, Renwick, 1977); satisfaction
(Deutsch, 1969; Likert & Likert, 1976; Robbins, 1978:
Schnake & Cochran, 1985); trust and power (Dubin, 1957;
Schmidt & Tannenbaum, 1960; Kuhn, 1961; Blake & Mouton,
1964; Burke, 1969; Likert & Likert, 1976); work motivation
(Schnake & Cochran, 1985); and innovation (Filley, 1978;
Robbins, 1978; Wynn, 1978). Since there is no direct measure
of constructive conflict resolution a variety of measures
have been used to indicate the presence of the construct.
Despite the many variables used, there have been no attempts
to treat the constructive conflict resolution construct as
multidimensional. It appears to be assumed that constructive
conflict resolution is unidimensional. Furthermore, research
tends to focus on two perspectives: successful resolution
from the point of view of the organization and successful
resolution from the point of view of the individual. Three
main dimensions of constructive conflict resolution emerge
from the literature: satisfaction with conflict outcomes,
personal effectiveness and organizational performance. To

establish which dimensions to include as indicators of the
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construct the literature on organizational effectiveness was
used as a guideline.

Hage (1965) cited adaptiveness, production, efficiency,
and job satisfaction as organizational ends. Steers {(1975)
found adaptability-flexibility, productivity, and job
satisfaction frequently occurring concepts in organizational
effectiveness models. Miskel, Fevurly, and Stewart (1979)
noted that perceived organizational effectiveness, loyalty,
and job satisfaction represent a variety of outcomes that
have been widely used to approximate organizational
performance. These last three variables, effectiveness,
satisfaction, and loyalty appear to be sufficiently
comprehensive to indicate constructive conflict resolution.

The inclusion of effectiveness and satisfaction as
indicator variables may be problematic if the construct of
constructive conflict resolution is unidimensional. It has
been recognized for a long time that the relationship
between satisfaction and organizational performance is not a
simple one (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955). If they are
separate concepts then constructive conflict resolution
cannot be unidimensional. In a recent study Guan and
Holdaway (1985) found a direct relationship between
principals’ overall job satisfaction and school
effectiveness. However, Johnson and Holdaway (1891) found

only a weak relationship between principals’ job
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satisfaction and performance. Since the underlying
assumption of constructive conflict resolution is that the
end result will be increased satisfaction and improved
effectiveness and there is the possibility of a relationship
between these variables, it was assumed that the construct
was unidimensional and both of these dimensions were
included in the study.

The previous review of the literature on organizational
conflict suggests that three variables can be used as
indicators of constructive conflict resolution:
effectiveness, satisfaction, and loyalty. These variables
will be referred to in the study as the conflict resolution
variables. The following section examines the educational
literature regarding these three indicator variables.

It has already been noted that conflict is an enduring
characteristic of schools. Milstein, Lusthaus, and Lusthaus
(1980) stated that whatever the outcomes of conflict they
are certain to have an impact on the educational process.
Blumberg (1985) found that among school superintendents,
dealing with conflict was the dominant condition of work. In
a survey of school principals Williamson and Campbell (1987)
found that relations with subordinates was one of the four
major causes of stress. Thus, conflict within a school is
likely to strongly influence the principal as well as the

principal-teacher relationship.
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Cameron (1986) stated that the construct of
effectiveness was inherently tied to all organizational
theory and was the ultimate dependent variable in research
on organizations. In a 1985 study Eberts and Stone found
that principals directly influence student achievement, in
part, by reducing conflict among the participants in the
educational process. Miskel, McDonald, and Bloom (1983)
found that structural and expectancy linkages between
principals and teachers were consistent predictors of
organizational effectiveness. Organizational effectiveness
was defined in their study as a multidimensional concept
based on Mott’s (1972) definition of effectiveness which
included productivity, adaptability, and flexibility. Heck,
Larsen, and Marcoulides (1990) using a theoretical causal
model were able to positively link the principal’s
management of school climate and participative decision
making with student achievement . However, the relationship
between principal behavior and student achievement is not
yet firmly established. Hoy, Tarter, and Bliss (1990) found
that at best the influence of the principal on student
achievement is indirect. As Cameron suggested, the inclusion
of effectiveness as a measure of constructive conflict
resolution in schools is fundamental. Given the uncertainty

regarding principal behavior and student achievement, Mott’s
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definition of effectiveness would appear to encompass a
broader view of school effectiveness.

Holdaway (1978) concluded that satisfaction is
generally considered an organizational outcome. A number of
studies have used satisfaction in this way and have found a
relationship between the principal’s leadership style and
teacher satisfaction (Belasco & Alutto, 1972; Grassie &
Carss, 1973; Miskel & Gerhardt, 1974; Miskel et 2l., 1979;
Miskel et al., 1983; Johnson & Holdaway, 1991). Doster
(1982) also found a relationship between levels of teacher
satisfaction and degree of intrafaculty conflict. Based on
these findings, the use of satisfaction as an indicator of
constructive conflict resclution appears justified.

Blau and Scott (1962) noted that suboxdinate loyalty
was a measure of effective use of informal authority by the
superior. Johnston and Venable (1986) noted that the concept
of loyalty to the principal is derived from the Blau and
Scott view of subordinate loyalty. Hoy, Tarter, and Forsyth
(1978) linked teacher loyalty to the principal’s ability to
stimulate work group productivity. Loyalty has alsoc been
found to be related to authority, principal‘’s leadership
style and organizational structures (Hoy & Williams, 1971;
Hoy & Rees, 1974; Miskel et al., 1979). According to these

findings it would appear that teacher loyalty to the
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Principal would be another useful indicator of constructive
conflict resolution.

In summary, a number of variables have been used to
measure constructive conflict resolution. Most studies treat
this variable as unidimensional. For the purposes of this
study, three indicator variables of constructive conflict
resolution were chosen: teachers’ perceptions of
organizational effectiveness, teachers’ satisfaction with
principal leadership and interaction, and teachers’ loyalty
to the principal.

Having identified a way of measuring constructive
conflict resolution, an explanation of the Likerts’ system
4T theory follows. The system 4T theory is best understood
in light of Likert’s earlier management systems theory. The
following section reviews Likert‘s earlier work, examines
support from business and educational studies, and
identifies several methodological concerns. The system 4T

theory is then presented in detail.

Likert’s Earlier Management Systems Theory

System 1-4 Management Theory

Likert progressively developed the system 4 management
theory between 1961 and 1967 (Likert, 1961; Likert, 1967).

The theory proposes a relationship among management
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practices, work group performance, and organizational
outcomes. Likert stated that management patterns create a
social system that influences group member effectiveness
which in turn influences organizational effectiveness. A
highly developed social system creates an effective work
group which produces desired organizational outcomes. Likert
called these social systems interaction-influence networks.
He identified three types of variables - causal,
intervening, and end-result as the main elements underlying
the interaction-influence network.

Figure 1 illustrates the main concepts of the theory.
Causal variables are under the direct influence of managers
and include leadership, work facilitation, technical
competence, performance goals, well-established
relationships, and overlapping structures. These variables
identify the prevailing management pattern that determines
whether or not the organization has a highly evolved social
system. The intervening variables reflect the impact of the
social system on the group members and include attitude.
loyalty, communication, motivation, goals, cooperaticn,
decentralization, confidence, and trust. In a highly
developed social system group members’ ratings on the
intervening variables would be high. The end result
variables are the desired organizational outcomes. They

include productivity, costs, and relationships.
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FIGURE 1
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The management pattern of an organization can be placed
along a continuum of highly developed to poorly developed.
Likert identified four types of management systems ranging
from the lowest labelled exploitive-authoritarian to the
highest labelled collaborative. Figure 2 illustrates the
system 1-4 continuum based on an eight point scale.

The exploitive-authoritarian system is one that is
manager-centered. Managers make decisions, downward
communication patterns predominate, and coercion is relied
upon for motivation. Employees are viewed as objects used by
the organization to obtain its ends.

The benevolent-authoritarian system is also manager
centered but relies less on coercion for motivation.
Employees are still seen as needing close supervision
although some upward communication is acceptable.

The consultative system differs from the previous two
systems in important ways. While managers retain final
decision- making power, employees are valued for their
consultative contribution to the process. Less
centralization and greater trust exist within the
organization. Motivation methods are positive.

The collaborative system is the most highly developed
system where employees are seen as valuable members of the

organization and share decision making equally with
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FIGURE 2
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managers. High trust, cooperative team work, and mutual goal
setting are characteristic of this level.

Likert developed the Profile of Organizational
Characteristics (POC) to measure the management pattern of
an organization. Since the management pattern of an
organization and its subsequent level of social development
is dependent upon the causal variables, each of these
variables will be examined below. In order to create a.
highly evolved social system, Likert emphasized the need for
leadexship based on the principle of supportive
relationships. The principle states that:

The leadership and other processes of the

organization must be such as to ensure a maximum

probability that in all interactions and in all

relationships within the organization, each

member, in the light of his background, values,

desires, and expectations, will view the

experience as supportive and one which builds and

maintains his sense of personal worth and
importance (Likert, 1961, p.103).

The application of the principle of supportive relationships
helps account for differences among individuals caused by
culture, values, and beliefs. Highly developed leadership
reflects the ease with which the organization can establish
effective teams, create upward as well as downward

’ Eommunications, establish shared goals, and develop group
methods of decision making. System 1-3 organizations use

person-to-person relationships while system 4 organizations
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rely heavily on group meetings and cooperative team
approaches. The constructive use of teams in problem
solving, goal setting, and decision making is fundamental to
the system 4 concept.

The ability to facilitate work reflects the willingness
and ability of managers to provide resources and training to
staff. Resources include equipment, release time, and budget
pPlanning. Training refers to the technical and operational
training necessary to keep employees up to date in their
field as well as skilled in the group processes of system 4.
Thus, work facilitation is the willingness and ability of
the manager to provide individualized assistance to the
employee.

Unlike many other theorists, Likert acknowledged that
good management requires mastery of the traditional
technical skills of planning, organizing, coordinating, and
controlling. In addition, managers must be knowledgeable in
technical fields, skilled in interaction processes, and
accomplished in problem-solving techniques. In other words,
managers must possess the skills necessary to deal with
qonflict situations specifically, and human workplace
interactions generally.

Likert also asserted that successful managers set and
maintain hiéh performance goals and encourage subordinates

to set high performance goals. However, high performance
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goals without supportive behavior creates resentment. Goals
must not be imposed from above but established as a group.
System 4 provides a pattern of management, through the use
of group decision making, that allows such a process to
occur.

Another causal variable, well-established working
relationships, represents the human asset value of the
members of the organization. Highly effective managers and
groups add to the income-producing or service-producing
assets of the organization. In most complex organizations,
new employees face several months to a year of interaction
with other organizational members before they can become
integrated into the system. Members must come to know each
other well enough to understand the communications
coming to them from others. A new organization lacks the
well established relationships among its employees and must
expend considerable time, effort, and money to create them.
Likert suggested that the nature of these relationships will
vary with the existing system. System 1 and 2 organizations
will create fear and hostility among new members, while
system 3 and 4 organizations will develop favorable and
cooperative relationships.

Finally, system 4 organizations develop overlapping
horizontal and vertical structures to effectively coordinate

their operations and to maintain supportive and cooperative
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processes. Members of one group are also members of anothcr
horizontal or vertical group. Cross linking allows influence
to occur in the lateral direction, as well as in the
traditional upward direction. Today, most not-for-profit
organizations that are organized along service or program
lines provide the overlapping organizational structures that
allow for the requisite horizontal relationships proposed by
Likert.

In summary, Likert proposed that organizations create
management systems that influence group performance which in
turn influences organizational effectiveness. The closer a
management system is to system 4 the greater the

organizational effectiveness will be.

Supporting Evidence from Business Organizations

There are numerous studies that support Likert’s
earlier theory. Likert (15877) stated that between 1947 and
1977 over 500 studies encompassing more than 300
organizations were conducted testing his theory. While the
vast majority of the studies were from the world of business
and industry, some focused on not-for-profit organizations
such as schools, governments, hospitals, and military
organizations. Summaries of many of these studies were
included in Likert’s writings. The results of this research

provide substantial support for the earlier theory.
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However, contrary findings have been published that
conclude that the relationship between participative
management style and organizational effectiveness is not
strong (Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, & Capwell, 1957; Miller
& Form, 1867; Miller & Monge, 1986). Likert explained the
contradictory findings by postulating that these types of
studies fail to measure the complete set of end-result
variables. He claimed that by concentrating on just
productivity or just efficiency these studies omit the
significant losses due to reduced employee motivation,
increased hostility, absence, and turnover. Furthermore, he
stated that if all outcome variables are properly accounted

for, then the results will support the theory.

Applicability to Education

An important question for administrators in education
is whether or not Likert’s theory is'applicable to schools.
Based on the research in business organizations, Likert
modified the POC to develop the Profile of a School (P0S).
Likert (1977) cited over 40 studies that used the P0OS and
concluded their results consistently showed that the closer
the school system is to system 4, the better the school’s
outcomes. The outcomes include better communication; better
cooperation and coordination; more flexible and innovative

organization; greater employee satisfaction; more highly
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motivated students; higher student achievement; and more
favorable student attitudes.

Cullers, Hughes, and McGreal (1973} compared leadership
behavior and student satisfaction/dissatisfaction in six
high schools. They found that the schools with the highest
number of satisfied students had pfincipals who used a
participative leadership model. Although their sample size
was too small to be conclusive, the researchers felt the
evidence strong enough to support a relationship between
administrative behavior and pupil satisfaction. In a study
of elementary schools, Clark (1981) reported a significant
relationship between system 4 leadership styles and higher
productivity. Dow (1983) reported unpublished research that
found schools in the system 3 or 4 range were perceived to
be more effective than schools in the system 1 or 2 range.
McKillikan (1975) found that leadership and influence by
subordinates were significant factors in a school’s ability
to adopt innovation in classroom openness.

The evidence regarding the Likert work and its
applicability to elementary and secondary schools is not all
supportive. Arena (1983) used the POS to measure the
principal’s leadership style in effective and ineffective
schools. He found no significant differences in principal’s
leadership style between effective and ineffective schools.

in a study of elementary schools, Greenblatt (1982) reported
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that effectiveness was highest for leaders rated system 2
and lowest for leaders rated system 1. These studies suggest
that in some situations Likert’'s theory may not apply.

In summary, the findings from the school-based studies
that used the Likert work were similar to the findings from
the organizational studies. Links between the principal’s
leadership style and both satisfaction and effectiveress
were supported. Thus, the preponderance of evidence suggests

that the Likert theory applies to schools.

Methodological Concerns

A number of methodological weaknesses have been
attributed to the type of survey gquestionnaires Likert used.
These include a lack of relationship between leaders’ self
descriptions of behavior and followers'’ descriptions of
leader behavior, distortions in perceptions of leaders’
behaviors by followers, social desirability bias, and
restricted data ranges (Luthans, 1977). Although these
weaknesses are inherent in the methodology, steps can be
taken to mediate their effect, or failing this, to at least
identify the sources of threat. These steps are described
below.

Researchers reported little or no relationship between
leaders’ self descriptions of behavior and followers’

descriptions of leader behavior (Schriesheim & Kerr, 1977;
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Bass, 1981). Ilgen and Fuji (1976) found both subordinate
and leader descriptions statistically unrelated to
descriptions made by independent observers. One way of
dealing with this problem is to focus entirely on the
followers’ perceptions. Conflict can exist if teachers
perceive, independent of the principal’s perception, the
existence of a conflict situation and act accordingly.
Therefore, by focusing on teachers’ perceptions only, the
relationship between principals’ and teachers’ perceptions
becomes jirrelevant.

Subordinates may attribute causality to their leaders
rather than assign it to seemingly uncontrollable events
(Karmel, 1978). It is possible that unknown elements of the
situation cause the outcomes that teachers attribute to
their principals. Since there is no way to control this
attributional tendency, it must be identified as a possible
threat.

The distortion of responses due to social desirability
bias is a common problem in survey research. Social
desirability reflects the tendency of subjects to claim
socially desirable traits and to deny socially undesirable
traits. Reducing bias is usually achieved by prevention and
measurement (Nederhof, 1985). Using a social desirability

scale, treating social desirability as a moderator variable,
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and administering instruments using an anonymous group
interview may control the effects of this type of bias.

Finally, restricted data ranges may be problematic.
Data from school-based studies indicate that scores on the
system 1-4 continuum tend to group around system 3 (Bechard,
1870; Javier, 15971; Gilbert, 1972; Fox, 1973; Weeks, 1978;
and Doster, 1982). That is, teachers report a limited range
of behavior between high system 2 and high system 3 with few
system 1 and 4 scores. To address this problem a sample size
large enough to insure the widest possible data range should
be used. In addition, the use of individual responses
instead of averaged responses should expand the range
sufficiently to reduce this problem.

The preceding reviewed Likert’s earlier management
systems theory, supporting evidence, and applicability to
education. The following section presents the system 4T

theory which emerged from this earlier work.

System 4T Theory

In developing the system 4T theory, the Likerts started
with several major assumptions regarding conflict

resolution:

(1) Conflict involves interaction among persons within

a social system.
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{2) The extent to which a conflict is likely to be
resolved constructively depends directly upon the
effectiveness of the social systems used during the
conflict.

(3) The more socially mature the social system ... the

greater the probability the conflict will be resolved

constructively {(Likert & Likert, 1976, p. 41).

From these assumptions it can be seen that the heart of
the system 4T theory is the organization's interaction-
influence network. The Likerts stated that superior
management of conflict is the result of establishing a
participative interaction-influence network, using the
Principle of supportive relationships, holding high
performance goals, possessing technical competence,
providing high levels of help with work, establishing good
working relationships, and maintaining appropriate
overlapping structures. In other words, if a manager
improves the social system then the manager’s ability to
constructively manage conflict will also improve. Thus, the
closer an organization’s management system is to system 47T
the greater the likelihood of constructive resolution of
organizational conflict (Likert & Likert, 1976).

The Likerts developed the Profile of Conflict
Characteristics (POCC) to measure manager’s conflict

resolution behavior on a system 1 to system 4T range. To
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differentiate this range from the earlier system l1-4 range
they labelled the highest developed social system - system
4T. They claimed that the POCC is an elaboration of the
conflict portion of the system 1-4 continuum as detailed in
the POC, the motivational forces tapped by different
management systems, and other tables of organizaticonal
variables. The POCC focuses on two main areas:
communications and conflict resolution style. The underlying
assumption is that team-building behaviors and supportive
relationships will enhance constructive conflict resolution.

The complete system 4T conflict resolution theory, as
shown in Figure 3, includes the variables which should
improve the theory’s ability to describe the operating
characteristics of an organization, its level of
performance, and its capacity to manage conflict
constructively. These variables are system 4T conflict
resolution style, help with work, technical competence,
performance goals, established working relationships, and
overlapping organizational structures. These variables will
be referred to throughout the study as the conflict
management variables.

The Likerts stated that by knowing the present state of

the conflict management variables one can estimate with
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FIGURE 3
1
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Note. Adapted from Likert and Likert (1876) p. 50.
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reascnable accuracy the organization’s capacity to manage
conflict and theorganization’s level of performance. "an
organization must score high on all of these variables to be
highly effective as a social system"” (Likert & Likert, 1976,
p. 50). Furthermore, they submitted that system 4T is the
most socially mature and developed form of human interaction
and provides the most highly developed and effective means
of managing control.

The system 4T theory may be a better theory to use than
other organizational conflict theories to predict
constructive resolution of intrafaculty conflict for several
reasons. First, the system 4T continuum reflects a conflict
resoluion style that is similar to the single conflict
styles found in other organizational conflict theories.
Second, the theory includes help with work, technical
competence, performance goals, well-established working
relationships, and overlapping structures as variables which
add elements of the workplace not accounted for in other
theories. Third, the principle of supportive relationships
permits the use of the individual as the unit of analysis
which eliminates the methodological problems associated with
group averaging. Each of these reasons will be expanded in
the following section.

System 4T conflict resolution style, as measured by the

POCC, provides a measure similar to the single best conflict
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style reported in other conflict theories. The POCC measures
a portion of the interaction-influence network that relates
to conflict by assessing teachers’ perceptions of the
principals’ pattern of conflict resolution behavior. Likert
characterizes system 4T conflict behavior as problem
solving. This is the same as the Blake and Mouton {1964)
confrontation style and Thomas’(1976) collaboration style.
Consequently, the results of the POCC are similar to those
obtained using other organizational conflict theories.

The system 4T theory may account for workplace
complexity by measuring multiple dimensions. In addition to
conflict resolution style there are five variables in the
theory: help with work, high performance goals, technical
competence, well-established working relationships, and
overlapping structures. With the addition of these variables
the theory may explain conflict resolution better than the
more limited two-dimensional theories.

Although Likert proposed a systems theory that
operates at the organizational level, he intended managers
to apply the theory with regard to the specific‘needs of
individuals in the organization. Whereas managers may
exhibit general patterns of behavior, they possess the
flexibility, within a system of behavior, to behave
differently toward each individual. Strategy is dictated by

the management system; tactics are dictated by the
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individual’s needs. The principle of supportive
relationships compels the manager to adapt to an employee’s
background, values, desires, and expectations. The
application of this principle in the domain of conflict
requires that a principal’s behavior be examined from the
point of view of the individual teacher. As a result, each
teacher’s perception becomes an important indicator of
conflict resolution. This unit of analysis allows for the

capturing of teacher heterogeneity.

System 4T - Supportive Research

In a2 study of school principals and teachers, Weeks

(1978) compared work group percaptions of conflict
resolution behavior (as measured by the POCC), and climate
(as measured by the POS). He found a significant
relationship between teachers’ perception of the Principal’s
conflict resolution behavior and teachers’ perceptions of
climate. Since the POCC is a more detailéd elaboration of
the conflict portions of the POC, from which the POS is
derived this amounts to a test of validity of the POCC.
Therefore, a conclusion that can be drawn from Weeks is that
the POCC does indeed measure the same characteristics of
behavior as measured on the system 1-4 continuum.

Doster (1982) also supported the Likerts’ theory. She

used Mullen’s Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement
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and his Leadership Problem Interaction Survey to measure
teacher satisfaction with leadership style and problem-
solving interaction. These two variables are similar to
Likert’s system 1-4 conflict resolution behavior (as
measured by the POCC) and satisfaction with conflict
resolution (a dependent variable). Using regression
analysis, Doster compared these two variables to "the
perceived degree of intrafaculty conflict as measured by the
POCC" (p. 112). She found that the degree of intrafaculty
conflict is a function of teacher satisfaction with
principals’ leadership styles and teacher satisfaction with
principals’ problem-solving interaction techniques. Thus,
Doster found a significant relationship between conflict
resolution behaviors and satisfaction with conflict
resolution. Although she did not include the full range of
variables specified in the Likerts’ system 4T theory, her

work supports the hypothesized relationships.

Leader-Member Exchange Model

As with the other widely cited conflict theories, the
system 4T theory suffers from data averaging, thereby losing
the ability to capture individual differences among
teachers. Graen and Cashman (1975) resolved this
methodological problem by rejecting the assumption of

homogeneous leader behavior and assuming instead,
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heterogeneous behavior from both the supervisor and the unit
members. By focusing on "role-making" in leader-member dyads
they developed the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) model.

Graen and Cashman used the member’s evaluation of the
leader’s willingness to provide individualized assistance as
a measure of leader-member exchange. They hypothesize "that
a dyadic relationship characterized by a high degree of
individualized assistance is more likely to produce
negotiated exchanges between a member and a leader than one
characterized by a low degree of this treatment variable”
(p-145). They define an in-group exchange as one in which
the leader is open to requests for individual assistance. An
out~group exchange is one in which the leader is relatively
closed to such requests. In-group members are reported to
receive consistently greater amounts of resources and more
supportive and sensitive treatment than out-group members.
Furthermore, leaders who establish in-group exchanges with
their own superiors are seen as more technically competent.

Dansereau, Graen, and Haga (1975) supported the Graen
and Cashman findings stating that unit differentiation is an
inescapable fact. Following the vertical dyad model, Crouch
and Yetton (1988) also found support for Graen’s hypothesis
that in-group and out-group structure is a primary
characteristic of a management group. In addition, they

reported that high performing subordinates interact
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frequently with their managers and low performing
subordinates interact less frequently. They concluded, as
did Jacobs (1971}, that two types of relationships exist
between leaders and members: in-groups and out groups. In-
group members experience substantial discretion in defining
their own problems, seeking and getting assistance, and
being influenced by the manager. Out-group members
experience less manager friendliness, greater task
structure, and more formal organizational authority.
Summary

The review of the literature traced the evolution of
Likert’s management systems theory, the Likerts’ system 4T
conflict resolution theory, relevant research, and the Graen
and Cashman LMX model. This review established the
appropriateness of using the system 4T theory in educational
settings, and identified a way of eliminating methodological
problems using the LMX model. The next chapter develops an
extension of the system 4T theory based on the Graen and
Cashman model, and identifies the research problem and

hypotheses.
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CHAPTER III

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

System 4T Theory Extended

Using the Graen and Cashman LMX model with the
individual as a unit of analysis, the system 4T theory can
be extended to account for group differentiation thereby
eliminating the problematic group-averaging technigue. By
using individual responses, rather than group averages, as
the unit of analysis the effect of in-group/out-group
membership on system 1-4 behavior can be tested.
Furthermore, the effect of in-group/out-group membership on
constructive conflict resolution can be examined. That is,
if in-group/out-group differentiation exists, will the
groups perceive the dependent and independent variables
differently? Will in-group members perceive the principal’s
conflict behavior as closer to system 4T and perceive
greater constructive conflict resolution than will out-group
members?

It is possible to simplify the theoretical model
slightly by holding the well-established working
relationship variable and the overlapping structure variable
constant. If all subjects in the study have spent a
sufficient amount of time interacting with a principal it
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can be assumed that well-established relationships exist. In
this study that time period was arbitrarily chosen as one
year. To eliminate influences due to varying organizational
Structures this study included elementary school teachers
only. It was assumed that most elementary schools have
similar structures. The findings of school-level studies
demonstrate that school level makes a difference (Koff,
Laffey, Olson, & Cichon, 1979-1980; Firestone & Herriott,
1982a, 1982b; Herriott & Firestone, 1984). Glatthorn and
Newberg (1984) found that elementary schools are
Structurally different from secondary schools. These studies
imply, but do not explicitly support, homogeneity among
school levels.

- In simplifying the model the possibility of including
other variables such as teacher experience, age, gender,
education level and school size were considered. However,
with the exception of school type which was already
accounted for, there was little evidence that any of these
variables would have an influence on conflict resolution
(Renwick, 1977; sSalley, 1979; Salley, McPherson, & Baehr,
1979; Wilson, Pentecoste, & Bailey, 1984; Formisano, 1987).

Using the individual as the unit of analysis and
adopting the LMX model, the system 4T theory can be extended
as shown in Figure 4. This extended system 4T theory may
provide a highly useful model of constructive resolution of
intrafaculty conflict.
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FIGURE 4
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Statement of the Problem and Hypotheses

Based on the Likerts’ system 4T theory and Graen and
Cashman’s LMX model this study addresses two research
questions:

1) Do elementary school teachers perceive that

principals who are judged to score high on the svstem

1-4 conflict

resolution behavior continuum, provide a high level of

help with work, possess a high level of technical

competence, and maintain a high level of performance

goals resolve conflict more constructively than

principals who are rated lower on these variables?
This question is derived directly from the Likerts’ system
4T conflict theory which states that high levels of each of
the conflict management variables system 4T conflict
resolution style, help with work, technical cdmpetence, and
performance geocals result in constructive conflict

resolution. The following main hypothesis is proposed

Hypothesis One

The closer teachers’ perceptions of the
principals’ conflict resolution behavior are to
system 4T; and the higher the level of performance
goals, help with work, and technical competence,
the greater‘the level of constructive conflict
resolution perceived by those teachers.
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The second question is based on the LMX model of Graen and
Cashman. It seeks to establish the presence and impact of
in-group/out-group differentiation in educational settings
by examining the relationships among in-group/ocut-group
membership,
the principal’s conflict resolution style, and constructive
conflict resolution.
2) Does in-group and out-group membership have an
effect on teachers’ perceptions of the principals’
conflict resolution behavior and constructive conflict
resolution?
In-group/out-group membership should create two groups that
perceive principals differently. In-group members should
rate their.principals closer to system 4T conflict behavior
and higher on constructive conflict resolution than should

out-group members. The following hypotheses are proposed

Hvpothesis Two

Group membership, as measured by help with work,
will be related to principals’ system 4T conflict

rescolution behavior.

Hypothesis Three

Group membership, as measured by help with work,
will be related to constructive conflict

resolution.
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METHODOQLOGY

Sample

This study focused on teachers’ perceptions of their
principals’ ability to constructively manage conflict. In
order to maintain similarity among organizational
structures, it was assumed that the organizational
structures of elementary schools differ very little from
each other. Therefore, to hold the structural variable
constant the sample was limited to elementary school
teachers.

Since this study involved defining latent variables in
terms of observed measured variables and the modelled
relationships among these latent variables, LISREL VI
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984) was chosen to analyze the data.
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggested that when using
LISREL, sample sizes in excess of 150 are typically needed
to obtain parameter estimates with sufficiently small
standard errors to be of practical use. Tanaka (1987) also
suggested that sample sizes should be a minimum of 100,
preferably 200 or more. Given these guidelines, a sample of
convenience of 216 elementary school teachers from eastern
Ontario and Quebec was used in this study. An additional 127

elementary teachers were included for a reliability study.
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Subjects

The subjects were surveyed while attending a variety of
courses offered by the Faculty of Education at the
University of Ottawa during the summer of 1990. The
instruments were administered in group settings with the
identities of all individuals remaining anonymous. To hold
established working relationships constant the sample was
screened to eliminate teachers who had not worked with their
principal for at least one year. In addition, any teacher
who had not experienced a conflict situation with the
principal was not included in the study. In a few cases
teachers indicated that they only dealt with vice-principals
and used these individuals when responding. This difference
should not have caused any problems since the data collected
would simply reflect the conflict management system created
by the vice-principal instead of that of the principal. In
addition, the unit of analysis was the individual teacher,
therefore, whether the leader was the principal or the vice-
principal should not have an effect on the hypothesized
relationship.

The teachers in the study came from an even
distribution of rural, suburban, and city school boards.
Subjects reported that 33% came from rural schools, 36% from
suburban schools, and 31% from city schools. The mean number

of years working with a principal was five.
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Instruments

The following section presents the procedures used to
validate and test the reliability of the instruments. First,
each instrument in the study is examined including the Index
of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness, the Leadership
Problem Interaction Surxvey, the Loyalty to the Principal
Index, the Profile of Conflict Characteristics, a measure of
help with work, a measure of the principal’s technical
competence, and a measure of the principal‘’s performance
goals, then descriptive statistics are presented for all
variables used in the initial reliability study. Assumptions
of normality were checked using measures of skewness, and
kurtosis obtained with the SPSSx (SPSS, 1986) application
software. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted for
each instrument using LISREL VI to verify the relationships
of the observed variables to their posited underlying
constructs. A correlation matrix was used for each of these
analyses. These correlation matrices are included in
Appendix A. As suggested by Breckler (1990), several
goodness-of-£fit indices were used in order to assess how
well the models fit the data including the goodness-of-fit
index (GFI) and the root-mean-square residual (RMSR)
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1985); the normed fit index (NFI)
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980); the normed-fit index, type II

(NFI2) (Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988); the parsimonious
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normed-fit index (PNFl) (Mulaik, Jones, Van Alstine,
Bennett, Lind, & Stillwell, 1989), and the unbiased relative
noncentrality index (RNI) (McDonald & Marsh, 1990). The chi-~
square global fit statistic was also provided, however, for
proper interpretation this statistic requires larger sample
sizes than used in this study (Breckler, 1990). Andersorn and
Gerbing {1988) and McDonald (1985) recommended that the
patterning of the residuals be used to locate the source of
misspecification in models and this practice was adopted to
help determine model fit. In all model specifications used
in the study error terms were uncorrelated. Internal

consistency was also verified using SPSSx (N=127).

The Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness

The Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness
(IPOE) (Mott, 1972) was designed to measure three aspects of
effectiveness (EFEC): productivity (PROD), flexibility
(FLEX), and adaptability (ADAP). The instrument consists of
eight qguestions and uses a Likert-type response scale
ranging from one to eight. To verify the underlying
structure of the instrument a confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted. Based on these three criteria a three factor
model was tested with the latent variables representing each
of these criteria. Table 1 shows that the model resulted in

a good fit with GFI = 0.940, RMSR = 0.053 and only three
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residuals greater than 0.1. The factor loadings are
presented in Table 2 which shows that the loadings on each
factor were quite high (for correlation matrix see Appendix
A Table A-1).

Mott provided extensive indicators of validity for the
IPOE, a frequently used and established instrument. Miskel
et al. (1979) modified the IPOE for use in schools by
adapting the language to an educational setting. They
reported a global alpha coefficient of 0.89 in‘their sample.
However, they did not conduct a confirmatory factor analysis
and were unable to report individual subscale reliability.
Table 3 summarizes the reliability test of the instrument in
this study. With N=125, the PROD factor had an alpha
coefficient of 0.79, the FLEX factor had an alpha
coefficient of 0.73, the ADAP factor had an alpha
coefficient of 0.83, and EFEC had a global alpha coefficient
of 0.83. While the ADAP subscale indicated slightly higher
reliability than PROD and FLEX, all three subscales were

judged to be acceptably reliable.

Table 1

Confirmatory Factor Analvesis of the Index of Perceived
Organizational Effectiveness

Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFI2 PNFI RNI
square
3 127 33.92 17 0.01 0.053 0.94 0.95 0.58 0.91
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Factor Loadings for Index of Perceived

METHODOLOGY

Organizational Effectiveness

Variable # PROD FLEX ADAP
3 0.789 0.000 0.000
4 0.801 0.000 0.000
5 0.000 0.000 0.787
6 0.000 0.000 0.654
7 0.000 0.000 0.505
8 0.000 0.000 0.585
9 0.000 0.860 0.000
10 0.000 0.820 0.000

Table 3

Reliability Test for Index of Perceived

Organizational Effectiveness

Factor Alpha coefficient
EFEC 0.83
PROD 0.78
FLEX 0.73
ADAP 0.83

The leadership Problem Interaction Survey

Mullen (1980) developed the Leadership Problem

Interaction Survey (LPIS) to diagnose the degree of

satisfaction that subordinates perceive in regard to
leadership problem-solving interaction within a school
organization. It is a 10 item scale and is scored on a range
of one to eight. The degree of satisfaction (SATI) is

determined by measuring the difference between the what "is"
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and the what "should be" responses. An intensity score is
derived by squaring the mean responses to "is" and "should-
be" and computing the difference of the squared "is" and
"should-be" mean scores. Since this method of scoring
appears to distort large differences, a different scoring
method was employed. Intensity was calculated by using the
absolute value of the differences between the "is" and
"should-be" scores. Since direction of intensity was not of
interest, the use of the absolute values eliminated negative
numbers and did not distort the scale. Both methods were
tested for reliability. The second method produced a
slightly higher alpha coefficient of 0.93 than the first
r2thod which yielded an alpha coefficient of 0.91.
Therefore, the second method was used since it did not
distort the scale and resulted in slightly higher
reliability.

To verify the underlying structure of the instrument a
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. A one factor
model was tested with the latent variable representing SATI.
Table 4 shows that the one factor model resulted in a good
fit with GFI = 0.934 , RMSR = 0.037, and no residuals
greater than 0.1. The factor loadings are shown in Table 5

(for correlation matrix see Appendix A Table aA-2).
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Confirmatory Factor Analvsis of the Leadership Problem

Interaction Survey

Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFIZ PNFI RNI
sgquare
1 127 45.56 35 0.11 0.037 0.934 0.98 0.77 0.93
Table S

Factor Loadings for Leadership

Problem Interaction Survey

Variable # SATI
11 0.802
12 0.662
13 0.698
14 0.721
15 0.742
16 0.702
17 0.758
18 0.751
18 0.740
20 0.667

The Loyalty to the Principal Index

The Loyalty to the Principal Index (LPI) was originally

developed by Blau and Scott (1962), expanded by Murray and

Corenblum (1966) and modified by Hoy and Williams (1971).

The instrument is designed to measure cognitive, behavioral,

and affective aspects of teacher loyalty to the principal

(LOYL). The scale consists of eight items scored on a range

of one to eight. The confirmatory factor analysis presented

in Table 6 shows that a one factor model resulted in a good
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fit with GFI = 0.955, RMSR = 0.024, and no residuals greater
than 0.1. The factor loadings are presented in Table 7 (for
correlation matrix see Appendix A Table A-3). It should be
noted that had this scale measured cognitive, behavioral,
and affective aspects of loyalty the factor analysis should
have resulted in a three factor model not a one factor
model. Loyalty as measured by this scale is actually
unidimensional. Johnston and Venable (1936) reported high
validity and reliability with an alpha coefficient of 0.89.
In this study reliability was also found to be very high

with an alpha coefficient of 0.95.

Table 6
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the ILovalty to the Principal
Index

Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFI2 PNFI RNI
square
1 127 18.14 9 0.034 0.024 0.955 0.99 0.59 0.97
Table 7

Factor Loadings for lLovalty to
the Principal Index

Variable # LOYL
52 0.760
53 0.806
54 0.891
55 0.757
56 0.947
57 0.946
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The Profile of Confliet Characteristics

The Profile of Conflict Characteristics consists of 17

items scored on a range of one to eight. The POCC is

designed to measure system 4T conflict resolution style

(STYL) . There are no reliability or validity tests reported

on the POCC, therefore, it was treated as a newly
constructed instrument. The instrument was submitted to
panel of three professors of educational administration
judged that the instrument had face validity. The scale
consists of the following questions:
21) What methods of resolving conflicts does your
principal use?

22) How much does your principal try to understand
point of view?

23) How much does your principal seek to use joint
problem solving to develop innovative solutions
satisfactory to both parties?

who

your

24) How much does your principal strive to discover and

state explicitly the integrating goals and common
interests that they share?

25) How candid and unguarded is the communication and

interaction between you and your principal?

26) To what extent does your principal attempt to
deceive you?

27, To what extent dces your principal make efforts to

build channels of communication, and interaction
between opposing parties?

28) To what extent are innovative, mutually acceptable

solutions being sought?

29) To what extent does your principal strive to gain

power over you?
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30) To what extent does your principal strive to seek
mutually satisfying solutions?

31) To what extent does your principal use a third
party to help find a mutually acceptable solution?

32) To what extent do the solutions reached result in
favorable cooperative attitudes between you and your
principal?

33) To what extent are the channels for the flow of
interaction and influence between you and your
principal effective?

34) How well can your principal state clearly and with
understanding your point of view,or your preferred
solution?

35) When solutions are reached how well do you accept
them?

36) When solutions are reached how well do you
implement them?

37)How many open channels of communication are there
for flow of information and influence between you and
your principal?

A reliability analysis yielded an alpha coefficient of 0.96,

however, the reliability could be improved by deleting

questions 26 and 31. These two questions were not used in

the remainder of the data analysis. To verify the underlying

structure a one factor model was tested with the latent

variable representing STYL. Table 8 shows that the one

factor model represented a reasonably good fit with GFI =

0.815, RMSR = 0.041 and only three residuals greater than

0.1. The factor loadings for this model are shown in Table 9

{for cdirelation matrix see Appendix A Table A-4). A two

factor model based on the pattern of fitted residuals was
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Table 8

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Profile of Conflict
Characteristics

Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GF1 NFI2 PNFI RNI

square
1l 127 215.12 S0 0.000 0.041 0.815 0.93 0.80 0.88
2 127 177.29 89 0.000 ©0.035 0.849 0.95 O0.80 0.90
Table 9
Factor lLoadings for the Profile of Conflict Characteristics
Variable # STYL
21 0.860
22 0.882
23 0.868
24 0.847
25 0.768
27 0.688
28 0.869%
29 0.617
30 0.899
32 0.916
33 0.927
34 0.853
35 0.791
36 0.694
37 0.826

tested with questions 25 and 26 loading on only the second
factor. While this two factor model resulted in an
acceptable fit with GFI = 0.849, RMSR = 0.035 and three
residuals greater than 0.1, the PNFI of this model was the
same as the one factor model (see Table 8). Table 10
presents the factor leoadings for this model. In addition,

the RNI of the two factor model was only slightly better, at
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0.30 compared to 0.88, for the one factor model. The second
model, therefore, provided only a marginally better fit.
Since little could be gained by using the two factor model
the one factor model was deemed appropriate. Two questions
were removed from the scale so a second reliability test was
conducted that resulted in an alpha coefficient of 0.97.
Table 10

Factor Loadings for the Proufile of Conflict
Characteristics - Two Factor Model

Variable # Factor 1 Factor 2
21 0.863 0.000
22 0.883 0.000
23 0.869 0.000
24 0.850 0.000
25 0.767 0.000
27 0.691 0.000
28 0.870 0.000
29 0.618 0.G00
30 0.900 0.000
32 0.914 0.000
33 0.927 0.000
34 0.854 0.000
35 0.000 0.940
36 0.000 0.818
37 0.824 0.000

Help With Work

To measure the variable of help with work (HELP) five
questions were submitted to the previous panel of three
judges to assess face validity. The following questions were
included in the instrument:

38) To what extent has your principal helped you
receive the kind of professional training you desire?
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39) To what extent is your principal willing to give
you individual assistance?

40) To what extent does your principal offer you more

resources to help you do your work compared to other

teachers in your school?

41) To what extent do you think your principal invites

you to participate in decision making compared to other

teachers in your school?

42) To what extent do you think you have greater‘access

to your principal than most other teachers in the

school?
Each item was scored on a scale of one to eight. A one
factor confirmatory factor analysis model resulted in a good
fit with GFI = 0.899, RMSR = 0.054, and one residual > 0.1
{see Table ll). The factor loadings are presented in Table
12 (for correlation matrix see Appendix A Table A-5).
Reliability testing revealed relatively high reliability
with an alpha coefficient of 0.89. Based on the results of

the confirmatory factor analysis item scores were averaged

to form a2 single score for HELP.

Table 11
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Help with Work
Factors N Chi- DE P RMSR GFI NFI2 PNFI RNI
square
1 127 36.41 5 0.00 0.054 0.899 ©0.90 0.45 0.89
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Factor ILoadings for Help with Work

Variable # HELP
38 0.812
39 0.816
40 0.787
41 0.762
42 0.732

Technical Competence

To measure technical competence (COMP) several

questions were submitted to the panel of judges to assess

face validity. The following five questions were deemed

valid:

43) wWhen a tough job arises to what extent does the
principal have the "know-how" to get it done?

44) To what extent does the principal plan ahead?

45) When a teacher is having trouble to what extent
does the principal know how to help?

46) To what extent does the principal know how to deal
effectively with conflict?

47) How often does the principal fail to do a good job
because of poor administrative skills?

Each item was scored on a scale of one to eight. Reliability

testing revealed relatively high reliability with an alpha

coefficient of 0.89. However, with item 47 deleted the alpha
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coefficient was increased to 0.90, so item five was not
included in the study. The confirmatory factor analysis of
the modified one factor model (see Table 13) resulted in a
good fit with GFI = 0.902, RMSR = 0.058 and one residual >
0.1. The factor loadings are presented in Table 14 (for
correlation matrix see Appendix A Table A-6). A two factor
model based on the residual pattern was also tested and
yielded an excellent fit with GFI = 0.993, RMSR = 0.009, and
no residuals > 0.1 (see Table 13). The factor loadings for
the two factor model are presented in Table 15. The two
factor model was clearly a better fit. However, grouping the
four items of this scale in the manner suggested by the two
factor model did not éppear to make sense substantively. The
only thing that items 43 and 44 seemed to share in common
was the underlying factor COMP. The same was true for items
44 and 45. Given the lack of substantive support for a two
factor model and the fact that model one was also a good fit
with RNI = 0.92, the one factor model was adopted. As with
the Help With Work scale, the item scores were averaged
based on the results of the confirmatory factor analysis to

form a single score for COMP.
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Table 13
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Technical Competence
Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFI2 PNFI RNI
square
1 127 27.75 2 0.000 0.058 0.902 0.93 0.31 0.92
127 1.81 l 0.179 0.009 0.993 1.00 0.17 0.99

Table 14
Factor Loadings for Technical Competence
Variable # CoMP
43 0.799
44 0.702
45 0.937
46 0.882
Table 15

Factor Loadings for Technical
Competence - Two Factor Model

Variable # Factor 1 Factor 2
43 0.918 0.000
44 0.794 0.000
45 0.000 0.957
46 0.000 0.882

Performance Goals

To measure performance goals (GOAL) the following

questions were deemed valid by the judges:
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48) To what extent do you feel your principal has high
self expectations?

43) To what extent do you feel your principal is truly
committed to the performance goals shared with you?

50) To what extent does your principal attempt to
implement the goals he or she espouses?

51) What level of performance goals does your principal
seek to have you achieve?

Each item was scored on a scale of one to eight. A one
factor confirmatory factor analysis revealed a good fit with
GFI= 0.996, RMSR = 0.018, and no residuals > 0.1 (see Table
16 ). Factor loadings are shown in Table 17 (for correlation
matrix see Appendix A Table A-7). For these items, the
reliability test resulted in an alpha coefficient of 0.78.
While this was lower than the other scales it was judged

acceptable. Item scores were averaged to form a single score

for GOAL.
Table 16
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Performance Goals
Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFIZ2 PNFI RNI
square
1 127 1.05 2 0.581 0.018 0.996 1.00 0.34 0.99
Table 17
Factor lLoadings for Performance
Goals
Variable # ’ GOAL
48 0.490
49 0.7%4
50 0.8895
51 0.584
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Descriptive Statistics

Table 18 presents descriptive statistics and the
results of the skewness and kurtosis tests for all variables
in the reliability study. Skewness ranged between -0.85 and
0.94, well within the accepted range of ~1.0 to 1.0 (Muthen
& Kaplan, 1985). Kurtosis scores ranged between -1.5 and
1.1, with only four of 55 variables exceeding the range of
~1.0 to 1.0. Thus, there were no serious deviations from

normality among the individual variables.

Table 18
Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean Std Dev Skewness Kurtosis

IPOE - (EFEC)

v3 5.468  1.435 -0.62 0.09
va 5.984  1.134 ~0.67 0.67
V5 5.661  1.346 -0.79 -0.26
V6 4.992  1.365 -0.33 -0.26
v7 4.984  1.522 -0.46 0.08
V8 4.614 1.718 -0.24 -0.54
v9 4.496  1.302 -0.09 -0.14
V10 4.614  1.291 0.08 ~0.06
LPIS (SATI)

V11 5.386  2.218 -0.31 -1.07
V12 6.236  1.950 -1.04 0.14
Vi3 5.877  2.184 -0.76 -0.57
V14 6.291  1.882 -0.85 -0.15
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Table 18

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean Std Dev Skewness Kurtosis
V15 5.354 2.084 -0.32 -0.91
V16 6.281 1.831 -0.86 -0.37
vi7 5.592 2.129 -0.56 ~0.76
v1s 5.825 1.902 -0.56 -0.76
V19 5.960 1.820 -0.50 -0.78
V20 5.680 2.066 -0.56 -0.76
POCC - (STYL)
v21 4.661 1.989 -0.20 ~0.96
va22 4.614 1.835 ~0.05 -0.91
v23 4.381 2.007 -0.04 -1.09
V24 4.039 1.586 0.18 -1.07
V25 4.685 2.312 -0.04 -1.33
V26 6.144 1.768 -0.95 0.12
v27 4.405 2.025 0.14 -0.99
V28 4.331 2.063 0.10 -0.99
v29 5.024 2.174 -0.3% -0.99
V30 4.661 1.981 -0.18 -1.06
V31l 2.746 1.884 0.85 -0.46
v32 4.585 2.076 -0.11 -1.13
V33 4.452 2.010 -0.01 -1.23
V34 4.254 1.914 0.06 -1.02
V35 5.073 1.619 -0.21 -0.59
V36 5.368 1.663 -0.72 -0.32
v37 4.362 1.922 0.04 -0.96
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Table 18

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean Std Dev Skewness Kurtosis
Help With Work (HELP)
V38 4.360 2.245 0.13 -1.22
v39 4.619 2.194 -0.06 -1.18
V40 3.800 2.008 0.45 -0.65
V4l 4.650 2.265 ~0.26 -1.22
v42 4.280 2.131 -0.07 ~1.09
Technical Competence

(COMP)

V43 4.770 2.110 -0.16 -1.06
V44 5.024 2.022 -0.22 -0.93
V45 4.128 1.947 0.31 -0.93
V46 4.160 2.119 0.09 -1.23
v47 5.598 1.870 -0.69 -0.4
Performance Goals (GOAL)
v4s 5.488 1.924 -0.49 -0.56
V43 4.544 2.058 0.07 -1.11
V50 5.273 1.853 -0.23 -0.99
V51 5.942 1.416 -0.81 0.88
LPI (LOYL)
V52 4.756 2.566 -0.19 -1.48
V53 3.484 2.481 0.63 -1.16
V54 4.512 2.285 -0.09 -1.31
V55 4.189 2.090 0.13 -1.15
V56 4.465 2.291 -0.04 -1.30
V57 4.357 2.425 0.13 -1.31
V58 4.449 2.356 0.03 -1.38
V59 5.296 1.596 -0.68 0.14
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Data Collection
Permission was obtained from summer session teachers
to administer the questionnaire during class time. Subjects
were allowed as much time as required to complete the
questionnaire. Instructions to the subjects were the same
each time and included a brief description stating that the
research was about conflict between teackers and principals,
and the definition of conflict used in this study. Subjects
were also asked to not £fill in the questionnaire if they had
not worked with their principal for at least one year, were
not a regular elementary classroom teacher, or felt that
they had not experienced any conflict with their principal
as previously defined. They were then asked to evaluate
their principal, or vice-principal, whoever was the most
appropriate, using the instrument. Respondents were also
asked to refrain from identifying either themselves or the
principal. Strict anonymity was maintained throughout the
study. The first 127 completed questionnaires were used for
the reliability study. After initial reliability testing, an
additional 216 questionnaires were collected for the main
sample.
Data Analysis

Constructive conflict resolution (CRES), in both the

Likerts’ theory and the proposed extension to the theory, is

a latent variable - unable to be measured directly. Joreskog
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and Sorbom (1985) stated that "LISREL is a general computer
program for estimating unknown coefficients in a set of
linear structural equations ... and is designed to handle
models with latent variables” (p. I.2). In order to
appropriately deal with latent variables and to properly
assess the relative strengths of the other variables taken
together LISREL VI was used to analyze the hypothesized
models. A specified a-priori theoretical model is supported
if the observed data can be closely reproduced by a set of
parameter estimates, thus, the test is whether the specified
model is consistent or inconsistent with the data. The
essence of this approach is to specify an hypothesized model
and assess the goodness-of-fit between the model and the
observed sample data (Byrne, 1989). Since there is no
definitive test of goodness-of-fit a number of different fit
indices should be used (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Breckler,
1990). The fit indices used for the reliability study were

also used for the main sample.

Structure of Conflict Management Variables

To confirm the structure of the conflict management
variables in the sample all the independent variables taken
together were subjected to a confirmatory factor analysis
based on the patterns obtained in the reliability analysis.

Figure 5 shows the measurement model used.
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Table 19 presents the results of the confirmatory
factor analysis. The data resulted in a chi-square of 831.59
with 344 df, the GFI was 0.771 and the RMSR was 0.052.
Factor loadings are presented in Table 20 (for correlation
matrix see Appendix B Table B-1). There were 17 residuals,
out of a possible 378 residuals, greater than 0.1. There was
no apparent pattern among the residuals that suggested a
better fit. Given the strong factor loadings, and relatively
high fit indices this model was accepted. Table 21 shows the
intercorrelations among the four factors. It is clear that
with a range of 0.831 to 0.870 STYL, HELP, COMP, and GOAL
were highly intercorrelated.

Structure of Conflict Resolution Variables

To test the observed conflict resolution variables
EFEC, SATI, and LOYL the same procedure was used. First,
these variables were analyzed with a confirmatory factor
analysis based on the factor patterns derived in the

reliability analysis. The measurement model tested is shown

Table 19

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of all Conflict Management
Variables

Factors N Chi- Df P RMSR GFI NFI PNFI RNI
scuare
4 216 831.59 344 0.000 0.052 0.77F 0.89 0.79 0.87
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Table 20
Factor Loadings for all Conflict Management Variables
Variable STYL HELP CcoMP GOAL
V21 0.845 0.000 0.000 0.000
v22 0.893 0.000 0.000 0.000
V23 0.878 0.000 0.000 0.000
V24 0.863 0.000 0.000 0.000
v25 0.728 0.000 0.000 0.000
v27 0.734 0.000 0.000 0.000
vas 0.900 0.000 0.000 0.000
V29 0.628 0.000 0.000 0.000
V30 0.916 0.000 0.000 0.000
v3z 0.5904 0.000 0.000 0.000
V33 0.924 0.000 0.000 0.000
V34 0.864 0.000 0.000 0.000
V35 0.781 0.000 0.000 0.000
V36 0.669 0.000 0.000 0.000
V37 0.853 0.000 0.000 0.000
v3g 0.000 0.826 0.000 0.000
v39 0.000 0.915 0.000 0.000
V4o 0.000 0.769 0.000 0.000
V4l 0.000 0.725 0.000 0.000
V42 0.000 0.590 0.000 0.000
V43 0.000 0.000 0.852 0.000
Va4 0.000 0.000 0.741 0.000
V45 0.000 0.000 0.923 0.000
VL1 0.000 0.000 0.821 0.000
vasg 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.476
v49 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.950
V50 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.744
V51 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.526
Table 2}
Factor Intercorrelations for all Conflict Management
Variables
STYL HELP CoMP GOAL
STYL 1.000
HELP 0.870 1.000
COoMP 0.870 0.831 1.000
GOAL 0.831 0.842 0.864 1.000

71



METHODOLOGY
Figure S
M rement M 1l for nfi F r Anal
Management Varajiablesg

nf

STYL

[l EREEEEEEE ) EEE g

i

9

HELP

=

4l

=

HHHBEEEB]E

43

coMmp

-]

TAVAVRN

GOAL

Where

/

=2

STYL = System 47 conflict resolution t
HELP = Help with work

COMP = Technical Competence

GOAL = Performance goals

eory

72



METHODOLOGY

in Figure 6. Then, a second order factor analysis was
conducted to test whether the indicator variables loaded on
the underlying CRES factor.

The confirmatory factor analysis showed that the factor
Structure underlying the reliability data also held for the
observed data with chi-square of 420.47 with 242 df, GFI =
0.862, and RMSR = 0.055 (see Table 22). The factor loadings
are shown in Table 23 and the model was deemed a good fit.
Table 24 shows the factor correlations among the conflict
resolution variables (for correlation matrix see Appendix B
Table B-2). This table shows that the three effectiveness
factors, PROD, ADAP, and FLEX were correlated to each other
but not to SATI and LOYL, while SATI and LOYL were highly
correlated (0.798). This indicated that PROD, ADAP, and FLEX
shared something in common. This result suggested a
respecified second order model with EFEC the underlying
factor for PROD, ADAP, and FLEX. Table 24 also shows

unexpectedly high correlations between ADAP and both

Table 22
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of all Conflict Resolution
Variables

Factors N Chi-sguare Df P RMSR GFI NFI PNFI

5 216 420.47 242 0.000 0.055 0.862 0.95 0.83
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Table 23

Factor Loadings for Confirmatory Factor Analvsis of all
Conflict Resolution Variables

PROD ADAP FLEX SATI LOYL
VAR 1 0.745 0.000 0.000 0.000 c.000
VAR 2 0.822 0.000 ¢.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 3 0.000 0.598 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 4 0.000 0.663 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 5 0.000 0.567 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 6 0.000 0.654 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 7 0.000 0.000 0.858 0.000 0.000
VAR 8 0.000 0.000 0.874 0.000 0.000
VAR 9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.816 0.000
VAR 10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.635 0.000
VAR 11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.657 0.000
VAR 12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.707 0.000
VAR 13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.745 0.000
VAR 14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.700 0.000
VAR 15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.794 0.000
VAR 16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.804 0.000
VAR 17 c.000 0.000 0.000 C.786 0.000
VAR 18 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.668 ¢.000
VAR 19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.808
VAR 20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.812
VAR 21 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.925
VAR 22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.7%4
VAR 23 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.932
VAR 24 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.964
Table 24

Factor Correlations from Confirmatory Factor Analvysis of all
Confllct Resolution Variables

PROD ADAP FLEX SATI LOoYL
PROD 1.000
ADAP 0.709 1.000
FLEX 0.578 0.712 1.000
SATI 0.233 0.466 0.250 1.000
LOYL 0.239 0.347 0.265 0.79% 1.000
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Figure 6
Resolution Variables
PROD
SATI
LOYL
Where
PROD = Effectiveness - Productivity
ADAP = Effectiveness - adaptabilitcy.
FLEX = Effectiveness - Flexibility
SATI = Satisfaction
LOYL = Loyalty to the principal
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SATI (0.466) and LOYL (0.347). To account for this
relationship the error terms between ADAP and SATI, and ADAP
and LOYL were allowed to be correlated in the model. The
respecified structural model is presented in Figure 7 (The
paths for the correlated error terms among ADAP, SATI, and
LOYL were omitted from the figure for clarity). Table 25
shows that this respecified model had an acceptable fit with
& GFI of 0.862, RMSR of 0.056 and 25 residuals greater than
0.1 out of a possible 300 residuals but none greater than
0.198 and no obvious pattern emerging from the residuals
that would suggest an improved model. Table 26 shows the
standardized path coefficients among CRES, EFEC, SATI, and
LOYL. Table 27 shows the factor loadings for the
effectiveness variables PROD, ADAP, and FLEX. Figure 8
displays the final structural model representing all
conflict resolution variables and their respective path
coefficients.

Structural Models

To test the first hypothesis the model in Figure 9 was
analyzed using structural equation modeling. To eliminate
problems with identificatio. (Hayduk, 1987} the number of x
variables required to be estimated in the Lisrel model was
reduced by averaging together all the items that loaded on

the same factor. These were then submitted to the model as a
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Table 25

Second Order Confirmatory Factor Analvsis of
Respecified Structural Model of all Conflict
Resolution Variables

—

N Chi-square Df P RMSR GFI
216 420.81 243 0.000 0.056 0.862
Table 26

Standardized Path Coefficients for Second Order Confirmatory

Factor Analvsis of Respecified Structural Model of Conflict

Resolution Variables

Eta CRES

PROD 0.000
ADAP 0.000
FLEX 0.000
SATI 0.871
LoYL 0.915
EFEC 0.384

Table 27

Factor Loadings for Effectiveness Variables in the
Respecified Second Order Confirmatorvy Factor Analvysis

EFEC

PROD 0.752
ADAP 0.944
FLEX 0.759
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Figure 7
Where

CRES = Constructive conflict resoluticn
PROD = Effectiveness -~ Productivity
ADRP = Effectiveness - Adaptability
FLEX = Effectiveness - Flexibility
SATI = Satisfaction
LOYL = Loyalty to the principal
EFEC = Effectiveness

Note. The y variables were included in the model but have been
deleted from the figure for clarity
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Figure 8
Coefficients
CRES
Where

CRES = Constructive conflict resolution
PROD = Effectiveness - Productivity
ADAP = Effectiveness - Adaptability
FLEX = Effectiveness - Flexibility
SATI = Satisfaction
LOYL = Loyalty to the principal
EFEC = Effectiveness

Note. For the sake of clarity, the y variables and the correlated
eérrors among ADAP, SATI, LOYL were omitted from this figure.
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single x variable. For example, for each subject, all items
that loaded on STYL were averaged together to form a single
score. The same was done for each of the other three
conflict management variables HELP, COMP, and GOAL. This
reduced the number of x variables for each subject to four.
No further problems with identification were encountered so
this averaging procedure was not necessary for the y
variables. To support hypothesis one the total effect of the
conflict management variables (STYL, HELP, COMP, and GOAL)
on CRES would be expected to be high.

Figure l0 represents the model used to test ths second
and third hypotheses. In Figure 10 the y variables have been
omitted from the diagram for clarity although the y
variables were included in the actual model. To support
hypothesis two the direct effect of HELP on STYL should be
high. Finally, if hypothesis three is to be supported, then
the total effect of HELP on CRES should be high. The total
effect of HELP on CRES is the sum of the direct effect of
HELP on CRES and the indirect effects via the STYLE, COMP,

and GOalL factors.
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Figure 10
Behavior
, ]
HELP CRES
- -
) -
where
STYL = System 4T conflict resolution style
HELP = Help with work
COMP = Technical competence
GOAL = Performance goals
CRES = Constructiwve conflict resolution
PROD = Effectiveness - Productivity
ADAP = Effectiveness - Adaptability
FLEX = Effectiveness - Flexibility
SATI = Satisfaction
LOYL = Loyalty to the principal
EFEC = Effectiveness
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS

The two models developed to test the system 4T conflict
resolution theory and the extension to that theory presented
in the last chapter were submitted to LISREL VI for testing.
This chapter presents the results of that testing including
assessment of the goodness of fit between the models and the
data, and path coefficients among the relevant variables.

Test of Hypothesis One

The model proposed in Figure 9 was used to test
hypothesis one. Table 28 shows that the model representing
the Likerts’ system 4T theory resulted in a good fit with
GFI = 0.852 and RMSR = 0.054 (for correlation matrix see
Appendix C Table C-1). Table 29 shows the factor loadings of
the guestion items on PROD, ADAP, FLEX, SATI, and LOYL.
Table 30 shows the path coefficients among the conflict
resolution variables (PROD, FLEX, ADAP, SATI, LOYL, EFEC,
and CRES). The standardized path coefficients among the
conflict management variables and CRES are presented in
Table 31. The path relationships among the variables in the

first model are presented in Figure 11l.

Conflict Resolution Variables

As Table 30 shows CRES was highly related to both SATI
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Table 28

Goodness of Fit ef Structural Model -

Hypothesis One - Svstem 4T Theory

N Chi-square Df P RMSR GFI
216 549.50 336 0.000 0.054 0.852
Table 29

Factor lLoadings of Question Items on Conflict Resolution
Variables - Hypothesis One

var PROD ADAP FLEX SATI LOYL
VAR 1 0.747 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 2 0.820 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 3 0.000 0.604 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 4 0.000 0.664 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 5 0.000 0.548 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 6 0.000 0.641 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 7 0.000 0.000 0.860 0.000 0.000
VAR 8 0.000 0.000 0.871 0.000 0.000
VAR 9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.813 0.000
VAR 10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.631 0.000
VAR 11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.653 0.000
VAR 12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.703 0.000
VAR 13 0.0C0 0.000 0.000 0.744 0.000
VAR 14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.696 0.000
VAR 15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.780 0.C00
VAR 16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.801 0.000
VAR 17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.781 0.000
VAR 18 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.658 0.000
VAR 19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.819
VAR 20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.811
VAR 21 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.832
VAR 22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.802
VAR 23 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.932
VAR 24 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.964
Table 30

Path Coefficients Among

Hypothesis One

EFEC CRES
PROD 0.740 0.000
ADAP 0.956 0.000
FLEX 0.745 0.000
SATI 0.000 0.828
LOYL 0.000 0.958
EFEC 0.000 0.430
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Figure 11

RESULTS

STYL

HELP

CoMP

Where

STYL
HELP
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COAL
CRES
PROD
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SATI
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system 4T conflict resolution style
Help with work
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Performance goals

Constructive conflict resolution
Effectiveness - Productivity
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Effectiveness - Flexibility
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Loyalty to the principal
Effectiveness
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(0.828) and LOYL (0.958) and only slightly related to EFEC
(0.430) as expected from the prior testing of the structure

©of the instruments.

Table 31

Standardized Path Coefficients Among the Conflict Resolution
Variables and the Conflict Management Variables for
Hypothesis One

STYL HELP coMP GOAL

CRES 0.628 0.097 0.370 ~0.076

Conflict Management Variables

The standardized path coefficients for the
relationships among CRES and STYL, HELP, COMP, and GOAL are
presented in Table 31. The direct effect of STYL on CRES was
moderately strong (0.628). Because HELP, COMP, and GOAL were
highly correlated with STYL (see Table 32) the path
coefficients for these variables reflect the unique effect
of each variable after accounting for the effect of the
other variables. For HELP (0.097) and GOAL (-0.076) there
was no appreciable additional contribution, however, COMP
did have an additional effect on CRES of 0.370. Hypothesis
one predicted these positive effects, therefore, hypothesis
one was supported.

Test of Hypothesis Two
The model proposed in Figure 10 was used to test

hypothesis two. Table 33 shows that the model resulted in a
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Table 32

Intercorrelations Among Conflict Management Variables -
Hvpothesis One

STYL HELP COMP GOAL
STYL 1.000
HELP 0.741 1.000
COMP 0.771 0.690 1.000
GOAL 0.613 0.599 0.740 1.000

reasonably good fit with GFI = 0.816 and RMSR = 0.062. The
residuals did not reveal any patterns that would improve the
model specification. Table 34 shows the factor loadings of
the y variables on PROD, ADAP, FLEX, SATI, and LOYL and
Table 35 shows the path coefficients among the latent
variables. The standardized path coefficients among HELP and
the latent variables are presented in Table 36. The path
relationships among the variables in model two are presented

in Figure 12.

Table 33
Goodness of Fit of Structural Model of
Hypothesis Two and Three

N Chi-square Df P RMSR GFI
216 703.87 339 0.000 0.062 0.816

Hypothesis two suggested that group membership, as
measured by HELP, would be related to STYL. Table 36 shows
that HELP was strongly related to STYL with a standardized

path coefficient of 0.741. Thus, hypothesis two was

supported.
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Table 34
Factor Loadings of ¥ Variables on Conflict Resolution
Variables for Hypothesis Two

PROD ADAP FLEX SATI LOYL
VAR 1 0.744 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 2 0.817 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 3 0.000 0.600 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 4 0.000 0.659 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 5 0.000 0.544 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 6 0.000 0.637 0.000 0.000 0.000
VAR 7 0.000 0.000 0.857 0.000 0.000
VAR 8 0.000 0.000 0.868 0.000 0.000
VAR 9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.789 0.000
VAR 10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.612 0.000
VAR 11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.634 0.000
Var 12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.682 0.000
VAR 13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.722 0.000
VAR 14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.675 0.000
VAR 15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.766 0.000
VAR 16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.777 0.000
VAR 17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.758 0.000
VAR 18 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.639 0.000
VAR 19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.786
VAR 20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.778
VAR 21 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.895
VAR 22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.770
VAR 23 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.894
VAR 24 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.925
Table 35

Standardized Path Coefficients Among the Latent Variables -
Hypothesis Two

Eta EFEC CRES STYL CoMP GOAL
PROD 0.737 G.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ADAP 0.955 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
FLEX 0.743 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SATI 0.000 0.816 0.000 0.000 0.000
LOYL 0.000 0.5854 0.000 0.000 0.000
EFEC 0.000 0.414 0.000 0.000 0.000
CRES 0.000 ~0.000 0.657 0.387 -0.080
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Table 36

Standardized Path Coefficients Among the Latent Variables
and HELP - Hypothesis Two

Eta HELP
CRES 0.102
STYL 0.741
cOoMP 0.680
GOAL 0.599%9

Test of Hypothesis Three

The extension to the system 4T Theory as stated in
hypothesis three proposed that group membership (HELP} will
be related to CRES. Figure 12 shows HELP treated as an
exogenous variable with all the other conflict management
variables treated as endogenous variables. The relationships
among HELP and the other conflict management variables are
presented in Table 36. HELP had a direct effect on CRES of
0.102. In addition, HELP was strongly related to STYL
(0.741), COMP (0.690), and moderately related to GOAL
(0.599). From Table 35 it can be seen that STYL (0.657), and
COMP (0.387) were positively related to CRES, while GOAL
(-0.080) was negatively related to CRES. Thus, HELP had a
strong positive indirect effect on CRES through STYL and
COMP and a weak negative indirect effect on CRES through
GOAL. As a result, the total effect of HELP on CRES was high

(0.808). Therefore, hypothesis three was also supported.

89



Figure 12

Where

RESULTS

STYL
HELP
CoMP
GOAL
CRES
PROD
ADAP
FLEX
SATI
LOYL
EFEC

| LI | O A O [ I

Systen 4T conflict resolution style
Help with work '
Technical competence

Performance goals

Constructive conflict resolution
Effectiveness - Productivity
Effectiveness - Adaptability
Effectiveness - Flexibility
Satigfaction

Lovalty to the principal
Effectiveness

g0



RESULTS

Summary of Results

Hypothesis one stated that the closer teachers’
perceptions of the principals’ conflict resolution behavior
are to system 4T; and the higher the level of help with
work, technical competence, and performance goals, the
greater the level of constructive conflict resolution
perceived by those teachers. This hypothesis predicted that
each of the conflict management variables STYL, HELP, COMP,
and GOAL would be highly related to CRES. The model
supported this relationship and hypothesis one was accepted.

Hypothesis two stated that group membership, as
measured by help with work, will be related to principals’
system 4T conflict resolution behavior. This hypothesis
predicted that HELP would be related to STYL. The model
supported this relationship and hypothesis two was accepted.

Finally, hypothesis three stated that group membership,
as measured by help with work, will be related to
constructive conflict resolution. The model showed HELP had
a weak direct effect but strong indirect effects on CRES.
Thus, HELP had a high total effect on CRES. Therefore,

hypothesis three was also accepted.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to test the Likerts’
system 4T conflict resolution theory in an elementary school
setting to assess its potential to explain constructive
conflict resolution and to test an extension to the theory
to see whether group membership, as proposed by Graen and
Cashman (1975) is related to conflict resolution behavior
and constructive conflict resolution. This chapter will
discuss the results of the study, examine limitations,
explore implications for theory and practice, and finally

identify possible directions for future research.

Analysis

Constructive Conflict Resclution

It was initially assumed, as supported by the
literature, that the latent construct constructive conflict
resolution was unidimensional. Although many variables have
been used to measure constructive conflict resolution three
variables were selected as appropriate indicators:
effectiveness, satisfaction, and loyalty. The initial data
analysis indicated that constructive conflict resolution was
not unidimensional. A second order confirmatory factor
analysis revealed a three factor structure (effectiveness,

satisfaction, and loyalty) with effectiveness as one
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dimension, and satisfaction and loyalty as another. Studies
of participative management which have also included these
variables reveal similar results.

The complexity of this relationship is well recognized.
In a comprehensive review of participative management and
its effect on productivity and satisfaction Locke and
Schweiger (1979) concluded that productivity was unrelated
to participative management while satisfaction was related.
In a more recent meta-analysis of participation,
productivity, and satisfaction Miller and Monge (1986)
concluded that participation has an effect on both
productivity and satisfaction, with satisfaction influenced
somewhat more than productivity. Thus, effectiveness and
satisfaction appear to be separate dimensions of
organizational reality.

Since the Likerts’ system 4T theory evolved from a
theory closely associated with participative management, in
this study it is reasonable to find the effectiveness and
satisfaction variables pointing to two different underlying
dimensions of constructive conflict resolution. Therefore,
one can conclude that constructive conflict resolution is
not unidimensional and consists of at least an effectiveness
component and a satisfaction/loyalty component. The
possibility of other dimensions of constructive conflict

resolution also exists.

93



DISCUSSION

Hvpothesis One

The first hypothesis stated that the closer teachers’
perceptions of the principals’ conflict resolution behavior
are to system 4T; and the higher the level of help with
work, technical competence, and performance goals the
greater the level of constructive conflict resolution will
be as perceived by those teachers. This hypothesis
constituted a test of the Likerts’ system 4T theory.

The Likerts assumed that a highly effective social
system (system 4T conflict resolution style) coupled with
2ll the other conflict management variables (help with work,
technical competence, and performance goals) would lead to
constructive conflict resolution. The results of the study
(Figure ll) indicated support for this assumption. The data
indicated moderately high correlations between system 47T
conflict resolution style and constructive conflict
resolution. The lower path coefficients among help with
work, and performance goals were due to the fact that most
of their contribution to an effect on constructive conflict
resolution was already accounted for by system 4T conflict
resolution style. Therefore, these two variables added
little additional information to the model. Technical
competence, however, had an additional small effect on
constructive conflict resolution. As a result, including

help with work and performance goals in the system 4T theory
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is redundant since the system 47T conflict resolution style
and the technical competence factors already account for
most of the contribution of these variables. Figure 13 shows
a modified model of the Likerts’ system 4T theory based on
these findings.

The argument previously advanced that the system 4T
theory may account for workplace complexity by measuring
several dimensions (help with work, technical competence and
performance goals) rather than the two dimensions usually
measured by other theories was justified. The high
correlations amcng these variables and system 4T conflict
resolution style suggest they are closely related. However,
the low path coefficients identified in the model among help
with work, performance goals, and constructive conflict
resolution indicated that they had little additional effect
on constructive conflict resolution beyond that of system 4T
conflict resolution style and technical competence. The
result is that the Likerts’ system 4T theory does seem to
encompass greater workplace complexity in its approach to
constructive conflict management than other two-dimensional
conflict theories.

It was also found that the conflict resolution
variables were not equally influenced by system 4T conflict
resolution style. Cohflict resclution style had a greater

effect on satisfaction and loyalty than on effectiveness.
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coMP
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Conflict resolution style had only a moderate influence on
effectiveness. However, conflict resolution style had a
strong influence on the satisfaction and loyalty factors of
constructive conflict resolution. This is consistent with
other findings on the quality of principal-teacher
relationships (Nelson, 1980; Nicholson, 1980) that showed
greater teacher satisfaction with participative principals.
These findings are also in agreement with Johnson and
Holdaway (1991) who found that elementary school principals’
perceptions of effectiveness were only weakly related to job
satisfaction. Therefore, the use of the Likerts’ approach to
conflict resolution is most likely to result in a greater
increase in satisfaction and loyalty than to increased
effectiveness.

Although hypothesis one was supported, the data showed
that the theory may be over-specified. While constructive
conflict resolution was highly related to all four conflict
management variables help with work and performance goals
added little additional information to the model. The theory

could be streamlined by eliminating these two factors.

Hypothesis Two

While the in-group/out-group work of Graen and Cashman
(1975) has been found to hold in several settings it has not
been previously tested in an educational setting. For the
group membership effect to be present, group membership
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should influence both the teachers’ perceptions of the
principals’ conflict resolution behavior and the teachers’
perceptions of constructive conflict resoluticn. That is,
in-group members should perceive their principals as closer
to system 4T and report more constructive conflict
resolution while out-group members should report the
opposite. Hypotheses two and three tested these
propositions.

Hypothesis two stated that group membership, as
measured by help with work, is related to teachers’
perceptions of principals’ system 4T conflict resolution
behavior. The data indicated a high degree of direct
relationship between help with work and the conflict
resdlution style. Help with work was also fairly strongly
related to technical competence and performance goals.
Therefore, group membership does influence the teachers’
perceptions of the principals’ system 4T conflict resolution
behavior in educational settings. Thus, hypothesis two was

supported.

Hypothesis Three

Hypothesis three stated that group membership was
related to constructive conflict resolution. Hypothesis
three was also supported. The data showed that teachers who
rated their principals high in help with work (i.e., in-
group members) also perceived their principals as
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constrvctive resolvers of conflict. This finding is in
accordance with other studies that show the members’
satisfaction to be positively related to LMX (Dansereau et
al., 1975; Graen, Dansereau, Minami, & Cashman, 1873;
Scandura & Graen, 1984; Seers & Graen, 1984; Vecchio &
Gobdel, 1984).

The data also supported the Graen and Cashman
proposition that group membership would have an effect on
technical competence and performance goals. Help with work
was moderately related to both technical competence and
performance goals, although these in turn were not strongly
related to constructive conflict resclution after the effect
of conflict resolution style was taken into account. Thus,
the extended model not only accounted for mature social
systems via system 4T conflict resolution behavior, it also
accounted for individuals’ perception of the leader-member
exchange. Figure 14 presents a model of the extended system

4T conflict resolution theory based on the findings in this

study.

Summary
In summary, the following results were obtained from
this study: 1) the Likerts’ system 4T theory holds, however
it may be over-specified requiring only the system 4T

conflict resolution
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Figure l4
Resolution Theorv
HELP »{cres @
coMp SATI
LOYL
Where
STYL = System 4T conflict resolution style
COMP = Technical competence
CRES = Constructive conflict resolution
PROD = Effectiveness - Productivity
ADA? = Effectiveness - Adaptability
FLEX = Effectiveness - Flexibility
SATI = Satisfaction
LOYL = Loyalty to the principal
EFEC = Effectiveness
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style factor and the technical competence factor; 2)
constructive conflict resolution is not unidimensional; 3)
perceptions of system 4T conflict resolution behavior have
an effect on the satisfaction and loyalty dimensions of
constructive conflict resolution more than the effectiveness
dimension; 4) the group membership effect exists in
educational settings; 5) group membership has an effect on
teachers’ perceptions of principals’ conflict resclution
behavior; and 6) group membership has an effect on teachers’

perceptions of constructive conflict resolution.

Limitations

Before considering the theoretical and practical
implications of these findings it is important to examine
the limitations of the study. There are several ways in
which the interpretation of this study is constrained: the
nature and size of the sample, the definition of
constructive conflict resolution, the original assumptions,
and the social desirability and attribution threats. Each

limitation is elaborated in the following section.

Nature and Size of Sample

The sample for this study consisted of elementary
teachers attending a univeisity summer session. The teachers
were not randomly selected, nor were they drawn from a
province wide geographic distribution. Nevertheless, the
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sample was not homogeneous either. Teachers attending the
summer session came from a number of school districts
located in the eastern portion of Ontarioc and Quebec. They
represented small, medium, and large schools. Therefore,
application of the findings of this study should be seen as
suggestive of findings of a fairly broad population of
teachers.

When using structural equation modeling sample size
influences the interpretation of some goodness-of-fit
measures, Chi square being one of them. In order for LISREL
to compute plausible parameter estimates and avoid the
problem of identification a fairly large number of cases is
required - the more variables involved the greater the
number of cases required. While a sample size of 200 is
generally considered adequate, some authors would recommend
a much larger sample. Since there are no stringent rules
governing this aspect of the study the reader is cautioned

that a larger sample size might produce different results.

Definition of Constructive Conflict Resolution

A second limitation of the study lies in the definition
of constructive conflict resolution. This construct is a
latent variable that cannot be directly measured. Therefore,
an attempt must be made to identify those measurable
variables that seem to underlie the construct. Based on the
literature three directly measurable variables were used -
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effectiveness, satisfaction, and loyalty. It is possible
that including different variables as indicators would alter
the ocutcome of the study. Since there is no other research
in this area that has attempted to use structural equation
modeling to test the impact of observable conflict variables
on latent variables it is difficult to determine the effect
of having chosen these three indicators as opposed to other
possible indicators.
Original Assumptions

The third set of constraints on the interpretation of
the study relates to two variables - well established
relationships and overlapping structures. It was assumed
early in the study that both of these variables could be
held constant. It is possible that these assumptions may not
have been warranted. An examination of the procedures to
deal with these variables reveals possible sources of error.

The Likerts stated that constructive conflict
resolution required well-established relationships.
Unfortunately, they were silent as to what this meant in
operational terms. Assuming that a reasonable period of time
was required to establish relationships a minimum time limit
of one year was imposed on all respondents. That is to say
that if the teacher had spent less than one year with a
principal then it was assumed that insufficient time had
elapsed to allow the development of the appropriate
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relationship. It is possible that one year is not long
enough for these relationships to evolve. It is also
possible that teachers who have not secured rermanent status
within a school board might perceive conflict interactions
somewhat more positively than if they had a more secure
position. Finally, in order to hold the overlapping
structure variable constant the study was conducted with
elementary school teachers as subjects. It was assumed that
most elementary schools share the same structure where
interaction between either the principal or vice-principal
and the teacher is direct. This is not necessarily the case
in higher levels of schools where department heads or other
administrative positions may intervene. The selection by the
teacher of either a principal or vice-principal to focus on
when responding to the instruments should have made no
difference to the study. However, it may be that within some
elementary schools management structures existed which were
different from the norm and could have contaminated the

data.

Social Desirability and Attribution Threats

It was mentioned earlier that response distortion due
to the effect of social desirability and causal attribution
was a common problem in survey research. Attempts were made
to control for the social desirability effect by carefully
designing the questions and anonymous group administration

104



DISCUSSION

of the instrument. Nevertheless, social desirability may
have played a role in this study. As well, causal
attribution may also have had an unreported effect on the

results.

Implications for Theory
Four theoretical implications arise from this study
including the need for an expanded definition of
constructive conflict resolution, the need to revise the
Likerts’ system 4T conflict theory, recognition of the
leader-member exchange in educational organizations, and an
extension to the Likerts’ system 4T conflict theory. Each

will be dealt with separately.

Expanded definition of Constructive Conflict Resolution

Previous studies of conflict resolution have defined
constructive conflict resolution as unidimensional. While a
wide variety of measures have been used few researchers have
attempted to use multiple dimensions. It is clear from the
confirmatory factor analyses in this study that the data
supported two distinct dimensions, a satisfaction-loyalty
dimension and an effectiveness dimension. While the
literature has dealt with these two dimensions in domains
other than conflict there has been no research other than
this study that has identified the possibility that
constructive conflict resolution may bring about a greater
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increase in satisfaction and loyalty and a lesser increase
in effectiveness. Until this study, there appears to have
been a tacit assumption that constructive conflict
resolution meant an increase in all dimensions. Clearly,
this is not the case.

In organizational conflict theories that emphasize a
single best conflict resolution style (e.g., Blake & Mouton,
1964} Thomas, 13976) constructive conflict resclution should
be seen in the light of multidimensionality. That is,
behavior based on concern for people and concern for
productivity is likely to impact productivity and
satisfaction differently. It is probable that by including
more outcome variables interpretation of these theories c;n
be further refined.

Another interesting result lies in the weak
relationship between loyalty and effectiveness. Blau and
Scott (1562) suggested that worker productivity was related
to subordinate loyalty. They proposed that the superior
gained willing compliance more easily as a result of having
achieved subordinate loyalty. Productivity supposedly
increased as a result of an increased ability to stimulate
work group effort. In terms of an educational setting, high
teacher loyalty to the principal should be related to high
productivity. In this study loyalty and effectiveness turned
out to be distinct unrelated factors of constructive
conflict resolution. Thus, the Blau and Scott proﬁosition
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was not supported. Perhaps there are subtle differences in
the constructs of productivity, as espoused by Blau and
Scott, and effectiveness, as used in this study. However,
these two consiructs do appear to be so closely related that
some form of relationship between loyalty and effectiveness
should have been present. The Blau and Scott proposition

requires reexamination.

Revised System 4T Theory

A second theoretical outcome of this study is the need
to revise the Likerts’ system 4T theory. As originally
stated the system 4T theory hypothesized that superior
management of conflict is the result of establishing a
participative interaction-influence network, using the
principle of supportive relationships, holding high
performance goals, possessing technical competence,
providing high levels of help with work, establishing good
working relationships, and maintaining appropriate
overlapping structures. The participative interaction-
influence network and the principle of supportive
relationships are measured by the POCC while the other
variables are measured independently. The Likerts claimed
that scores for all of these variables must be high to
indicate ar. effective social system. The data in this study
supported this. However, help with work and performance
goals addea Jittle additional information to the theory.
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Therefore, the theory may be revised by stating that with
established working relationships and overlapping
organizational structure held constant, the closer the
principal's conflict resolution style is to system 4T while
accompanied by high levels cf technical competence, the
higher teacher satisfaction and teacher loyalty will be.

In this revised model can the lack of relationship
between system 4T conflict resolution style, technical
competence, and effectiveness be explained? Miller and Monge
(1986) labelled Likert’s earlier management systems theory
an affective model relating participation, satisfaction, and
productivity. In their meta-analytic review of cognitive,
affective, and contingency models Miller and Monge found
support for the conclusion that participative management has
a stronger effect on satisfaction than on productivity, and
that participation in goal setting does not have a strong
effect on productivity. Given the emphasis in the Likerts’
system 4T theory on participation similar results could be
expected. Johnson and Holdaway (1991) also found a weak
relationship between principal satisfaction and
administrative effectiveness. Therefore, the findings in
this study are consistent with the literature to date.

What is not clear is why effectiveness was not related
to satisfaction and loyalty. Miskel et al. (1983) found that
work interdependence, communications and teacher
expectations were consistent predictors of school
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effectiveness and job satisfaction. The school effectiveness
measure was the same as that used in this study, while the
satisfaction measure was similar to the one used in this
study. If teacher expectations are predictors of
effectiveness and satisfaction then surely teachers expect
supportive leadership and constructive resolution of
conflict. Therefore, it would appear that help with work,
conflict resolution style, and technical competence in this
study should also be related to effectiveness, yet they were
not. In the Miskel et al. study they used the school as a
unit of analysis and averaged teacher responses. Perhaps
their findings break down at the individual teacher level
used in this study.

What is also not clear is why teachers who are
dissatisfied with the principal’s style of conflict
resolution should rate their school high on effectiveness?
Why is satisfaction not related to effectiveness? Perhaps
the answer lies in the fact that, regardless of how
effectiveness is measured, it reflects efforts aimed at
student learning. Teachers may see their own level of
satisfaction with the principal’s behavior as irrelevant to
the achievement of school effectiveness - regardless of how
the principal behaves it is the teachers who get the job
done. Therefore, teachers may be unwilling to "punish"

students because ¢of the principal.
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Another possible explanation may lie in the notion of
personal effectiveness as opposed to organizational
effectiveness. In this study, Mott’s Index of Perceived
Organizational Effectiveness was used to measure teachers’
perceptions of organizational effectiveness. Perhaps
constructive conflict resolution has a direct effect only cn
personal effectiveness. Since personal effectiveness was not
measured in this study further research would be required to
pursue this possibility.

Finally, the finding that system 4T conflict resclution
style, technical competence, and help with work were
strongly related to both satisfaction and loyalty lends some
support to House’s (1971) path-goal theory. House stated
that leader behavior, measured in part by leader support and
participation, was related to job satisfaction and
acceptance of the leadexr. Since system 4T behavior is
participative and help with work is supportive these
variables correspond to Houses’s independent variables.
Satisfaction in this study is similar to job satisfaction,
while loyalty is similar to acceptance of the leader.
Assuming that teachers have high needs for autonomy and
achievement, the path-goal theory predicts that
participative leadership and support will lead to high job
satisfaction and leader acceptance. Both of these were

ocutcomes in this study.
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Leader-Member Exchange in Education

The Graen and Cashman LMX modél has received
considerable support (McClane, 1991) however, none of it in
the area of education. This study strongly supports the
existence of the LMX effect in elementary school settings; A
frequent criticism of many conflict and leadership theories
is that they use group averaging techniques that are
inappropriate. Based on this study, theories that assume
group homogeneity or use group averaging techniques in data
analysis in an elementary school setting lose much
information about the reality of the educational workplace.
Thus, the impact of the LMX effect needs to be considered in
all aspects of teacher-principal interactions including
leadership, decision making, supervision, and communication.
Current educational administration theories, at all levels
of analysis, do not account for in-group/out-group
membership. As a result, some of the research findings
derived from these theories are likely inaccurate. These
inaccuracies can arise from failing to account for the LMX
effect, losing information due to group-averaging
techniques, or a combination of both. The LMX effect should
aléo be taken into consideration in the design of future
research to prevent masking the heterogeneity of the

teaching workgroup environment.
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Extended System 4T Theory

Finally, the data supported the proposed extension of
the Likerts’ theory. Teachers’ perceptions of in-group/out-
group membership directly influences perceptions of system
4T conflict resolution style which in turn influences
perceptions of constructive conflict resolution. In-
group/out-group membership also has an effect on perceptions
of constructive conflict resolution. Thus, principals who
use a system 4T conflict resolution style with teachers who
perceive themselves as out-group members will be perceived
to achieve lower levels of constructive conflict resolution
(satisfaction and loyalty components) compared to teachers
who perceive themselves as in-group members. Therefore, the
leader-member exchange becomes a major factor in how
teachers perceive the principals’ attempts to positively
influence the satisfaction and loyalty components of
constructive conflict resolution.

These results are congruent with Lawler’s (1973)
satisfaction model and discrepancy models (Festinger, 1957;
March & Simon, 1958; Ortloff, 1980) which propose that
satisfaction is determined by the difference between
perceptions of the amount of organizational resources that
should be received and perceptions of the amount actually
received. In-group members perceive that they are receiving
fairly high amounts of organizational resources while out-
group members perceive they are receiving lesser amounts.
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For in-group members the gap between expectations and
reality 1is smaller. This should lead to predictions of
greater satisfaction among in-~group members and lower
satisfaction among out-group members. These feelings of
greater and lesser satisfaction due to the LMX effect should
also be carried over into the conflict arena as the results
of this study indicated.

From the above it can be seen that the LMX effect has a
profound influence on all the key variables related to
principal-teacher interaction. Not only is the LMX effect
operating in the conflict arena but it is directly related
to technical competence and performance goals. It would
appear that the LMX effect is a fundamental process in
schools. It helps shape a teacher’s perception of the entire
social system created by the principal and has an important

effect on satisfaction and loyalty.

Implications for Administrative Practice
This study presents several implications for practice.

First, is the need to recognize that teachers do not
perceive themselves as being treated equally by the
principal. Some teachers perceive a closer and more
supportive relationship with the principal than others.
Graen and Cashman (1975) found that leaders rely on selected
followers to help them achieve their goals. In exchange for
this support leaders are willing to give these followers
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greater access to themselves, more help with work, more
information, more resources, better offices, etc. Teachers
not in this group are aware of this special treatment and
react to it. They perceive themselves as members of an out-
group and are consequently less satisfied with conflict
resolution, see the principal as less competent and rate the
level of the principal’s performanée goals lower. A first
step for principals is to accept this as a reality in the
school. The next step is to attempt to identify the groups
that the teachers probably associate themselves with.

Principals should not assume that their behavior will
be understood in the same way by the in-group and out-group
members. When disagreements, misunderstanding, and conflicts
arise principals can use the information regarding group
membership to see if the teacher’s perceptions are playing a
role in the communication process. Deliberately paying more
attention to out-group members, may mediate the negative
effects of the group split. The level of teacher
satisfaction may be increased by either lessening the
perceived differences between the two groups or seeking to
increase the size of the in-group.

Another ramification for principals to consider is the
deleterious effect of the in-group/out-group split on team
building. Out-group members are less likely to be open,
honest, and trusting in a team setting. They likely will be
less inclined to commit to goals proposed by in-group
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members. Jealousy, competition, resentment, and hostility
could be manifested when issues which identify in-group/out-
group membership (e.g, distribution of resources) are
discussed. Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) stated that
principals tend to manage conflict with the aim of
maintaining order. This leadership style would tend to
perpetuate the perceived differences among teaching staff
and foster increased dissatisfaction. Openly discussing
these perceived differences may eventually result in better
working relationships with a larger number of teachers. This
would be a case of deliberately increasing conflict
temporarily in the short term in order to decrease it in the
long term (Robbins, 1978).

The popular literature directed toward principals
offers much advice on how to handle conflict in specific
situations. For example, matching toughness with toughness
and flexibility with flexibility. However, the expanded
system 4T approach to conflict management suggests that
principals can increase teachers’ perceived level of
satisfaction and loyalty, and to a lesser extent
effectiveness, by developing participative interaction-
influence networks, using the principle of supportive
relationships, and demonstrating technical competence. Since
this requires time to achieve, the long term quality of
relationships appears to be more important in conflict
management than the use of any situation specific conflict
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technique. Therefore, principals should put less emphasis on
conflict resolution tricks and more emphasis on building
constructive interpersconal interactions.

Finally, principals can improve their own level of
satisfaction by implementing the extended system 4T theory.
It was stated earlier that a primary concern of principals
is the level of stress caused by conflict with staff
members. In a study of 131 elementary schools in Alberta,
Johnson and Holdaway (1991) found that overall job
satisfaction for principals was most strongly related to
working relationships with teachers. Thus, teachers’
perceptions of in-group membership and system 4T conflict
behavior lead to greater teacher satisfaction with the
principal. This, in turn, improves the principal’s own
perception of job satisfaction.

Further Research

Based on the results of this study further research may
be usefully pursued in several areas: the multidimensional
nature of constructive conflict resolution, the impact of
the LMX modei in education, the place ¢of the revised Likert
work and expansion of the limitations in the study.

The current set of shared assumptions about the
unidimensionality of constructive conflict resolution are
erroneous. As Bacharach (1989) stated in regards to
participation in decision making, to create valid
assumptions a better understanding of the construct’s
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underlying structure is needed. The underlying structure of
constructive conflict resolution should be more carefully
examined. The results of this study indicated that leader
behaviors can have different levels of effects on different
component factors of constructive conflict resolution.
Therefore, knowing what these factors are could greatly
improve our ability to understand the outcomes that we are
trying to appropriately manage. Specifically, a
comprehensive search for component factors, their relative
importance to this construct, and the effect and strength of
inter-relationships among the factors should be conducted.
This will lead to better operational definitions of this
critical dependent variable.

The size and effect of the leader—-member exchange in
principal-teacher relationships is another avenue that
merits exploration. While a great deal has been written
about the relationships among principals and teachers in the
areas of leadership, decision-making, communication, and
motivation little has taken into account the heterogeneous
nature of these relationships. Does in-group/out-group
membership account for the lack of relationship ameong
leaders’ self descriptions of behavior and followers’
descriptions of leader behavior (Schriesheim & Kerr, 1977;
Bass, 1981)? How does in-group/out-group membership
influence perceptions of satisfaction? Is conflict more
frequent and "severe" among out-group members? How do in-
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groups and out-groups differ in their interpretations of
principals’ communications? All of these questions and many
more are raised by the application of the LMX model to
theory in educational administration.

Additionally, since in-groups and out-groups exist in
elementary school settings how do these groups relate to
each other? Are there differences regarding conflict and
non-conflict situations? Do the same relationships hold for
non-teaching members of the school? Does the in-group/out-
group dichotomy hold elsewhere in the district structure?
Can the LMX model be expanded to the broader political arena
of school district constituents? The possible applications
of the LMX model are broad.

There is also the methodological improvement gained by
using the LMX model. The loss of information due to data
averaging is avoided when this approach is adopted. This
raises the question of how would the results of past studies
that relied on data averaging change if repeated using the
more heterogeneous approach? Would conclusions about
satisfaction, productivity, motivation, and effectiveness
remain the same or would we gain new insight regarding these
fundamentals? All of these guestions are worth exploring in
the future.

It was proposed that the Likerts’ system 4T theory
would better account for workplace complexity than other
conflict theories such as those proposed by Blake and Mouton
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(1964), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) and Thomas (1976). These
theories, as was Likert’s original model, were based on two
dimensions similar to the initiating-structure and
consideration dimensions. Since the Likects’ model was
supported in this study would the proposition continue to be
supported after a comparative analysis with these other
similar theories? Would these theories produce the same
rasults as the Likerts’ did if they were expanded by using
the LMX model? While this study showed that the expanded
modified system 4T theory was useful in explaining increased
satisfaction and loyalty and to a lesser extent
effectiveness, it would be informative to know if these
other models would do as well. If there are differences,
what would they be and how could they be explained?

Finally, there were certain limitations incorporated in
this study that could be modified for future study. An
elementary school setting was used to hold organizational
structure constant. Since elementary schools differ
significantly in structure from secondary schools (Glatthorn
and Newberg, 1984) this study could be repeated in a
secondary schdol setting to see if the same results are
obtained. The study was also limited to substantive
conflict. A broader view of the conflict resolution process

may be obtained if affective conflict was included as well.
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APPENDIX A

Correlation Matrices for Reliability Study

Table A-1
Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of

Reliability Study for Index of Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness

VAR 3 VAR 4 VAR 5 VAR 6 VAR 7 VAR 8

VAR 3 1.000

VAR 4 0.631 1.000

VAR 5 0.332 0.350 1.000

VAR 6§ 0.407 0.458 0.583 1.000

VAR 7 0.335 0.276 0.385 0.264 1.000

VaR 8 0.326 0.278 0.478 0.286 0.474 1.000

VAR 9 0.395 0.382 0.413 0.414 0.160 0.345

VAR 10 0.354 0.386 0.394 0.390 0.251 0.261
VAR 9 VAR 10

VAR 9 1.000

VAR 10 0.705 1.000

Table A-2

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analvsis of
Reliability Study for Leadership Problem Interaction Survey

VAR 11 VAR 12 VAR 13 VAR 14 VAR 15 VAR16

VAR 11 1.000

VAR 12 0.577 1.000
VAR 13 0.598 0.510 1.000

VAR 14 0.627 0.483 0.548 1.000

VAR 15 0.585 0.438 0.500 0.589 1.000

VAR 16 0.546 0.489 0.478 0.525 0.484 1.000
VAR 17 0.613 0.477 0.510 0.464 0.566 0.558
VAR 18 0.578 0.426 0.544 0.477 0.558 0.502
VAR 19 0.525 0.514 0.427 0.502 0.629 0.546
VAR 20 0.543 0.448 0.457 0.4%4 0.448 0.478

VAR 17 VAR 18 VAR 19 VAR 20

VAR 17 1.000

VAR 18 0.649 1.000
VAR 18 0.556 0.622 1.000
VAR 20 0.509 0.495 0.515 1.000
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Table A-3
Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of
Reliability Studv for Lovalty to the Principal Index

VAR 52 VAR 53 VAR 54 VAR 55 VAR 56 VAR 57

VAR 52 1.000

VAR 53 0.563 1.000

VAR 54 0.687 0.728 1.000

VAR 55 0.638 0.585 0.631 1.000

VAR 56 0.711 0.760 0.838 0.760 1.000

VAR 57 0.725 0.775 0.853 0.687 0.893 1.000

Table A-4

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatorv Factor Analvsis of
Reliability Study for the Profile of Conflict
Characteristics

VAR 21 VAR 22 VAR 23 VAR 24 VAR 25 VAR 27

VAR 21 1.000

VAR 22 0.832 1.000

VAR 23 0.807 0.782 1.000

VAR 24 0.761 0.758 0.804 1.000

VAR 25 0.641 0.620 0.647 0.668 1.000

VAR 27 0.523 0.619 0.534 0.638 0.550 1.000
VAR 28 0.736 0.764 0.752 0.762 0.646 0.722
VAR 29 0.519 0.589 0.502 0.473 0.532 0.388
VAR 30 0.782 0.800 0.768 0.772 0.718 0.609
VAR 32 0.751 0.797 0.763 0.754 0.671 0.608
VAR 33 0.786 0.813 0.802 0.783 0.724 0.667
VAR 34 6.752 0.746 0.733 0.688 0.664 0.583
VAR 35 0.621 0.665 0.660 0.557 0.605 0.483
VAR 36 0.528 0.592 0.602 0.521 0.570 0.347
VAR 37 0.697 0.686 0.726 0.695 .0.706 0.582

VAR 28 VAR 29 VAR 30 VAR 32 VAR 33 VAR 34

VAR 28 1.000

VAR 29 0.524 1.000

VAR 30 0.783 0.581 1.000

VAR 32 0.811 0.603 0.841 1.000

VAR 33 0.786 0.576 0.807 0.873 1.000

VAR 34 0.738 0.474 0.767 0.783 0.797 1.000
VAR 35 0.680 0.48% 0.691 0.788 0.762 0.681
VAR 36 0.570 0.397 0.614 0.672 0.655 0.564
VAR 37 0.706 0.492 0.750 0.723 0.758 0.749
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VAR 35 VAR 36 VAR 37
VAR 35 1.000
VAR 36 0.769 1.000
VAR 37 0.698 0.630 1.000
Table A-5

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of

Reliability Study for Help With Work

VAR 38 VAR 39 VAR 40 VaR 41 VAR 42
VAR 38 1.000
VAR 3% 0.744 1.000
VAR 40 0.649 0.604 1.000
VAR 41 0.544 0.636 0.580 1.000
VAR 42 0.542 0.506 0.642 0.675 1.000
Table aA-6

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of

Reliability Study for Technical Competence

VAR 45

VAR 43 VAR 44 VAR 46
VAR 43 1.000
VAR 44 0.729 1.G600
VAR 45 0.729 0.642 1.000
VAR 46 0.684 0.557 0.843 1.000
Table aA-7

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of
Reliability Study for Performance Goals

VAR 48 VAR 49 VAR 50 VAR 51
VAR 48 1.000
VAR 49 0.382 1.000
VAR 50 0.452 0.708 1.000
VAR 51 0.236 0.485 0.520 1.000
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Correlation Matrices for Main Sample

Table B-1

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of
Main Sample for all Conflict Management Variables

VAR 21 VAR 22 VAR 23 VAR 24 VAR 25 VAR 27

VAR 21 1.000
VAR 22 0.822 1.000

VAR 23 0.787 0.798 1.000

VAR 24 0.740 0.786 0.833 1.000

VAR 25 0.554 0.633 0.602 0.651 1.000

VAR 27 0.572 0.671 0.614 0.689 0.554 1.000
VAR 28 0.727 0.785 0.802 0.795 0.622 0.743
VAR 29 0.551 0.586 0.533 0.487 0.479 0.409
VAR 30 0.770 0.818 0.804 0.800 0.653 0.663
VAR 32 0.760 0.809 0.758 0.752 0.677 0.631
VAR 33 0.754 0.808 0.798 0.787 0.716 ¢.700
VAR 34 0.719 0.768 0.753 0.724 0.620 0.612
VAR 35 0.635 0.688 0.646 0.568 0.576 0.512
VAR 36 0.552 0.573 0.565 0.490 0.504 0.372
VAR 37 0.718 0.744 0.744 0.729 0.653 0.616
VAR 38 0.608 0.613 0.616 0.641 0.519 0.588
VAR 38 0.711 0.720 0.710 0.705 0.634 0.620
VAR 40 0.552 0.530 0.522 0.590 0.439 0.493
VAR 41 0.549 0.540 0.566 0.547 0.553 0.486
VAR 42 0.370 0.386 0.378 0.396 0.421 0.311
VAR 43 0.578 0.610 0.588 0.551 0.437 0.531
VAR 44 0.482 0.48% 0.525 0.520 0.309 0.418
VAR 45 0.703 0.733 0.743 0.700 0.542 0.598
VAR 46 0.712 0.748 0.765 0.712 0.555 0.610
VAR 48 0.300 0.262 0.266 0.294 0.181 0.327
VAR 49 0.693 0.691 0.740 0.727 0.564 0.606
VAR 50 0.480 0.450 0.459 0.469 0.340 0.426
VAR 51 0.360 0.349 0.364 0.328 0.246 0.391
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VAR 28 VAR 29 VAR 30 VAR 32 VAR 33 VAR 34

VAR 28 1.000
VAR 29 0.541 1.000

VAR 30 0.844 0.597 1.000

VAR 32 0.820 0.607 0.839 1.000

VAR 33 0.823 0.571 0.827 0.870 1.000

VAR 34 0.761 0.568 0.802 0.773 0.799 1.000
VAR 35 0.701 0.491 0.708 0.751 0.749 0.684
VAR 36 0.571 0.410 0.605 0.646 0.639 0.552
VAR 37 0.756 0.540 0.778 0.757 0.785 0.752
VAR 38 0.637 0.439 0.640 0.624 0.675 0.638
VAR 39 0.757 0.488 0.728 0.714 0.787 0.713
VAR 40 0.577 0.338 0.557 0.508 0.585 0.564
VAR 41 0.555 0.331 0.562 0.526 0.654 0.556
VAR 42 0.391 0.214 0.420 0.372 0.475 0.375
VAR 43 0.626 0.373 0.61% 0.603 0.636 0.655
VAR 44 0.545 0.293 0.514 0.474 0.514 0.572
VAR 45 0.726 0.484 0.732 0.700 0.737 0.752
VAR 46 0.758 0.568 0.783 0.734 0.767 0.783
VAR 48 0.325 0.176 0.317 0.252 0.315 0.320
VAR 49 0.747 0.469 0.745 0.705 0.741 0.732
VAR 50 0.507 0.257 0.505 0.423 0.513 0.550
VAR 51 0.365 0.188 0.354 0.351 0.389 0.367

VAR 35 VAR 36 VAR 37 VAR 38 VAR 39 VAR 40

VAR 35 1.000
VAR 36 0.764 1.000

VAR 37 0.709 0.620 1.000

VAR 38 0.498 0.398 0.601 1.000

VAR 39 0.630 0.569 0.735 0.762 1.000

VAR 40 0.426 0.358 0.549 0.659 0.679 1.000
VAR 41 0.541 0.457 0.585 0.540 0.640 0.627
VAR 42 0.426 0.317 0.412 0.469 0.497 0.570
VAR 43 0.502 0.463 0.593 0.582 0.664 0.516
VAR 44 0.395 0.394 0.520 0.516 0.528 0.476
VAR 45 0.645 0.568 0.701 0.634 0.742 0.534
VAR 46 0.657 0.580 0.705 0.641 0.755 0.546
VAR 48 0.288 0.170 0.297 0.341 0.325 0.231
VAR 49 0.596 0.526 0.679 0.697 0.755 0.633
VAR 50 0.408 0.387 0.492 0.523 0.531 0.474
VAR 51 0.324 0.261 0.336 0.357 0.333 0.316
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VAR 41 VAR 42 VAR 43 VAR 44 VAR 45 VAR 46

VAR 41 1.000

VAR 42 0.664 1.000

VAR 43 0.462 0.396 1.000

VAR 44 0.405 0.301 0.779 1.000

VAR 45 0.518 0.394 0.781 0.683 1.000

VAR 46 0.503 0.359 0.768 0.624 0.857 1.000
VAR 48 0.189 0.091 0.488 0.502 0.361 0.356
VAR 49 0.549 0.420 0.708 0.635 0.735 0.760
VAR 50 0.372 0.227 0.623 0.632 0.568 C.585
VAR 51 0.325 0.144 0.337 0.354 0.383 0.388

VAR 48 VAR 49 VAR 50 VAR 51

VAR &8 1.000

VAR 49 0.423 1.000 _

VAR 50 0.540 0.699 1.000

VAR 51 0.322 0.494 0.491 1.000
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Table B-2

Correlation Matrix used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of
Main Sample for all Conflict Resolution Variables

VAR 1 VAR 2 VAR 3 VAR 4 VAR 5 VAR 6
VAR 1 1.000
VAR 2 0.613 1.000
VAR 3 0.294 0.357 1.000
VAR 4 0.358 0.465 0.577 1.000
VAR 5 0.331 0.290 0.283 0.295 1.000
VAR 6 0.333 0.321 0.379 0.304 0.487 1.000
VAR 7 0.367 0.407 0.340 0.405 0.294 0.448
VAR 8 0.384 0.413 0.341 0.433 0.398 0.387
VAR 9 0.184 0.183 0.188 0.261 0.299 0.336
VAR 10 0.100 0.005 0.140 0.218 0.203 0.206
VaR 11 0.153 0.055 0.148 0.218 0.188 0.378
VAR 12 0.217 0.158 0.127 0.171 0.268 0.383
VAR 13 0.154 0.110 0.129 0.257 0.248 0.395
VAR 14 0.135 0.022 0.104 0.122 0.201 0.293
VAR 15 0.148 0.044 0.019 0.127 0.141 0.249
VAR 16 0.201 0.208 0.091 0.212 0.252 0.359
VAR 17 0.241 0.199 0.08% 0.214 0.252 0.298
VAR 18 0.052 0.050 0.028 0.154 0.190 0.314
VAR 19 0.306 0.202 0.155 0.211 0.226 0.286
VAR 20 0.110 0.109 0.092 0.125% 0.089 0.203
VAR 21 0.184 0.146 0.088 0.128 0.245 0.325
VAR 22 0.132 0.136 0.148 0.125 0.152 0.254
VAR 23 0.177 0.171 0.115 0.155 0.241 0.286
VAR 24 0.208 0.171 0.140 0.187 0.227 0.284
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APPENDIX B

VAR 7 VAR 8 VAR 9 VAR 10
1.000

0.750 1.000

0.207 0.215 1.000

0.175 0.155 0.579 1.000
0.208 0.244 0.582 0.51s6
0.218 0.225 0.633 0.453
0.249 0.191 0.591 0.420
0.110 0.053 0.525 0.418
0.068 0.086 0.659 0.510
0.195 0.151 0.642 0.438
0.199 0.138 0.589 0.515
0.113 0.036 0.550 0.434
0.227 0.168 0.610 0.413
0.162 0.062 0.473 0.403
0.206 0.193 0.608 0.453
0.180 0.137 0.4593 0.310
0.257 0.223 0.571 0.438
0.259 0.206 0.632 0.483
VAR 13 VAR 14 VAR 15 VAR 16
1.000

0.503 1.000

0.583 0.594 1.000

0.583 0.558 0.670 1.000
0.631 0.615 0.592 0.660
0.559 0.480 0.491 0.540
0.495 0.494 0.551 0.568
0.415 0.466 0.545 0.514
0.529 0.543 0.688 0.651
0.488 0.384 0.508 0.561
0.529 0.4591 0.593 0.612
0.567 0.550 0.686 0.634
VAR 19 VAR 20 VAR 21 VAR 22
1.000

0.624 1.000

0.745 0.751 1.000

0.676 0.653 0.734 1.000
0.734 0.752 0.863 0.771
0.779 0.795 0.888 0.746
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VAR 11 VAR 12

1.000

0.519 1.000
0.422 0.574
0.443 0.467
0.530 0.492
0.531 0.5289
0.470 0.553
0.373 0.500
0.495 0.500
0.414 0.413
0.482 0.499
0.401 0.418
0.446 0.502
0.486 0.522

VAR 17 VAR 18

1.000

0.564 1.000
0.541 0.438
0.488 0.364
0.562 0.442
0.479 0.361
0.565 0.427
0.608 0.469

VAR 23 VAR 24

1.000
0.900 1.000



APPENDIX C
Correlation Matrix for Structural Models
Table C-1

Correlation Matrix Used to Test Structural Models for
Hypotheses

VAR 1 VAR 2 VAR 3 VAR 4 VAR 5 VAR 6
VAR 1 1.000
VAR 2 0.613 1.000
VAR 3 0.294 0.357 1.000
VAR 4 0.358 0.465 0.577 1.000
VAR 5 0.331 0.290 0.283 0.285 1.000
VAR 6 0.333 0.321 0.379 0.304 0.487 1.000
VAR 7 0.367 0.407 0.340 0.405 0.294 0.448
. VAR 8 0.384 0.413 0.341 0.433 0.398 0.387
VAR § 0.184 0.183 0.189 0.261 0.299 0.336
VAR 10 0.100 0.005 0.140 0.218 0.203 0.206
VAR 11 0.153 0.055 0.148 0.218 0.189 0.378
VAR 12 0.217 0.158 0.127 0.171 0.269 0.383
VAR 13 0.154 0.110 0.1259 0.257 0.248 0.395
VAR 14 0.135 0.022 0.104 0.122 0.201 0.293
VAR 15 0.148 0.044 0.019 0.127 0.141 0.249
VAR 16 J.201 0.209 0.0591 c.212 0.252 0.359
VAR 17 0.241 0.199 0.089% 0.214 0.252 0.298
VAR 18 0.052 0.050 0.028 0.154 0.190 0.314
VAR 19 0.306 0.202 0.155 0.211 0.226 0.286
VAR 20 0.110 0.108 0.092 0.129 0.085 0.203
VAR 21 0.184 0.146 0.088 0.128 0.245 0.325
VAR 22 0.132 0.136 0.148 0.125 0.152 0.254
VAR 23 0.177 0.171 0.115 0.155 0.241 0.286
VAR 24 0.209 0.171 0.140 0.187 0.227 0.284
VAR 25 0.250 0.205 0.209 0.211 0.221 0.404
VAR 26 0.174 0.136 0.182 0.243 0.2195 6.216
VAR 27 0.147 0.165 0.180 0.197 0.232 0.308
VAR 28 0.101 0.065 0.081 0.135 0.138 0.170
VAR 29 (0.235 0.249 0.207 0.257 0.222 0.317
VAR 30 0.236 0.210 0.154 0.239 0.226 0.295
VAR 31 0.237 0.222 0.185 0.257 0.173 0.315
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APPENDIX C

VAR 7 VAR 8 VAR S VAR 10 VAR 11 VAR 12
1.000

0.750 1.000

0.207 0.215 1.000

0.175 0.155 0.579 1.000

0.208 0.244 0.582 0.516 1.000

0.218 0.225 0.633 0.453 0.519 1.000
0.249 0.181 0.591 0.420 0.422 0.574
0.110 0.053 0.525 0.418 0.443 0.3267
0.068 0.086 0.653 0.510 0.530 0.492
0.193 0.151 0.642 0.438 0.531 0.529
0.199 0.138 0.5838 0.515 0.470 0.553
0.113 0.036 0.550 0.434 0.373 0.500
0.227 0.168 0.610 0.413 0.495 0.500
0.162 0.062 0.473 0.403 0.414 0.413
0.206 0.153 0.608 0.453 0.482 0.49%
0.180 0.137 0.4593 0.310 0.401 0.418
0.257 0.223 0.571 0.438 0.446 0.502
0.259 0.206 0.632 0.483 0.486 0.522
0.264 0.223 0.662 0.485 0.512 0.560
0.183 0.159 0.451 0.304 0.247 0.340
0.238 0.247 0.570 0.382 0.429 0.523
0.181 0.149 0.402 0.288 0.311 0.447
U.281 0.213 0.467 0.286 0.392 0.421
0.236 0.185 0.598 0.466 0.460 0.437
0.260 0.228 0.394 0.254 0.258 0.362
VAR 13 VAR 14 VAR 15 VAR 16 VAR 17 VAR 18
1.000

0.503 1.000

0.583 0.534 1.000

0.593 0.558 0.670 1.000

0.631 0.615 0.5%2 0.660 1.000

0.559 0.480 0.491 0.540 0.564 l1.000
0.495 0.494 0.551 0.568 0.541 0.438
0.415 0.466 0.545 0.514 0.488 0.364
0.529 0.543 0.688 0.651 0.562 0.442
0.488 0.384 0.508 0.561 0.479 0.361
0.529 0.491 0.593 0.612 0.565 0.427
0.567 0.550 0.686 0.634 0.608 0.469
0.624 0.557 0.677 0.652 0.594 0.442
0.349 0.345 0.406 0.384 0.349 0.230
0.516 0.457 0.547 0.602 0.541 0.333
0.433 0.368 0.365 0.437 0.458 0.268
0.478 0.416 0.459 0.524 0.516 0.296
0.534 0.489 0.589 0.629 0.566 0.383
0.431 0.354 0.377 0.398 0.446 0.241
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APPENDIX C

VAR 18 VAR 20 VAR 21 VAR 22 VAR 23 VAR 24

VAR 19 1.000

VAR 20 0.624 1.000

VAR 21 0.748 0.751 1.000

VAR 22 0.676 0.653 0.734 1.000

VAR 23 0.734 0.752 0.863 0.771 1.000

VAR 24 0.779 0.795 0.888 0.746 0.500 1.000
VAR 25 0.780 0.700 0.840 0.743 0.824 0.857
VAR 26 0.568 0.506 0.606 0.520 0.593 0.612
VAR 27 0.634 0.585 0.745 0.653 0.715 0.757
VAR 28 0.5189 0.440 0.555 0.491 0.582 0.584
VAR 29 0.601 0.580 0.693 0.580 0.633 0.687
VAR 30 0.708 0.647 0.812 0.681 0.755 0.809
VAR 31 0.509 0.458 0.610 0.516 0.549 0.583

VAR 25 VAR 26 VAR 27 VAR 28 VAR 29 VAR 30

VAR 25 1.000

VAR 26 0.703 1.000

VAR 27 0.764 0.583 1.000

VAR 28 0.609 0.515 0.690 1.000

VAR 29 0.615 0.498 0.655 0.505 1.000

VAR 30 0.814 0.660 0.736 0.542 0.766 1.000

VAR 31 0.603 0.522 0.645 0.482 0.722 0.670
VAR 31

VAR 31 1.000
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Questionnaire

Conflict Management Study

TO ENSURE COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY, PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME OR YOUR
PRINRCIPAL’S NAME ANYWHERE ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE!

Most questions have eight possible responses. Please answer by
¢ircling one of the eight numbers. For example, suppose that the
question were:

A very

Very Quite great

How much teamwork exists little some a bit deal
in your school? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

If you think that there is "quite a bit" of teamwork, you would circle
S or 6. You would circle 5 if you think that the situation is closer to
"some." You would circle 6 if you think that the situation is cleser to
"a very great deal."

If you do not find the exact answer that fits your needs, use the
one that is closest to it. If the guestion is not applicable to
your situation, please omit answering that question.

How would you describe your school district?
Rural Suburban City
How many years have you worked with your principal?
years

For questions 3 - 10 think of lesson plans, student learning, athletic
achievements, community projects, instruction, art & music prograns,
new curricula, teacher-parent meetings, etc. as educational "products"
and "services" produced by teachers.

Of the various things produced

by the teachers you know in your A very
school, how much are they Very little Some  (Quite 2 bit  qreat deal
producing?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g

How good is the quality of the

products or services produced by Very poor Pocr Good Very good
the teachers you know in your
school? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

How good a job do the teachers
in your school do im coping with 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8
emergencies and disruptions?
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6. To what extent do the teachers

in your school prevent or Very little  Some  Considerable Very great

minimize the effect of

anticipated problems? 12 3 4 5 % 7 8
7. To what extent do the teachers

in your school get maximum Very little  Some  Considerable Very great

output from the available

resources (money, staff, 1 2 3 ] 5 & 7 8

equipment, etc.)?
8. To what extent are the teachers

in your school informed about Very little  Some  Considerable Very qreat

innovations that could affect

the way they do their work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8
S. when changes are made in the

methods, routines, and

equipment, how quickly do the Very slowly  Slowly  Quickly Very quickly

teachers in your school accept

and adjust to the changes? 1 2 3 U 5 6 7 8
l10. How many of the teachers in your Very few Pav  Quite a few  Great many

school readily accept and adjust

to the changes 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 8

For questions 11 = 20 think of some conflict ot conflicts regarding school-related activities that bave ocowrred between
you and your principal. Conflicts can result frow differing philosophies, attitwdes, and values about educational matters.
They nay also result frow cowpetition over scarce resources such as wopey, space, and equipment. To be in conflict your
goal, position, or value wust bave been in direct opposition to that of your principal’s and you wust bave tried to achieve
your qoal or win support for your position or valve.

Please respond to the way it is and the way it should be as regards the way your principal
ipteracts with you in conflict situations. Read item 1 belov apd indicate by circling the mumber
of the ig saction how often you think this actually Dappens. Reread the same itea and circle the
mmber of the should be section which indicates bow often you think this should happen. Then
proceed to read and respand in the same yanver to each of the other itess listed below. Circle ap
is and should be mmber for each ites.

11. ¥hen something goes wrong that affects you and your principal be/she searches with you for a solution that fits both of
You.

I don’'t koow  Almost pever  Sometimes  Very often  Almost alvays
8

Is 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
Should be 0 1 2 3 4 5 § 7 8
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12,

13.

It

16,

17.

18.

Your principal tries bard not to change you wben be/she bas differences in attitudes, opinions, andjor values from your
oWl

Is 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Should be 0 1 2 k] 4 5 6 7 8

T don't kmov  Almost pever  Sometimes  Very often  Almost alvays
3

When your principal finds out you did sosething you vere not supposed to do, be/she tells you why be/she must do
sosething before taking action.

I don’t know Alwost pever  Sometimes  Very often  Almost aluays
Is 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Should be ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8

Your principal lets you know about his/ber feelings when you interact on a problem of concern to both of you.

I don’t know  Almost mever  Sometimes  Very often  Alwost always
Is 0 1 b3 3 4 ] 6 7 8
Should be 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Your principal notices wben you bave a problen and gives you a chance to talk about it.

Idon't know Mlmost never  Sometimes  Tery often  Almost always
Is ] 1 2 k| 4 5 3 7 8
Should be 0 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8

Wen somebody in authority does something or makes a rule that affects you in a negative way, your principal follovs
authority but does what be/she can do to protect you or change the action or rule.

I don't know Almost mever  Scmetimes  Very often  Almost always
Is 0 1 P 3 4 5 6 7 8
Should be 0 1 2 3 ¢ 5 € 7 g

Before your principal makes a judgement or decision based upon his/ber personal beliefs, values, andfor qoals be/she
bas an bonest concern for its fairmess to you.

I don’t know  Almost pever  Sometimes  Very often  Alwost always
Is 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 )
Should be 0 1 2 304 5 6 7 g

Wien you come to your principal for belp vith a probles he/she belps you find and do something about the basic cause of
the problea.

I don't Xnow Almost pever  Sosetimes  Very often  Almwost alvays

Is ] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Should be 0 1 2 k] 4 5 6 7 8
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19, When somebody in autbority makes a rule or policy your principal carries it out in a way that belps you do your job
better.

I don’t kmov  Almost dever  Sometimes  Very often  Almost always
Is 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Should be ¢ 1 2 3 | 5 6 7 8

20. Your principal helps make you aware of your feelings when you interact with him/ber.

Idon’t know Mlmost mever  Sometimes  Very often  Alwest always
Is o 1 2 k] 4 5 6 7 8
Should be 0 1 2 3 ] H 6 7 ]

Por the resaining questions, contimue to indicate bow your principal responds to you.

: Bargaining
Win-Lose peqotiation Problea
Suppression confrontation comproaise solving

21, What wethods of resolving conflicts does your principal use? 1 2 34 5 6 7 3

Quite A
22, Bow much does your principal try to understand veur point of  Very little Scae a bit qreat deal
view? 1 b 3 4 5 [ 7 g

23. Bow much does your principal seek to use joint problem solvirg
to develop inpovative solutions satisfactory to both parties? 1 2 1 4 5 6 7T 8

2¢. How much does your principal strive to discover and state

erplicitly the integrating goals and commn interests that
they share? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7T 8

Rarely Soaetimes Often  Very often
25. How candid and unquarded is the commmication apd interaction
between you and your principal? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Very little Some  Considerable Verv qreat
26. To what extent does your principal attempt to deceive you? 1 2 3 ] s &6 7 &

27. To vhat extent does your principal make efforts to build
channels of comsunication, and interaction between opposing

parties? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
28. To uhat ertent are innovative, wutually acceptable solutions

being sought? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2. To vhat ertent does your principal strive to gain power over

you? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

30. To what ertent does your principal strive to seek mutually
satisfying solutions? 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8
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31. To what ertent does your principal use a third party to belp
find a mutually acceptable selution?

32. To what ertent do the solutions reached result ip favorable
cooperative attitudes between you and your principal?

33. To what extent are the chamnels for the flow of interaction
and influence between you and your principal effective?

34. Bow vell can your principal state clearly and with
understanding your point of view,or your preferred selution?

35. When solutions are reached bow well do you accept thea?

36. When solutions are reached how vell do you implesent thes?

37. How many open channels of communication are there for flow of
inforaation and influence between you and your principal?

38. To wbat ertent bas your principal belped you receive the kind
of professional training you desire?

39, To wbat extent is your principal willing to give you
individual assistance?

40. To wbat ertent does your principal offer you more resources to
belp you do your work compared to other teachers in your
schoo)?

41. To what extent do you think your principal invites yeu to
participate in decision making compared to other teachers in
your school?

42. To what ertemt do you think you bave greater access to your
principal than wost other teachers in the school?

43. When 2 tough job arises to what ertent does the principal bave
the "know-bow® to get it dope?

44. To vhat ertent does the principal plan abead?

45. When a teacher is having trouble to what extent does the
principal know bov to help?
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¥ot well
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1 2
1 2
Very few
1 2
Very little
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1 2
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1 2
1 2

Someshat
vell  Quite well  Very well

Pev  (uite a fev great many
3 4 5 6 7 8
Sowe  Considerable Very qreat
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6.

.

4.

4.

Sl.

52.

s3.

55.

5&.

57,

58.

8.

To what extent does the principal know bow to deal effectively

with conflict? 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 3
How often does the principal fail to do a good job because of Rarely Scmetimes  Often  Very often
poor administrative skills? 1 2 3 46 5 6 7 8
To what extent do you feel your principal bas high salf Very little Sose  Considerable Very qreat
eypectations? 1 2 3 5 6 71 8

Tery little Some  Copsiderable Very great

To what extent do you feel your principal is truly committed
to the performince goals shared with you? 12 KO | 5 6 7 8
. To what extent does your principal attempt to implesent the

goals be or she espouses? 12 I 5 6 7 8
Very low Low Bigh  Very high

What level of performance goals does your principal seek to

bave you achieve? 1 2 38 5 6 1 8

A very

If you bad a chante to teach for the sawe pay in another Very little  Some  Quite 2 bit qreat deal

school under the direction of anotber principal, bev wuch

vould you want to move? 1 2 3 ] s 6 1 8

If your principal was transferred and only you and you alone
in your staff were given a chance to move with your principal
{doing the same work at the same pay), bow wuch would you feel

like making the move? 1 2 3 4 5 & 1T B
Generally speaking bov wuch confidence and trust do you have
in your principal? 1 2 KR | 5 6 1 8

Principals at times must make decisions which seea to be

aqainst the current interests of their subordinates. When this

bappens to you as a teacher, bov much tyust do you have that

your principal’s decisioz is in yoyur interests in the long

nm? 1 2 3 L} ] 6 ? 8

How wuch loyalty do you feel for your principal? 1 2 3 5 & 7 8

Very little Some  Comsiderable Very great
To whbat extent is your principal the kind of person you really
like working for? 1 2 3 ¢« 5 & 7T 8

Al in all, to what extent are you satisfied with your
principal? 1 2 3 4 5 € 7 8

Rarely Sometines Often  Very often
About bow often is your principal responsible for the
nistakes in your school? 1 2 3 ¢« 5 6 7 8
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