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In their: now claSSic study of the "WﬁitCman School;" Hemphllk, Griffiths

and Frederiksen (1962) struotured eight’ primaly dimcnsions of admlnistfativo

behavior.

' v

%

Those factors haves been used.pxtensively to det’ermine diagnostic

.

’ d .
profiles for aspiring and practicing administrators.
. : ¢ e .

materials

v .
. insights into his administrative stylao.

A
.

v

in .the in-basket exercise,

)

¢

-

#

Through .usé of thé

At one time or another in an attempt

fe

and procedures"déygipped from. their data, one is able to gain
. " o o v

\

Thc maJor objectives of the origlnal study vere:

v

.

.

to simulate his/her administratfva actions, many in Divisien A have participated

e

(< 1) To defermine perfoigance dimensions in the elementary school
principalship in ordér to gain a better undefstafiding of the :
naturc of the job. - LR

’ .
]

é) Td gathcr data relevant to the- piobTem of selecting schobl

administrators.

e .
B ®

.
~

Y]

.

. 3) To' provide materidls and instruments for the study and -teaching

of school administration.

-

B . ~

of the principal's job.

To achieve these, an admlnistrative vignette was contrivea in éﬁich

A portion of that experience included the in-basket

e
. -~

- T

. >
‘responses, might be elicited and recorded with rcspé;t to the fundamentail}asks

) y o
< , s
. exetrcise, Ihé\tWO,hundrcd thirty-two principals participating in the study
o J -7 . . :
" ‘were scored on cach of sixty-eight categories: ™
’ . - "K. u:‘
Estimated Kumber of Woxds " Number of Items Not Attempted
Usual Courses of Action Rejection of Test Conditioms. =
Number of Subordinates Involved Number of Subordinate Groups InvoLved
Ind1VLcually Number of Outsiders Tnvélved ’
: Number of Superiors Involved . Individually ’
Number of Outside Groups 1nvolved~ .Unusual Courses of Action e
. . ¢ Gives Recognition for Ability or Shows Avareness of Poor Work
Good Work Socially Insensitive’
Carelessness or Minor Error , Conceptual, Analysis
Relates o Background Materials or ~ - Prejudges, Makes Unwarranted Assumption,
Other Items 1 or Largely Inappropriate Perception
Uses Human or Personal Values in Uses Physical Values in Analysis
Analysis Uses Program Velues in Analysis
n ‘ | {
€ \ 4 o
3 N " . . .
. ¥ , s ot . 3 ' R v
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-+, DPiscusses with Subordinates Discusses with Superiors or Outsiders

Asks for Information, Opinion, . Asks for Information, Opinion,
Advice, oy Bérmleslon from o Advigce, or Permission ‘from
Subordinate# ’ . Superiprs o
Asks for Informatlon, Opinion, Requires Furthet Information . i
] Advice, or Permission from . Delays or Postpones Decistion or .
. " Outsiders. . - i Temporizes ' ’
Arrives at a Procedure for - Contingent Decision ’ :
i Dec1c1ng : Congluding Decision .
. Makes Tentative or DLflnltC Work Sche&uled foxr Samg or FoTlow1ng ' *
°. . fPlans Only ’ Day .
bt Work Scheduled for Same or ... Work Scheduled \Indefinite Time or Ko
Following Week ) ) \) Time Specified
- . 7 Takes Leading Action \ _.~" Takes Terminal Action -
. .. Follows Lead by Subordlnates . . Follows Lead by Superiors
‘. FolTows Lead by Out31ders - Follows a Pre-established Structure ¥ '
. . Coordination’ ) Initiates a New Structure
Delegates Completely ’ . Delegates Partially with Control
Delegates Partially, but Without .Gives Directions and/or Suggestions °
. Control Refers to Superiors
(/W \? Communjicates Face-to-Face K . Communlcgtes by Telephone
Ao ‘Communicates by Writing © ', Gives Information to Subordinates ‘ '
T Gives Information to Superiots Gives Information to Outsiders
, Explains Actions to- Subordinates Explains Actions to Superiors
"Explains Actions to Qutsiders Courtesy to Subordinateg
. Courtesy to Superiors ' Courtesy to Outsiders ’ .
°  Informality to Superiors ) Informality to Outsiders
"+ Backs Up Teachers or Staff Officers Improves Staff
Attempts to Improve the Working Imposes Controls: Sets z Deadline
' , ‘Conditions of the Staff Imposes Controls: Follow-Up or .

. N ‘ Feedback Planned . N

v
!

The relZabilities of those measures ranged from .97 to .0l. The
, forty Eateéories with the highest model response were selected for further'
* analysis. After contemplation of Tucker's (1958) interybattery method of

, .
factor analysis, the authors conducted a principal factdr analysis of the

- . ~
’ 40 x 40 correlation matrlh u51ng thb largest row entries as a communality -
. ‘ ; . v,
estimates. The raw pqttern coefficients were both orthogonally and obliquely
B v 4 F [l . "
v transformed. * The resulting first order factors were:
\ i \ -
Lo ’ . . .
. / N ‘ : \
’ ) . R
- ’- - ™ T \
» v \ / - 7’ . .

Q _

- S A ]




¢ 1
‘ -°  A) Exchapge of Information
* B) Discussing Before Acting-
' C) Complying with Suggestions
D) Analyzing the Situation - N
N E) Maintaining Relationshipé ‘
¢ ~F) Organizing Work
L G) Responding to Outsiders : N
¢ ' H) Directing Others

Plan of the Present Study ' '
’ 7/

The original in-basket 2orre1ation matrix as.détermiped by Hemphill,

.

Griffiths, and Frederiksen vas used as the basis of this study.(l) 'The

'1ntan vas to reanalyze those data according to a strategy recently outllned
- \\ < \\
by Hanr;§ ,and Harris (;971) 1n the search for commé? COMparable ﬁacdors (ccr).

\%\ » s e

Tne\stepce of the procedure involves subjecting the matrix to several factoxr

analytic models (Alpha, R - Sz, Un;esffictcd Maxzimum Likelihood) and trans-
forming the patterns both orthogonally and abliquely. The intent is to

identi fy factors which prove robust with respect to all methods--the strategy

.

<%
serves as a safcbuard aﬁalnst dlmen31ons whlch re ult as artifacts of &'

ok

/ .
. partlcular modél e . g-‘

B AN i . ..4 .
, ' - Prior.to the application of the strategy, it’was™inteénded to asse
> . s

psychometric adequacy of the matrix using the Kaiser-Rice (1974) Measure of

Sampling Adequacy (MSA)-

, : - zz9 ik . / v

. oo ‘ MsA = jfk ‘
o ) C o rrgdik + XZr ik v
‘ ik #k N
( j’ \\* . . f \\5\ .

(I)The matrix Is founﬂjon‘page§*132 and 133 of Administrgtive Performance
and Personality (Hlemphill, Griffiths and Frederiksen, 1962). ®Rows 16 and 17
- are missing, however, but may be obtained .from Charles Dziuban or The Bureau
of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University. .
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vhere q2jk is a Squar.cé elcm,e.Dt of the anti-image correfation matrix SR“IQ

(the element 82 =

relation matrix, A similar measure-may, be defined for individual variables:
—~ ! ] :
RN - w2k
. ' k
T MSA (3) = _k#j
- ir?ik + 1q2ik
k . k
. ‘ k#j k#3

—

N /e ‘ :

) /

The ’measuL es (1nc1ud1ng 1nd1v1dua1 indices) 11 h«}ﬁsf een-zero and one,’
« TN YA
-3

The overall :‘mdéx giv‘es indication of the'degr—eelto k‘hl&‘l the variables

"belo;g tognt;her p.,ychometrlcally"-—compl\rz\sv/an adcqu%tgsa;npl‘é fron sSO3 ..e.

[4 ~ ¢
~dcxmaln. . The individual \iSA dérronstrates to what degre‘e’a partlcular varlable
'7‘,_"\be1engs to the® family"™ psychometrica)%r. Recently se\iéz.ﬂal studies have been
‘conducted (Dxluban and Shlrkcy, 19744, %Daluban and 'Shlrl\aey, 19743; D21uban

W

SN 3
-and Shlrkcy, 1976) which dem%strate tlat the'MSA is mo'{notone to the right

&

P
thing regagdmg the factqrabﬂglty of a given correlatio matrix,.
N ~ ¥y . o . ;
Upon the initial att’em‘gt:, however, to factor the fdrty variables the
. T / '
determinant was found to be ,984 x 10"16, a number so close to zero as to
R T . o’ - g .
r(:ndcﬁ the matrix sinvula*r& This, of _course, makes it impossible to complete

-

AN \‘h ’

Of the abovc-rpe;:itlo*led factxprmg

x}aski‘gted bechuse -

'(;:‘\.j.’/ ,/

4 E ‘
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where N is the number of variables and A is the eigenvalue of the ith factor,

. . . [

The raw patterns were tranifprmed according o the direct oblimin criterion
~

. ! . 4
(4= 0). Coefficients absohutely greater than .4 were used for interpretagg;ﬂ>

~

- - . . I

o ) ‘,'
purposes, : -\ . _ . {//“\~ \\\,/

- .

) o oA ) T,
The Lwo factor intercoxrrelation matrices (L) were alsowsubjected to

.

s§mpljpg adequacy analysis as well as the determination of the individual
o Y Lo i
exall root mean isquare correlation for egch, No attémpt was made tpo

\and o

derive secénd order factors from these data,

’ 4

s
a®

Results ~ ' T
-~ . . ) ,/ ” N
The transformed pattern matrix is presented %n Table One. Of the ten ) it

‘e .

. : . : } .
retained factors, five were interpretable, 'Those factiii'were:
-FACIOR I Item!# . Alpha Coef. -
/- 14 Discusses with Subordinates -2 - B
. 19 .Decides on Procedure 54 ‘ ’ ‘
24 Indcfi@?te Work,Scheduled . |, ~,59 .48 -
3 26 ., Termindd Action' - o o711 .

3k - Initiates Structure Y -.52 -

‘ ’ 33 Communicates.Face-to-Face * - -,66 L

H \

Ié\was clear that this first. factor was the "'Discussing Before Acting'" dimension.
. : & ¢

(.
s

“FACTOR 11 . Item # CL " Alpha_Coef.

13 . o j .0 4 - , s

) 4 Subordinates Involved -.46 —_' L

te T 21, Plans Only ’ ' .76 o
L 25 Leading Action : -77 ¢ .930
. 32 Directs - -.62 P
35 Communicates by Writing -3 d

by 38 Countesy to Subordinates - .66 T .

This was the "Directing Others" dimension.,  ° .. ‘

|

r il . ~
2.
i v RN ' &




Alpha Cocf.

. . ) : —_—— i . l - * ) B )
//‘\\\1 S 2 Ttems Omitted, T ;

-.75 -
\NN_M/% ) 207 - Concluding Decision — .85
- .. 26 Terminal Action - . .65 .?Oh .
27 Follows Subordinates : .68
28 .-.Follows Superlors ' .53 ‘
This third/alpha factor, an original subset of\ﬂDi3cuséing Before Acting,” Te .

\ -

\
cnerged separaLely and was entitled !'Taking a Course of Action,'’

. { " ]
FACIOR Y Item # . L \_ +/Alpha Coef. :
,.' ) . . - P ET———————
. / . . " . R b »
» > 9 Aware of Poor Work ~JhY o
. 12 Conceptual Analysis . .=95 . W774 .
13 Program Values CN -.75 \ !
R | ‘ . . ’
This factor cmcraed as the "Analyzing the Sitvation" dimension.
FACTOR _ VT Item # : . Alpha Coef.
.‘ . ! . T ‘ [BAN -
o, 22 Immediate Work Scheduled - .66 L ..
: ‘ 23 " Intermediate Work Scheduled .62 .740 - S
//M\\\ S 24 Indefinite Work Scheduled -.67 R ‘
! Th}s factor was termod "Organlzlng Xork" as it was in the original-study.
The only dimension appearrnv in this analysis which was separaLe from the
. N 1
original results was "Taking a Course 6f Action.’ In the Hemphill, Erifflthé o
)
‘ ’ \ —~
and Frederiksen reqealch thls vas related Lo the more comprchensive faetor-- )
-+
Discussing Before Acting. , . : . o 4
4 ’ . .
- »
1he LnLcrcorrgﬁatlons among ‘the factors in the or1g1na1 stucy and the
alpha rcsults are prcscnted in Tables Two and Three. It appears that the ..
B » . .
L
’ interrelationships among the factors were much less for the alpha study. This

is verified by a root mean squdare correlation of .35 in the original study.

,{(Table IV) and .29 in the alpha study. This, of course, was a function of
my choice of delta. IThe overall M, S A, was indeterminant for the -Hemp

G{;fflths, and Prederlkcen matrix whlle a value of .76 was obtained

Dziuban results. ’ < .
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Discussion -
* . -~

The purposc oft this study was to validate the results or;glnally obtalned

by Hcmphlll Crlfflths and Trcderlksen by determlnlng to'what degree the

’, t

sa@plo of forty in- basket c/fcgorles represented an adequate sample from

' .

thelr dorain of thav1or and by identifying factors which were robust with
Q N

- 3 ‘ ~

respect to the mcthodsiﬁscd. Obviously the siugulafiiy of sthe correlation

N

~ [}

matrix prevented-those meghod§2from eventuating, So we find'that the in-basket
. 3.

~

-

-
factors are based upon a matrix \hlch is unfactorable‘}ﬁ many respects, It
. Q \ :
seems that a‘reasonablc explanation for this might be’zhat substantial depen~ °
dencies existed among the scoring categories., TFurther,the indeterminancy

-

of the measures of sampling adequacy prevpntcd tie answer to the domain
L ¢
- sampllno questlon of the forty 1n-baskeL categor1es Consequently, the only
avallable'"FacLorlnv procedurcs were prlng\pal components or some method - ?
\Y
e . /

in which R } was not directly involved—-thus the alpha procedure._

-

. N \
‘ The /results of this study producgd‘somc interpretable faetors and Some

I L

noise. 'Chstomarily alpha yields a lower bound to the correct number of factors~

1 4 - A} . . ’ . .
but in this case resulfed in tio more than were extracted by Hemphill, Griffiths,

° . > .
and Frederiksen. The first factor identificd was a compact version of the
e - - ’

. , 7 E
orisinal‘"Discussing Before Acting," although eight of thg;original wvariables
- .« o, » o . .
were not salient. "Discussing Defore Acting" was the strongest dimension in
’ Je ELO \ . : ‘

“this study, although it was sccond in the original vésearch.: It is related

A s .' - ' B - 1‘ o . . ‘/
to "Arramging Face-to-Fgce Discussions Beford Taking a Final Course of Action."

* N . .

»

l . . \ +
Although-it was the weakest in the original work, the next strongest factor
SEEUPReR ; :

' - L .

. in this study was comprised by six of the ten' variables which were termed *

"Dirccting the Work of Others."® . ' .

L




~ ’

-

-

’

. . 8 - N N
The tfhird factor was compoécd of variables,mhich were an original subset
of "Dlscussmg with Othegs bcfore Acting" plus an ad&tlonal varlable--

"Concluding, D(,clsron.” It was virtually unrelated (r =-08), however, to '

/

.~

"Discu‘o/sing" and appears to be a cle’arly separage‘dimensi_on related to "Taking

a Course of Action.” Tt is‘the long sought after decision. The number of

items omitted was negatively related to other variables so that omisSion of ..

items would indicate an unwillingness to take a terminal action. The fourth
¢ p X g

>
Y ) ‘ .
" the original."Organizing Work" factor.

\
- -

Work." . ,

identifiable factor (V) in this studiz corresponded exactly jo analyzing the .
situation vwhile the final ‘fdctor was formulated by three variables from

It seems quite simpiy "Scheduling

~

o

. I£f the orwmal and alpha i'actors are examlnc,ad in ‘the order of thelr

e & -
strength, some interesting ‘trends energe

Hempl'lill,_i_g‘,_riffiths, Frederiksen .

4

-Exchange of.Information .
Discusging Refore Acting ' ‘
-Complying with Suggestions

- Analyzing the Situation
-Maintaining Relationships
-Responding tb Outsidets  * /_
Directing Others . :

- -

. : "Exchange of Information' which was the _strongest factor in the or1g1na1

work d1d not g’me;‘ge in the Dauban study,

Dziuban

Discussion Before Acting
Directing Others

Taking a Course of Actiom
Analyzing the:Situation
Organizing Work - A

<

?ﬁv

""Discussing Before -Act':ing" vas

‘ranked Asecond in the Hcmphill, Grif‘fiths, and Fred.eriksen r}aéearcﬁ but emerged

as the strongest dimension in the present study.

"Digcussing Before- %&Lng" dis an important ﬁmensmn?f these Ydata. "Com-

It secms clear that

\plylno with Suggestions," a rather stronv orlglnal factor, was not identified’ .




' ' . . - ot o ’ ,/ : .
’ : ) ) / . g4 4{ pd
- factor in the Hemphill, Grlfflths and F%cderikfen work‘prbvcd to he one of
. o /
the wc1kcst in the reanalysis. (q*= .774). Varlables rclated po l-I*falnt:alnlng, 1

Rcletlonthps” dld not repllcate that dlmen31on in the’ .alpha séudy,f’"Organlzlng

. s -

Work" appeared to be a fa1r1y weak dimension in- ‘both studi, s._ "Responding L '

*o OutSLder " was the final dlmen51on which ehlsted in g}e origingl work but . .)
failed to crystalize in the D21uban*study. Finally "Directing Others" whigh ;

/

v

was the wcakest facLor in the Hemphlll“Grlfilths and Freqeriksen matyix .

- - .

. proved the second erongest'ln the reana1y31s

So we have aysituation in which four of the original dimensions of *

2 ¢

administrative performance could not be reproduce Of greater -interest .

sensitive to reamalysis sket

"

is the\fact iiat exchanging information was s
. .
>

All four of the %Hetors.' /mich failed-to appear in a sense e
»

4 - - . - - .
. are related to'maintena?(e functions--€xchanging, complying, meintaining and
¢ - N L ]

\
responding. Of' the original dimen

-

it disappeare

proved robust were

ons those.whic

related to discus%}on/direction is/organizatipn. Generally the

i 14

compacted analysis scemed to de-emphasize the personal dimensions of

\ v
L4

N . . - 3 (Y '
administrative performdnce, -

. i . . |
These results might suggest that several of the original in-basket - . o

\\ ./ . . \

. A
factors are robust. They may also suggest, however,lthat there.may be fever

..
. ~

relevant in- basket categorxcs Lhan origimally outlined and that théy afe

con31dé¥ab1y,more unrelated to cach other. This would facilitate the " ' .
QCveizpﬁenL of independent scéres on each of tﬁe faetorso ‘AccofdinOIy, .
the‘simulatlon of”administrative per formance mlghL be con41derab1y 31mp11fied~— "
a e}oss validation ;Ludy of thig necds to be undertaken to determine 1f, ’ o
. recalibration is warranted, LIt may be ehat development of an,obJectlve
typology is a p0331b111Ly $ L *";“”,,y*”//“ . ‘;" ' :
L1 \ | .
L ///,’» ) . ' ) »

»
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TABLE RO, ad

Factor Intercqrrel_aiﬁions from the Original Study
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TABLE FOUR

? Measures of Sampling Adequacy_ and Root Mean Square Correlatiens
for the Two I‘actfr Intercorrelat_lon Matrlces
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