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- * OBJECTIVE - o \ \ S ‘ : ‘

The purpose of this s;h y.is to assess the impact of selected organizational

. processes on the achievement of Ywo groups of pupils with different educational

t

needs. The 0r§anizatidna1 varidbles are administrative 1eédersﬁ;;’sty1es and
cypes of feedback mechanisms used\yithvstudents. The two g(éups of pupils include,
- on one hand, those in'need’of remeaﬁg1 reading and.who are enrolled in the Title !
I program for this service; on tbe ofher hand, there are"those who do not have

such .d. need, and who follow the regu]ar\curricu1dm.
. \ & & .
—————Theoretical Context ) . } J

. ° \\ -~
In recent studies about school effectiVeness; the focus has shifted markedly {

from the organizational structure--what goes into an organizétion--to organiza-

. tigna] processes--what is’going on within an or nizafion (Rutter et al, 1979; ‘.«
. . Denton, Kracht, Mac Namara, 1980). The work on oNganizational structure
. . 5

-evaluated the impact of such variables as school sﬁl , complexity, per-pupil N

expehditures, social meke-up, etc..., and found that variations in those

gharacteristics did not matter very much (Co]eman, 19663 Jencks, 1972). The- 

research on organ1zat1ona1 processes covers 1nstruct1ona1 1me d1sc1p11ﬁe '

\

patterns, *communication channels," school climate, etc ..gnd concludes that

. ' ‘ e >
The process variables can be dividéd into two major categories: one

."schqol§ d0rmake a difference."

concerning tegch%ng/1earning scrateéies, the other concerning school managemeht

(as termed b} Wellisch et-al, 1978).: More attention (andacceptance) have been- \\
given to variab]es~in the first category than to those in the second cétegory.

This may' be another reflection of the emphasis on instructional (process)

rather then institutional (sfructure):pracﬁices;, But,one needs also to note .

that, wﬁi1e the findings on learning strategies haVe,been‘somewhat consistent
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from samp?e to sample, this has not been the case with school managsment issuds,
Certainly, much progress has been made since Kiesling's sharp verdict that

-
. -

educational researchers are "abysnially ignorant of the traits of a good s'thool

i .
. manager" (Kiesling, 1971, p. 38). Some 1light has_b&én shed, for example, on the

relationship of administrative Tleadership to staff morale (Fiske] & Potter, 1981).

¢

But over the past decade, the various studies that have examined principais

styles and their Significance for student academic attainment have yie1ded
contradictory resu]ts " Indeed, some authors have found that the degree of contrgl
exercised by a principal was p05itive1y related to poBii achievement (Ca]ifornia
School Effectiveness Study, 1977 Rutter et al., 1979 Weber, 1971; Wellisch,

1978).- 0ther researchers have reported a negative coefficient for that re1ation-

-

o
ship (Anderson, 1971; Miskel, 1977). y

A number of factors may be responsible for'such inconsistency First, of all,

/
there seems to ‘be a certain amount of confusion concerniwg the processes of .

/

administrative leadership and the structura];characteristic of an organization:

o

the often used contrast between the authoritarian style and the democratic’sty1e
. 3

. . o :
in the decision-making process seems rather redundant with the description of an

organization as structurally centralized or decentralized. Secondiy, full con-

. . , . A
sideration hag rarely been giveﬂ to the diversity of the educational task to be

/ . .
attended by the prinCipa1 Task diversity can make a particuiar Tleadership sty]é

-~ ~ \

reTevant or irrelevant to the determination of staff moraLe or student academic

progress Given the constraints that a situation p1aces on the exercise of

B s

1eadership, Hall i1977) pointed out that the importance of the:]eadership variab1e
might have beeh exaggerated. ' - ) L,
Ihe implication of such aspropostion is.that ]eadershio_sty1e in itself is .
.not the crucial thing to understand; more imoortant may be the\extent to which’the
Tleader's sty]e has been/embodied into educational practices a
Understanding of the interaction between 1eaders sty]e;and 1eaders

" . 4 .-t

’

I I e



© things: the amount of structure in the task which éhhances the activities,and

processed, and/or to the adequacy of the knowledge- -base for dea11ng with the "

-

@

situation has been cons1derab1y deve]oped bX¥F1ed1er (1967, 1969), under the

name of contingency theory of leadership. ¥sence, the theory asserts that

A

the extent bf a leader' s efﬁect1veness is a fugct1on of both the person 's
k at hand. F0110w1ng Halprin and -

personal orientation ang the demands of the ta
Winer (1952), Bales (1955), Fied]e[“jEEEEjfied two major dtgenfions of leadership:
a task dimension and a relationship d1mens10n Task orientation refers to a

leader's emphes1s on the means of ' gett1ng the group moving toward its des1gnated
J;a1" (Wrightsman, p. 496).5 Re]at1onsh1p-mot1vetedi1eaders have "a group-

maintdnance oriegtétion,’in which a leader is chnternedWfthﬁtheéroup,mehbeh;;
morale and cohensivehees“ (Wrightsman, ibid)...iaqd tends to rely on friendship,

communication, and participation in decision-making. Halpin and Winer (1952),

&>

who call these two dimenmsions "initiétind structuye" and "consideration,"'j .

° contend that the two factors account for as much és 75% of the variance in

l
. 1 .
In para]]e] to those Teadership functions, one must put the character1st1cs

leadership behav10r

of the task. The nature of thé task of an organ1%at1on refers to the actions
- )

. that organization members perform upon gn object in order to make some change in

that object. These actions or activities are generally -influenced by two

a

its degree of uncertainty which places constraints on the activities. Task

g . . - b
strUCture'is defined by three\indices- *a) the pegree of goal clarity (what (
the group is to acheive); b) the extent of so]ut1on spec1f1c1ty (how the goal is

to be reached); c) the poss1b111ty of dec1s¥on ver1f1ab111ty (how close to the
Ve

Y 4

goal does the group get).

’ . N "

Uncerta1ntyeperta1ns to the degree of uniformity in the obJect to be:

!
exceptions that occur (Perrow, 1967). To reduce.uncerta1nty and achieve codrdi-,

nation, organizations rely on two basic processes: programming, which sets

5



"a clear blueprint for action",by defining some external Standards; sociaWization,
which aims.at building motivation and loyalty (Hage, 1980, p. 352). “The

selection of %'particu1ar technique is often determined by feedback from the

)

object itself" (Thompson,.1967, p: 17). - ' A ¥

Evidence, of a theoreticdl and an empirical nature, exists to show variations

within a single school, in poth the degree of task structure and the degree of

&

task hncertainty Variations-in‘the task structure are generated because the

S Lt 4
urban schoo] does not pursue a un1que goa] as a social organization : has

e > \ Pf R M
both d1dact1c and custod1a1 functions (Madhere 1981), wh1ch are'not a1waygi_ $

a6l

well art1cu1ated Var1at1ons in the degree of task uncerta1nty aré%assoc1-'
ated with the fact that pupils are not a11ke in terms of the1r ab111t1es,
persona11t1es and values. Nowadays, a variety of spec1a1 programs are being

1mp1emented in-the schools, in recognition of the fact that teach1ng/1earn1ng

perfomance is a comp]ex and uncertain task

pupils enrolled in that program may be/]ess solution-specific, morelhncertain

f

than that of working with more successful or able students. - /
" ‘ - | ese . _ '/
Research Questions . e . h [

&

-

The present investigation has selectéd a basic proposition fhém Fiedler's
cont1ngency theory of 1eadersb1p, to,see how useful it can be for understand1ng

the educat1ona1 climate of e1ementary pub11c schools in an urban d1str1ct

. &
+ Indices representnng~the two components of adm1n1strat1ve 1eadersh1p--a

'pr1nC1pa1 s concern for group -mainténance, and h1s/her emphas1s/on task--were ¢

obta1ned A principal is h1gh1y task oriented if he/she is tru{y familiar w1th

/

teachers J classroom strateg1es, if he/she visits the.c1assroomZand gives feedback

st

"to teachers about the1r performance. A”principa] is hiqh]y pe son oriented if

ca—l 4

he/she brﬂngs teachers into the dec1s1on-mak1ng process, if he/she tries to




Vi
.. underfstafid their prdb]ems/néeds and offers encouragement and support.

A mentioned ear]ier,~1eaqershjp stylés are important only if they are

trans lated into educationa1 practices So' consideration has been given to two

l

.'kinds of educationa1 practices or feeﬂback mechanisms used with students degree
of c1asswork monitoring and concern for sotialization. ClassworkT monitoring-is
intense‘in a schooT if the teachers assign important homeworr reguiariy, if they

~ communicate often t?) keep track of pupil progress, and if they hcﬁti |ih e°xpecta-
tions for pupils. Socialization is Ealued in a school if there is a limited

) "emphasis on disciplinary measures and frequentﬁuse of r:rard, if the staff showsl |
‘interest not just in students' "savuir" (cognitive.deueiopment) but in their ‘
"savoir-faire" (socioremotipnai deveiopment) as weif, and if the principal maintains
constant re1ationship with parénts and the community in general. From that pgrspec-

~tive, three basic questions have been addressed:

1. Of the two components of 1e:gership--concern for task and group maintenance'
-4wh1ch one influences educationa1 practices more 51gnif1cant1y7

2.‘ What is the impact of school management practices--inciuding both administrative
1eadersh1p and types of feedback mechanisms used with students--on school effectiveness?
3. Do management styles affect differentiy the performance of pupiis with remedial
needs (low achieving pupils) and that o# pupils without such needs (high achieving
students)? If such-differences 'exist, the expectations are that school management
practices will be more criticai for| the former group of pupils than for the Iatter.
fo'put it in specific terms: i

a) ,Highiy task- oriented principais (i.e. those who seek to improve the

task structure) will be more effective than person-oriented principals in “
pésitiveiy imfiuenCing the performance of pupils with remedJai needs. '

Q) The feedback methanisms (via which task uncertainty is reducedl are -

Tikely to affect more strong}y the perfcrmance of low-achieving students thdn

LN
that of high achiebing students. |

of
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A Y

The population under sﬁudy includes all 52 elementary schools in an urban

§§:oo1 district. - The measures of task orientation, group maintenance orientation,

classwork monitoring, and socialization #aré€ constructed From,responsa§ to" question-

naire items. Questionnaires were distributed in the Spring 1981 to principals,
. s . ‘ LS
teachers and 6th gn?de students. Approximately 3,000 students, 850 teachers and
——y $ . ,
,aﬁk~52 principals responded. A description of the various items entering into each

-
~ -

variable has been given in the preceding section (saé appendix for details on

specific items). School effectiveness, as evidenced by student achievement, is

!

measured by the mean reading scores of third and sixth grade students on the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests. To study.the impact of the above‘brganizationa1

or school management processes on stLdents of different performance level, two

. , ‘ N
groups. are defined, based on student participation or non-participation in a

(S
N
compensatory reading program (Title I). Enrﬁ}]ment in the program includes

épproximate1y 40% of the student population in that district.

The data were treated through a series of canonical analyses. In the -~

initial stage, to determine how broadly each,]eaagrship component was reflected

- P

into educational practices, first-a 'set of three task orientation indices, then a
set of three group maintenance indices was related to the two variables class-
zwqu moﬁ{toring and sqci reinfércement. The objective”was o) ca]cu]ate"foh each
sét not only a cano : B orre]ati;n coeffic}eﬁt but also™a redundancy'coefficjent.
As explained by Coo];y and Lohnes (1976), redundancy is‘the-prOportion of common:.

-

vdriance between .two domains that is due to their joint dependency on an under-

F

lying faﬁ%or; it is a more accurate index of commonality than_the'cahonica1 RZ.
The redundancy coefficient is a suh of products. When only pne-caﬁonifaT function
ig_invo]&ed (as 15 the.case here), the ?edundapcy of_a domain A (and its multi-
.variate.varj;ncé) to a domain B,.i; simpTy the product of "the variance extracted

e

from d6main A...times the squared multiple or canonical correlation" (Cooley and
.- . . - ] M- . o

t
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. R - A
: Lohnes, p. 211). .Just like insfactor analysis, "the amount of the total variance

in a set (or domain) accounted, for by a factor (or canonical variate) is given by

. the sum of the squared loadings of the'variables on that factor" (Levine, 1977).

Redundancy coefficients were calculatéd for each leadership component and comparéd
- / * M * P
. to one another. -

In the seéond'stage of the analysis, intended to assess school effectiveness,
a second canonical procedure was carried out. This time, the predictoe set
included the- var1ab1es classwork m0n1;lr1ng and social re1nforcement in add1t1on to
two aggregate measures of leadership+s the cr1ter1on set 1nc1uded four measures of-
a school reading performance level. The significance of the canonical correla-
tion between the two domains was assessed with a ehi-square test. The loading

(size énd‘sign) of each variable on the factor was studied to determine whether

’

the various aiiects of school effectiveness relate differently to the organizational-

AN . - i . o .-
processes. |
« . ) /e\
< Results

M R )

I. Task Orientation .

The princiba] finding is that. there is one major source of variance betWeen
_task oriengation ané the variables pupl] mon1tor1ng and soc1a11zat1on As shown
in Table 2, section 1, only one significant canon1ca1 function is 0bta1ned for -

which the chi-squaré value is 15.3 and the anha 1eve1 .62. \Theﬁ]gad1ng pattern®,
. o S 4 ‘.

. ”

of the predictors (see Table 3), where frequency of feedback to‘teachers Eﬁ the L

prominent variable, seems to.define the entire canon1ca1 functaon as an evaluation

w °r

Such a factor ‘accounts for 31% of the variance in task orientation.
9
The Toading pattern for the second var1ate 1nd1éates that c1asswork monitoring or

d1mens10n

1nstruct1ona1 intensity is a1so strongly 1nf1uenced by this empha51s on eva]uat1on

-

(. 94) The loading for pupil socra11zat1on is rather modest ( 25) But more
than 47% 0# the variance 1n tHﬁ ent1re set of feedback mechanisms. caQ\be attr1buted‘
to that evaluative factor. a . A . bt .

. | ; . . . c; . ) -

=




Va \ ’ ' . ~
.The canonical correlation between the two sets of variables is 667,

.'\. . - . . . S

- establishing the proportion of common variance between:these two components of

school manahement at 44% (eigenvalue é'.4%4): Using the canonica] R2, the
' . N M .: \
redundancy’ index was ca]cu]ated to be .136 fér the task orientation domain, and.

209 for the educational practice domain. * The di¥ference of .07 between the two
\nd1ces supports a simple, a]most common-sense idea: a schoo1.e6ucationa1' ~
c11mate says more about pr1nc1pa1 s involvement in instruction, than the princi-

I pa] s expression of involvement wou]d say about the schoo] S educat1ona1 c11m;te

IT. Gnggp Maintenance Orientation

-

The re]at1onsh1p between the gnoup maintenance domain and the variables pupil
monitoring and eocia]tzation is also captured in one canonical funttion. The
‘resutt of “the chi-square test in support of that function-is equal to 18.03, and
aﬁpha is equal to 006 (see Table 2,'section 2). In the loading pattern for the
three predictors (see Table 4), the cutstanding variab]e is Tack of principal's

support. In Tight of this, the under1y1ng factor may be termed alienation.

So, the less encouragement teachers receive from pr1nc1pa1s, the more 11m1ted

their participation in the decision-making process, the more alienated the staff. .

. ¢
Twenty one percent of the,variance in group maintenance can be expl&ined from

this factqr The 1oading‘pattern for the second variate shows that the vaF?ZBJe

schoo]work mon1tor1ng has a strong negatwve re]at1onsh1p with alienation (-1. 002,

nh11e SOC1a1 refnforcement as a type of feedback mechanism, is modest]y but

pos1t1ve1y associated with it (.17). F1fty ?ne percent of the variance in the

B two cr1ter1on variables taken together, can be attr1buted to the a11enat1on factor
The canonical correlation betweeen the two domains is .678. This value can

. »
be transformed into an eiéenva]ue (propoition of ‘common variance) equal to ,462.

Once the redundanc§~is calculated for each variab]e set, it beeomes clear that,
. the true overlap is less than .10 for the predictor set, and almost 24 for the
« criterion set. What was said ear11er about task- or1entat1on.rema1ns also true 1n

. _ the present contextf a school4cliimate says more about a principal rapport with

ERIC =/ . s PO

A
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gtaff, than the'principal's concern for, cqhesiveness would say about the "school

climate. | T

-
.

ITI. Student Achievement .o 2 ‘1

3 - 3 - l ) . 3
Given the Tow correlations among the four measures of student achievement -
L] » 3 v ¥ .
(see Tab]e 1), more than one canOnic“ﬁ function could .be expected- However, as W

can be seen in -Table 2, section 3, only one reached stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance
B,
The chi-square value for this function’ is 32.§. The canon1ca1 corre]at1on of ﬂ

.769 indicates that school management practices are requns1b]e for almost 60%
C ' .

of the variance in‘@thievement. TabTe 5 presents the loading pattern.for, the

two,variates. The most signifieant ones among the predictors are the group
i‘ma1ntenance var1ab1e (with a coefficient of - .95) and the classwork mohitoring'
va{1ab1e (w1th a coeff1c1ent'of .93). The soc1a1tzation measure shows a moderate %
relationship (-.49), while task‘onientgtion’appear to'he totally irre]event.

Approximately 51% of the variénce .in this set of four variables has been accounted
B
for through th1s general function. (VR ) .

o

Turn1ng now to the criteria of 5chop1.effect1veness, it, may be noted first
of a1], that the re]at1onsh1p tends to.be strohger at the th1rd-grade 1eve1
(-.76 and .60) then it is at-the éixth-gradé lTevel (.40 and .17). Secondly, the
impact of schop1.menagement practices on achievement was ptee%cted.to he different
* for Title I pupils and non-Title I pupi1s~ But the difference was expected to be
in the strength of the re]at1onsh1p, 1ead1no .possibly to two canonical funct1ons

"What is, observed is a c0mp1ete'reversa1 in the direction of the re]at1onsh1p5°
-

the measures pf achievement for ‘the Title I pupils are marked by negative co-

¢

efficients, wh1]e those - for the regu]ar curr1cu1um pupils are loaded positively.

v

.When a rapproachmént is made between the achievement measures and the various

\
. .
. v . . ~

" predictors, one notices that the performance of children in the first group is in
" line with theaindices of social integration (group maintehance and- pupil socializae

tion), and the performance of children in the second group is in Tine with the
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indices of academic intensity*(task orientationnand classwork monitoriﬁg)~ In

that sense, and contrary to expectat1ons, person mot1vated prlncrpa1s are moge

effect1ve than highly task or1ented pr1nc1pa1s in 1nf1uenc1ng the performance of
pup11s_w1th remedial needs. And §1nce the two types of feedback mechan1sm§ do
not take the same sign , there is no ev1dence.to support the assumpt1on thab

feedback mechan1sms are more cr1t1ca1 to the performance of low achigving pupils

than ta that of more successfu1 pupils. There is, on the contrary, a d1fferent1a1
impact of “feedback mechan1sms on student performance O ".\‘ ‘

- R

Discussion & Implitations. . . .

The results presenIEd above confofﬁ;to(the\cont1ngency theory .of ]eadersh1p

in more than one point. F?rst of al], F1ed1er S ba31c propos1t1on that effect1ve—
]

ness depends to a great extent on the joint 1mpact of s1tuat1ona1 and 1eaders
persona1 character1st1cs has been supported: effect1ve schoo1s and even effective
proghams within a part1cu1ar schoo1 do d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y in regard "to mahage-
ment practices; these practices perta1n essent1a1ly to pr1nc1paJ-staff closeness,

at the adm1n1strat1ve level, and to classwork mon1tor1ng at. the c1assroom level.

F1ed1er had also observed that the qua11ty of the.rapport between the 1eader and
the group was the single most s1gnmf1cant determ1nant of/q 1eader S tnf]uence
‘.The presentfstudy, t[rough 1ts ana]yses of redundancy, a110ws one to define that
relationship with greater prec1s1on. .When the pred1ctor sets are copsmdered,,the .
redundancy index iS'higher for task oriehtation than ft is for group maintenance:

so, one can expect a task or1ented pr1nc1pa1 to seek to’ \nf}uence the schoo1

4

{
educational pract1ces more directly or systemat1ca11y than a re1at1onsh1p -motivated,

e

.pr1nc1pa1 Howeven, when- the cr1ter1on set 1s cons1dered the overlap 1s greater

with the group ma1ntenance doma1n fhan 1t }s w1th ‘task or1entatmon, this suggests

v
- L]

that educat1ona1 pract1ces are more sens1t1ve to the prirncipal's human re1atfons
*» . N
skills than they are to his/her 1nv01vement in. 1nstruct1on In other words, the

effort app11ed by the h1gh1y task or1ented pr1nc1pa] may be greater, but the.

12
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. )
response or commitment elicited by the p%fton-oriented“principa] is jikefy‘to be

’
/

stronger. : RV

What kind of explanations can be advanced for this finding? One line of.

. \—“\x—,‘i
thinking, emerging directly from Fiedler's work, would make.use of the concept

5

_of position powers# The.position\power of a principal--who does not have extensive
authority to hire, promote, fire--may be quite Timited. In that pergpective, a
highly task-oriented principa].may‘be‘pere§;v§quy the staff as not heving the
means to his/her ends; in the best of caseé, he/she may be able*to bring‘on1y~

\ behav1ora1/superf1c1a1 conformity on the part of the teach1ng staff On the other
hand, the principal with a preference for bersona] 1nteraet1on may obta1n not only

behaviordl conformity but attitudinal conformity/commitment on the part of teachers.

This view is consistent with a previous finding by Adkinson. In a recent paper on

the role of women as principals (1981), Adkinson reports that the (female) princi-

pa],'who is sensitive to the persona]‘needs»of her subordinates, is usua11y more
\ - . ' ) .
successful in keeping staff morale high aﬁﬁ“improving achievement.

Beyond the 1ssue of adm1n1strat1ve leadership, the present study demonstrates
4

* the d1fferent1a1 effect of organ1zat1ona1 processes on ggtcomes Most organiza-
‘tions have several goals, and the effective accomplishment of one mdy Mave 2
P ' different determinents from the effectivepaccome1ishment‘of another. In this
" specific case, children with remedial reéaing needs seem to respond to one set.of
school management practices, while the’ee%fo;mance of‘;ere successful pupils depends '53
on anetﬁeﬁ The 1nterest1ng po1nt however, is that each set of pract1ce appears
. to be rooted into a different educat10na1 ph11osophy One educat1ena1 approach,
which bases itself on the human1st1c psychology ‘of Mas]ow, Rogers. and others
w (gee éoberts, 1975), ériticizes the kind of "programing" that goes on in the, . L \
school, and ca11s for greater consideration for,the socio-emational deyvelopment
of children. That k1nd of approach seems to fac111tate the acé1evementuof pupils '
with. remedial reading needs. An opposite p01nt of view, which is attuned to the

’

behavioral psychology of Gagne, Popham, -and others (Roberts, 1b1d),,emphas1zes T E
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strictly cognitivé,devqlgg@ggg_phrough cempetency-based prdggams. That kind of
approac@ seems to werk with pupils already successful wi}h the reguiqr éur;iculum.

Iﬁ today's egucational (battlé)'fie1d, it is also the inspiration for the minimum-
competepcy/back-to-basics movéﬁent.. In‘view’of the results obtained here, one has * *
to wonder whether the tompetency-ga;ed‘apﬁroach can 1§ad to Eompeteqcy with the
Tow-acheiving pupils (for whom the progFam is inten&ed): ' .

‘ Many.social scientists @ave argdéd that,sif scﬁool segm;/to be fneffqptive

with some groups of children, it is beéause it is not intended to be.éfféctjye

I L °

for them in the first place. To ealize global improvement <n achievement, it

is recommended, the same (didactic) goal must -be eStablished for every pupil. The
- " =

]

results of this study is just a reminder that pupils dp not-do better just because
"“"Théy“are~gi1§g\moré‘bf what éveryone else gets." The goal may. be the same, but .
- - TTh— - . ¢ i - .,

Cm

\
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there seems to be a need to keep the means different. .
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: VARIAéiE

1 - Fam1]1ar1ty/C1ass
Fam1]1ar1ty/1nst

- Profess. Feedbk’

: Mohitoriné ?
Soc. Reinf.

- Consultation

“Participation.

m\lmmbw‘w

Support

’VARIABLE‘

5

Soc. Reinf
Task Orient.

Group-Maint:
Title L/GK_ 6
Non Title/Gr" 6
Title 1/6r. 3
Non Title/Gr.’3

.

+.55  +.56  -.04
16 .08 +.04

T

; T 02

+.34

=08

.11
24
.38

—
~

.01

30
.14
.39
/,DS




\

T

Criterion Set

- Degree of

Non-Tit]e/Gr. 3

H
H

Predictor Set Function Canonical R, R Chi-square Freedom Signif-icance
- - , -
Familiarity Class | Monitoring 1 .667 .444 ©- 15.32- .02
'__ Fami]farity Inst. | Social Reinf. 2 T 156 .024 ‘ ".61 .73
Prof. Feedback ¢ b
. ) -
Consultation ‘Monitorin 1 .678. .462 18.03 [t 6 . \.DO6t
Participation Spqia]’Reinf. 2 309 .096 2.52 2 .28
Support . ” 3 '
___________________ RN B R PR S DN SN SN
i Task Orient: ~ Title 1/6r. 6 1 .769 592 32.79 | 16 .008, -
Group Maint. Non-Title/Gr. 6 2 -1582 338 11.74 9 .22
‘Moni?aring g Title I/Gr. 3 3 .285 .08} 2.04 4 J3
~— .
{Social Reinf. 4 .045 .002 .04 .83

TABLE 2 - Canon;\aj functions derived from 3 sets of variables representing school managemen

and $tudent achievement.

»

M

practices *\»




s 1 - 15 - :
. <
Predictor Set ! i Crite}ion Set
Task 0r1entat1on +.04 - Title.I/Grade 6 .17
Group Ma1ntenance - -.95 Non-Title/Grade 6 +.40
Monitoring +.93 Title I/Grade 3 -.76
_Social relnforcgmgng SR, - S B Non-Title/Grade 3_ _ _ _ _ ¥.60_
Var1aan extractgd - - .508 B e ~:28
TABLE 5 - Load1ng pattern for a canonical function underlying school
. management variables and student achievement.
Predictor Set Criterion Set
(Lack of) Consultation +.17 Monitoring -1.00
(Lack of) Participation +.13 ~ Social Reinforcement - +.17
_(Lagk_of) Support + 76 L. J
Vartance Extracted .206 .51
Redundancy - .096 v .237

. < -
TABLE 4 - Loading pattern for a.anonical function underlying measures of
) person-orientation and measures of feedback.

-

Predictor Set -

Familiarity w/classroom +.30

Familiarity w/instr.: +,21
_Professional Feedback _ _+.89_ _ _ _
Variance Extraqtea .31
Rédundancy — L136

Criterion Set

Monitoring +.94
Social reinforcement *.25
| .47
.209

TABLE 3 - Loading pattern for a canonical function under1y1ng measures - of
task orientation and m#asures of feedback.

'\.
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