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Abstract of:
The Relationship Between Bases of Power of the Principal .

- ‘and Iﬁdfcatorﬁ-of School Effectiveness

w

The study ‘explored the re]at1opsh1p-between the bases of a principal's
;ggwer'and indicators ;f school effectiveness as mediated by school social
L6h1mate. Specifically, the problem Tnﬁéstigatea were:

t 1) “How is the perceived use by the principal of these bases of power
related to factors associated with effective schools?

2) boes this relationship change if the perception of group

- atmosphere changes?

French and Raven's bases of power, the ]1terature dea11ng with effective
) schoo1s. and the Titerature dealing with F1ed1er s Group Atmosphere Sca]e
prov1ded the theoretical framework for the study.

- The population of this investigation qompr1§ed elementary school
teachers and principals in the province of Ontario, Canada. Data were

collected from a sample of 432 teachers and 62 principals in 63 schools.

~ Three instruments were used to collect the information'reqdired to test the

Y
——

research hypofheses. The 1ndgpéndént variable, bases of a principal's
power, wa§ measured‘by the teacher's perceptions as measureanby the

Bases of Power Questionraire. This instrument is a modified versfon of an
-instrument used by R1chmond MC Croskey, Dav1s and Koontz (1980) The
dependent var1ab1e, 1nd1cators of schoo1 effectiveness, was measured by
-requesting teachers' responses tO'the Schweitzer Questionnaire (Schweitzer, u

1984). The mediating variable, school social climate was measured by the
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teachers' preceptions as reported in the Group Atmosphere Scale

(Fiedler, 1967).

-

The relationship between power Lases and indicators of effectiveness
was analyzed by means of simple correlations. The mediating effect that
soctal E11mate has on the relationship between power bases and indicators
- of school effectiveness was determined through sfep—wi#e multiple
regression with significance set at " the .05 level of probability of
comiitting 'a type I error. e ' |
It was found that the visionary and information bases of a pr1n;1pqls
_power were moderately pos%t1ve1y correlated with the following indicators

Qf effective schools: 1) administrative leadership of instruction, 2) us;‘k
of assé;sment instruments, and 3) emphasis on achieyementn‘ The experfise

and referent bases of a principal's power were moderately positively

correlated with; administrative leadership of instruction and a positive,

[

orderly school environment. .

When school social climate was used to partition schools 1ﬁt6 those
whose soéia] climate is more and less positive, 1t was~ found that the .
principals' perceived use of visionary and expertise power as we]] ‘as the1r
perceived lack of of use of legitimate and coercive power were the best
predicators of overall school effectiveness. It was found that the
correlations between those power bases and overall school effectiveness.f
were strongeglin_schoo1s with a léss positive socia1-c1{mata

Ihe'imbort;ﬁce of princ1pa1s;;ﬁ1ear aﬁticu]atioquf goa]s-anq‘purposeé
for the schoo1'énd the princiEa]s{ pr0v1510n of useful 1nf0rmafﬂoh to
teachers, espec1a1]y in a supportive. non—coerc1ve manner is indicated by
the findings of this study. ThTs seems espec1a11y s6 for schools with a’

- ;
o
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~ - .
less positive social climate. This finding impTies a type of "charismatic"
instructional leader is needed in such schools, Raven's (1971) reformh—
lation of power bases to include information power was given some support
by th1;-study's findings. The Schweitzer Questionnaire seems a usefu1“  ta
“{nstrument toﬂdetermine effective schools. It requires, however, a conffr4‘

mation in Canadian schools, that it is related to student achievement,

W,

1

More investigation of the nature of‘tﬁe behaviours of principals who are

perceived as using each power base is also required.
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INTRODUCTION :

The usefulness of the coniapt of'power for the stﬁd; of social life
seems indisputable (Swingle, 1976; Wrong, 1979; Nyberg, 19815. Power is
present 1in social relations Sf all kinds, . It 1s a central element 1n
organizations and is fundamenfal to schco11ng (M1chae1‘and Spady, 1983;
Muth, 198&).. What power is and what power includes are, however, still !
subjects ef great debate (Ng. 1980).' It has been suggested that deer'1s a
basieg, if no;}the-most basic, element in human re1atjons (Muth, 1984,
pP. 25). _ .

French and_RaQen (1959), as well as others (Blau and Scott, 1962;
Peabody, 1962; Harsanyi, 1962), have stressee that any power and influence
rélationship, including leadership, must be seen as an exchange 1in wh1ch'
both parties must give and take (Tannenbaum, 1968; Jacobs, 1970). The
leaders' power a]ways depends to some degree on their acceptance by the1r
group members and the group members willingness to comply with their
wishes, Tt-would seem that if leaders do not have the expertise to master
a job, they can\neither tell subordinates how_Eo do that job nor
effectively §upervise them to be sure that 'the job 1e.done'correct1y.
Leaders must then rely on their re]at1onsh1p.w1th subordinates (referent
power) or be willing to provide something in exchange.

The sources of administrators’ influencé and the ways 1n which the
sources affect subordinates have been investigated in several organi-
zations, In the 1ate‘19605. Bachman and his associates (Bachman, Smith &
Slesinger, 1966; Bachman, Bowers & Marcus, 1968; Bachman, 1968) conducted

“comparative studies of the bases of supervisory power.in business,

industry, and education. They approached the problem by assessing the
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relative importance of the bases of social power identified by French and
Raven (1959), The Bachman studies sought to determine the relative
1mportance of each of these bases of power in terms of subordinates
perceptions, The studies found that the two most 1mportant reasons
subordinates comply with the wishes;of their supeév1sors_were the

supervisor's reliance on legitimate, or on expert power. However, it was

aps

also found that use of legitimate power was geneﬁéﬁ]y negatively correlated
with effectiveness measures such as emp1oyee;'sat1sfqgt1on with
supervisor's pe;formance and employee morale. Expert power was fouﬁd to be -
positively correlated with the same measures. S1m11afiresu1ts‘ﬁere found
in college and university settings (Cope, 1972; Parsons and Platt, 1972).

In school séttings the results similarly indicate the high ranking of
expert power as a means of compliance and its consistent positive corre-

latfon with effectiveness measures (Hornstein et al.,, 1968:; Balderson, -

¥

1975; Guditus and Zirkel, 1979-80; Richmond et al., 1980). s
Deal and Celotti (1980) as well as Weick (1976) have sqggeéted that -
schools may be Toosely coupled. Consequently, principals may influence
instruction in Téss formal, less tangible ways than has been traditionally
thought, Deal and Celotti ;ngest that one_way is for admig?strators to
capitalize on their 1nfg}ma1 clout, influencing c]assroom’ﬁ?tivities by
offering advice and support as a senior colleague of teachef%; f?hey
suggest that another way %ﬁr administrators to exert influenge on classrqom
activities 1s through their roié”as symbolic 1eaders. By using my@ﬁ;g
r1tuaTs and ceremonies, principals can define a"school's spec m1ss1;n or..

purpose which 1s shared by a]] and wh1ch is clearly articulated to ,

students, parents and teachers.
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Schools are formal worR organizations designed to achieve the
instruction of students., Principals are charged with creating and/or
maintaining the school's viability. In order to fulfill their leadership

Y

responsibilities, principals must request, suggest,-or demand that teachers

' perform certain tasks or make certain changes in their work behavior, "The

'degree to which teachers accept the advice or acqu1é§ée to the defiands made
by principals is problematic, perhaps more so than ever- before" (Ba1dé¥506.
1975). 1% seems usefuibto examine the wa§ principals gain compliance from
their staff in elementary schools and how those methods relate to scﬁoo]
effectiveness, particularly with regard to student achievement.

The timeliness of such a study is c?rroborated‘ﬁ_ the fact that 1t
occurs wﬁ5§\there is a shift to conservafive views in Canada. Tightening
budgets, demaﬁﬂs}for accountability and demands for proof that we are
getting our dolliar's worth motivate the search for ways to create effective
schools.

The research is reported in four chipters. The body o%ﬂthe report
“begins with an introductory section. The first chapter presents;ﬁhe review
of the literature pertaining to the theoretical framework for this
investigation and concludes with a statement of the pr0b1em..its
significance, and definitions of the terms used in thlf study. The
Eresentation'of the rgsearch design of the study is gf#en in Chapter Two.
The presentation and a;a1ys1s of dafa and the results from testing the .
hypothese$ are described and discussed in Chapter fhree. A summary of this
research, 1its conc]usions and implications are recorded in Chapter Four A

bibliography and appendices are also included.
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CHAPTER I
Review qf the Literature.

Litgrature ﬁértaining to the bases of a principa175 power, school
effectiveness aﬁa group atmosphere, aré-examined in this chapter in
order to estabt;sh a theoretical framework for an investigation of the
relationships émong them. The independent variable, ba;e of power, is
‘ examined firsﬁﬁ The second section provides a discpasion of
6rganizat10n$1 and school effectiveness and the factors that have been
associated with it. The third section describes the relationships
between the bases of powér and theycharacteristics of effective schools.
The fourth section examines the concept of group atmosphere. The fifth
sectién includes a statement of the resgarch problem énd the study
hypothe#es. The‘fina1 two sections dese}ibe the significance of the

study and define the terms used.

Bases of Power . 3

The _terms influence, ﬁower and authority have frequently been used
fnterchangeab]y in the literature. The most frequently used concept of
powér in recent years has beén that developed by French and R;ven
(1959). Recent research, however, has 1gaicated other potential sources
of 1nf1ueﬁce for leaders.

Dah1 (1964) definéd influence as "a relation among actors in which
one actor induces other actors to act in some way they would not
otherwise act" (p. 40). A simi];r definition was proposed by Tannenbaum

(1962) for the concept of confro]. Weber (1947, p. 152) defined power

as the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be

P

N



in a positjoh to carry out his own’wi11 despite resistance, regard]ess‘
of_ihe basis on which this probability reéts"; Sim?1ar1y. Weber and
others (Bierstedt, 1561; Lasswe11_;nd Kaplan, 1950; Tannenbaum, 1962; - -
Gq]dhammer andi§g%]s. f968i Kat£ éndlkahn, 1966) have defined authority
ag‘a'sﬁegia1 k{ﬁduof.power - namely that power which is vigwed as

, 1egitiméte. Thiéisuggestg that a certain degree:of voluntary compliance
is associated with 1egitim§te'comhands.-Authorify\re1ations are
distinguished frdm'in%1uence or power.by tﬁfeg'characteristics:‘

1) a wi]]iquéés of-%ubordinates to compTy‘(Simon. 1957)

?) a suspens%on of the'subordinate's criigriq for making a

decision prior to a directiv; (Simop,‘1957); dfid

3} a power re]ationsﬂ%p Tegitimized by the norms of a group (Blau

and Scott, 1962).

Peasoay (1962) distinguished bases of formal aufhority
(legitimation, pog%fion.'aﬁd sanctions inherent in office) from sources
of functional authorjpy‘fpro#essiona1 competence, experience, and Auman
relations skills).

vweber (1947) developed a typblogy of authority based on sources and
kinds of{J%gitimation employed, Three pure types of legitimate
authority were distinguished: 1) legal authority; 2) traditional
authority; anﬁf3) charismatic avthority. In the_gase o%"1ega1
authority, Web;r maintained'that"Sbedignce was owed the ﬁérson occupyiné
the office due to the formal legality of-commaﬁds that fell within the
scope of authority of the office. A bureaucratic administrative?fﬁaff
was viewed as the purest type of exercise of legal author1ty and‘was

both the most efficient and most raticnal means of control.

2



‘ S1mdn'(19575). while accepting the authority of 1eg1timacy.
emphasized that auﬁhority requires acceptance by the subordinate of the
decisions of the superior, He went on to suggest five factors which
1nducé acceptance of authorﬁﬁy:
1)  The social sanctions are most important. Not only does society
establish in the individual expectations of obedience in ceftain
sifuations. bu£ 1nd1vidua1s'who:fa{1 to Sébep£'£héirhk6Té
will feel the social disapproval  of their peers;
2) Psychological differgnces between individuals;
| 3)".Purpose; ! : .
4) Mére formal sanctiéns in our society are based on the re1at{on
between the 'job' and economic security and status; and <
5) ~ Particularly in the caée of individuals not much affected by
influence in the third.and fourth categories, simple
unwi]]ingness-or disinc]ination to accept responsibility (pp.
132-133). | o
Simon (1957a), as well as Mechanic (1962), saw that the balance of
sanctions is not completely one—sidea, as "the employee has at his H
disposal a whole range of weapons'df—minima1 performance, literal
peéformance.and nonperformance to help him resist attempted exercisg of
authority that appearg to him i]]egit1ﬁate'or unﬁe1come” (Simon, 1957a,
p. 109). | "

Presthus (1962) extended the concept of 1eg1£1macy by proposing the
concept of "generalized deference to authority". It assumes that "indi-

‘

vidual behavior in complex organizations may usefully be conceptualized

as a series of reactions to authority" {p. 90). Individuals are seen as



being trained throughout their lives to defer to authority figures with

the result thaf. over time, they develop a generalized deference to
authority. )
Functional aufhority, as concei&éd by Peabody (1962), jnvo]vqs
personal attributes., Weber (1947) described bureaucratic adﬁin1s£ﬁat1on
as the exercise of control based on knowledge. This knowledge would
include technical competence as well as knowtedge based on experience.
Weber describes in addition to rational legal authority, traditional and

charismatic authority.

In traditional authority, the person or persons exercising .-
authority are designated according to traditiona]]y_transmitted rules.
The object of obedience is the personal authority of the individual
which he enjoys by virtue of his traditional status. Obedience is not
owed to inacted é&1es but to the person who occupies a position of
authority by tradition or who has been chosen for such a position on a
traditional basis. In p]aée of a well-defined impersonal sphere of
competence, there is a shifting series of tasks and powers commissioned
and granted by chiefs throdgh their arbitrary decision of the moment
(Weber, 1947, pp. 341, 343), ~

The third authority type in the Weberian typo1og§ is charismatic
authority. Charismatic authority is dependent on acceptance of a’
superiors' orders because of a quality of the leaders' personality which
sets thém apart from éfﬁinary man and with which the subordinates
identify. Legitimaéynis established because it is the subordinate's

duty to recognize the qué]fty of the charismatic mission and to act

accordingly. In its pure form, chariEmatic authority-cannot remain

4 - ,



stable but ?epomes etther traditionalized, or-rationalized.ror a
combination of both. : TS
Carlson (1962) found eyidénce of two WeEerian 1de§T‘type; of_v.i
authority 1in a school syétem while studying superinteﬁdéﬁf‘s-re]at%&h;;
with others, Legal author1£y chiefly Eharacteriégd the Euperiﬁtendent's

relationship to the central administrative staff, while charismatic

authority was emphasized in authority relationships with classroom -

1
a

teachers. Carlson suggested that Qhén an 6rganization desires change,
there may be a need to ma1nta1n 31mu1taneousTy two types of author1ty
approaches. The factors that will determ1ne authorwty structure include

P

-formal structure of the organization, the nature'qf‘the personnel, ‘and

their differential rule vulnerability. .l" - |
A number of other writers have éxpreSSéd viéw§ bfrfUnbt{dna1k'"f‘“”

authority similar to those of Weber. Barnard (1938) d1scussed

author'lty of leadership" wh1ch occth where author1ty is 1mputed to men

wdp command respect because of the1r ab1]1ty, know]edge. and o |

understanding. Presthus.(1960) referred to ' authoryty of-competence" as .

well as to the éuthonity created by a subordinate's affectioﬁ-for the

1eade|". N . :“'.

GoTembiewski (1964) suggested that vertical concepts of authority
do‘not represent an adequate déscription of "organizational authority;,h
Four emphases in past studiesﬁwere 1dentifiéd: 1) tf;ditiona].

2) functional, 3) behaviorial, and 4) 1ntegrati?e. The traditional
conggp;mpgfétg_e§§ent1a11y to what has been‘describedﬂas~forma1

authority, ' In the functional concept, authority resides'on]y in the

particular job to be done, while the behavioral concept seeks its data



neither 1n 1eg1t1macy nor'1n function but in actuaT patterns of
behav1or,} The 1ntegrat1ve concept 1nc1udes all three of the above. The
.1ntegrat1ve concept requ1res that the trad1tiona] functional, and
behavioura] concepts of . author1ty not Just be present but also must be
or1ented such that they Q111 re1nforce each other He proposed an
organ1zat1ona1 model. bu11t around sma11 un1ts where superv1sors are in a
position to make 1mportant dec1s1ons He pred1cted that higher
gproduct1v1ty and h1gher sat1sfact1on wou]d resu1t when employees and

-, " .

superv1sors both perce1ve.they have 1ncreased influence over their work

env1ronment

A

:grench and Raven (19591lproposed’st¥ bases ot-social power. Basing
.theirlfdeaS-on studies;tnvo1ttngnsm;11 ooWer and influence from the
po1nt of view of the rec1p1ent of the power or influence attempt, power
was defwned as potent1a1 influence which endures for some period of time
between the 1nf1uencer and the 1nf1uencee Influence was viewed as the
. active change in behav10r. op1n1on.;att1tude. goal need, value or other
aspect of a person s psycho]og1ca1 f1e1d—caused by an agent's action,
This agent can e1ther be another person. a ro1e. a norm, a group. or a
- part of a group The 1nf]uence may result from an intentional act or
may be a result of the mere presence of the agent. The influence may
,_result in change Jn the d1nect1on 1ntended by the agent (posit1ve
| influence) or in the oppos1te d1rect1on‘(negat1ve influence).

The bases of poWer were:'the abiljtj_to‘reward and to‘coerce.
]ega1_postt1on, capacfty as a referent, expertase. and the usefulness of
informatian provioed."ATthoogh,French_and‘Ravén (1959) did not

emphasize the distinction between expert and 1nformatton power, 1ateﬂ‘\\
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writings by Raven did (Callins and Raven,. 1968; Raven and Kruglanski,
1970; Raven, 1974). | |

" French and Raven (1959) suggest fhat people have reward power over
others if they have‘the abi]fty to deliver positive consequences or
remove negative ones. Their power will be greater the more the group
members- value the reward, the more‘they‘be1ieve they can dispense the
reward, and the less their‘chances appear of ée@ting the reward from
someone else, )

French ahd.Raven (1959) also suggest that beop]e have' coercive
power over others if they can mete oyt negative consequences or remove
positive consequences. Coercive power frequently causes the~group_§o
avofd the power-holder., Group mezférsfmay comply but they 1Btend t;
avoid.further interaction, Only whéﬁ’%he use of coercfve power brings
the conflict out in the open to be resolved can it have many positive
effects. .

French and Raven (1959) believe that 1eg1tiﬁate power occurs when
group members believe that a leader ought'to‘havé influence over them )
because of the Teader's position in the group or organization (employer)
or because of the leader's roie responsibilities (policewoman). People
believe it is their duty to follow the commands of a person with
legitimate power.,

When a leader has refereﬁ% powef. French and Raven (1959) suggest
that group members identify with or want to be like the leader. fhe
group does what the leader wants out of respect, liking; aﬁd“wanting to

be 1iked. Generally, the more the leader is liked, the more the group

members will identify with that leader.
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When leaders hqve expert power, people attﬁibuée.to them the repﬁ—
tation for having some-special knowledge or abiﬁit&rgna g§iBe1ng_
- trustworthy in French and Raven's (T959) view. They be%ievé the 1;;der-
is not trying to deceive them fof selfish purposes, Power resides in
the‘person's reputation.

When leaders have 1nformationa1 power, people believe they have
resources of information that will actually be useful in accomplishing
the goal and that are not available elsewhere (Raven, 19745. The power.
is based on the logic of a person's arguments or the demonstrated
usefuﬁness of the 1nform%§ioﬁ they provide, Pow%r resides in Eﬁe
- usefulness of the'informafion not in the person;

‘Studies using the bases of power described by French and Raven
(1959) indicate that only.use of expert and referent power is- related to
increased productivity and employee satisfaction. Use of legitimate,
reward.and coercive power is consistently related to decrgased |
prodhctivity andAemp1oyee satisfaction. The general pattern of the
studies was to ha;é emp]o&ees rank the importance of each power base as
a means for obtaining their compliance with the w%Shes'of their
'supé;}or. Afdeséription of each base of power was g{ven and the subject
was asked to place a number from one to five beside each péwef base
indicating its relative importance, with one being most important. In
many of the studies, each power base wasJForre1ated with a measure of
performance, In some cases, this was the employee's satisfaction with
the performance of their superior, In other casds, it was ane or more

-

measures of performance, other than satisfaction.



' As indicated in Tao1e 1, 1egit1mace and eipert power were
‘cons{stently_ranked as the most important means for superiors_to gain
comolfance from'subord1na£es Referent power genera11y ranked third®
with reward and coercive power - foTTow1ng in that ‘order.

. More 1mportant]y. only expert and referent power were cons1s€ent1y
re1ated to njgh satisfaction and high performance. - Use of 1egit1mate
reward and coercive power was consistently related to poorfsatisfaction-
and performance. This group1ng of power bases resemb]es Peabody's
(1962) d1st1nct1on of funct1ona1 (professional) competence. experience,
human re]at1ons sk111s. and forma1 (1eg1t1met1on. position, sanct1on)
bases of authority. N l B |

— Of particu]ar interest to the present study. is Baldersons (1975)~
sEudy of 426 e1ementary schoo1 teachers in an urban school district of
- Western Canada. Teachers were asked to select the statement (corres-
pondin;”to one of five oower bases) which best described why they did .
the things the principai of- the school suggested or wanted them to do 1in
their work. Schools were then classified acconding to the response
chosen by the Targest proportion of teachers, Although schools were‘not
se1ected on the bas1s ‘of the pr1nc1pa1 having been there for at least
two years (in order to have had a significant impact). the results were
similar to thf rest of the studies shown in Table.1. The TargesF group
of teachers (457) perceived that their compliance was based on the
principal's -expertise. Legitimate power ranked second (21%). Personal

(referent) power third (15%Z), followed by Coercive (8%) and Reward- (52).

Seven percent of the teachers gave no response,



TABLE I, . - e
Measures of Performance. Employee Satisfaction and

Relative Importance 1n Re]ation to Five Bases of Power ¢

b Rra

- Study?” |
Power Base .1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
. R 2 2 1,20 2 1 1,%4 1. 2 1,3
Expert P + + +. ¥ +
S + + +  c+ + + + + + +
- RO 1 1,2 2 12 12,57 201 2
"Legitimate P -~ > o
' - S - ~+ - - + - + - - -
R 3 -4 2,3,4,5°3 304 1,24 37 3 -3,
Referent P + + ,
' S + + + + o+ + + + + +
R 4 '3 43 4 4 5 4 5 4. 4,5
Reward p - I . )
' S - +y= - - 4 - ~ - +
_ R 5 5 54 5 5 3 2,5 “4. 5. 4,5
Coercive P. - -
_ s - - _ - - - S -
@ 1 = Bdchman, Smith and\S]es1ngeﬁ-(1966): 2 =" Student (1968); 3= Bachmanﬁ

Bowers and Marcus (1968); 4 = Bachman (1968)}- 5 = Hornstein et al.
-(1968); 6 = Ivancevich (1970) 7 = Burke and Wilcox (1971); § =

Cope (1972); 9 = Balderson (1975) 10 = Guditus and Z1rke1 (1980);
11 = R1chmond et al, (1980) '

rank P = relationship of power base to performance. S = employee
sat1sfact10n + = positive relationship, - = negative relationship

©. 10
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Teachers also responded to items which referred to their-feelings,
the bfﬁnc1pé1, and matters of school organization and operation. Syste-
"matic differences in staff responses were found to be related to certain

H

bases™of principal power. Schools with-principals whose poyer was based
- -t

on'expertise received high scores for'teacher morale and teacher satis-

-'*%act15n with principal's performance" These schools a]so rated highly
the degreé to which the principal favored: (a) teachers who did an

v effettive job helping students learn; (b) teachers who experimented with
new ideas and techniques; and (c) teachers who suggested ideas tpn_
improve the school. In addition, these schools also received highl

~ scores for the degree to which teachers rated their principals as op;h
to the1r ideas and the de;ree to which they feel the1r pr1nc1pa1s have
de]egated enough authority to teachers to enable them to do their work

Schools with pr1nc1eals perce1veg as gxperts rece1ved*?ow scores

.'for the degree to which the‘principa;; favored keeping the "boat steady"

| regarding educational matters, and the preference for teachers té
transfer out.. o

Balderson referred to referent power as "personal power. Personal

power was posf}jve]y a§s;giated with teacher morale, satisfaction with
the.principa1's performance; prindipal exerting unreasonable pressurgﬂd

t for gﬁange in teacher performance.eprincipa1 favoring getting a1ong#$é11
with parents ana-quiet and controlled classrooms. Legitimate power,
however, was associated with teachers preferring to transfer out, doing
things against their own judgement and feeling powerless.

. . P . .
Coercive-power in schools was associated with teachers preferring

to transfer out, doing things against their own judgement, and

11
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possessing a sense_ of powerlessness, ~Coercive power was also associated
with pr1ncipa1s keepxng the "boat steady", trying to influence the way
b

teachers teach, and exert1ng unreasonable pressure on teachers. favoring

quiet controlled classrooms dnd favoring following gu1delines. schedules

and curricula.

-

"The implications of these findings are that priﬁcipa]s who rely on
expertise as thé basis f&# influencing teachers are associated w1th‘
schools with high staff morale, a commitment to improvement and
participatory decision making.

Although the study relies on teachers' perceptions and cannot claim
a cause and effect relationship between power base and the outcome
measures, it is consistent ‘with the other studies using French and
Raven's five.power bases. )

In summary, the literature varies widely in how it defines
1nf1uence. power and authority, The most widely used paradigm was
deve1oped by French and Raven who define influence as the actual change

in behavior,, opinion, attitude, goal, need, value or other aspect of a

person's psychological field caused by the action of some influencing

agent. Power is defined as the potential ;§?¥Lence of an agent.
Authority is viewed as power that is seen as legitimate, -

Five of French and Raven's bases of power have been widely used in
research. Results in a xariety of organizations indicate that expert
and referent bases aréﬁéésociated withrheasures of subordinate
satisfaction and organizational performance. Legitimate, coercijfiggé’

reward power are associated with Tow levels of subordinate satisfaction

. .
and organizational performance. A study in Canadian elementary schools

12



(Balderson, 1975) indicated that the prjncipa1's use of expert power in

particular, and referent (personal) poweﬁ to a lesser extent was

associated with higher teacher morale, satisfaction with the pr1nc1pa1 s

performance, degree prupc1pa1 favoured teachers doing an effect1ve job

in helping students learn, teachers trying and, suggesting new ideas, and
. "

principals being open to teacher ideas and teacher involvement in
. r'y

RO
Ve

. decision making. _ .
The Titerature (Dwyer, 1984; Le}Fhwood;and Montgomery, 1982:
Manasse, 1984; Peters and Natermanh[1982: SeFé?evanni. 1984) ﬁgs
+3recently emphasized the 1mportance—of a clear vision of where an
organization is going. Writers attach the function of creating and
communicating this vision to the leaders of the organization. Most
distinguish an effective oré?nization from an 1neffecgjve one largely -
based on how well the Teader is ab]e”to create and comﬁunigate 4 well-
defined purpose or vision. Since the ability to cledrly define and
articulate such a vision would seem to relate to a subordinate's
willingness to comply with that vision, it is proposed that an
additional base of power called visionacz power be added to French and
Raven's (1959) power bases. B i

Peters and Nater;an (1982) in their best selling book In Search of

Exce]1ence suggest that the one all-purpose bit of advice they derived ™

.,;r,

from the study of excellent companies was to d1scern your value system,

-r

what your company stands for, then faithfully adhere to thosglbeliefs.

S
.,

They state:

The basic philosophy, spirit, and drive of an organithion
r‘:' :
have far more to do with its relative achievement% than do techno-

&

/

~
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logical or economic resources, organ1zafiona1 structure,

innovation, and timing. All these th1ngs we1gh heavi]y in success,

But they. are, we tn1nk transcended by how strong]y the people in

the organization be11eve in its basic percepts and how fa1thfu11y

they carry them out(p 280)

Sergiovanni (1984) has recent1y contr1buteﬂ h1s .ideas about high
perfofmnng schoo1s and the1r relationship to the behaviours of their
leaders. He d1st1ngu1shes.three degrees of effept1veness: 1) incompetent
schools, 2) coepeteht schools an 3) excellent schools. Incompetent

schools are described as confused, inefficient and having a‘human

» ] k]

climdte full of malaise. Student achievement is Tower 1n'the§e.schqg1&
Teaapers}may net be giving a fair day's werk; student';bsenteeism. N
discipiibe and wioTenee-may be problems; conflict.may characterize s€5ff
interpereona1 re]ationships;;gnd parents may feel iso]ated“?rom the
school. " | | |

Competent schools get the JOb done in a sat1sfactory manner. They
exhibit mastery of certain predeterm1ned essent1a1 fundamenta1s that ‘are
lacking in the incompetent sghoo]s. , ’ -

Excellent schools exceed the expectations of being just
satisfactory. SpudegtE in excellent scHoo]s accomp1ieh7far more &nd
teachers work much-harder than can ordinarily be expected. There s a
sense of purpose which rallies people to a cemmon-cauee, work has
meaning and life is significant; teachers and studghts work together
w%th!epirit; accompTishments are recognized.

Competent schools in Sergiovanni's view, require the presence of
the basic forces of technical and human leadership in addition to

i
14 _ -
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' 1mportanf than the human or technical forces.,

ELl

' m_JeadersHﬁp style than by what leaders stand for and communicate to

& . .l‘ N

'Y . .
educational Teadership. The absence of any one of these forces result
in a less than fully competent Tevel' of education and schooling. The
presence of these, three fdfces._however. are not sufficient to create

excellence, a]tﬁbdgh educational leadership can be considered to be more

Fu

wr

It is the add1tipna1 presence of both 'symbolic and cultural forces
which dﬁst1nguish excellent schools from merely competent schools. |

Sergiovanni (1984) suggests that the symbolic leader, by modeling
important goals an& behaviours, signals to others what is of importance
AnE va]ye. By touring thesschool; visiting classrooms; seeking out and
gisib]y spending time with Ftudents: downplaying management concerns in
favor of educational ones; presiding over ceremonies, rituals, and other

important,occasions; and providing a unified vision of the school

-, through proper use of words and actions, the leader assumes the role of

"chief". He considers that this purpose is less conveyed by a

-

others, particularly through their actions. Leaders provide a vision

and.a sense of purpose about the seemingly ordinary and mundane and -they

»

help others to see the significance of their own actidns,

A similar set of ro]e; which characterize an effective educational
leader was proposed by Downey (1961). He called them technical-
managerial skills (efficien% buginess ﬁ;nagerL: human-managerial skills

(influential Teader of people), technical-educational skills

_(knowledgeable curriculum developer), and'speéuTative—creative skills

-(sensixive agent of organizational change and development). In

referring to the speculative-creative role, Downey states:

-

-
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- Such principals are concerned that fresh, new ideas find their
way into their school; and they see to it that all new ideas get
fair consideration, Educational innovations become topics of
conversation in their school, They, themselves, assyme the role of .
"idea man" and through stimulating their staff with ideas, they
produce a climate in which speculation and creativity flourish,
Their school is an exciting place .in which to be (p.13).

Bennis (1984) describes a compelling vision as the key ingredient
<~ in excellent organizations. By visiﬁnf.ﬁe refers to the ca cft} to ”

»

dreate and communicate a view of a desired state of affairs that induces

commitment among those working in ‘the organization.’ b
The id;a that effectiveness is related to a sense of vision;
purpose, or clearly articulated goals is pe;vasive\in the school
effectiveness literature (Blumberg ;nd;Greenfield. 1980; Cawelti, 1984;
Buckworth and Carnine, 1983; Dwyer, 1984; Edwards, 1979; Kelsey, 1983;
Leithwood, 1983; Leithwood ard Montgomery, 1982; LipHam. 1966;
MacKenzie, 1983; . Manasse, 1984), .
Manéése (1584),(1n describing high performing organizatjons, states
that they have wei]-defﬁned basic purposas on which the organization
fécuses its energy and resources, along with Teadership which 1s°stfong
and focussed and directed toward creating commitment ko pu(pose;
Excellent organizations require a sense of purpose_and di;ection provided

by well developed and clearly articulated goals, Effective principals,

she suggests, have a vision of their schools and of their role in making

that vision a reality.

-

" Research on orgénizationa1 change indicates that effective principals
may, in fact, need two types of vision: a vision of their schools and

their own role in those schools; and a vision of the change process itself

-



-~ a framework wjthin whicﬁ to act on a daily basis and against which to
assess effects.
Vaill (1982) incorporates this "vision" in his concept of -

"purposingﬁ He defines purposing as "that continuous stream of actions

by an organization s formal leadership that has the effect of 1hduc1ng

- >

clarity, consensus and commitment regarding the organization's basic
purpose§. Vaill finds that leaders of high-performing systems have
strong fgéj%hgs about the attainment of the system's purposes, focus on
key issues and variables, and put in e;Eraordinary amounts of time to
achieve their purposes. .
David Berlew (1979), in describing a three-stage model relating
~ types of leadership to the emotional tone in organizatigns. suggests
that a charismatic 1eadersh1§ mode is needed to provide meaning te work
andﬁgeneﬁéte organizationaI excitement. Berlew defines charisma as:
1)  The development of a "common ;%sion" for the organization
related to values sharéd by the organization's members:
2) .The discovery or creation of value-related opportunities and
activities within the framework of the mission and goals of
the organization; and N
3) The making organization members feel stronger and more.in
control of their own destinieﬁ. both individually and
collectively. - N
He éautions ﬁhat Fhere is a danger of overbalancing an organization with
too much charismatic leadership. There must also be effective custodial

.-{\
leadership (looking after basic needs) and managerial leadership

B

(looking after achievement and recognition needs). / T
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ATl of the above ideas seem to be referring to what Vaill has

* called "purposing”. It is based on a platform of values that are clear,
at least, to Fhe Teader and which the leader attempts to develop a
consensus and commitment te on the part of the other members of the .
organization. This platform is revealed less by what leaders say

than what they do. Although it would deal with all aspects of school
1ifé. the effectivenQ§s Titerature would indicate that prime concern
would be given to educational concerns.

Thus, it is proposed that another base of power called "Visionary
Powgr" be addéa to the French and Raven model. Visionary power would be
based on influéhce stemming from the_subordinates' perceptions that the
supervisor has audefjnite vision of”the purposes (or gqa1s) df the

organization and that he clearly articulates those purposes or goals.
Organizational Effectiveness

No single model or definition of organizational effectiveness
.wéxistst Although many wriﬁers (Steers. 1977; Ratsoy, 1983) describe a
mu]tidiménsiona] approacﬁ; the effective schoo15'movemenﬁ has

concentrated on factors which are associated Qith one é;jor outcome,
student achievement (K]itgaard*éﬁd Hall, 1975; California State Department
of Education, 1977: Wellisch, MacQueen, Carriére énd Duck, 1978: Edmonds,
1982; Leithwood and Montgqmery, 1982; Murphy, Weil, Hallinger and Mitman,
1982; Eubanks and Levine, 1983; Rowan, Bossert and Dw;er.’1983; |

- Schweitzer, 1984).

No universally accepted definition of organizationé] effeq}ivenes;

seems to exist. A number of labels have been used to describe this



concept, Heaton (1977) uses productivity to describe effectiveness, ;inf-
his view productivity of (human) service organizations is a result’of
four functions: 1npu£, processing, output or follow-up, and timing and“j _

EAS

xcoord1nat10n (ﬁp. 45-46), .
Becker and Newhauger (?975)'se1ect efficiency as tge label. Thgy
focus majn1y'on the output to input ratio of organizations, : |
Cummings ana Schwab (1973) choose performance of em§1oye§§ ﬁg the
criteérion of effective organizations. The ability and motivation of
emp]oyeés are affected by "environmental® variables such as job design.i

supervision, fellow workers, compensation, working cdndition§, training, -

Y-

and evaluation, .

Spray (1976) in attempting to review a number of conferenée.paﬁéréa
on organizational effect%veness suggests that a theoretical unity based,
on a systems model of organizational funcéioning séems fo'be devéﬁobﬁﬁg?‘

In earlier writings, Argyfis defined it as "the Hégree thyhich;gn
organ;zation accomplishes its objectives" (1965:311L In order.for'-"
1onger_ﬁgrm gurviva?. howevgr. the organizatioﬁ—héd to maintain its
internal system in working order so that it can so]ve'p;8b1ems |
‘ effectively and also maintain its ability to édapt to 1§§ ex?ernaTj
environment. Other early definitions were general variationsloﬁ the
above theme, |

Duncan (1973) referred to goal achievement, integrat%gﬁ ana -
adaptation. Etzioni (1964) described goal rea]i;qtion and efficienc&.
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum defined organizational effeéﬁﬁveness as 'the -
extent to which an organization as a social system, given‘certain )

3

resources and means, fulfills its objectives without 1ncap§§ﬁtating its



i

o

meqns,axa resources and wifﬁout p]aqing undue straiﬁ-upon its members"

‘ 63975:'535-5361 dﬁorpade (1970) arguéd'for considering the rational .-
~ goa]lattaining_basis of organi?at1ona1 and the means used as well as the
neéds experienced by the organization's social systems. Mott (1972)
described effectiveness as the ability of an organizatjon fo mobilize

‘its centres for the actions of production and adaptation, Hoy and
.Miske1 (1982) descffbé an_integrated goal ~ system resource model of
'organizéliona1 efféctivenesg. )

Since no universally accepted definifgén of organizational
effectiveness e§ists. it is not surprising that attempts to measure it |
are equally disparate. ‘ ) ) ‘\\\\_,)7<7

" Mott (1972) developed four indicators of organ1zati§na1 effective~
) nnegs. These are (1) a productivity index comptised of quantity, quality

and efficiency meatufes; (2) an adaptability index consisting of

. - measures concerned with anticipating problems, keeping ug to date,-

promptness and prevalence of adjustment; (3) a f]exibflity index which

measures the organization's ability to copeiwith overloads of work; and
(&) an.oyera11 effectiveness index composed of a combination of the

other three., These measures are measures of perceived effectiveness and
‘:ﬁe'tlaim; that there are a numbgr o% ways of S?ganizing and leading which

williresult in an effective oféanizatfon.

. Steers (1977) has identffied 14 evaluate criteria for effective-
ness, Campbell (1977) after an extensive review of the literature
presents 30 indices of organizational effectiveness. He further
suggests that the correct criteria to be used in any organization will
be determined by value judgements~and political considerations (p. 46).

M
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‘ance so many criteria. have been identified which measure
organizat1oﬁa1 effectiveness, most writers seem to recommend a muitiple
criteria approach. .

. Some models -of organizational effectiveness are merely taxonomies
of the variables. Others claim to indicate cause and effect.

Campbell (1977), using thé'wr1t1ngs of Ghorpade (1971), proposed 3

" goal-centered view and-a natufa]ksystem view of organizational
effectiveness. The goals approach judged sc¢hools effeﬁtive to the
degree that their goals were beihg achieved. The natural systems view
or system resource v%ew (Yuzhtman and Seashong, 1967) would determine

”effectiveness by measuring the school or school system's ability to
procure funds, etc, while avoiding undue strain. The p;?mary focus here
is on input.

Steers (1977)‘attempted to pull together the varied organizational
effectiveness literature into one process model. Steers (1977:5)
defines effectiveness as the "organization's capacity to acqﬁire and
utilize its scarce and valued resources as expeditiously as possible in: .
the pursuit of 1t§ operative and operational goals." \ﬁh-"gj -

Steers, along Qith many other fecedii:;;earcbers and writers,
recognizes that organizational effectiveness is a multi-dimensional
concept. He combines the following three concepts: (1) goal
optimization of an organization's multiple and sometimes conflicting
gog}f. (2) a systems perspective which relates factors within the

- organization and in its environment, and (3} an emphasis on how human

behaviour in the organization affects its performance. His model
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presents a description of the var19us organizational effectiveness
varjables but,doesng; relate them in a cause and effect fashion.

Siepert and Likerﬁ-éi973)'describe the re]ationshfp between causal,
jntervening and end result gariables._.Dress1er (1980) describes context
variables wﬂich affect decjsion making and communication which in turn
affect the structure and design of thﬁ‘organization as well as the

"motivation and compliance of its memSérs. These last two, which when
combined, yield a measure of organizational effectiveness are also
dependent on leadership, group and confTiEt processes, and change and
deveprment activities.

Zammuto (1982) proposed an evolutionary model where the element of
time is considered in measuring organizatidna] effeétiveneés. Thus
effectiveness is defined as the organizatign's ability to satisfy the
changing preferences of its many constituencies over a period of time.

Most recently, Ratsoy (1983) has attempted to draw together all the
organizational éffeétiveness variables into a."frying pan model”. He
proposes five major categories of indicators: (1) goals, both stated and
real; (2) other outcome measures, including satisfaction, dbsenteeism,

~and adaptability; (3) personnel characteristics including Tevel of
professionalism, degree of attachment, personal motives, knowledge
possessed, leadership behaviour, decision making style, and
communication skills; (4) organizational variables, including the nature
of the work technology used, the designh of the organizationa} structure,
the nature -of the organizational climate, etc.; and (5) environmental
variables, such as the boundary spanning activity, the linkages with

other organfzat1ons, the degree of stability or turbulence in the

»
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environment, the number and nature of financial, personnel, capital, and
. ideas input or output. Although the %ode1 does not attempt to specify a
specific approach tq asséssmént, it éoes emphasize the interaction tﬂat
occurs bétween the technological, structural and climate variables of
organizations. ‘

The study of effective schoo]s'has basically concentrated on pup11
academic performance as the maJor outcome cﬁ%ter1on.

The California School Effectiveness Study (1977) attempted to
determine what distinguished high-achieving schools from Tow-achieving
schools 1n comparéb]e socio—econom;c areas. [t was found that generally
in high-achieving gchoo]s. teachers rated principals as giving greater
z support in instructionaly related areas.

- Specifically, the principals were more helpful at supporting new
ideas and projects, back1ng up teachers, enhancing parent-teacher
relations, enforcing discipline, developing instructional leadership and
acquiring and distributing materials. The supportive behaviour of the
principal was considered to be the major factor contributing to teacher
Jjob satisfaction and high student achievement in this study. |

In 1978, Wellisch, MacQueen, Carriere and Duck attempted to
determine what chéracterizes the management and organization in
schools that are successful in raising student achievement. The study
focussed on three aspects: administrative leadership in instruction,
coordination of instruction programs, and academic standards as £
evidenced through school policy regarding student promotion.

Successful schools had principals who demonstrated a concern for

instruction, “These principals wére perceived to feel stronger about

23



instruction, have more definite ideas and promote a definite.point of
view more often than principals in less successful schools.
. ® )
The researchers found that” in schools where the teaching : )

.

performance was re§u1ar1y reviewed by the principal and discussed with

the teachers, it was significantly more 11ke1y'that these schools would

“show student achievement gains.

The suosessfu] schoo1s Had principals who assumed significantly
morE‘responsibi1ity for: ;eking decisions regarding instruction,
selecting basic instructional materials, pTannjng programs for the
entire school, and evaluating school programs.

Schools were fouod to be signifioently more ]1ke1y to show gains 1in
student achievement if the school's 1nstruct1ona1 program was coord1—
nated with respeot to content. sequence of obJectwves, and use of

.materials.

In successfu1 schools, students were significantly more'likefy to
repeat a grade~in order to meet achemic standards, In such sopoo1s,

A Y

principals wére siénificant]x more likely to review and disoﬁss teaching

- W

performance regularly with staff.
Gersten and Carnine (1987) list a number of necessary functions for
éffective schools. Theffasks of implementing effectjve programs.,acsive
involvement in curriculum improvement, monitoring of studéht'and seacoer
performance, provision of concrete techn1ca1 assistance to teachers.
demonstrat1ng visible commitment to programs for 1nstruct1ona1
1mProvament and provision of emotional support as well as 1ncent1ves for

*ieachers must be performed by someone. Gersten and Carn1ne suggest that

~
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these functioqf do not have to be done by the priﬁcioa] but he must see
to it that they are done.

In an excellent review of the Titerature on toe role of the
elementary school principal in program development, Leithwood and
Montgomery (1982) distinguished the behaviors of effective principals
from those of ineffective principals. Among their findings was the fact
that effecti&e principals view themselves as instructional leaders whose
function is to ensuro?£hat students in thoir'schools are provided w%th
the best possible programs. They also found:that effective principals
were prepared to focus their own energies as well ‘as those of their
staff on solving re]evant problems —a task structuring behaviour. An
effective~pr1oc1pa]'s primaryvorientation is taék'nather than human _
relations, In Leithwood and Montgomery's search of factors they found
that effective principals were directly 1nvo1ved with teachen selection.
They also established c1ear pr1or1t1es and emphases. among teacﬁer
objectives for stuoents. They go on to state that "effective principals
are reported to be act1oe1y concerned about influencing seﬁera1 aspects of
instrultional strategies" (p. 323). They "used program prioritief as a
criterion in making time allocation decisions" (p, 324) They attempt "to -
1nfTuence the coordination among teachers of choices of goa]s and methods

so there would.be accumulation of effects on students through the gradesﬁ :

(p. 324); They "use program priorities as a criterion for allocating out-

of-classroom materia1s_ahd physical resources” (p. 325). Their use of

district resource staff depends‘"]arge]y on the perceived value of’

d1str1ct staff 1n he1ping to ach1eve pr1or1ty school goals” (p. 325).

Le1thwood and Montgomery a]so reported structuring strateg1es of
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effective principals. Such principalé select influential staff members
®. *

to participate in innovative school prdjects and thus ensure strong
leadership. They help staff_direct1y in ;reas where they ‘have expertise
and they also establish structures within which decision-making can be
shared. Such priﬁcipa]s frequently involved themselves directly in
program improvement activities during the start-up and implementation
stages. Effective principalsvwere found to provide a clear focus for
curriculum goal settinéubg giving high priority £§ teachers' curriculum

W

planning and encouraging teachers tohspend large proportions of time in
instruction. They also made themselves available as sounding boéﬁds for
; teachérs' problems or new ideas. :These principals worked c1q5e1§?w1th
teachers in the classroom on issues idéntified during classroom
observalion: a form of individual in-service training that may be more
or léss formal but is restrictedf%o areas of classroom behaviour in
which the principal has special expertise. They also arranged for less

"individualized but carefully structured professional development in

. their schools.” Effective principals also monitor student progress vérx

/‘-b‘\\\g1ose1y by reviewing test results. They also facilitate communigation

Befween schéol and commanity in order to gain commun{fy support for
schoal goals and priorities, | . ‘

I; 1982, the Colorado State Department of Educatien dévg]oped a
series of indicators of quality schools, Threg indicators of effective
principal Teadership in such schools were;ET) the pr1né1pa1's support
and encouragement forlcoopenative teaching, new ideas, and creative
teachiqg: 2) the principal’s accessibi]fty and responsiveness to

teachers; and 3) the principal's willingness for open communication,

26
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Hall, Rutherford, Hord and Huling (1984) identified thrée change

facilitator styTes ip principals they studied. The first, initiator style

principals, was correlated (.74) with implementation success at the ™

{1

classroom level, These principa1sﬁwére described as listening to teachers

~ but "having high expectations which causes them to keep pushing the

tnnovation. The result is a slightly poorer climate but successful
innovation., Initiator style principals were also described as having

clear, decisive,  long range policies and goals that transcend but include™
&

implementation of current 1énovations. They tend to have very strong

¥

beliefs about what good sghéb1s and teaching should be like, and they work
\% : ’

inten¥ively to attain this vision. Initiators make defisions in relation

. to their goals for the school and in terms of what they believe to be best

for students, which is based_on current knowledge of classroom practice.
Initiators have strong expectations for students, teachers, and themselves
and they convey and monitor these expectations througﬁﬁ¥requent contacts
with teachers as well as clear explanations of how the‘schoo] is to
operate and hgﬁ'teachefs are to teach. When they feel it is in the best
interest of their school, they.wi11 seek changes in distriét p61ic1Q§‘or
programs ag well as feel free to reinterpret them to suit the needs ;f the
school. Initiators solicit input fromsthe staff and then make decisions
in terms of school goals.

The second grouping, manager style principals, do not move beyond

the basics of what is imposed on them while the third style, responder

. -1«

style principals, Tlet the teachers take the lead and focus only on

traditional administrative tasks.
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Murphy, Hallinger, Weil and Mitman (1984) have described the

>

characteristics of effective instructional leaders. From their

restarch, they have found -that such -leaders promote and support

v !
instructional improvement. They plan staff inservicz, work in the

classroom with teachers who are 1earnjng new skills, select staff

development programs, distribute research reports ahd notices of -
inservice, arrange for teacher to observe their coT]quues:t;ach; give
private'gﬁd public recognition of exemplary teaching efforts, allocate
resour?es to instructional improvement efforts anq!puffer the.schoo1's
curriculum and instruciisn from disruptions. |

Recently (1985), Peter Coleman reported on a two-year p;;ject to
Tmprove social climate in nine diverse elementary schools in British
Columbia. He¥found school level planning led by the‘principa1 to EE a
critical climate component. He also found that norms of ;b]]egiaT{;Q

and continuous improvement wereiessential for school self-renewal. The

well planned use of staff meetings and professional development tifie was

- considered essential to generate both motivation and methodology for

addressing school improvement. The principal was seen by the

respondents to.this study as the key person # bringing about school
"o
improvement. “

h

In summary, the literature generally accepts five characteristics’

as distinctive of effective schools:

a) strong administrative leadership of instruction;

-

b) emphasis'on‘basic skills achievement; o

Y

. c) positive, orderly environment (climate);

' T
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d) high expectations for students and staff; and

e) carefui monitoring of student progress and staff.

TH; f1$erature generally considérs effective schools to be those
which ra%se student achievement. With this in Tind. Schweitzer, -
developed a queétionnaire which included five characteristics frequently
associated with effective schools, He found that in using the
questionnaire, that schools which scored highTy on the five
characteristics also scored highly on the California Achievement Test
(r's from .58 to .79), This study will define effective schools as those
whose teachers perceive them as scor1ng.high1y on each of the five
ch&racteristics of effective schools generally described in the

1iterature,

Group Afﬁosphere -

The Titerature appears to indicate that the quality of the
relationships of members of an organization (group atmosphere) has an
effect on the effectiveness of that orgénization. Studies using
Fiedler's theory of leader effectiveness support the need to include
group atmosphere as a mediating variable,

Group atmosphere, as described by F1ed1er.wgppears to be an
1nd1cat6r of school c11mate.. The use of the GA Scale to obtain the
member‘ls.I percept16ns of group atmosphere_ provides an easily administered”
and reliable means to obtain a climate rating. The members are asked to
describe their group using eight pairs of adjectives. Thus group

atmosphere will be defined as .an indicator of the social climate in each
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‘schoo1 as perceived by the-teachérs. More spec1f1ca11y. it is the
teachers perception of the degreewto.which the group atmosphere of
their present school is friend]y'or ynfriend1y. accepting or rejecting,

satisfying or frustrating, enthusiastic or unenthusiastic, productive or

4 B

nonproductive, warm or cold, cooperative or uncooperative, interesting
or boring, supportive or hostile, and suécesg%ﬁT or_unsﬁccessfu].

* McKague (1968) found in a study of 39 large high schools that only
in schools where the group atmosphere was morefﬁb;itive, did a Tow least
preferred coworker (LPC) scoré“on behalf of the p}incipal correlate with
high Espirit and low Disengagement (Organizational Climate Descri;tion
Questionnaire). Highly positive group atmosphere (GA) and low LPC
scores by the principal were also associated with pe;ceptions that the
principéi and the teacher are doing an effective job and that teachers
are satisfied with their teaching situation,

McNamara (1966) in a étudy of eI?mentary schools reached similar
conclusions, He found, that ﬁ}ovided the group atmosphere was more
positive, those principals who were descr{bed by their staff as °
attaching greater impdrtance *to instructional matters at staff
meetings, "who pregﬁribed teéchjng methods to a greater extent, mgfe
frequently interrupted lessons by using the public address system, made“
1onger classroom visits (but played a less. active part in c]assroom
act1v1t1es during the visit), and were more likely to request teachers
to visit the office to discuss&teach1nglmethods are likely to be more

~=gffective. He-a1so found ihat staffs with more positive GA rated

'themse1ves high on satisfaction when they rated the principal effective.
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Such high satisfaction was not present with low principal effectiveness,
nor with less positive group athosphere. S
. Isherwood (1973) summed the principal's scores for the charismatic,
expertise, normative and human relations skills bases of authority tp
give an é;iimate of the principal's 1nf6rma1 authority. Sfmilaf1y. k;
trad1t1oqp1 and 1ega1-author1t& were'grouped as forma1mauthor1ty "He
found that the principal's informal authority positively correlated with
, three aspects of social climate: teacher loyalty, job satisfaction and a
sense of power in the school. |
Hoy, Tarter and Forsyth (1§78) report on the results of a study
using the Leadership Behaviour Descrjpfion Questionnaire (LBDQ). They
found that the Consideration dimension: not. the Initiating Structure
dimension was the most salient element in eTemehtary schools for
developing teacher loyalty. o A
Blanchard (1978) found that régarg1ess of'1eadérship sty1e, the
higher situational cortrol Teadéfs had; the moré‘effgctive they were,
Her study of 103 elementary school principals, their immediate
_supervisors and their §ch001 staff in Wisconsin used Fiedler's -
contingency model of leadership. The study used three different
meadeéé’Bfueffec£1vene§§ and féund that ;hincipaT effectiveness is not -
a function of LPC score but the degree of situational controT.
Siﬁu@tidﬁai‘ébntrOT was a combinatio& qf group atmosphere, knowledge and
-experience concérn1ng the job, and position power., Fiedjzr has stated

that group atmosphere is the most important of the three factors in

determining situational control. Thus, it would seem from the resuits
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of this study, that group atmosphere bears a strong relationship to |

principal effectiveness, - .

The work of Rensis Likert appeafs to add further support for these
ideas. His theory suggestsAthat if a principal has high technical
competence, a well deve]opéd plan of operation and high performance
goals and uses a part1c1pat1t#/(5ystem 3.or 4) style of leadership, then.
the results will be increased loyalty, 1ncreased performance goals, more
cooperation, more assistance from . peers, ‘fewer perceptions of
unreasonable pressure, more fav&urab]e attitude toward the manager and
high motivation to produce. Many of these results (intervening
variables) seemg to be related to group atmosphere. Likert goes on to
suggest that given the conditions above, the result will be lower
production costs, hjgher,quality and quantity of production and higher
morale.

Studies 1in néﬁ—educationa] settings (Fleishman and Hérris..1962:
Cummins, .1971; Greene, 1975) indicate that the effect of initiating
structure by leaders on quality of performance is moderated by
considerate leader behaviour.’

The Titerature appears to support the 1deg that the quality of
social climate in the Oﬁganizatjon has an effect on the effectiveness of
the organization.

¥

‘Re1at1onsh1ps Between Power Bases. Group Atmosphere and the.

Character1st1cs of Effective Schools

The Titerature indicates that one would expect to find a strong

positive relationship between functional bases of power like information
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power, expert power, Visionary power, and referent power; and the

A

characteristics of effective schools. The Titerature also 1gdicates one
would expect to find.a strong negative reI;tionship between the formal
bases of power (legitimate, reward, coercive) and the characteristics of
effective schbo?s.

The abovemre1at1onsh1ps seem to occur when group atmosphere in the
school 1s more positive, This would be supported by McKague's (1968)
'1nterpre£qt10n of the results of his study usﬁng Fiedler's theory.- -He
found that where group atﬁosphere in high schdo]s'wgs more positive (ie
GA 265), teachers' perceptions.that the principal an& the school are
doing an effective Job and that teachers are satisfied with thei}
teaching situation were associated with behaviors of the principal that
were task oriented in nature (low LPC), Specifically, these principals
wefé‘gbih dynamic and involving. In their interaction with staff
ﬁembers they not only contribute a great deal to the discussion, -but
also encourage ac¥1ve.part1cipation from teachers, They tend to be
.contro]11ng and managing in their behavior of others and expect a high
level of performance from thém. | |

McNamara (1966) also examined attributes of principals who scored
low on the LPC scale. He foind these principals were described by their
staff as more instruction-oriented, mﬁre prescriptive and‘;0ca1 in
supervision, supervised teachers' activities more closely, and made more
vigorous efforts to 1nvoTvg-tEéchgrs in discussing and deciding Bn
school problems, | o

The attributes deséribed above appéar ‘to relate more to confident

principals whb have expertise in the instructional area and feel they
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know what is best for their school. This feeling of competence on the
part of principals would seem to lead them to be highly involved in goal
setting, coordination of program. and monitoring of outcomes. Such

behaviors relate most strongly to the experf. informational and visionary

bases of power and are associated with leaders of effective schools.

/
In situations where group atmosphere is less positive, many(BF the

behéviors associated with the school effectiveness measure would Tikely
be viewed as stemming from a legitimate or coercive power base, |
Hawley's (1969) study of e1ementary.schoo1s indicated that where there
is less positiveuGA. principals who are considered to be directive and
controlling are seen to engage in behavior which responds more to the
needs of the system than the idiosyncrasies of the staff. Such a
perception would likely lead staff to view such behavior as coercive or,
at Teast, based on legitimacy rather than an éxpert. informational or
visionary base, Although the actual behaviors of the principal might
not be significantly different, the less positivé group atmosphere would
in some way be associated with negative attributions of power, leading
staff to perceive the principal as operating from a coercive or
]egitimate power.pase;q The coercive and Tegitfmate baéés have been
consistently-associated with negati&e performance. The same would be
exﬁected to occur in this studj

No study has examined the 1igks between French and Raven's b&ses of
power and a measﬁre of school achievement, Ba]derson;s (1975) study
does, however, indicate that the expert and referent powef'bases are
associated with outcomes similar to those mentioned in the effective

schools literature. .
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There has been to date, no attempt to see if visionary‘powgr is
related to exceptional sthoo] achievement. HQ]], Rutherford, - Hord and
Hu11né (1984) do describe schoo]s with initiator style principals as »
accomplishing more quality and quantity of implementation of alternative

programs. Initiator style principals were described as having clear,

decisive goals and beliefs about what schools and teaching should be

s

" 1ike and .work 1nteﬁSé1y to attain them, It seems clear that initiators ¥

emphasize their visionary power, . C o

A recent study of school- c11mate by CoTeman (1985) 1nd1cates the
1mportance of the goaT c]ar1f1cat1on role of the pr1nc1pa] in the
fmprovement of e]eﬂlntary schoo] c11mate.

These studies and others 1ndicgte the;potentiat 1mportancé of
visionary power to enhance&'schooT effectivenéss.

The literature. on school effectivgné%s gives somg'ihdicat1on_of.the
behaviours of principals in efféctive schools, For examb]e. Leithwood
and Montgomery (1982) found that effect1ve pr1ncipals v1ewed themsnlves
as instructional leaders, structured tasks for the teachers. were
involved in grouping students and selecting the teachers for those
students, established clear prioritie:-for teachers' objectives for
students. and they also priorized and strove to achieve school goals,
These benaviours seem re]ated to a principal's possession and promotion &
of definite 1deas about what is important in his school. his degree of

useful knowledge and information about matters affecting good schools

and good learning situations as well as a positive school climate.

!
|

Although the literaturé does not suggest one definite core set of

35



behaviours, it does seem to suggest that the above behaviours would be

re1atéd.. This study w111 atté;BE\to investigate that re]at15n5h1p.

Statement of the PFob]em

From a. pragmatic perspective it can be said that the baﬁis of
social interaction is social power. The literature indicates that this
social power can take'many forms or bases, A school principal, in

'jeading a school should operate more from certain-bases of power, eg.
visionary.‘jnformation. referent, expert than from others eg.

~ legitimate, reward, coercive, The problems that this study attempts to

ansWér are:
1) How is the perceived use by the principal of these‘Bases of
power reTéted to factors associated with effective schools?

2) Does this'ré]ationshih change if the perception of group

atmosphere changes?

Contributors to school effectiveness are'many. In this exploratory
study there are few concrete indicatious of what the variables or
mediators in the relationship between bases of a principal's power and

~ B

school efféct%veness might be. Those variables used in this study have
been derived from the available Titerature. The relationships
established here will allow other reséarchers toPe mosre precise in the
. factors they relate in future studies. Five research hypotheses will be
used to investigate these‘prob]ems.

H.1 There will be a significant positive re1at16nsh1p between each

'~ of the school efféctiveness characteristjcs as measured by the

~ i

School Effectiveness Questionnaire (5Q) and the visionary,
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referént. 1nforaation. and expért paseslof'power'as measured
by the Bases of Power Questionnaire (BPQ).

H.2 There will be a significant positive relationship between
group atmospﬁere as measured by the Group Atmosphere.(GA)
scale and the visionary, referent, infarmation, and expekﬁ
bases of power as measured by the BPQ.

‘:ﬁﬁﬁ There will be a significant negative relationship between each
of the school effectiveness characteristics as measured by the
3Q and the legitimate, reward and coercive bases of power as
measured by the BPQ.

H.4 There will be a siénificant negative rélationship between GA

. and the fegitimate. reward and coercive bases of power as
measured by the BP( -

H.5 There will be a significanﬁ positive relationship betﬁeen GA
and each of the school effectiveness characteristics as.
measured.by the SQ. . 3

"The hypotheses were tested ‘using an .05 probability of committing a .

type I error due to the exploratory nature of the research.
Significance of the Study -

This study will provide a greater understanding of how different
bases of power used by the principal are related to school

effectiveness characteristics. It is also expected that the study will

provide a greater understanding of how group atmosphere affects the
relationship between the bases of power used by the pr1n¢1pa1 and

correlates of school gffgct1veness;

[
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Since the only reported use of the SQ has béen in American‘ébhqo]s.‘

-

it is hoped that this study may g1ve”an indicafion'of jts usefuiﬁesg 1h
Canadian schools. Very 11tt1e has been done 1n the Canad1an setting to
measure characteristics of effective schoo]s I ""n

It 1sjhoped that this study will indicate the;usefquéss of

informatiedn and visionary power.

Definition otherms

The following terms are used throughout this‘dissertation 1n’
‘reference to the accompanying def1n1t1ons

N

School effectiveness. A compos1te measure used ta describe schoo1s_
“which &re character1zed by strong admjn1strat1ve leadership of
instruction by the principal, a sfrong emphasis.on achieVement of Both
students and staff, high expectat1ons for both students and staff the
use of assessment instruments and a pos1t1ve, order]y env1r0nment as
perceived by teachers. ,

Group atmosphere. An indicqtor-of the sdciaT cﬁ1mate among the
staff of a school, including the principaf; Spgcifdca]1y it 1s the
teachers' perception of the degree to which the social climate of their
present school is friendly or unfr1end1y. accepting or rejecting,
satisfy1ng or frustrat1ng, enthusiastic or unenthus1ast1c, product1ve or

nonproductive, warm or cold, cooperative or uncooperative, interesting

or boring, supportive or hostile, and successful or unsuccessful.

"
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Influence. ‘A change in a.persoh'e cogn1t1ons{ att1tude. or
' behavior which has its origin 1n another person or group (the
-'1nf]uenc1ng agent) (Raven 1971) | ‘
| Power. ' The potential 1nf]uenoe which the agent‘coqu‘exert on a
.perspn. aRaven 1971). | R |

lAuthoe1ty; Ni]]lbe;considered to be‘defined the same as power,
creot1ng.1oterchangeab1e terms. In order to reduce confusion,. the term
i,aothority will not'be used. o
| Reward power. The ability of principals to gain a teachers
'comp11ance based on the teacher s belief that pr1nc1pa]s can give .
spec1a1 help and benef1ts to those who cooperate with them.

Coercive power. The ability of princ1pa1s to gain a teachers R
comp]iance based on the teacher's beljef that pr1nc1pa1s can pena]1ze
or make things d1ff1cu1t for those who do not cooperate with them

Expert power, The ab111ty of the pr1nc1pa1 to gain a teachers

-compTiance based on the’ pr1nc1pa1 s reputation for super1or know]edge,or
1

b

'ab111ty | _

Informat1on powee. The ab111ty of the pr1nc1pa1 to gain a
teacher' ] comp11ance based on the pr1nc1pa1 s ab111ty to actua11y
provide ueefuj information. : ] ) b TN L

Referept power. The ability of principals to gain aiteaghef%
‘ compTiahce-based.on the teacher's adm}kation of.their personal

Qualities and the teacher's desire to act in a way that merits their ;I,‘

respect and admiration,



Legit‘imate.power. The ability of p{‘r.'inc:'ipa1s to gain a teacher's
compliance based on fhe teacher's 5elief that principals. have a right,
considering t:Jheir position, tg‘ex'pect teachers to do what they want,

AV1sional.'y.power. The 'ab-i'lity of the principal to gain d teacher's -
compliance based on the teacher's belief that the principal has a X
definite vision off.he purposes (goals) of the school and clearly
articulates those’_‘buf‘poses (goals). .

. - =
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CHAPTER IT.
Research Design and Methodology
The design and methodology of the study are outlined in this.
cHépter. The firgt section presents information on the three instru-
ments used to test the hypbtheses. The second iection describes the
population and sample used in the study. The-tgird section outlines the
procedures used 1in co?]éﬁting the data. The fﬁurth section describes

the. limitations and delimitations of the study. The chapter concludes

with the plan for the statistical analysis of the data.

’

Instrumentation
Three instruments were used to test the research hypotheses.

The Bases of Pﬁver Questionna?re was developed to measure seven means
by which principa1slcdd1d obtai&,comp]iance from their teachers. The
Schweitzer Questionnaire was used to assess-schoof effectiveness.
Fielder's Group Atmosphere Scale was usea to measure the social climate
of the schodl,

, The Instrumenf'fof Measuring Bases of Poqer; This s?udy uges an
adapted version of the Perceived Power Sca]és (PPS) developed by
Richmond et al. (1980) to measure the principa1'§:base§ of power. The
Richmond et al. study used a sample of 250 elementary aséisecondary '
public school teachers as well as 171 managers of three diverse and

4

distinct organizations, The study attempted to examine the correlations
L] el ’ N

between power scores and manager communication style as well as the

correlation between each power base and a group of employee satisfaction

variableé.-
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The PPS was developed for thé Richmond study by adapting Student's
(f968) description of five power bases to include five, seven-point,
bipolar scales rather than the single, five~point, Likert-type scale
used by:Studenﬁ This was done to enable estimation of 1nternaf
reliability: of response. _Us1ig.the Nunnally (1967) procedure, the

b

teacher sample produced an internal reliability of .98 or better for

‘ aach power base,

The S;udent (1968) measure of power bases gave a description or
Jefinition of each base of power based on French and Raven's (1959) five
fold typology of social power. To these five-Student added a sixth,
1ncremen£a] power, based on the suggestion by Katz and Kahn (1966, p.
302). An dncremental power score was obtained by summing the grbup mea

for referent power and the group-mean for expert power. It was found “

that incremental influence was related to only seven of the twelve

possible performance measures.,

—

The present study omitted the incremental power base bﬁt‘added two
others. One, information power, was described by Raven and Kruglanski
(1970) as a sixth power base that had been described in the ear]jer
writings of Frenéh and Raven (1959) but had not received much attention
in the 11teratureﬂ A seventh power Qgse, visionary power, was added by
the researcher, based on Tts frequént mention in recent school

effectiveness 1fterature, -

A pitot study using tﬁé Richmond et al. (1980),f0rmat of Power
Scales indicated that seven items (one for each powef base) was
sufficient to measure perceived power bases. This effectively converted

the power scale to a Student (1968) type single item ré£1ng using a
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bipolar, seven—point scale, rThis same type of rating scale was used in
a number of previous studies (Baqﬁﬁan. 1968; Cope, 1972; Horﬁétein, et
- al,, 1968; Guditus aﬁd Zirkel, 1980) allowing the results of this study
to be compared with earlier findings (See Appendix I.2). - .
Test-retest reliability coefficients ranging from .32 to .78;f0r
th%; instrument over an eight-week period were found (see Table 2).
Although legitimate and 1nf;rmation power bases failed to reach
significance, 1t must be noted that a larger N would 1ikely create
significance. It should also be noted that the hypotheses were .largely

supported using this instrument, a fact which supports its construct

“validity.

Table 2
Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients of Power Bases Over an

Eight Week Period

Power Base Reliability Coefficient?
Legitimate R .32
.Vistionary : B ) .64? .
* Reward - : ) _ E 72
Expert N B @
Rgferént {.; | j[.71*?h
Coercive . - ' .;78**
* Information . : . ‘ » .49
3. Pearson prodﬁct—moment. N=14 - } <:>

¥ p..<.05 b p <.01

-
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Student found that single item ratings gf the bases_of power were
significantly related to production performance measures, thereby
establishing the:validity of such measures,—Since the present study Y
used simiier’sing1e descriptions of.the power bases, such descriptions

. were assumed to be valid for this study.

»

Schibit%er Questionnaire. This instrument represents a f1ve part

~ measure of the eharaeterfsties of'effective schools developed by‘
Schweifzer Fer a reeent (1983) stndy_of 16 urban elementary schools in

the southern United States. Ln that study the nean soc10~econom1¢

.status. as measured by the percent of students e11g1b1e for free or
.reduced cost Tunch, was 90.4 percent. The effect1veness instrument~is.a :

- paper and pencil quest1onna1re containing 49 Likert- type items des1gned ' "

to measure the following five main characteristics of effective schooTs
as determined from the literature: administrative leadership (of
1nstrubtion); emphaSis on achievement;.eefe and orderly environment;
" high expectat1ons, and use of assessment 1nstruments.
After a rev1ew of a var1ety of 1nstruments, the Schwe1tzer ques—
"tionnaire was selected due to its re]ati&e brevity, corre]ation with
| etudent achievement in the United StaEes and its ability to measure the
five'characteristics most frequently associated with effective schools
in:the 1iterature

. The schoo1 characteristics in Schweitzers study were measuréd by
the response of 456 teachers and 16 pr1nc1paTs to the questionna1re.

The school score for each factor was obtained by finding the mean score

for each 1tem‘based on the item response for the teachers in the scheol,

7
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The mean item scores were then simmed to give a school factor score,
21m11ar1y a principal scoré was obtained for each school?

Internal consistency reliabi]itfes (a) of these measures were
determineg using schoo?*ﬁghn item scores based on teéchers' re;ponses
and item scores based on principals’ responses (see Table 3)1 The
1nterre1at19nsh1ps o% the ?1ve factors meésured by teacheraresponses and
the five féetors measured by principal responses was combpted by a
con:élat?on matr%x." Spiit*ha]f reliabilities of each scz1e in the $Q
weré calculated using data gengrated by the present study. The results,
which range from .77 to .92, are shown in Table 4.

Schweitzer tested the predictive validity of the measures bj using

school district records to obtain achievement data. Achievement was

#'measured by the California Achievément Test administered to ali s%udents

in each of the s1x.grades. Mean percentile ranks for each grade were
averaged across grades in each school to determine school level
achievement, These scores were then correlated with the school

charactéristic scores to determine the predictive validity df the

" measures. It was found that generally, teachers’ ratings of their

schools od the‘fi&e characteristics correlated sign%fican;Ty wi@h
overall school achievement. )

‘This study used the full Schweitzer_measure. A samp]e”pf teachers
in each.schoo] rated their pr1nc5pa1's instructional leadership

behaviour. See Appendix II.3.

The Grioup Atmosphere Scale, The Group Atmosphefe Scale (GA) was
selected for use due to its extensive use in previous research.

In a study of 32 elementary schools McNamara (1966) found that
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rTable 3
Internal Consistency Reliabilities and Correlations with Achievement

for the Five School Characteristics Based on Teacher and Principal

Resbonses
Characteristic Teachers (N=456) - Pr1nc1pa1§ (N=16) -

i
L] r &

. i
Instructional Leadership .95 .58 s73
Emphasis on Achievement .85 .79** .78
Safe and Orderly Environment .9 59 ' .69
High Expectations 93y .79 .73
- Use of Assessment Instruments ¢ .85 .68%* ‘ .71

¥ Correlation of teacher responses with California Achievement Test mean

' percentile ranks.

p <.01

From "Characteristics of Effective Schools" by J.H. Schweitzer, Paper

presented at the annual mééting of the American Educational Research

Association, New Orleans, April, 1984, 1-11,
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. Table 4 .
- Split-half Reliability Coefficients of Schweitzer hand

School Effectiveness Scales

Scale - 'Re11ab111ty ‘ Number of
coefficient 8 Items

Administrative o

Teadership ‘ : .92 18

Positive, orderly s

environment . .84 8

Use of assessment 3

instruments : ’ LB 8
I3

High expectations T7 : 7

Emphasis on 3

achievement .78 . - 6 - T

3 Calculated using Spearman~Brown formula, N=T4

p <.01 - - _ o

provided GA was more positive, LPC scores of principa]s‘were negative]ﬁ
related to ratings of school effectiveness by school System officials.
He interprets low LPC scores as a high‘degree of directive control on
the part of the principal. $1m11ar findings came from_ McKague's (1968)
study of 39 high schools. He found that in schools where group
acceptance (GA) i1s more pos1t1vé, diréctive 1eadersh1p on the part of
the principal is associated with perceptions that the princtpal and the

school are doing an effective job (as determined by the judgements of
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. perceptions to measure GA. Her stu

N
raters and the results of province-wide examinations) and that teachers

are satisfied with their teaching situation. The instrument, modeled
after the Least Preferred Co-worker §ca1e, consists of 10 bipolar
abjective items which are highly intércorrelated (Fiedler, 1967, p. 32).
Each of the items is scared by assigning a value ranging from eight at
the positive end to one at theqnegative end. The GA séore is calculated
by summing the item scores. Most research using the GA scale,ca]cu]ates
a median score and baséd ‘on éﬁgﬁ score, splits the groups into good and
poor GA, Norm:tive data collected #y Posthuma (1970) established a mean
GA of 66 for all organizationsiy The present study will split the data

1ﬁto Tow and higd GA using a mean of 65 as suggested by Posthuma. This

method is supported by Garland and O'Réi]]y k1976) who adopted the
" method of splitting GA at 65 after attempting to define good GA in a

! group of Canadian secondary schools as those schools whose GA score was

69. or higher and low GA schools as scoring 61 or less. The problem
encountered was that there were very few schools which scored a GA or 61
or 1ess so the Posthuma mean of 65 was adopted as the $plit point.

Some studies have used the leader’s perceptions of GA to determine

.. a GA score. In other studies the members of the group rate the GA. The

latter method has been suggested to be superior (Si]ver. 1982) and so 1is

used in the present study. Blanchard (1979) also used teachefs' *

f 103 elementary schools in '

Wisconsin attempted to support Fiedler's theory of leadership

effectiveness. She concluded that!the higher the situational control (of
which the'major determinant is GA)i'the more effective the 1eade§ will

be. Blanchard found a mean GA of 63.23 ana.standard deviation of 13.04.
. e

e
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Her study also found GA correlated with principal's perception of GA
(.463), Educational Professional Leadership scores (.685), and'teachers'
pefc;ptions of job satisfaction (.786).

' Thé 1nterné]1consistency of Group Atmosphere scores seems high.
Fiedler (1967) reported intercorrelations of scores among three sesgions
with Belgian naval leaders of .76, .73, and .83, Corrected split-half
re]iabiffty of the szale was .90. McNamara (1968) reported a test-
retest coefficient of .42 (N=31) for elementary principals o;er a period
of one and 6ne-ha1f.years. Garland and 0'Reilly (1976, p. 20) reported
a test-retest reliability coefficient of .67 over an interval of sfx

weeks. A copy of the GA scale is included in Appendix LT.

Target Population and Sample

" The population studied was elementary schools in the province of -
&:tario. The province is divided into six regions for administrative
purposes by the Ministry of Education. The 186 school boards Tisted in

the 1984-1985 Directory of Education operate 3816 elementary schools..

Schools were chosen to participate if they saﬁisfied the criteria of
wiilingness. size, Tevel and stqbi]ity.

Willingness. A letter was sent to the Director of Education on
December 20: 1984 in each of 119 school boards having three or more
schools sefving children in grades one to six to request permission to

.conduct the study and a 1ist of schools meeting the criteria (See
Appendix II.1). The Tletter gave an explanation of the purpose of the

_study and enclosed samples of the instruments to be used.- It also

=t
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requested permission to do tﬁe stud& and‘a 1ist of schools both meeting
.the'criteria and wi]]ing to coéperate.

Using the'ﬁﬁenty—fi&e school boards who had replied in the
affirmative by F;brua}y i. 1985, qua11fy1ng'schoo1s from each board were
randomly selected. A éotal of 89 schools were sent invitations to
participate 1ﬁ_the study dnd instruments on ?ébruary 6, 1985‘ ,

Size of Schdo]. Schools must have a minimum of six full-time
teachers available t; complete the 1nstﬁumen£s.' Halpin ({966) and

~ Halpin and Croft (1963) sugéested'that using between four and ten
teachers would provide an adequate measure of ;chooi management
practices. N -
.VLeveL -The schools must be elementary and include grades one to
six. Any teacher in these schools could compTete the instrdments;
Stability. To be eligible for inclusion in the study, principals
- must have been in the school as principal for a m{nimum of two years,

This would allow sufficient time for. an administrator to establish a

leadership style that would have noticeable effects (Likert, 1967).

Data Collection
A total of 25 boards representing 604 séhoo]s comprised the
population from which-e1igib1e sqhboTs from each board were selected.
The result was a list of 89 sch&o]s representing all 25 boards and a]]i
six administrative regions of the Ministry of Education (see Tables 5,6).
h-kit of instruments and Tetters was sent to each of the selected
-schools dn ngruary 6,l1985. Each k1%>contajned the f0110w1ng:
1) A Tetter to the principal requesting cooperation in the study,

?seTect1on of a staff member to distribute and collect the

oY TN
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1nstr&¢ents. completion of -a demographic information sheet,
<«and completion of the Group Atmosphere scale (item 2,
Appendix II).

: 2) A.Tetfer‘to the teacher designated to distribute and collect
thé instruments (item 3.‘Ap?endpu I1). IA stamped, self-
.addressed envelope was enclosed. B

-35 An enveTopg for each sampled teacher containing: a letter
exp1a1n5ng the stuay and requesting their cooperation, the
Group Atmosphere scales, the Bases of Pouer Questidnnaire..the
Schweitzer Questionnaire, and an open ended question askjng
them to describe specific behaviors of thg principal which
encourage their cooperation (item 4, Appendix II).

. Each letter allowed the participant to request a copy of the final. -

resu]ts’of the study, Because demographic data were not supplied by some

principals, ]etts;ﬁ’?equestjng the missing 1hformat§on were sent to the

4

ten principals who could be identified. ATl responded with the missing

‘-1nformat10n.

.y

By April 16, 68 schools or 76% of the schools invited, had returned
questionnaires, Of tﬁose. 63 schools or 70% of those. invited were
usabie meén1ng that the teachers had cdrrect]y completed the required .
questionnaired. Thus 63 schools and 432'téachers from 25 diffe;ent Ontario
school boards constituted the useable sample for this‘study. Table 5

indicates that schools were selected from all six ‘regions of the

province of .Ontaria, The boards also represerited the full spectrum of
size (Table 6). The schools also repréesented the .full range..of sizes

with 12 schools having up to 10 teachers, 29 schools having 11-20
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Table 5

Regional Distribution of Boards and Schools in the Sample

~

"

Number of Number of - " Number of
Region’ school boards sampled boards sampled schools
1 - 43 10 25
2 30 3 ) 8
3 26 2 3
4 22 : 1"’ 4
57 21 4 , 9
6 19 5 ' . 14
S — T ' —_
166 25 63
Table 6 -

sze.of School Boards in Sample

Size (number ) Number of . Number of
of elementary schools) " boards. sampled schools
: By
1-10 5 12
1 - 20 6 | 12
21 —.30 ‘ . 2 , 4
.31 - 40 3 10
41 - 50 ‘ 4 13
51 + 5 ’ 12
25 63
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’teachers¢=ano 14 sthoo1s~hav1ng é1 or more‘teachers.' Furthermore. 23
schools were located 1n urban areas. 32 schoo]s An rura] areas.

When returns were rece1ved each schoo] was given an ident1f1cat1on
number, Each-reSpondent was a1so 1dent1f1ed. This 1nformat1on a]ong :
with the 1ndividual item scores for the Schweitzer Questionna1re and. for.
the Bases of Power Questionnaire, a1ong w1th the teacher $ score for the
Group Atmosphere scaTe. the pr1nc1pa1 s rat1ng of group atmosphere.

sch001 enrolment. a rating of parent socio—economic_status and princtpa1
data including years“as princ1paT'of‘thfs'schoo] sex. highest degree
atta1ned number of schools adm1n1stered as a pr1nc1paT and number of

’

curr1cu1um committees on which they had served was coded onto computer
optica] scanning’ sheets. LT €

The optical scanning services of the Un1ver51ty othttawa were‘used
to create the data ti]e. The individual item scores for the Schweitzer
Qnestiopnajre were transformed "to sums for each of administrative }
1eadersh1p of instruction, emphasis on achievement, safe and orderly
“.environment; high expectations and use of assessment 1nstruments using

the "Transform™ paragraph available in the Bio-Medical Data Processing

program P6M (canonical correlation).

Limitations and Delimitations

:\L1m1tat10n& Each of the three instruments used in this study is
subjeot to limits of reliability and validity. Each of the three
variables measured is limited in scope. The base of power is but one

aspect of a principal's means of influencing a school. The Group

Atmosphere score does not describe the totality of school social
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'211mete;: The.SEhwejteetiduesttonna1re does not reflect all .aspects of
’ ,eh'efféétfve.schooii 'The Baées_ef Power Que§t1onne1re becamg a single
:jtem retihg”of each pbher'base. ‘The data were generated by the
-'subject1ve perceptiene of uhtrained eersonneT The data were co]]ected '
by a mail survey. and not all the schooTs contacted were expected to
', rep]y. - | ‘
De]imitations The data were co]1ected from a Timited number of .
' _schoo]s 1n a s1m11ar1y Timited number of school jurisd1ctions 1n the
'Iprovince of Ontario, Both‘sehooﬂs.and scheol boards were selected from
'1'£h9§9 who agreed‘to participate in. the study. S1nce‘part1c1pet{on was
' obtaihed from each admintétratjve region, the data‘shquld reﬁresent a
cross—sectionlof both Public and Separate elementary schools in all
heg}ons of Ontario, Data were requested from schools serving children
in grades no higher than grede eight and with experienced principals who

have been in their schools for at least two years.

Statistical Procedure

The hypotheses were tested by Pearson product;moment correlations,
Since this was an expToFEtory study and used Titerature which suggested
that the variab?ee should be related but did not specify exactly what
variables were related and in what magnitudes, it-was felt that simple
- corre]ations would be approbriate.

The data were further ana]yzed uging the stepwise mutHtiplerrégression
program of the Statistical Analysis System (Ray, 1982). This procedure
was used so that the power bases most strongly corre]ated with'the
characteristics of effectiveness could be determined under conditions of

more positive and Tess positive group atmosphere, *
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Summary

A

E]ementary'teachefs and ‘principals in the province 6f Ontario

_constityte the population, Sixty-three schools, 432 teachers and 63!

ﬁr1ﬁc{pals constituted the useable sample for this study, Three

E1ﬁétruments; p]usra data sheet for principals, were used to collect the

nécesﬁary data. Pearson product-moment correlation3 were used to test

_ the hypatheses.

.



" CHAPTER III

Presentatioﬁ and Analysis of Data

The purpose of the chapter is to'describeJthé“§£atistica1
procedufes:and analysis of data that were used to determine if there is
a relationship" between school effectiveness criteria énd baﬁes of a
principal's power whenithe quality of social climate is used as an
intérvening variable. The first three sections present data obtained onf
the three major variables; bases of a principal's powér. schoo]., |
effectiveness, and group atmoéphere. The fourth section discusses the
re]at%dhships pertaining to the hypotheses: The fifth section describes

the resulis of a multiple regression analysis. The sixth section

describes data which were obtgined by means of an optional question.

‘Presentation of Bases of Power Data

Rankings of the power bases. The principal's seven power bases
were measured by the Bases of Power Questionnaire. Each base was
- measured by a single item using a seven point bi-polar scale, .A
description of the power base scores is gﬁven in Table 7.

It is interesting to note that th; scores for the Tegitimatg,
v1sionary referent and“information'bases were sTight]y skewed to the
left. The scores for these bases would be rated s11ght1y more
positively than would be expected in a norma] distribution, The scores
for the reward, expert and cogrcive bases were observed to the.right,

: indicating a slightly more negative than n;rmal distribution of scores,
This would add support for the notion that the power bases can be

d1v1ded 1nt0 two cTusters. This will be discussed further on pageH61.
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Table-7
Descriptive Statistics of the Bases of Power Questionnaire (N=432)

"

Power
Base

121

§Q ¢ Rank Range Skewness Kurtosis

<
-~

Information  4.84 poz 1 1-7

Visionary - 4.79 1.64 2 1 -17 - .57 - .48
legitimate  4.48 1.77 3 17 - .82 - .76
Referent 443 LTT 4 - 1-7 - .8 - .7
Expert . 362 1.82 5 1-7 .08 1.1
Reward * 2.8 1.80 6 1-7 - .60 _ .82
Coercive 2.2 1.85 7 17 .98 - .34

Al1 d1str1but1ons were flatter than nofma] as 1nd1cated by the negative
kurtosis-scores. Thus one would expect somewhat 1arger than normal
standard deviations 1nd1cat1ng a spread of scores.

The most highly ranked base of power -for the principal to use to obtain
the teachers' compliance was "useful information'’,’ Having a clearly
defined purpose apd clearly artjcu1et1ng it (vis{enary power) was ranked
a close §econd. Legitimate power or powercstemming from one's position
ranked th&rd. followed by power obtained_througg the feachers'
adm1rat10n of the principals’ personal qua11t1es (referent) Power as a
result of one's reputation as an expert was ‘ranked fifth. w1th power due

to rewardaor coercion ranked last. - o R : ‘ (

{ s
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Table 8-

. Comparison of Rankings of Power Bases
Study Cross Balderson Guditus & Richmond

Base (1985) . (1975) Zirkel (1980) et al. (1980)
“ Information 1 L Not Used

Vié%onary 2

Legitimate 3 2 1 1

Ré%erent 4 - | 3 3 . 2 "

Expert 5 1 2 3

Reward 6 5 4 5
Coercive 7 4 5 ' 4

Table 8 compares the ranking of the pﬁwer bases used in this study
with the results from previous studies. In all sfudies. reward and
éoercive power were.rénked 1owé§tqas a meané for compliance in schools.
Referent power in all studiesrapﬁears in the middle of the rankings.
Legitimate power remains at or near the top in all the studies. What
changes dramatically in the present study is the ranking of expgrt
poweh The partition of expert power into both expert and information
in this study and the addition of visionary power éeems to caﬁse power
based on "reputation” (as expert is defined in this study) to be lowly
ranked, The provision of useful information seems to be the most

effective means of obtaining the cooperation of teachers. The addition
58 -
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of visionary power (having clearly articilated goals) and its high :
ranking also seems to help explain what it was that previouénstudiés
were measuring as expert power.

In a fecent (1985) Canadian study, Gunn'gnd Holdaway report that
the most important bases of influence for high school principals were
found to be personal qualities and expertise, Thg_ffrst refers to ways
of working with people to win trust and support (;eferent power), the
second refers to expertise as an administrator. The importance of ‘
referent power in Gunn's stqdy c;;responds tol1ts re1at1vg}y high raﬁking
in the present study. R ‘

The high ranking of visionary power indicates that teachers do
perceive principals as both having and communicating a clear set of
purposes for their school. Principals are also perceived as supplying
useful information to teachers. 'Thé fact that teachers ranked
pfinc1paTs' use of their.Tegitimate power lower than information or
.;lv1s1on for obtaining compliance would appear to be a positive change
from two of‘the most recent studies performed in schools (Guditus and
Zirkel, 1980; Richmond EE:EL|‘1980L Since effective schooling is
assoclated much more strongly with information and visionary power, this
result is indeed a hopeful sign. The principal's personal attributes
still retain importance for 6bta1n1ng a teacher's compliance, as
evidenced by the fourth place ranking of referent power, The Tow
ranking of reward and éoercive power indicates the teachersf continued
pegception that principals do not use the "carrot and stick" method to

obtain thelir compliance.
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. Figure 1

Significant Correlations Among Power Bases

“visionary

information
referent
expert
reward
coercive

1egiﬁgmate
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Table 9

. o N -
Correlations Among, Power Bases (N=432)

-

Legiti—- Vision- Reward Expert Referent Coercive Infor-

mate ary mation
Y
Legitimate ‘1.00
viRary - .06 1.00 . N
Reward 217~ .08 1.00
Expert .04 29" 200 1.00
Referent. - .13 L3 .01 27 100
Coercive .33 - 23" 33 -7 -8 100
= Information - .20" 42 09 .38 337 - 21™ 100
# p <05 .
**_é’<.01
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Co;rejétions among povgr‘hpse& As shown in Table"§ significant
correTafioHﬁlocéur'between some pﬁher bases. Figure ikpttempts to
represent these corre1a€1dns graphically, Two main cTLsters of power
basegnafé ev1dent.- dne inc1udes visionary, 1nformatioﬁ.lré%éként and
ékpert po@ér The others 1nc1hde reward, coercive and 1eg1t1mate power.
The two c]usters ;ré not re1ated to each other,

. Peabody (1962 pf“465) first descr1bed this separat1on He )
described legitimacy, position, and the sanctions 1qherent‘1n office as
bas;s of forma1'a?thor1tys Fuhcti;nal authority was‘composedro%

) ,profegsiona1lppmpetence. Experienceh_aﬁdﬁhuman relations skills.
Isherwood (1973), féund in a study of fifteenlgecdndary schools, two
e1uété;sjbf-authority variables, One cluster‘was comp&sed of .
.‘traditianal or positional authority aﬁd legal authority. The éther
.E1uster,was’composéd of chgrismatig (pe sonaT‘traits). expértise,
normat1ve (accrued ob]1gat1ons). and human refations authority. The

present study adds further support to the idea of two distinct clusters

of power .variables,

Presenfatioﬁ of School Effectiveness Data )
One of.the variables iﬁ the study, was teachéfs' peréeptions of
indicators of schooT;effecf{veness as detérmined.by scores on the h
Schweitzer Questionnaire. Tabﬁ]ation.of tﬁe data c511ected was
'u accomplished by means of a SAS.ﬁrqgram for muTtiple regression (Ray,
1982). The scores fqr each of the é}ve major characteristics of effec-
tive schools: administrative leadership; use of assessment instruments;
-e' hasis on achievement; high expectat1ons: and safé, orderly environ—

/
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ment were obtained by summing the individual item stores for each

teacher An- udd1tiona1 ana1y51s was performed corre1at1ng the bases of

power scores w1th scores on the _effectiveness variables for each schoo1

A school effect1veness score was calculated by summing the five

‘subscores. Th% computer.brogramm1ng_wa§ validated by the manua1‘scor1ng

of the first‘five teachers in the data file. Tab]e 10 presents the

descriptive statistics of the five effect1veness variab1es. Tab]g 10 .

IO

$hdicates that the variab]es used to measure effectiveness havé an

'acceptable standard deviation. A]though all scores were negatively

“

“skewed, the vaTues were 1ess than 1.00 and thus within the range of
" acceptability. The negative skew would ‘indicate. that the scores areﬁ

slightly more positive than would be expected in a normal distribution.

Table 10

Dpéériﬁ%ive §tatistics of the ﬁive Ef?ectigenegs VariabTes (N=432)

#

3

Variaﬁle X, Sb Range Skewness Kurtosis
Administrat1v§a§
Led&ecsh1p > 60.86 11.08 29-88 - .25
Positive, Orderly =~ ™~ ' s
En‘vironment{ 30.97\7 4,26 11-40 L - .5;""
Use of Ass essmept . o ' Y
Instruments . 25.88 4.80 -~ 8-38. . - .40 .39
Emphasis on =~ . ~ :
Achievement = .  22.80 .27, ¢ S\%O - - .65 .94
. Y . 7 . .
H'Igh o , o ) [ T
Expectat1ons . .25.74 | 3.82 ©  10-34 - .57 .93
' ~ - . . y v
-!’~ ; i " ) i
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value.,

The scores for a positive, orderiy environment were exceptionally peaked

(Kirtosis 1.21) and thus most scores were clustered about the mean

[
The Schweitzer Questionnaire (SQ) was used to measure five charac—

teristics of effective schools, Tab]e 11 indicates the correlations &
among the variables as obtained from the data ip this study as well as
obtained by Schweitzer (1984),

" Only in two cases did corre]aiions of greater than .3 occur in data
from both thif study and Schweitzer's study., The reldtionships between
admintstrative leadership of instruction and the use of assessment

instruments, and emphasis on achievement and the use of assessment

. instruments were both of a simi]ér magnitude and in the same direction

-

in both studies. These resuits -are interesting in the Canadian context.
Typically, the press for use of -assessment ‘instruments has come from the
central off{ce. The person charged with seeing to it that these instru-

o
ments aréfaﬁministered and used for diagnosis at.the school Tevel is the

x

) principa1; The relationship between administrative leadership and use ‘\\

of.assessmeng instruments found in these studies (Cross: r=.54;
. \

Schweitzer: r=45) would seem to support the perception by téachers

-that, hggh scores on the use of assessment instruments {.e. when

3 . o
principals take an active part in the pﬁodotion.ladministration and use

-

of results of these instruments, they are also seen to be demdﬁftrating

administrative leadership of instruction. : . 9

N

The.data from this study indicate relationships‘between'

administrative 1eadership of instruction .and emphasis on achievement '

(r 43); administrative 1eadersh1p of instruction and a safe, orderly
Y
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Table 11

Correlations® Among Var{ables in the Schweitzer Questionnaire

and Group Atmosphere (H=432)

GA ADLDR ENV ASSINST EXPECT © ° ACHEMP

GA 1.00
ADLDR 49" 1,00 ) .
ENV 48" 387 1.00
. (~.24)
k3.3 Ik *
ASSINST .33 ‘ .54 .25 1.00
45" (=2 |
+* *
EXPECT .19 .19 . .22 .25 1.00
30" (.32)"* 6™
CACHEMP  47"% 43" 41" 387, .20 1.00
: (.11) (.07) (.35) (.17)
’GA = Group Atmosphere as perceived by teachers
ADLDR = adhinistrative lTeadership of instruction
ENV = positive, orderly environment -
ASSINST =

use of assessment instruments
EXPECT - =" high expectations
ACHEMP = emphasis on achievement

&

. o ‘ | '
8@ Pearson r , scores in brackets indicate correlations described. by

.Schweitzer‘(ﬂ=456)A

* p <.05 k Lo,
4 p <01 “ - .
_ .
&
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environment’ (r=.38); as well as emphasis on achievement and a safe, '
orﬂeriy environment (na41). It would seem that these three variables
are related. .In schools Wherg prfnc1palstare perce1€éd as giving clear,
strong instructjonal 1éadersh1p and foéué?ng-their attention on
instructional matters, the school is also perceived to hpvé a po§1tjve.
orderly, learning-oriented environment as well as a ciear emphasis on
student achievement, especially in the basic skills. |

The data from Schweitzer's study indicated that high expectat1ons
was related to administrative leadership of 1nstruct on (r=37), use of
assessment instruments {(r=.67), and a safe, orderly\environment (r=.32)
These variables were not as strongly:correlated in Cross' study!

The_]ow correlation of the expectations variable with school
effectiveness variables in the presént study may simply ref]éét
differences between the educational systems studied. From comments
added to the margins of the expectations section of the Schweitzer
Questionnaire study..teachers often had difficulty judging how other
teachers viewed studeqt achievement, or how their -students compared with
those of other schoolk. The comments included: "I don't knog any of
lthese ; "don't know"dN'I teach severe1y multi~handicapped students"
(therefore section not, applicable): "It was hard to try angﬁsee the
'school with a general overview when I am used to seeing it in"a more
personal manner"; "hard to really answer this question, not sure of
other schools"; and ?unab]e to.complete as I am unaware of expectations,
an area not discussed as a staff ~ filled in as individual cutlook".

It'is also interesting to note that this variable, more than

“any of the othe} four, requests information about factors over which
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teachers have almost total control réthér than factors over which the

principal has some or most of the control. It may‘be that for the "
‘popuiation in this study, the pr{ncipal's 1nf]uence‘concern1ng
‘1nstruct10n does not relate to how teachers view Fheir students'
potential for academiclachiéVement.. \ )

Since Sch;eitzer's'data weré.céllected in urban schools which served

a low incomg southern USA popﬁ]ation. demographic factors may Have had |
an effect on the relationships between vériab]es. The data in this
study were coTTécted in schools which served a population described ﬁn
Table 12. fhfs Canadian'popu{at1on could be considered to be largely '
middle class, and from urban, suburban and rural areas. It is also

- possible that, pérticu1ar]y for the éxpectat1ons variable, middle class
parents would alread;'express high expectations for their children, The

further expression of high expectations in such schools by teachers may

not significantly affect student achievement.
l{’\ _ i S~ .
Presentation of Group Atmospiere Data‘

IThe othe; variable in the study was the quality of the gocia]_
climate as determined by scores on Fiedler's (1967) Group Atmosphere
scale. The score is £he sum of the ratings of each of the ten bi-polar
scales. The maxihum possible score 1s 80 indicating the most favouéab]e
environment. The ﬁiﬁimﬁm possjb]e score is zero indicating the Teast
favourable environment. Table 13 gives the descriptive'statfs;:cs

v associated with this instrument in the present study.

Fiedler's Group Atmosphere (GA) scale was used to measure the

socjal climate of the school as perceived by teachers. A mean GA score

r
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Table 12

Description of Parents in Saﬁp]ed-Ontar1o Schools a

sesb AT B ¢ D
Percent
of _
Parents 15 23 Coss 1
in. - . |
Categorya . L o .
. /f~\\\ (
N SN\
3 s estimated by the brincipa]s (ﬂ;ﬁB):
b Socio~economic status. |
A Doctors, lawyers, téachers, engineers.'accduntants..managers;
iibrar1ans. social workers, etc.
B Bgokkeepers. travellers, firemen, police, nurses, realtors
secretariés. maiimen. ete.
¢ Bug#ﬂr%vers. constrﬁction workers, mechanics, machine

operators, farmers, cooks, caretakers, etec.

D Unemployed, unskilTedpf
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Table 13

Descriptive Statistics of the Fiedler Group Atmosphere Scale (N=432) "

§§ _ Range - Skewness Kurtosis

|1

62.55 . 12,65 ~ 17-80 0.72 & 0.02

v

of 62.55 was obtained. Normative dafa collected by Posthums (1970)
estabiishgd.a mean GA score of 66, Faulkner (1987) in a study of 615
_ e1emen?ary échooi teachers in twenty Ontarfo school boards, obtained a

- " mean GA of 68&3. Loyer (1982), fn a study of 138 Cntario nursing '
supervisors, obtaihed a.meéﬁ'GA of §6.25. 'Two Canad®an studies have
obtained mean.GA scores below 66. A stud& of 24 secondary schools .
(Garland and 0'Reilly, 1976) obtained a mean GA scoré of 64.2. McKague
STQGB)::studying a grodﬁ of 3% high schools, reborted a mean GA of 64.0.
B]ancha}d_(1978). in a study of Wisconsin elementary schools obtained
a mean GA of 63.23 with a SD of M104.and a fange of 10-80 when GA was
rateq by the feachers. The mean, SD and range in the present gtudy -
compa}e reasonably closely to that reported in the Blanchard study.
Skewness and kurtosis of scores are within the normal range.

The mean GA obtained in this study is sTightly below the means
obtained by other researchers for similar groups. The significance of
“this finding 1s difficult to judge. It.sﬁould be noted, however, that
only ‘the é1anchard studyr?qf those reported above, used teacher
perceptidns as fhe ;oux;éggf GA scbre. It 1s prqbab1e that principals

-
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- would percetve GA as more positive than.the1r~teachers. BlanChard‘fouﬁd
this fb be the cagé.. She found that the average GA as rated by teachers
correTated on]y r=,463 with the higher GA as rated by principa1s It 1is
possible that a number of factors' may have combined to create this 1oyer
than-expected‘score. Ontario. is preséhf]&.faced with- an agfng'teaching
force. The shrinking of enroliments has créated a cdn&ition‘where there
are few openingéffor new_teachers. feﬁer oppbrtgnities for advancement
and few opportunities for transfer to other schools. These may combine
to produce a popuTaiion of teachers who have achieved-a number of
sucéessgs in tﬁef? éafeers._who.havé comp]étgd their gradugté work and‘
have partiéipated in many professional development activitiés and now
‘realize that there are few new cha11enges’1eft for them in teaching.

The tight economy may pripent.them from seeking challenges in a new
prof':ession. Thus they m&fee]l trapped. This- situation ‘may r‘eﬂect
1t§e]f'in the Tower GA score. Items like satisfy1ng - frustrat1ng.
enthusiastic ~ unenthdsiéstic. and interesting ~ boring in the GA scale
may be particularly sensitive to the above situation.

Bridges (1973) has described the cyclical nature of the school
year, During each school term thére are predictable events with their
associated emotional highs and Tows. It is possible that the collection
of thése data during the month of February, caught teachers at an
emo£1ona1 low point.. This fact'maykhave been reflected in a Tower than

expected GA score.
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Relationship between power bases and GA

As can be seen in Table 14, group atﬁbsphere as perceived by
teachers 1s modestly correlated to four bases of power. The results
obtained in this study indicate that the teachers'-perceptions of school
c;1mate (GA) is modestly cérrelated with principals' clear articulation
-of goals and purposes (r=36), provision of useful information (r=29),
possession of personal traits which gain teachers' admiration (r=29),
and with principals' lack of use of penalties or sanctions (r;;Z?L
Since these resuylts re1§te directly to hypotheses tw§ and four, they

Qii] be discussed later in this chapter,

Table 14
i I o

Correlations® Between Group Atmosphere and Bases of Power (N=432)

Visionary Referent Infor~ Expert Coercive Rewafd Legiti-
mation : mate
- .“ . Nl
GAb 360 29 29 s - 2™ _ 12 <09
2 Pearson

,b GA = Group Atmosphere as perceived by teachers

p <.01
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Relationship between teachers' pefception; of effectiveness and GA

. .

As can be seen in Table 11 correlations were found between GA and
administrative leadership (r=49); a safe, orderly env1r;nme;f_(nn48h
and ‘emphasis on achievement (r=.47). GA showed a smaller, yet definite
correlation with the use of assessment instruments (r=33), High
expectations was only weakly correlated with GA (r=19). —

Manasse (1984, p. 44), in a review of the literature on principals
as 1e€ders of high performing,system&_describes "interﬁersbna] skills
that generate commitment to a common set of values" as d1st1ngu§§h1ng
éffect%ve leaders. An examﬁnét%on of the GA scale reveals items dealing
with satisfaction, eﬁthusiasm. ﬁroductivity. cooﬁer§£1on. interest,
support and success. A1l these would relate to generating cohmitment.
one of'the skills of leadership of an effective organization. Similarly,
Garland and O'Reilly (1976).rebort that in high schools, principals who
administered schools in which the GA was more positive also administered
schools perceived by studént; as effective 16 producing learning. “A“
recent study b& Cole%an (1985) of nine eiementary schools in British
Co]ﬁmbia found that for parents, the principal's activities and style
accounted for 607% of the variance in school climate. For teachers in
the study, teacherlprincipa1 collegiality accounted for 407 of the
variance they perceive 1in schooltclimate. The relationship between
) characferist1cs of effective schools and the'teachersl\gercept1ons of
soc1§1 climate (GA) is supported by fﬁe Coleman study. -

As early as.1965. Gross and Herriott had outTined the conce;t o% i
ExecutiQe Professional Leadership (EPL). JEPL.referred to the behavior

of a principal which stressed improvement of the quality of teacher

-3
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perforﬁangg. Behaviors such as constructive s&ggestions. strong
- interest in quality improvement, he]ﬁfng teachers with problems and
classroom performance 1mprovemeﬁt, making staff meetings a valuable
educational activ1ty. and-genéra11j a strong 1interest in professional
development were positively and signifjcant1y related to staff morale,
.professionaT performance of teachers, and pupil learning. Maﬁy of these
éﬁhe behaviors are included in the administrative 1eadershfp and
emphasis on achievement variables of the Schweitzer Questionnaire;
Studies using Fiedler's model of situational Teadership also
'_1nd1cate support for the present study's findinés. McKégue (1968) found
in a study of 39 Saskatchewan high schools that as %Bng as GA was more
positive, a low least preferred coworker (LPC) score on the ggrt %f the
principal .resulted in ratings by teachers of higher morale, greater
satisfaction and increased effectiveness. McNamara (1966) described the
_attributes of'guch low LPC principals. Their staff described them as
more 1nstFUction—or1ented. more prescriptive, more vocal in supervision,
supervised teachers activities more closely, and made more vigorous
efforts to involve teachers 1in digcuss1ﬁg and dec1d1n% school érobTéms.
The {tems in the administrative leadership and emphas1; on achievement
sections of the $Q closely resemble McN&mara's attributes.
Garland and O'Re111y (1976), in a study of high schools using

F1gd1er's contingency model of 1eédersh1p Qith Stern's High Schéo1
" Characteristics Index as the_effectiVeness indicator, draw similar
conclusions %o those in the présent.study; They conclude that those
principals who ended up with a staff which enjoyed & more positive GA,

rah good schools. Further, they suggest that the best methods to

13



achieve a more positive GA woq]d be contingent upon the characteristics
of ghe Teader. The present study also found a re1atjonsh1p bétwgen.more
positive GA and school effectiveness characteristics. Some of the
characteristics of the leader which may contribute to that more positive
GA may be suggestea by the bases of power which are positively re{;ted
to both.GA and characteristics of school effectiveness, A further
indication of behaviours ;;1ch may promote-a more positive GA is given

in the section which discusses the answers to the question of what

\
behaviours of the principal encourage cooperation from teachers.
' \

Testing the Hy‘potheses : ¢
' The first hypothesis stated that there will be a significant
positive relationship between each of the characteristics related to
school effectiveness as measured by the Schweitzer Questionnaire (SQ)
and the visionary, refereht, information, a@g expert bases of power as
measured by the Bases of Power Questfcnna1re (BPQ). Tables 15 and 16
giveé the significant correlations found-by this study.

Teachers' perceptions of administrative leadership of instruction
. was found to be sign1f1caﬁt1y positively correlated with the1r
pe}cept1ohs of the visionary (.52), referent (.34), information (.42),
and expert (.33) ba§e; of power -as predicted.

_ A‘pos1t1§e. orde?}y school env1roqme6ﬁ as perceived by teachers was
found to be_s1gn1f1cant]y positively corre1ated with their percebt1ons
of the v1§ionar§ (.27) and referent (.22) bases of power. It was,
however, not significantly correlated with expert or information Bases

of power.
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Table 15

Correlations Between Indicators of School Effectiveness®-and

the Bases of PowerP (N=432)

EXPECT

|

kS

ADLDR®  ENV ASSINST ACHEMP .

visIonaRYy &2 7% 28" .06 25"
INFORMATION . .42 .17 217 .04 20"
EXPERTISE 33 13 .19 .03 .16
REFERENT 3 20 .18 .04 .15

) COERCIVE AP S - .09 .15

| LEGITIMTE -2t - .16 -7 - .07 - .09

“\RewARD .04 - .15 .04 .00 .04

environment, ASSINST = use of assessment instruments,

EXP

a ADLDR = administrative leadership o% instruction, ENV = posééfje, orderly

expectations, ACHEMP = emphasis on achievement,

¥ P <.05 * p <.01
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“The teachers' perceptions of the use of assessment jnstruments was
found to be significantly pos1t1ve1y correlated with their perceptions
of the v1510nary (28) and 1nformat1on (21) bases of power. No
s.gnificant positive correlation was found with ‘the referent or expert
bases of power. . B R

Emphasis on achievement és pefceived by teathers was fouﬁd to be
significantly positivé1y correlated with theTr'percept1ons of the ‘
vis1on;ry 025) and information (.20) bases of power. No significant
bos%t1ve correlation was fou&d with the referent or expert bases of
power, | |

| Teachers' perceptians of high expectations was not found to be
significantly correlated w1£h any power bage.'

Teachers' perceptions of the principals' use of visionary pdwer wWas
positively correlated to all variables Pf the Schweitzer Questionna1ré‘
except having high expectations, Info#ﬁét%on power was positive]y:
correlated to three of the five var1a5fes of the Schweitzer Ouestionna1ré.

Referént power was sTgn1f1cantTy positively correlatgd(with two
variables [administrative leadership of instruction L34)-ahd positive,
orderly environment (.22)]. Expert power was pos1t1ve1y correTated only
with administrative leadership of instruction (.33). When teachers’ .
perceptions were averaged by school for each vdr1ab1e indicating school
effect1venes*d\and a Peé;;on product—moment correlation performed with
power bases, the resuTts,given by Table 16 were obtained. AIthough the
hypotheses were tested u§1ng teacher rather than.séhoo1 data, the -
correlations obtained were relatively the same magnitude and giﬁ's1gns

were always 1n- the same direction. In most cases the éqgre]at ons,us{ng‘
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school data were larger than the corre]atiéns using individual data, — ™
Visionary power was felated most strongly (quS).to.pgrcebt;bns~that
the principal exhibited adminfstrative 1eqdérsh1p of instruction. It
was alsgnreléted to use of assessment instruments (r=.54), .

The principal's perceived- use of information power was also
reasoﬁab]y strongly (r=.64) related té peréept1ons thatrfhey exhibited .- -
administrative leadership of instruction, ‘ ‘ ‘

Since the other correlations found wefeiless xhaﬁ -5, and ‘thus
explain less than 25% of the'variance. éhey will not be discuﬁsed here.
It may be sufficient to say that the pattern of relationships is similar
to that given 1ﬁ‘faq1e 15 using data based on individual teacher
responses {N=432). Thesé findings sﬁﬁport preﬁious re;earch finaihgs.

Bachman et al. (TSQﬁ? in a study of salesmen found that the greater
the re]iénce of the qffic; manager on expert and referent. power, 'the
greater were the salesmen's performance and their sétisfaction withitﬁe
manager. Expert powc in the Bachman study was defihed as respect for
the managers' competence and good judgementlgbout things with which they
are more experienced than I.. This deffhit{;n is different from that
used in this study. The definitions qf referent_pbwer in ‘both styd1es
were basically the same. | .

Bachman et al's findings were supported irn a study of primary
school teachers by Hornsté1n et al. (1968).. Using similar descnjpt1ohs
of the bases of power to Bachman, tﬁey fdund that the more that
principals relied on expert power, the more favorable were the
evaluations of the school system, the greater the satisfaction with the

principal, and the greater was the perception that students were more
, \ _
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Table 16

Correlations Between Indicators of School Effectiveness and Bases of.

-

Pcwerb, School Scores (N=63)

-

ADLDR?® ENV ASSINST EXPECT ACHEMP

VISIONARYD 75 27 5477 .04 367
INFORMATION  .64™" .20 .38 .06 26"
EXPERTISE 46" .30 .21 .08 .09
-REFERENT- 42 YA |- .00 .26"
COERCIVE . - .28" -3 -3 0 -2
LEGITIMATE - .17 -.10 - .20 05 0 - .12

REWARD -~ | ,05 - .1 .05 - .08 .04

3 ADLDR = administrative leadership of instruction, ENV = positive,

"orderly'environment, ASSINST = use of assessment instruments, EXPECT = )
having high expectations, ACHEMP = emphasis on acheivement.
‘*p_r<.05 = p <.01
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satiséjed‘w1th their teachers. Tpe,referent power bese failed to reach*
significance in this study. N i ‘

The third and most recent study to re1ate power bases. of: the 3
pr1nc1pa1 to indicators of organizat1ona1 effectiveness was reported by
Balderson (1975).. The resu1ts of his study 1nd1cated that principa]s
who were perceived by teachers to re]y on expert power received high
scores for teacher morale, teacher satisfaction with principal's
performance and the degree to which the pr1nc1pe1 raynyed:

1) teachers doing an effec%@ie.job helping stpdents 1e$}n;. \

2) teachers experimenting with new ideas and techn1ques. |

3) teachers suggesting ideas to improve the schoo!

These schools also received high scores for thé'degree-tq wpich
teachers feel their principals are open to their jdéae and theldegree to
which they feel their principals have deTegated'enough authority to |
teachers to enable them to do their work, These schools also reported ;
high frequency of attempts by the principa]ﬁpo Lpf]uence the way
teachers teach, Although the above description is not a performance
measure per se, many of the bepeviors describe those included in the
Schweitzer Questionnaire and thus can be cpnsidered to be associaéed
with schools which are effective at promoting student achievement, It
is interesting to note that Balderson's results showed personal power
(defined similar to referent power in this study) ae the second most
important base for a principal to achieve the above outcomes. The
provision of useful 1nf0rmat1pn may have been 1mp]fed in the def1n1t1en
of expert power of earlier studies and.thus contributed to the high

g

rank%ng of expertise as a power base 1n those studies. In the present
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'study. information power cSrre]ates'moderate]y with adm1nistrat1Ve~

' corre]at1on between the princ1pa1 s perceived possession and clear .

"

leadership (r=.64).° It also correlates with thé use of assessment -
instruments (r=38), and emphas1s on achieﬁehtent“(‘r"ng%) - It would seem :——
that when .principals are perce1ved as providing usefu1 1nformat1on' then

- the. school s a]so perce1ved to a reasonabTe extent as having a -

principal who exhibits adm1nﬂstrat1Ve‘Jeadeysh1p of instruction.. and to

~some small extent is also perceived as emphasjz1ng the use of assaessment .

instruments qnd also emphasizing achievement,

The.pr1n1c1pa1's perceived use of v1sionary'power was correlated
w1th adm1n1stra1ve 1eadersh1p of 1nstruct1on (ﬁ%?S),*use of assessment
1nstruments (ﬁ%54). emphas1s on achievement (r=.36) and the- schoo1s

+

perce1ved positive. orderly enV1ronment (r=27). The. reasonab]y strong

articy]atiqn€of gqals and purposes (visionary power) and pdm1n1strat1ve
1eadersh1p.'as well as its weaker correlation with use of assessmenf
instrgments maj indicate some areas—prfhcipa1s aré involved-in the goal
setting a d articulating process. ) ‘
These results support the findings of Ne111sch et al, (1978) They
found that schools which were signifitant1y more Tikely to show
achievement gains@had‘principa]s who felt strong]ydabout 1nstruction and-

who regularly reviewed and d1scussea.teach1ng'performance. The

LY

-investigators commented that aam1n15trators in these more effective

schools were communicating thefr views concerning instruction through

the above methods. This communication of vision closely parallels the

. definition of v1s1bnary power used in the present study and which

correlates to some degree with three vérigh]es of school effectiveness,
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The second . hypothesis stated that there will be a significant

‘ positive re1at1onsh1p between group atmosphere as. measured by Fiedler's

-

Group Atmosphere (GA) ale and the visionary. referent; 1nformat1on and -
expert bases of pow r as measured by the BPQ.- As Tab1e 14 shows. this
hypothesis was partia]]y supported _ "_ L.

Group atmosphere 1s def1ned as a measure of schoo] social climate,

S

It was found to be posjt1ve1y correTated w1th the visionary, (r=.36)
_dnformat1on. (nﬂ29) referent (ha29). and expert (ra15) bases of ™
}npower Therefore” the second hypothes1s ‘was part1a11y supported
Prev1ous stud1es (Bachman. Bowers and Marcus; 1968;° Bachman. Smith, and
S]esinger. 1966 Ba]derson. 1975 Burke and N11cox. 1971; Cope. 1972
Gud1tus‘and ZirkeT 1980 Hornstein et—a]., 1968 Ivancevich 1970'

Richmond et 1 1980) have found’ that the referent and expert bases of

-

power, were s1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated w1th subordinates 1ncreased
. sat1sfact1on w1th superior s performahce., To the extent that-GA is a

measure of satwsfact1on with superior 5 performance. this study supports

-

the corre]at1ons w1th referent poWer and with that port1on of expert
power now descr1bed by 1nformation power .Such find1ngs suggest that
the more principa1s are ab]e to obtain a teacher s admirat1on of their
. persona] qua11t1es (referent power), the greater w111 be the acceptance
" of the pr1nc1pa1 s performance by.the teacher5a | ‘
Information power and. visionarykpower were a]so found ‘to be,
positively corre]ated with GA in th1s study. This wou]d 1nd1cate that-,'
. provision of usefu1 1nformat10n ‘and the clear articu1at10n of purposes

of the school are assoc1ated with 1ncreased acceptance and‘respect foru

" the pr1nc1pa1 by the teachersh.



The third hypothesis stated that there w111 be a significant
negat1Ve re]utionsh1p between each of the schoo] efféctfveness
character1st1cs as measured by the SQ and the 1egft1mate. reward and
“coerc1ye base; of power as measured by the BPQ. The hypothesis was
‘part1a11y supported; "Table 15 indicates that for 1nd1V1dua1-respondent

SCOres, administrat1ve 1eadersh1p of instruction is negative]y :
“‘correTated wfth 1egit1mate (re =.21) and coercive (ﬂ? -,32) power but not -
. rewyard power, A ppsjt!ve. orderly environment was negatively corre1ated
enly with ceercipe powe} (ra -;ZQL Use of dssesehentrinstruments.
havfng_h;gh expeﬁ}at1on§rand amphasis on achievement were Aot
' _leiéniffteht1yLnegat1ye1y eorre1ate§ with any power base, |

- ‘The echoei-baeed scores in Table 16.sh%w that admidistra¢1ve -
-1eager§h1p‘6f ﬁns%rectioh is negatiie{y eorre[eted with coergive
,Cfn ~.28) ahd“1egit1mate (r= -;17) power. .A positive, orderly N
envfhoqment is negatively correlated with coercive, (r= ~.35), legitimate
'(r?-:;TQL and reqard'ﬁr= - 11) power. The use of assessment
1hstruments is negatively correlated with coercive (-.23) and Tegitimate
;@;20) power., .Emphasis. on achievement is negatively correlated with
coercive (-.22) and Tegitimate (-.12) power. The holding of high
' expectetﬁons were not negatively correTated'with"any power base.
ﬁegard]ess af whether analyzed using individuals or schoo1e, the
"__neéatice correlatiaons hetween coercive and legitimate power, and
indicators of effective schools were generally negative and of a
reasonably small magnitude.

These results support findings from Bachiman et al. (1966). The

significant negative correlation between 1eg1t1matefand coercive
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' powerﬁbaséé and éomp\cfiter1a of school effectiveness {n pﬁ; present
;tudy are 51m11;r to the negative correlations between legitimate and
;coertive power ‘and salesmen's performance as well as satisfaction with-

the manager {;Lthe Bachman study.

- Hornstein et al. (1968) also found' a significant negative corre-
-1at10n bety@en Iegitjmafe and coercive power bases and evaluation of the
school systemr satisfaction with the principal and teachers' perception
of student satisfaction with_the teacher, Similarly, Ba1derson,(197é)t

Al

found thaf effectiveness indicators such as teacher morale, satisfaction:
with the principal, open;ess of the pnjgcfpa]. etc. were associated with
low ratings of the Tegitfmate_and coercive power bases.
The Tack ?f any significant correlation between reward power. and
;schoq1 effectivggess.i? the preﬁent stuay is an interesting departure
frém the findings dfﬂpfe#ioys studies. Bachman et al. (1966) and
‘Hornstein et al. (1968) both regérted significant negative correlations
between reward power andTperformhnée measures. Balderson (1975) é%d not
classify any s§h361 as relying on reward power but did find that . five
percent of teachers classified the prosﬁect ;f receiving rewards as the
" reason for compliance ;ith their principéTs. gg]derson speculated that
print1pa1§;had Tittle ;t hand tohuse for rewards-and hence do not try to
shape teacher behavior by manfpﬁféting rewards. He also suggested that
principa]s may:have found that teachers did not respond to those rewards
they did use, Teachers may feel that such manipulation is a repugnant
“means of inducement and thus proves ineffective for principals.

The fourth hypothesis stated that there will be a significant

negative relationship between GA and the legitimate, reward and coercive

-

83



“

basgs of power as measured by the BPQ. Siﬁce all tﬁreé'bases were;
in fac:; negatively correlated to GA, the hypothesjs can be considered to
be partia]ﬂy supported.
o Coer¢1ve power was ﬁegative]y correlated {r= —27) with schop1
socfal climate (GA). As indicated in Tabie 1, previous studies have
also shown ; negative correlation between the coercive power base and
subord1nate satisfaction with the performance of their superior. This
would indicate a Tink between GA and this previous measure of
Qﬁbordinate satisfaction. It seems that principals who wish to have a
school with a more positive social climate should avoid relying on their
Eb1]1£y to mete out punishment as a means of gaining compliance.
Lég1t1mate power was very weakly negatiﬁe?y corré]ated {r= —;095
with GA in this study. Reward power was a]go weaﬂ]y negatively
c&rrelated (r= —;125'w1th‘GA.. Thus the perception by teachers that ]
principals use legitimate or rewérd power is weakly correlated with’
teachers' perceptions of a less positive social c]imate in their schooi.
Etziond (1961) described leaders who derive power exclusively from
the office they hold as oﬁficersL Officers tend to control instrumental
“activities or activities a;med'at adaptation of the organization and
goal achievement; while other 1nfonma] leaders tend to control expressive
activities or activities dealing with social integration and maintenance
of values. In coercive organﬁzétions 11ke prisons, Etzioni argues that
officers will dominate informal feaders. The result s {an atmospher; of
antaéoh1sm and defiance between Teaders and led. A similar reaction
should be expected in schools where leaders rely on position apd

coercion to gain compliance. -
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The fifth hypothesis stated that there will be a positive
relationship betwéen the indicators of effective schools and GA. As
Table 8 indicates, teachers' perceptions of GA were positively
cérre1ated with thefr perceptions of administrative leadership of
1nstruct10n.(wa49), a positive, orderly environment (r=,48), emphasis
on achievement (na4?). use of assessment instruments (r=33), and the

presence of high expectations in the school (r=19). Therefore, the

fifth hypothesi§'1s supported.

Extended Analysis

In testing of the previous five hypotheses, the study ptovided an
opportunity for én_extended analysis which resulted in a generation of
additional proposit{ons and findings. The results of the analyses used
to test the main hypotheses indicated. a” tendency for certain power‘ba;es
to be related to certain indicators 6f school effectiveness. This
refationship-may be mediated by the condition of the group atmosphere in

the school.: .
A multiple regression analysis was used to attempt to predict which
bases of power are associated with each criteria of school effectiveness

in conditions of more positive and less positive atmosphere.

-

Predicting administrative leadership of instruction. .Tab]es 17 and 18
display thé vé?iab]és, the unstandaf&ized‘fegress1ons coefficients (B),
the squared hﬁ1t1p1é correTations'(EE), F and p for %ach stép in the

hierarchical regression which producéd a s1gn1?1can£ increase 1n'pred1c-

-

tion of adm1n1strat%ve 1eadersh1p of instruction, Tab1é 17 indicates
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L4
that 1nbschools with a group atmosphere (GA) score of greater than 65'“
fhe best pdwér bases to predict increased levels of administrative
leadership of instruction are the v1516nary. 1nformat%on. lack of coer-
cién;'and expertise bases. Table 18 indicates that in schools with a GA
score of 65 or less levels of administrative leadership of instruction
are best predicted by the levels of perceived use of the visionary and

expert poﬁer bases as well as lack.of use ‘of the legitimate and coercive

power by the principal. It should be noted that in schools with a more

positive GA (>65), information power accounts for the largest éingle -

portion of variance (15%) of any of the péwer bases. Visionary power
acc;untsifor another 5%, followed by lack of use of coerc1on*an& use of
expert with 2% eachj

.When“the GA is less positive (< 65), visionary power accounts for
fhe largest sfng1e portion of variance (30%) followed by lack of use of
Tegitimate (6%), use of-expert (2Z) and' lack of use of coercive power é*ﬂﬂg__\

Itlis interesting that the provisjon of useful information is
Tinked to perceptions of administrative leadership of_instruciion in
schools with a more positive‘socig1 climate but-not in schools with a
less positive social climate, It is also interesting that in less
positive GA schools, perceptions that the principal is using visionary
power is the strongest single predictor (30%) of perceptions of
administrative leadership. In more positive GA scho;igg use of

visionary power only contributes 5% to the prediction of administrative

leadership of instruction.
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Table 17

Predicting Administrative Leadership of Instruction 1in

Schools with Good® Group Atmosphere (N=199)

Prediéting Administrative Leadership of Instruction in Schools

Table 18

Poor® Group Atmosphere (N=231)

Variable

Step entered °B BE F p

1 Information 1.22 .15 6.42 0121

2 Visionary 1.67 .20 14.02 . 0002
-3 Coercion - .98 .22 6.61 .0109

4 Expert .82 .24 5.28 .0226

3 Good GA = score > 65

-~

with

Variable
Step entered B 52 F P
1 Visionary  2.92 .30 58. 88 .0001
2 Legitimate  -.88° .34 6.22  .0134
3 Expert .93 .36 7.18 .0079
4 - Coercive - 71 .37 4.62 ©,0326

"a poor GA score < or= 65
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Predicting posit{ve and orderly environment. Tables 19 and 20 display
the variables B, BE, F and p for each step in the regression which
produced a significant increase in the prediction of a positive and
orderly environment. Table 19 indicates tﬁat in schools with a GA score
greater than 65, a positive, orderly environment is best predicted by
the principal's use of visionary power and non-use o?:1egit1mate power.
It 1s interesting to note-that in Schools with a GA of 6% or less, a
positive, orderly environmeht is best predicted by the principal's non-
use of coercion (see Table 20). In both cases, however, the varia;ce
accounted for is small. ‘
. Table 19 .

Predicting positive and Orderly Environment in Schools with
Good? Group Atmosphere (N=199) -

- Variable
Step entered 8 BE E p
1 Visionary 47 .03 7.93 . 0053~
2 Legitimate -.30 .06 4,72 .Q310

1

2 Good GA score »>65



\\\Ei 7 Table 20 | |

. Predicting Positive and Orderly Environment in Schools with

Poor? Group Atmosphere (N=231)

\
- Variable o * R
\\\Hw;;_‘hxyﬂf}ep entered » B 32 F P
| 1 Coercion + -.73 .10 26.49 .0001
f%w_a Poor GA score < or'= 65

Predicting the use of assessment instruments. Only in schools with
GA grealer than 65 was there a significant 32. As Table 21 shows, the
use of assessment instruments in such schools is best predicted by the

[use of visionary and reward power and+mon-use of legitimate power by the

principal. The variance accounted for is very small.

Table 21

Al

Predicting Use of Assessment Instruments in Schools with

Good® Group Atmosphere (N=199) -

Variable 2
Step entered B R F p
e Visionary .66 .04 10.41 .0015
2 Legitimate  -.46 . .06 6.98 - .0089
3 .- Reward. .34 .08 3.97 .0478




Predicting emphasis on achievement. Only in schools with GA less
than or equal to 65 was there a sfgn1f1cant-32. As table 22 1nd1catés.

the emphasis on achievement in such schools s best predicted by the use

¢
of expert and visionary bases of power on the part of the principal.

-

Once again, the variance accounted for by these power bases is very

small,
Table 22
Predicting Emphasis on Achievement in Schools with .
Poor? Group Atmosphere N=231)

Variable “ _ 2 L
Step entered 8 R F P
1 Expertise .28 .04 4,36 .0379
2 Visionary .29 .05 4,10 L0447

8 GA < or = 65

u.

N s? .
Predicting overall effectiveness, Tables 23 and 24 show those variables
that best predict overall school effectiveness in school with more positive

GA and those with less positive GA. In both conditiaons of GA, four

factors are the best predictors of school effectiveness. In schools with
GA of over 65, use of visionary power by the principal accounts for 12% of
the variance in school effectiveness. MNon use of coercion adds another 6%

(Bz = ,18) and use of expertise adds another 1% (ﬂz =,19) and non use of

legttimate power (32 = ,22) adds 3% significant increments to 52.

!
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Table 23

Predicting Overall Effectiveness in Schools with

Good® Group Atmosphere (N=199)

N

Variable 5
wStep entered -8 R F P
1 Visionary 3.35 .12 23.05 . 0001
2 Coercion  -{.57 18 6.7 .0124
3 Expertise 1.75 .19 9.75 .0021
4 Legitimate —1.50 .22 6.26 .0132
3 GA > 65 X N
) Table 24
| Predicting Overall Effectiveness in Schools witm_
Poora'GroupAAtmosphere (N=231)
Variable 2
Step entered B R F P
1 Visionary  3.88 .20 28.17  .0001
2 Legitimate - 1.69 .27 6.15 .0139
3 Coercion  ~ 1.66 .25 . 6.89 - ,0093
4 * Expertise 1.57 .28 5,51 .0198
8 GA < or = 65



~

ka

In schools witH'GA of 65 or Tess, use of visjonary power by the
principal accounts for 20% of the variance in school effectiveness, lack
of use of coercive power (32 =,25) and Tegitimate power @2227) also ad.d‘
significantly to R2. .Finally. use of the expert power base (Ba =,28) by
the pr1nc1pa1. adds s1gn1ficant1y to R2

;) The best predictors of variab]es in the Schweitzer Questionnaire
é;\)associated with school effectiveness; regardless of group atmosphere are;
" the possess1on and articu]at1on of the purposes of the school by the
principal (visionary power). the degree to which the principal has a
reputation for superior knowledge or ability (expert power), the degree to
which teachers do not believe that principals can penalize or make-thinés
difficult for those who do not cooperate, (ooerc1ve power), and ehe degree
to which teachers do not believe that the principal has a right,

' considering their position to expect teachers to do what the principal.

Tt

wants (legitimate power),

The 1mportance of the use of visionary pow.r by principals can be
pointed out by/éhe percentage.of variance (R2 0) accounted for by this
factor, especially in schools with a less pogitive sociaﬁ ciimate.ﬂ\fhe
second major factor 1s lack aof perceived coercion. This factor accounts
for another 5 - 6Z of the variance in tota] schoo] effectiveness. .In Tess
positive GA schools. it appears that the clear articulation of goals but "
without any 1mp11cations of coercion, as we]]las the possession by the

"pr1nc1pa1 of the reputation of an expert ]eads to perceptions by the staff

that the school a]so possesses the characteristics of effective schoo]s.-
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It seems, that schools with a less positive social climate may need a
Teader who they can believe in (efbertise) and who clarifies what is to be

done (visionary) but without coercion.

Additional Data -
" At’ the beginning of the instrument package distributed to

participating teachers was a blank sheet of paper headed with the
question; "what specific things does your principal do that encouraées
your willingness to cooperéte with him/her?" The.responses'to that
" question are given in Table 25 r

Examples of comments most frequently received were; "open to
suggestions”, "listens”, "listens to your'concern§ﬂ "he always takes time
to Tisten to my story no matter how swamped with.his owﬁ:resgons1b111t1es".

Second most frequently received were comments like: "supportive of new
and innovative ideas", :supportﬂve regarding and during 1nterv1ewsd: "he is
sympathetic to personal difficulties and supportive d% personal- change", |
"supportive of personal change", "supports me".

Next in frequency came suggestions like: "asks forlépinﬂons re;.dew |
equipment.’supp1ie§2 "my principal always makds himself available télme".l
"demonstrates that our opinions are valued", "open door\po]ié& to discuss

I / ’
concerns .

The fourth most frequent comment resembleek "provides positive
feedback - verbal and written", "makes a point of pratsing effort”, "gives

praise for even small successes”, "gives us a pat on the back“whén we do a

‘
'

good job".
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Space does not permit gugtations to support all the behaviours listed
in Table 25, These behavipursqbére derived from the written comments
recefved, however, and should be viewed as a categorization of actual
comments rather than an artificially derived list,

Principals -who were willing to listen, -who were available and
interested, and who followed an "open door" bolicy were cited most fre-
quently as encouraging teacher cooperation, Seeond,ranked in frequency
of occurrence was suppori ‘Th1s suﬁport cou]dwrange from support for the
teacher in matters of discipline or other‘broblem situations with both
students and parents;%o affirmation, encouragement and demgnstrat1ons of
respect and confidence in the teacher's classroom ;b111ty. Teachers
Qere encouraged to cooperate w{ih principals; who were friendly, warm,
s1nceré and caring; who had a §epse'of humor and a positive outlook;
who treated staff ;;fh respect and fairness; and who were seen to have -
reasonable demands for which they gave the staff rational arguments.
Teachers were encouraged to cooperate when principals recognized extra
effort and praised a job well do;e. Principals who 1nv01véd teachers in
decision making, who set an example by their own hard work, ;ho'weré
knowledgeable about school matters and who encoufaged professional
growth and 1innovation aiso encouraged teacher cooperation. Teachers
coop;;éted more with principals who were willing to take into account
the "human element” and were concerned about tFachers' out of school
life as well. The principal who was competent, confident and able to
state clear expectations a; well as to give "strajght" answers and

prompt action was also seen to encourage teacher copperation. Teachers

also cooperated more if the principal kept in touch with the reality of
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Table 25

Frequency Distribution of Behaviors Which Encourage Teachers to
Cooperate with Principals (N=285)*

Lo A
Behaviour ‘ f
. d -

Listens, available, interested . 74
Supportive 57
Open to suggestion, seeks opinion 40
Praises teacher for superior effort and work 40
Confidence in teacher's classroom ability 34
Friendly 29
Supports teacher in discipline and other ‘

problem matters with student and parent 28
Concerned about out of school life and the

"human element” 27
Fair ‘ 25
Positive 25
Treats staff with respect, afflrms, encourages 23
Sense of humor 23
Involves teachers in decision making 23
Hard worker 22
Knowledgeable about school matters 20
Ercourages professional growth and innovation - 19
Warm, sincere, caring 16
Reasonable, rational : _ 16
Clear expectations, confident, competent . 14
Straight answers, prompt action - 13
Asks rather than orders 12
Keeps staff informed - 12
Keeps 1n touch with classroom "reality" 10

602 "

Total is greater than 285 because eacﬁ respondent Tisted more than
| one behavior. g
o Only 285 teachers responded to this question.
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the classroom such as through frequent, non-threatening visits, and if
the principal kept the staff informed through bulletins and announce-
ments.

Taken together..these responses indicate that teachers are
encouraged to cooperate with prins{pals-who know their job, know wbere
. the school is going and have fhe ski]]s needéd to get the job ddhé: In
addition the principals must be supportive of the‘irj s-taff and be m
available to give that support. ' _

Sim?]ar:fesponses were reported in a study ;¥~Ea]1forn1a schools
(California State Department of Education, 1977). In high achieving
schools teachers rated principals as more helpful at supporting new
ideas and projects, backing up teachers, enhancing pargnt-teacher
relations, enforcing discipline, developing instructional leadership,
and acquiring and distributing materials. " The supportive behaviour of
the principal was consideredlto be the major factor contributing to
teacher job sat1sf5%t1qn and high student achievement in this study.

Indicators of quality schools were described.by the Colorado State
Department of Education (1982). Three indicators of effective principal
leadership in such schools were: the principa}'sbsupport arid e
encouragement for coopérative teaching, new ideas, and creative
tqgch1n;: the principal's accessibility and respons1venes§ to teachers;
and the principal's wi]]ingness for open communication.

The findings of botﬁ the California study and the Colo
Instrument contain elements of the suppor£1ve“behav10r of pr1nc1pa1s';
which are found in the results of tﬁé present study.

The responses given in Table 25 show similarities to the results of

- =
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a study of the job satisfaction of high.school principals {(Gunn and
H;1daway. 1985). They found that the oOeraJ] Job satisfaction of senior
high school principals -was directly and sqbétant1a11y related to their
perception of the ﬁchoo1s' overall effect1veness.;the1r overall
effectiveness as a leader and their overai] level of influence, The
best predictor of the overall level of jnf]uence was the principal's
5érsona1 qualities and characteristics. The results qf the presen;
study,qf elementary scﬁooT principals and teachers as stated above would
also indicate that the principals' personal quaTities'have a great deal
to do with their‘ab11ity to influence teachers.

In interviews, Gunn and Holdaway report that six principals v1ewgd
leadership "as working effectively wi%ﬁ people, sharing responsi-
bilities, drawing out the best in péop]e. and estab11$h1ng close
relationships”, Leadership was not perceived by any of the principals

to be the "exercise of authority" or a strict superordinate-subordinate

relationship. Their fjndings reflect the responses of teachers in the

present study. : |
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CHAPTER IV

E-"‘

4
Conclusions and Implications

The conclusions and 1mp11cat16ns of this study are presented in

this chapter. Suggestions for further research are also given.

anc]usions

- The following discussion presents the major.coné1usions of this
analysis of fhe re]&tionsth between the perceived bases of a pr1nc1pa1's‘
power, selected 1nd1cators of effective schools, and the quality of schoo]
soctaT climate. To research the problem, five hypotheses were deve]oped
andfgésted. The first four hypotheses were partia]]y supported, and
hyﬁptﬁés1s five was fully supported.

This study is the on1yxone, knowﬁ to the researcher, ts attempt to.
f‘use the information power base as distinct from expert p?aer as suggested
by Raven (1971). The fact that information power corrj}étes so much mor;
strongly_than experf power.W1th the:ﬁndicators of effe;tfve schools used in
this study would séem to support its diétinction frogfexpert power,
Therefore, this study does seem to provide some supg;rt for Raven's (1971)
reformuTation of bases of power

This study introduces to the research ]iterature. the visionary base
of power, The fact that 1t is reasonably strongTy correlated (r=,75) to -
‘adm1n15trat1ve leadership of instruction é1ves sqpe 1nd1cqt1on of how
pr1nc1pa15 who provfde a c]ear'b1cture of the purposes and goals of their
school are seen by their teachers. Berlew (1979), 1in a discussion of
leaggrship in organizations, describes three leadership styles; custodial,

managerial, and charismatic, Charismatic Teadership is necessary for

]
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satisfaction énd)excitemen£ in the organ1za£10n according to Berlew, He
contends that charismatic 1ea§ersh1p may in fact, reduce—eff1c1enby but it _——7
also will increase motivation and commitment, two much needed eiements_1n
modern organizations in Berlew's view.

Berlew dgfinqs eﬁarismatic leadership in terms of three types of )
leadership behaviour which "provide meaning to work and generate
organizational excitement" {p. 347). These are:.

1.  The development of a "common vision" for the organization
related to values shared by the organization's members,

2. the discovery‘or creation of value-related opportunities and
activities within the framework of ihe mission and goals of
the organization, and ) - -

3. making oréﬁnizétion members feel stronger and more iﬁ“

.‘ control of their own destinies, bot? individually and
collectively. //
Visionary power.qas def;ned in this study, seems closely related to the
charismatic 1eadershdp‘ﬁimension described by Berlew.

This study found a“definite relationship between the teachers'
perceptions of the power bases used by the princ1pa1'and their perceptions J
of indicators of school effec;iveness. V%sionary power was particularly |
related to administrative leadership of instruction and the use of . °
assessment {nstruments. To a lesser extent it was a1£9 related to
achiévement emphasis. The percéivéd use of information power was
particularly related toladm1n1strat1ve Teadership and to a lesser extent,

to use of assessment {instruments. The perceived use of expert.power was

somewhat related to administrative Teadership of instruction. The use of
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referentlpower was moderately related to administrative leadership of
instruction and to a positive, orderty school environment. The other
relationships present were df a modest magnitude.

This study found that in schools with a less positive school social
cl{mate. the relationships between bases of a principal's power and
indicators of school effectiveness were stronger than in schools with a
more-positive school social climate. Although the amount of variance
> accounted for is modesf, the finding is 1ntérest1ﬁg. Pe;haps; it 1s'th0§e
schools which have a poor social climate thch»require a non—threétening.

‘but charismatic princiba] in order to become more effective.

~

Implications

_ Those 1nv01ved in the training of elementary schoo1 principals may be
1ntere5ted in the results of th1s study. It would seem that principals
need to develop a clear personal.philosophy of what teaching and learning
in schools is all about and be prepared to modify that ph1losophy to the
particular needs of their students in order to clearly articu]ate a
"vision" for-their school. Such a clear vision, coupled with a suppoft1v;.
non—éoerc1v; attitude séem-part1cﬁiar]y important in schools with a poor‘
social climate. -
~ Principals also gppeafyto need to use power bases most acceptable to
teachers. For principals to rely on tﬁe1r legitimate power or power
1nherent in their officexwithout involving staff in participafofy decision-
making would seem félly.

Teachers perceive principals who are able to supply useful information

with indicators of effective schools than they do principals who simply
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rely on the.reputation for expertise without actually "walking the talk™
Principals should be true instructional leaders, being able to lead and

support teachers in all aspects of school curricula,

Further Research

The Schweitzer Questionnaire needs to be related to measures of
student achievement in Canada, Although the characteristics of
effectiveness used in the instrument were related to achievement in the
United States, it remains to be determined which characteristics are
related to student achievement in Canadian schools, and to what extent'they
are related.

Thefé is a need to examine the variables used in this study by means
of multivariate analysis in order to get a better uﬁderstandfng of the
interplay among the variables.

In order to better understand what principals do, who are per&bived as
using a particular power base, studies on principal behaviour need to be
conducted. Interviews with teachers and principals as well as direct
observations seem appropriate for this. ‘/J
It would seem that schools cannot effectively be "carbon copies" of

one another, The particular vision which will create.an effective school

seems unique to each school. More studies to investigate this idea seem

necessary.
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1.

10.

THE GROUP ATMOSPHERE QUESTIONNAIRE

- o
Please describe the group atmosphere of your present
school by checking the following items:

Friendly

Accepting

Satisfying
Enthusiagtic
Productive
Warm

Cooperative

Interesting- ' :

Supportive

Successful

115

Unfriendly
Rejecting
Frustrating
Unentﬁusiastic
Nonproductive
Cold
Uncooperative
Boring
Hostilg B

Unsuccessful



—_—

_» Bases of Power Questionnaire

Read each of the following descrlptlons of the bases\of
power carefully. - :

Reward power is the ability of the principal to. gain a
teacher's compliance based on the teacher's belief
that the principal can give special help and beneflts
to those who cooperate with hlm/hef .o

qurc1ve power is the ability of the prin¢ipal to gain
a teacher's compliance based on the teacher's belief
that the principal can penalize or make things dif=
ficult for those who do not cooperate with him/her,,

Expert powér is the ability of the principal to‘gain-&
teacher's compllance based on the principal's reputa-
tion for superior knowledge or ability.

Information power is the ability of the prlnc1pal to
gain a teacher's compliance based on the prlnclpal s
ability to actually provide useful information.

Referent power is the ability of the pr1n01pa1 to gain
a teacher's compliance based on the teacher's. admira- -
tion of hls/her personal. qualities and the teacher s
- desire to act in a way that merits his/her respect
' and admiration.'

- Legitimate power is the ability of the principal fo ~
gain a teacher's compliance based on the teacher's"
belief that the principal has-a right, ‘gonsidering:
his/her p051tlon, to expect teachers to do what (s)he
wants. -

Visionary power is the ability of the principal-to gain~”
a teccher's compliance based on the teacher's belief
that the principal has a definite vision of the pur-
poses (goals) of the school and-clearly articulates
those purposes (goals). -,

BN

.
bt

Please respond to each of the following statements by

checking your reaction on the scale provided. -
1. My principal employs legitimate power. A . W
agree _ _ _  __ __ _ _ disagree
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 -

2. My principal employs vision¥ry power.» -
false __ - __ true .

1 2 3 4 B &6 7

h 116 o



L

1

3. gy principal employs reward poWer. ‘
incorrect e . . i N
1 2. .3 4 -5 6 7

4. My principal employs expert power.
wrong

1 2 3 4 576 7T

- yes - _ __ _ - —
7 6 5 4 3 2 1-
6. My priqpipai employs coercive power.

agree L . - .
7 6 5 T 3

h4
}_l

7. My principal employs information power.
false' R
1 2 3 4 5. 6 7
8. My principal employs visionary power.
- yes _
7 6 5 4 .3 2 1

9.. My prlnc1pal employs expert power
incorrect
i 2 3 4 5 e

10. ﬁy principal employs coercive power.
: wrong

12 3 4 s 6 T

. 11. My principal employs legitimate power.

, wrong
o ' 1 2 3 4 5. 6 77
12. My principal employs reward power.
oo falgse _ _  __ __ __ __ _
. l 2 ,‘4‘3 4 5 6 7

13. My principal employs referent power.

agree
7 & 5 4 3 2 71

14. My principal employs information power.
yves
7 6 5 4 3 2 1

15. My principal employs reward power. -
yes __ _
7 6 5 4 3 2 1

16. "My principal employs legitimate power.
incorrect
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

correct

right

- no

disagree

true

no

correct

right

right

true

disagree

no

no

correct



17. My ‘principal employs coercive power.
incorrect correct

T 2T 3 T 5 & 7T

18. My principal employs expert power.
: false _ _ __ __ true
: Z 3 4 5 & 7
19. My principal employs visionary power.
agree . disagree

7 6 S 4 3 2 1

20. My principal employs information power.
agree - ' - disagree
7 6 S 4 3 2 1
21, My principal employs referant power.
wrong right -
1 2 3 q 5 6 7 ’

22, My principal employs expert power.
agree -~ disagree’

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

23. My principal employs information power.
wrong right
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. My principal employs reward power.

agree L __  __ __ disagree
6 5 4 3 7Z 1
25, My principal employs coercive power.
false true
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. My principal employs visionary power,
wrong right
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

27. My principal employs referent power.
Py false . true
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

28. My principal employs legitimate power.
ves no
1 6 5 4 3 2 1

29. My principal employs referent powver. _
incorrect ' correct

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. My principal employs coercive power.
yes ' no

7 6 F.3F T T T
118
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31. My principal employs information power.
- incorrect correct

.1 2 3 4 T & T
@ S >
32, My principal employs legitimate power.,
false true
1 2 3 4- 5 6 7

33. My principal employs visionary power.
incorrect ' __ __ correct
1 2 3 4" 5 6 7

34. My principal employs reward 'power.

wrong riéht
1 2 3 4- 5 6 7

35. My principal employs expert power.
Yes _  _ - no

7 6 5 4 3 7T 1

What specific things does your principal do that
encourages your willingness to cooperate with him/her?

v : 119-
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strongly
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strongly
disagree

strongly
disagree

disagree

|
|

disagree
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agree

agree

strongly
agree’
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David C. Cross
. 9 Ridgevalley Drive
" Nepean, Ontario
K2B 6L2 -

December 20, 1984 .

-

Dear’

I am'a former elementary schopl pr1nc1pal who is presently
working on my Ph.D. at the Unlver51ty of Ottawa. I am

- requesting your permission and aid in collectlng data from

some ef your elementary schools.

My topic is "The Relationship Between Bases of Power and

Elementary School Effectiveness". Basicalily, my study is a
correlatlon of French and Raven's bases of power with a

126

measure of school effectiveness based on five characteristics

of effective schools frequently mentioned in the literature.

In brief, my study involves the correlation of the elementary
school- principal's base of power a3 perceived by his staff
with the measures of school effectiveness. Th;s relationship
should be further mediated by the quality of the relationship
between -the principal and his staff (group atmosphere).

Previous reserach has supported this line of reasoning.
However, little research has been done in Canada using the
school effectiveness criteria presented in this study. In
addition, ‘the bases of power orlglnally proposed by French
and Raven have been expanded in thlS study.

This research could shed light on those factors of leadership
which are assoc1ated with instructionally effective schools.

Enclosed are copies of the instruments that will be used in
my study. The school principal would complete the Group

~Atmosphere scale. Half the staff in a school would complete

the Schweitzer Questionnaire; the other half the Bases of
Power Questionnaire and the Group Atmosphere scale. The
Group Atmosphere scale. requires about five minutes, the Bases
of Power Questionnaire about ten minutes, and the Schweitzer
Questionnaire about twenty minutes to complete. I am aware
of the sensitivity of some of the data and will hold all data
in the strictest confidence. The study will involve schools
throughout Ontario and all data will be pooled so that no
comparisons between individual pr1nc1pals, schools or boards
w1ll be performed.

Lt
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In conclusion, I am requesting two things; your permission to
.collect data from cooperating schools in your jurisdication,
and a list of elementary schools and their principals which
would be willing to cooperate in this research. The data
would be collected in February and March and a report of the
results of the study would be sent to all schools who
requested it. g '

Your prompt consideration of this reguest would be
appreciated. _ .

Yours truly,

Qi & Eor

David C. Cross

PS. I wish Yo S‘.\"&»\,ﬁ\'j onl 'H\cse.. P'rine.'i Pa\s‘ whe l'm\le_,
beer oo princt Pm\ in that school for ot leagt Two
Years, ' .

L

127



~that this study will contribute to that knowledge.

N | | 9 Ridgevalley Drive
° NEPEAN, Ontario 4
K2B 6L2

Dear

I am an elementary school principal presently worklﬂg on my Ph.D.
at the University of Ottawa. I am requesting your help in collecting
data. This help would consist of two things:

l. select a staff member to distribute and collect the staff
questionnaires; —_—

2. complete the Group Atmosphere scale and return it in the
envelope provided to the selected staff member so it may
be returned to me with -the others,

The selected staff member will be asked to randomly select ten
staff members to complete a set of three instruments: (1) the GaA
scale you completed; (2) a measure of what power .base most influences
them to comply with your wishes; (3) and a measure of your school's
effectiveness in academic achievement. The time required to complete
all three would be 20~-30 minutes. ; :

This study is attempting to identify the power base and specific
behaviors of principals who administer instructionally effective
schools. As a fellow principal, I am very aware of the pressures on

- your valuable time. I am, however, also aware of the need to increase

our knowledge of how best to use our time and energies. It is my hope

N

Although all data from the 100 partmcmpatlng Ontario schools will
be pooled in order to guarantee anonymity, I will gladly send you a
copy of the final results if you wish. This is undoubtedly a promise
you have heard before.: I can only guote a Regina school principal who
cooperated on my master's research. He said’

"O0f all the studies that I have participated in,
everyone promised that results to - participants
would be forthcoming. You are the only one who
kept his word."

Since your school has been randomly selected, it is critical to my
study that both you and your staff complete and return your question-
naires as soon as possible. An indication of your support for this
study to your staff would be greatly appreciated.

3\

Your Director of Education is aware of this request and has given
his permission for me tq, contact you. -

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation! ,
Yours truly, ‘

David C. Cross

L L R R N R R L I I L R I R I I I R O T T T T T S R

Tear. off and return with questlonnalre if you wish a copy of the
study's results.

Name

Address
Postal Code
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Principal Data Form

About you:

Total years of teaching experience

Years as principal of this. school

Sex

————

Highest degree earned

—_——

Number of schools you have administered as principal

Briefly outline your involvement in instructional or -
curriculum matters outside your school (€g. curriculum
committees, subject councils, etc.) '

About your school:

Enrolment

Estimate what percent of your parents would fall into
category A, B and C. -

A % B % C %

— " _ -
Professionals ’ (Bookkeepers, travellers, (Bus drivers,
(Doctors, lawyers, firemen, police, nurses,  construction
teachers, engineers, realestate, secretaries, workers, mechanic,
accountants, managers, mallmen, etc.) machine operator,
librarians, social farmer, cook,
workers, etc.) o caretaker, etc.)
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Dear Colleague,

Thank you for helping with the data collection
for my study. Enclosed find ten questionnaire kits.
Each kit consists of a letter to the teacher, three
different questionnaires and an envelope to enclose

them. Please select ten staff members at random

{you may include yourself) and ask them to complete
the three questionnaires (about 1/2 hour) and
return them to you, sealed. If after one week
there are some not yet returned, please ask them
once more. After two weeks please return to me all
completed questionnaires, including the principal's
envelope, in the stamped, addressed envelope
provided. = .

" Since I must have atleast five.of the ten
returned, if aftédr two weeks there are fewer than

five returned, please use your powers of persuasion.

- -

Your conscientious effort is critical to this
study. Thank you for your cooperation!

e Yours truly,

(il © Cer

Y,
David C. Cross

---------------------------------------------------

- Tear off and return with the questionnaires if you

wish a copy of the study's results.
Name

Address
Postal Code
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Dear Colleague,

I am an elementary school principal presently working on
my Ph.D. at the University of Ottawa. I am requesting your
help in collecting data. This help consists of completing
the three enclosed questionnaires. One measures the atmos~
phere of your school (one minute), another measures your per-
ception of why you comply with your principal's requests
(five minutes); the third measures the level of instriictiocnal
effectiveness of your school (ten minutes). When conpleted,
return them (in the envelope provided) to the staff member
who gave them to you. That person will mail the responses to
me. All data from the 100 participating schools will be
pooled, so you can be assured of anonymity.

2Your Director of Education and your principal have
agreed to cooperate in this study. Your prompt completion
and return of the questlonnalres is, however, the most criti-
cal part of the study. It is hoped that behaviors associated
with instructionally effective schools will be, identified by

this study.. If you want a copy of the results please 1nd1cate
below.

As one of a select few who have been randomly chosen to
participate in this study, your responses are extremely
important. Please complete and return the gquestionnaires as
soon as possible to the staff members who gave them to you.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation!

Yours truly,

QAW&Q Q\(*}’Y

. David C. Cross

Tear off and return.with questionnaire if you wish a copy of
the study's results.

' q
Name
Address . )
Postal Code e ‘
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