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CHAPTER 1, PRINCIPAL INFLUENCE

Introducgibn
The role and influence of the principal in matters of instruction
genﬁinn hotly contested with evidence accumulating on both sides of the
issue. On the one hand, the currene school effectiveness research suggests

tﬁat specific leadership behaviors on the part of the principal appeir to

2

promote student achievesent (Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Cohen et al., 1977;

Cott?; and Sa#&rd,-l980; Edmonds, 1979; and Gross and Herriott, 1965). On
the bther hand, the work activity studies and other litergture suggest that
administrators exert only limited influence in the area of instruction
(Corwin, 1970; Dreeben, 1970; Lortie, 1975§$ ,Perhgps a critical look at the

studies will shed light on this discrepancy.

The Principal: 1Instructional Leader or Caretaker?

In the research affirming the influence of the principal, 1t is N
believed that principal-initiated behavior has its primary impact on the
learning environment and teacher morale and productivity, which in turn
affect student perceptions, intentions, and behaviors that eventuate in
learner outcomes. Recently Edmonds (1979) reviewed a number of studies of
exemplary schools and concluded that such schools are characterized by, among
other things, principals who are éoncetned with instructional leadership. It

is suggested that the ﬁrincipal is in a position t affect the variables that



- of empirical data in many bf these studies precludes "cerrying out any kind

are elements in the culture of an effective school (Purkey and Smith, 1982,
ps 40)¢ The eléments most consistently found by research to lead té a
positive learning atmosphere are identified as: , ' \
(1) collaborative planning and collegial relationships, BN
(2) a sense of community, \
(3) clear goals and high expectations commonly shared, and \
(4) order and discipline (Purkey and Smith, 1982, p, 41). ‘
These are often pcesented as a recipe for administrators to follow in their \

school improvement efforts. | ' \

Critics of the effective schools literature point out that the lack \\

of quantitative synthesis" of\the findings (Purkey and Smith, 1982, p. 5).
They further suggest that despite the intuitive logic of the findings, the
"blanket acceptance" of the effective achool characteristics is dangerous (p.
26). Purkey and Smith (1982) express reservations dbout the research as
there has been (1) no ux:zge;ﬂic sampling of different types of schools, (2)

no longitudinal studies of schools, and (3) no examination of schools trying

to improve, just schools identified as already succeselul. These studies are

criticized for their nethodolog»u the type of questions asked=-—or not
asked--;nd for giving unclear prescriptions for student, ;eacher, and
principal behavior. These shortcomings can be illustrated.

First, the studies ask the wrong questions. The researchers have
studied something other than the principal and then have asserted pfter the .
fact that the principal makes a significant difference in the creation or
maintenance of an academically successful school. Rutter and associates

(1978) state that: "Obviously the influence of the head teacﬁer is very

considerable. wWe*81d not look in any detail at the atyles of management and
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leadership which worked best. This is anligsue which i8 now important to
investigate" (p. 203), | s

Second, the effectiv; schools studies usually offer inadequate
prescriptions for schools to Lecona academically oucéeoa}ul. For example, we
are told th(frtiuc on task is important and thaﬁ it shoild be increased.

This prescription is rather vague. How much moite time should be spent "on

task?" 1Is it just the amount of time, or is pacing important too? Can

students spend too much time at task? Many questions are leét unanswered in

{
the findings (Bossert, 1983),

. The importance of the principal’s contribution to the internal
organization and functioning of schools has also been 1nd1ca;ed by a variety
of studies (see for instance, ngés and Herriott, 1965; Wellisch, Macqueen,
Carriere; and Duck, 1978; Punch, 1970). 1In looking at the impact of- .
pfincipal leadership behaviors on teacher performance, different studies
report that ptincipa%p take either a facilitative (consideration or
supportive) role or a directive (initiating structure) role., Kalis (i980)
concludes that teacher morale is related to the consideration dimension of
administrative behavior, as measured by the Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire‘(ﬁBDQ). In particular, personal interaction with and
encouragement by principal have an impact on teachers. The perceptions
teachers hold that the.principal works closely with them on instruction
correlates pésiti#ely with teacher job satisfaction and positive attitudes
(Cohen et al., 1977), Similar conclusions have been drawn by Héldaway who
suggests that the aninistrative functions most relevant fo job aat}sfactlon

include the provision of encouragement and support, the removal or reduction

of irritants, and the granting of reasonable requests (1978). While the

[



above research indicates that administrators do héve an impact on teacher
morale and aatiafucfion, other factors such as staff cohesiveness and

personal challenge may -have a greater effect on morale (Brady 1976), There

e e

are, however, ae;;§§i"i€hdttt-inwwhich,luppo{§1ve leadership had no
rel;tionohip to performance ratiﬁgq. produétivity. or the motivation of
subordinates (Filley et al. 1976),

In addition to the consideration dimension, structure dlso seems to
be telated to satisfaction. Hoy and others (1977) found that teachers
fKeperally de;;re and react favorably to administrative structure. Teachers .
degire definit~ rules and regulations, but it must also be noted that €
¢pcessive luperviaioﬁ and tiéht enforcement of rules ﬁroduce teacher
resentment and diqsatisfaction; Lortie (1975) found that teachers wanted
principals to use their authority to facilitate teacher work. In the
teachers’ words, this meant that they wanted principale to “support thea."
Cohen and Miller (1980) also found that coordination was important in lchoql
settings. Effective principals were found to coordinate, discuss, and advise
on instruction, while ineffective priugipals did none of these, Teachers \
judged tha% the ineffective administrator made poor decisions. The earlier
studies concluded that the princip;l should be Bupportive and facilitative
while leaving responsibility with the teacher, but now atu&igs suggest that ?
the principal ought to take responsibility and be more directive in the
school’s instructional program (Ed;onds, 1979; Wellisch et al,, 1978),

In contrast to the studies which affirm the influence of principals,
another bodv\of literature seriously questions the principal’s involvement

and influence in the technical core issues of schools. A number of scholars

conclude that administrators exert only limited influence in the area of

“»
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instruction. Schools do not control the sch;;INWBEK“ugeadawnﬂémRfocesses
very well (Meyer and Rowan, 1979). A number of ressons are cited in support T

of this proposition, Innpectioh, supervisionl and evaluation of classroon
teach1n§ by principals ;;d ouperintenﬁénta is 1nfrequont; Thio is confirmed
in survey research (Rowan, 1982, p. 42) aud observation studies of
aduinistrative work activities (e.g., Morris et al.,, 1981; Petgraon,'1978;
Wolcott, 1973), Princip;la ibend their time working with student® who are
discipline probleng‘and with teachers about noninstructional matters

e

(Peterson, 1978); attendiné to logistica, external requirements, and social

pleasantries (Sproull, 1979); and overseeing organizational nnint?nance and

‘extra curricular activities (Martin and Willower, 1981). Peterson (1978)

"concludes that principals neither manage~the workflow at the classsroom level

nor seek change or improvement through innovation or stabilization efforts.
Dornbusch and Scott (1975) in their study of evaluation saggeat that
characteristics of teaching and features of the work setting render
controlling the work performances of teachers problematic. Teaching 1is
complex (it entgiln many activities); the desired outcome of teaching varies
enormously in ciarity and precieion§ teaching 18 not predictable (we do not
always know that.a certain m@thod or activity will‘ltad.to success); the work
occurs in physical isolation from the supervisor; and principqls communicate

performance evaluations infrequently or when they dn, they are in the form of

"ceremonial congratulations" (Guthrie and Willower, 1973). Meyer and Rowan

(1977) suggest that a "logic of confidence" operates; each level of the
hierarchy assumes that what the lower level is doing makes sense. Principals
offer another explanation. They claim they lack the skills or time to carry

out instructional management tasks.
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Beyond these explanations for the principal’s lack of involvement 1in

technical cote matters, few achool district policiea specify the type of -

/

—
————

, Or, when curriculum materials are specified. teachers may opt to supplant or
. Treee [ o4

~’ supplenant them with teachet-nnde or other pdbttahed nnterialc. In addition,

—

.}’"/ | rteacher collective bargaining contracts increasinsly 1imit managesent
diocrgtion to select materials and‘identify teaching iethodl (Goldachmidt,
1983), For example, such restrictions on wanagement diactet&pﬁ'in some
aschool districts have resulted from teacher relnctance to use DISTAR or other
direct instruction lethoda that have proved to be successful in pronoting
student achievement for lower ability level and disadvantaged students (Abt
Associates, 1976, 1977; Becker and Carniﬂe, 1980). This eVidence-suggests

that even 1if administrators wanted to exercise more control over production

activities, their efforts may be thwarted by collective bargaining

agreements.

4

The work activity studies also have their limitations. They are .
criticized for-their R%hll samples, for concentrating on the superficial
aspects of managerial work for ignoring the content of administrative work,
and for failing to evaluate administrative behavior and its consequences
(Pitner, 1982),

: The most striking deficiency across all of these studies is their
fallure to account for cutrent leadership theory and research. The studies
incorrectly asgsume that all school structures are the same; that all teachers
or faculties are alike; that the work of teachers is organized in the same

way in every school--or should be; and that all communities, or environments

are identical. The studies concentrate on the invariant aspects of




‘should proceed from a theoretical base relevant to hierarchical leadership in
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administrator work and the invariant aspects of academically succeasful.

"Qﬁﬁﬁf
wr

schools. Thus, neither line of inquiry is very helpful in understanding the

: . . I d ’ - .
variation in the influence potentiallof the principal in matters of

" i{nstruction,

What we clearly know about leadership in organizations is that there
18 to one best way to lead. The question is not , Do or don‘t'pringipals
lead? or Can or‘can'h'principall lead? but Undgf vhat cond;tione can a
principal lead?' This problen;;ust be addressed by looking at principal
behaviors, in a variety of different school conﬁexta, and with a sample larhe1

enough‘to permit generalizability of findinge. Further, the investigation °

formal organizations.

P

Review of Leadership Literature

G

This suggests a need to review extant leadership theory and models to

desién a study for.understandins and explaining the influence of the

‘hierarchicgl superior (principal) upon the satisfaction, commitment and

_ -
performance of subordinates (teachers)., Before examining this literature, it

is important to note that leadership i{s an imprecise term and is often used

interchangeably with administration, ﬁanagement, power, and author;ty.
Bennis suggests that the "concept of leadership eludes us or turns up in
another form to taunt us again with its slipperiness and complexity. So ve
have invented an endless proliferation of terms to deal with it . . . and
still the concept is not sufficiently defined" (1959, p. 259). Stogdill
observes that "there are almost as many definitions of leadership as there '

are persons who have attempted to define the concept" (1974, p. 259). Yukl

10
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notes that "leadership has been defined in tafna,of individual traits,
. | g
behavior, influence over other people, interaction patterns, role.

relationships, oécupation of an administrative position, and perception of ‘

others regarding legitimacy of influence" (1981, p, 2). Dubin asserts that _
. . | 9 . _

"leadership must surely mean followership" that leadership does not exist

without something called followership (1979, p. 225). Newertheless, two
assumptions appear in most definitions. These assuaptions are that (1)
leadership is a groﬁp'phenOlenon involving the interaction between two or

more persons, and (2) it involves an influence proeeaa'whereby intentional -

{nfluence is exerted by the leader over followers (Yukl, 1981, p. 3),’

Leadership theory -has stumbled through the trait, behaviorai, and aituational
appr&achas and the images of leader aa orchestra conductor, quarterback.
prince, hero, and superman (Jenninga. 1960), spiney c;aature'(Weigk; 1978),
and the Wizard of Oz (Ogawa, 1981). Leadership theory’s justification is the
belief that leadership h:L powerful effecta on an organization s funetionina
(Pfeffer, 1977' Kerr, 1977). 1In the following section, we discuss the ~

contributions of trait, behavioral, and situational approaches to the study

of leader behavior.

Trait Theory . © ' -

Early attempts to understand leadership led researchers to search for

personal characteristics and traits that are consisteéntly present or shared

-

1'I‘hie problem of the leadership concept is complicated in schools
where a distinction is drawn between "instructional leadership" and other
kinds. Scholars and practitioners disagree about what instructional
leadership entails. .
% .

+

11
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' by effective leaders in formal and informal organizstions'._ These traits _ . q
include physical chsrscteristics (euch as height,. appearance, energv level), ‘- :
.pereonelity (such as eelf-e,eteen. doninence, elotionel stability), and |
ability (euch as generel fntelligence. ‘verbal fluency). The U.S. Aruy “fleld
manual, }_(_i tsg M snd the popular bestseller. _Q_M :

* Wopan, are represeptetive of the perspective that leaders~-whether arwy ' .
officers or women executives==who succeed in their occ:petions have
identifiable traits in common. These theories are based on the belief chat

. the individual ’is nore iuportsot than the situation or context. .

’ ’ - . Based on eyseven decedet. of trait research, Stogdill (1968) concluded

thet only a limited number of trsits appear to correlate vith effective

leadership. The traits with the highest positive correlations with ' -

leadership are intelligence, initietive. self-c‘onfidence. energy and o e

agtivity, and tssk-relevsnt knqwl.edge. For'eueple. several of the studies o

— : showed that leaders who are more {- telligent (as measured by i{ntelligence

tests) than their subordinates are aore‘effective. Avide discrepency
between the 1Qs of the supervisor:and subordinates, however. legssens the
influence of the menegeriel leader. (House and Betz, 1979). Further,
-‘intelligence of effective leaders wvas sbove-averege but not of the genius
level., A review of studies (which were conducted from 1900-1957) focusing on
personality traits of leadetrs concluded that leaders tend to be more ‘
= extroverted, dominant, masculine, conservative, better‘?djusted.and have
greater interpersonal sensitivity than non-leaders (Mani, 1959). In
addition, "most successful "leeders appear to have good health', be above
sverage in height or well below it‘&and‘come from the upper socio-econom;z

levels in society" (Handy, 1976, p. 90).




e S e

¢ ' w10 = _
- ' 2 . Qo
[d . ) C e - . . P . "

“In another review of the trait literature, Bouse and Betz (1979) drew
three general conclusions. First, Ieaderlhip exists onlypwith respect to

others, thus interpersonal pkills are likely to be eolential_for(;uccesaful

influence attempts. Se ' nd, ('leadership requires a prediopoiition to be

influential," which me§ns that such traits as dominance and ascendance are

and organizational goalo are Ioltﬁ"!?’l a part of the exercise of
leadership, thus the "need for achievencnt," "desire co excel," and
"task-relevant ability" are hypothesized to be related't? leadership.

In addition to these reQiewl, recent studies in i 1frge internagional
company have added another trait to these lists, the helicopter factor; that
is the "ability to rise above the pafticularc of a situation and perceive it
in its relation to the overall enviroument" (Handy 1976, p. 89). This can be
likened_to the differenee between how tLe mouse and the eagle view the same
counfry field, The effective leader 1l.qble to c;e'the gestalt, while less

effective leaders focus on the details.

LY

'It is interesting tnat although the major focus on traits of leaders

wvas prominent in th; 12508, some scholars are returning to this ground, among

them House and Betz.'® They contend that trait research needs to be continued

because "the magnitude of the correlations between leader traits and criteria
of leadership are';s high and often higher than correlations between leader
behavior and leadership criteria" (1979, p. 352). ‘

A recent study conducted by Warren Bennis (1982) emphasizes traits
that leaders exhibit. Based on interviews with 90 succeesful executives,
Bennis identified six characteristics, or traits, these leaders shared.

These characteristics include:

S vy 8 s b 8T T et

11t!1y_t6 ‘booItl?iIi’correlated vith leadership., Finally, task objectives

e



le Vision. They had a strong vision of where the organization
needed to go. They also had a strong outcome-orientation.

=

2, Communication and alignment. They were able to communicate their
vision to their followers in spacial ways, perhaps through the
use of metaphors.

3. Persistence. They were able to "stay the course." They viewed
failure as an opportunity to learn. ~

4, Organisationnl learnings. They found ways and means to change.
S. Empowering others. They ereated a social systex and environment
that encouraged wjrkers to do their best. They gave their

workers the sense that they were at the heart of things, that
they were an integral part of the organization and its progress

(p- 55). e R

Yukl (1981) suggests that the investigation of leader traits has

been more productive in recent years: 'Greater progress can be attributed to

~ the inclusion of more relevant traits, use of better measures 6£ traits,

exaaination of trait patterns rather than looking only at individual
cnrreiations. and the use of longitudinal r?aearch."

Despite the renewed interest, criticism of trait theory persists.
Are pefoonalﬁ;y traits antecedents of leadership or do they develop as
individuals ;seune leadership roles? In addition to failiqg to identify a
well defined 1ist of traits=-without exceptions--whicﬁ are necessary and
sufficient conditions fgr successful leadership, Erai; theory appears to be
counter to the democratic and meritocratic norms prevalent in our culﬁure.
Trait theory implies an elite corﬁs of leadership talent with inherited
characteristics==the very frightening stuff from which movies such as The
Boys from Brazil are made. Becausé scholars, 1nj the larg‘eopart. have failed
to identify a set of personality traits that correlate with effective

' .
leadership, they turned to the leadership styles of managers. The assumption

behind the style and behavior theories is that subordinates will perform more

e

</

YN

14



-12 -

effectively for managers who use a particular style of leadership. We
examine these theories next,
Leader Style and viocr

The actions of managerial leaders may be described in terms of
behavior categories, managerial roles, or activity patterns. ' Manigerial
behavior has been studied by asking managers to maintain a record or diary of
their activities (Carlson, 1951), by observing managers as they work for a
sustained period of time (Mintzberg, 1973), by observing managers for brief
intervals of time on random occasions (Kelly, 1964), by collecting crigical
incidents of managerial behavior from subordinates, supervisors and peers
(Flanagan, 1951), and by asking managers, théir supervisors orlsuﬁordinates
to respond to questionnaires that describe specific managerial behavior
(Halpin and Winer, 1957).h We will restrict our discussion to the theories
and studies of managerial style that attempted to identify leader behavior or
style instrumental for the attainment of group and o:sanizatiéhal goals,
Specifically, we consider the Ohio State University Leadership Studies,
Likert’s contributions, and the managerial grid. In addition,.becauae there
is little agreement across studies as to the categories of leadership
behavior, we review an attempt by Yukl (1981) and his colleagues to integrate
the studies and £111 this void. )

The Ohio State Leadership studies include several instruments
designed to measure Leader Consideration (concern for subordinates’
well-being, comfort and status) and Initfating Structure (structuring and
defining the leader’s and subordinates’ roles). These ingtruments include
the Leader Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ), Supervisory Behavior Description

Questionnaire (SBDQ), and the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire

15
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(LBDQ). While Consideration and Initiatiﬁé Structure are onl; twoM;f the
twelve scales that measure leadership behavior on the LBDQ, most of the
research has focused on these two dimensions, (In the beginning of this
chapter we noted studies whizh have relied on the LBDQ to gather data about
the nature and effects of leader behavior of the princ{;il.)

Some scholars claim that the LBDQ is not valid or particularly useful
for understanding leQderohip behaviors. What are the criticisms of this
instrument? We will highlight some of the more important reservations about
the instrument, First, despite the word "behavior" in thé name of the
instrument, the LBDQ contains items far removed from specific behaviors and
is more conéerned with skills, traita, and personality ittriﬁhtes of the
leader (such as, uncertainty tolerance, pfedictive accuracy, persuasiveness,
and demand reconciliation) (Schriesheim, House, and Kerr, 1976). S%cond, the
items for the most part, measure discretionary leader behavior as opposed to
behavior which the leader can neither help nor control. This point is
important in light of the work acti#ity studies of school adiinistrators
which portray administrators as agapting and reacting to tLg requests of
others, not initiating and manipulating opportunities. Third, items usuall}
ask abuut the frequency of leader behaviors, less often about the%r
magnitudé, and never about the timing or appropriateness of structure or
consideration to the particular task or work context (Schriesheim, House, and
Kerr, 1976). Fourth, a serious deficiency of the research using the LBDQ
concerns problems of inferring or determining the direction of causality. In
other words, do considerate principals cause teachers to be more motivated
and productive or do principals behave in a more considefate fashion when

teachers perform well? The research findings do not clarify the direction of
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thiﬁ relatioﬁahip. Schriéehﬁin;wﬁoﬁéé, d;a-Kéff-éoﬁéihd;“aft;r a thorough o
review of the instrument that the LBDQ "cannot be considered sufficiently
valid to warrant [1ts]) continued usage in leadership research" (p. 297).
Yet, as Bridges (1981) notes 1n his review of research in educational
administration, we continue to ovcrly.rely on the LBDQ in our fi?ld. We
might add this io oo‘prinnrily because a better inltruuent-as-yet has noﬁ
been developed.

In‘addition to the major research program at.The Ohiq State
University during the late 19508 and early 60s, studiés at the University of
Michigan Institute of Sdciai Research focused on the relationship among
leader behavior, group processes, and measures of group performance. The
Michigan model was made up of four factors. The definitions for the four

factors follow:

Support. Behavior which increases subordinates’ feelings of
being worthwhile and important people.

’ Goal Emphasis. Behavior which stinulaté‘/an enthusiasm among
subordinats for getting the work done. ' A

Work Facilitation., Behavior which actually helps
subordinates get the work done by removing obstacles and
roadblocks. '

Interaction Facilitation. Behavior which builds the
subordinate group into a work team (Likert, 1961),-

Likert (1961) integrated the findings of the Michigan studies in the book New

Patterns of Management. Likert identified five effective managerial

practices: supportive behavior, group method of supervision, high
performance goals, linking pin functions, and techunical expertise functions.
Likert concluded that most effective leaders are employee cen'ered:

"Superiors with the best records of performance focus their primary attention

17
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on the human aspects of their subordinates’ problems and on endeavoring to
build éffective work groups with high performance goals" (1961, p. 7). Power
and responsibility are shared with the group (democratic st;Tz)»as opposed to
power residing solely with the leader (authoritarian style). Other
approaches to leadership are very similar to Hemphill’s and Likert’s theoriés
including McGregor’s work (Theory Y) and Blake and Mouton’s managerial grid
(1964).

There appear to bg several problems with the leadership style
theories. Fitét, mcst theories specify the result of desired leader
behavior, not the behaviors that lead to desited outcomer, The manager 1is
told what the finished product should look like, but not what to do to obtain
" the results. This is analogous to a cookbook.full .of photographs of gourmet
meals without the recipes. Second, the consistent assumption underlying the
style and behavior theories is that a single leadership style (such as, team
managenent or Theory Y) is superior to other styles in all kinds of
organizations (such as schools, hospitals orlbusineas corporations) and under
all kinde of conditions (such as culture, environmental factors, or task
characteristics)., Third, each major study of leadership behavior has led to
a different behgvior taxonomy with only modest agreement across studies
making it did&icult to compare the findings. While the Consideration and
Initiating Structure categories are the most widely uséd fof understanding
managerial leadership in a variety of contexts, they have been criticized for
presenting too general and simplistic a picture of leadership: "They fail to
capture the great diversity of behavior required by most kinds of managers

and administrators" (Yukl, 1981, p. 121-22), This diversity is highlighted

in the work activity studies.
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In an attempt to reconcile the diverse findings of the aforementioned
studies and to identify meaningful and measurable categories of leadership,
Yukl has isolated twenty-three categories of managerial behavior. These
behavior categories in the taxonomy are identified in Table 5 in Chapter 2,
These behavior categories do not appear to be situation specific or overly
broad and abstract, vaertheleoa, sufficient research has not been conducted
using the instrument 1h educational and non-educational settings to warrant
claiming that these categories resolve the problems of 1dent1§y1ﬁhxkh¢ reale
of effective leadexrship behaviors or of specifying-the appropriateness of
leader behavior for a partiﬁuiar situation. Because of the failure of style
a;d behavior theories to take the context of a leadership sithacion into
account, scholars began to speculate an interaction between environment and
leadership behavior, We examine the situational theories next.

Situational Theories

~ Situationsl or cpntingency theories of leadership posit that
appropriate leader behavior depends, in part, on the situation. Thus, no one
leadership style will prove effective in all contexts. Four significant
contributions to the situational model are reviewed here: contingency
theory, normative theory, path-goal theory, and substitutes f;f leadership
theory.

Fiedler (1965) developed his contingency theory of leadership because
of his.disappointment with the results of research conducted on the
differences in effectiveness between trained leaders and untrained leaders.
Fiedler, consequently, developed a model of leadership that views group
performance or effectiveness as dependent upon the interaction of leadership

style and the favorablenesé of the situation, Fledler identified two

19
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‘significant leadership styles: task—orientgd leadership and
socio-emotionally oriented leadership. Task-oriented leaders are concerned
with accomplishing the task above all else. Sécio-emotionally oriented
leaders are ;ore concerned with maintaining good relations with their |
subordinates. Again, these notions are very similar to Initiating Strﬁcgure
and Consideration. "

Fledler leaeuf;d leadership origdtation with the Least Preferred
Co-workér (LPC) scale. Using bipolar a&jecpive pairs following the semantic
differential technique (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957), leaders were
asked to think of and describe the esteem in which they held his/her 1?;3&

4
preferred co-worker.

Relationship-oriented individuals tended to describe the
least-preferred co~worker in more favorable terms than.task-oriented leaders.
The low-LPC leader shows a strong emotional reaction to people with whoi
‘he/she cannot work.' Fiedler céntendq ;hat a person who favoraﬁly doscribes a
least preferred co-worker is able to see him/her as a person who might have
some acceptable traits, thus indicating an interest in effecting strong
interpersbnal relations.

Fiedler identified three critical dimensions of a job to determine 2
situation’s favorableness or unfavorableness: leader-member relations, task
structure, and leader position power. Leader-member relations are favorable
when the leader’s subordinates are trusting and somewhat obedient. Task
structure is favorable when the leader (and presumably the followers) know
exactly what to do and how to do 1t. Finally, leader position power is high

when the leader can distribute rewards and punishments freely. The higher

the three situational factors, the more favorable the situation is for the



leader,

Fiedler afgués, then, that leadership gffectivenese or group
performance depends on the 1nteractio;'between ieaderéhip style and situation
favorableness. For example, a low=LPC leader will be.more effectfve when the
situation is either highly favorable or highly unfavorable. A high-LPC
~ leader 1s more effective.in moderately favé;able or unfavorable situations.

Fiefdler contends that when a mismatch between leadership orientation and the

situation exists, it is.easier to ghange the situation==through changes ip

L]

responsibilities and power—-than it is to change the lgader’s personality
oriéntation, or what he has labeled "Engineer the Job to Fit the Manager"

)

(1976),
; ° .
There is some debate as to whether Fiedler’s hngtheaes have received
empirical support. According to Steers (198l), research has generally
demonstrated that relationship-oriented leaders are more effective when the

situation is moderately “favorable or unfavorable and task—-oriented leaders

are more effective under highly favorable or highly unfavorable conditions.,
Yy . ;

Thus relationship-oriented leaders operate best in conditions of moderate
situation favorability, and task-oriented leaders at thevextremes, because
they can take charge of a very unfavorable situation or merely direct when
the situation is so favorable. On the other hand, Schriesheim and Kerr
(1977) note that this theory is "probably the most widely known of all
situational leaderahip theories" but raia? serious questions concerning
construct, content, and predicti;e validity (pp. 22-27), Further, quoting
Ashour (1973), they assert that "the model is an atheoretical empirical
generalization=-it does not explain why its hypothesized relationship occurs,

and 1t 1s therefore not a theory in almost anyone’s sense of the word" (1977,
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Pe 53).

Path-Goal Theory of Leadership

Another contingency approach to leadership is the Path-Goal Model of
leaderéhip developed by House and colleagues (1971, 1974), This model
focuses on how managers influence aubordinat%-perceptions of thefr work,
personal goals, and various paths to goal attélnment. Leaders can facilitate
task performance by showing subordinates how their performance can be
instrumental in achieving degired reward#. The path-goal model bﬁilds
heavily on the expectancy theory of work notivation.z' | The
Path-Goal Model rests on two propositions: (1) the leader’s function is
supplemental and (2) the s{tuation affects the wotivational impact of
specific leader behaviors (Schrie;heim and Kerr, 1977, p. 14). This theory
identifies situations in ‘which directive, supportive, achievement-orientéd,

*

or participatiﬁe leadership is mpst effective in promoting subordinate

’ [ ]
motivations and effort, The Path-Goal Model holds that effective leadership

is a function of the interaction between leader behaviors and situational_or

contingency variables, such as subordihate characte;iéticéﬁhﬁ& euvironmental

factors (e.g., task characteristicés, formal authority system, and
chazaéterization of primary work grdﬁb) (Steeés, 1981, pp. 271-72),

Little research on the Path~Goal Model has been conducted either in
educational or noneducational settings. The studies that are avallable,

however, lend some credence to the model. These studies suggest "that the

2Expectanéy theory is based on two premises: (1) people
subjectively assign values to expected outcomes and (2) motivated behavior
i8s explained by ends people hope o accomplish and extent to which they
believe their own actions contribute to producing preferred outcomes.

22



- 20 - P

LY

model is probably more complex than first thought and that additional

variables, like conflict and structure, should be incorporated into future

versions of the model" (Steers 1981, p. 271).

Kerr asserts that "situational approaches to leadership share the
assumption that while the gtyle of leadership likely to be effective will
vary according to the situation, some leadership style will always be .
effective regardlesa of the situation" (p. 2). Kerr (1977) points out that L
the situational leadership theory least dependent upon the assumption that
hierarchical leadership is alweys important is the Path—Goal Th:ory (House,
1971; House and Mitchell, 1974). This theory identifies situaions in which
directive, supporéive, achievement-oriented, or participativelleadetship is
most effective in promoting eubordinate motivations and effort, House and
Mitchell (1974) observe, however, that in certain work situations both goals

and paths to goals may be clear. They warn that leader attempts to clarify o

either "will be both redundant and seen by employees as imposing unnecessary,

close control" which may have negative consequences. Kerr is surprised that

House and Hitchell never conclude Ehat under thess conditions--leadership may o

not be necessary. Kerr elaborates that "gubordinate attributes such as o9
competence, knowledge, and experience may reduce requirements for

leader-provided structuring information almost to zero, and that task-related
characteristics such as inflexible regulatione_aed invariagz work

methodologies may have the same effect" (1977, p. 3). These obgervations

lead to the question: Is hierarchical leadership always necessary? Kerr

'(1977) and Pfeffer (1978) suggest that sometimes leadership does not matter,

v
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Substitutes for Leadership

Kerr and Jermier (1978) propose that there are situations in which

i

hierarchical leadership has no substantial impact on subordinate
aatiqfdction, motivatiﬁ;, or performance. They suggest that the import o;
hierarchical leadership‘beha;iors depends.upon the characteristics of
individuals, the chaqgcteristics_yf the work to be performed, or
chafacteristics of the organizationﬁl structure. These variables act to
}nfluence which leadership style will permit the hierarchical superior to
motivate, direct, and control subordinates while othefs act to moderate the
superior’s aquity to influeqc; subord1nates. Kerr and Jermier identify two
types of moderators, (1) "substitutes for leadership,'" conditions which sérye
in placetof leadership, and (2) "neutralizers," conditions which counteract
or make leadership pointless9' The model suggests that, in some cases, the
presence of substitutes or neutralizers, not leadership behaviors, may
explain the preQ#nee or absence of desired end-results such as commitment,
motivation, or performance. (See Fig&re 1.)

Kerr extracts the substitutes a&d neutraliz;rs from micro~ and
macro-organizational theory. A preliminary set of substitutes and

neutralizers for supportive and instrumental behavior based on Kerr’s work

was developed by Yukl (1981) and is displayed in Table 1.
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LEADERSHIP VARIABLES
Supportive leadership

-people~centered
—consideration, support,
and interaction
facilitation
Instrumental Leadership
~-task oriented '
~job centered
=injitiating structure
=goal emphasis
-work facilitation

~relationship oriented -

1

-4
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o

®

END-RESULTS VARIABLES

Subordinate Commitment
~attitudes
=behavior
=absenteeism
=turnover _
=grievance rates
Subordiqgte Performance

SITUATIONAL MODERATOR VARIABLES

Individual Characteristics
Task Characteristics
Organizational Characteristics

Figure 1, Kerr’s Substitutes for Leadership.
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i

Table 1y Potential Suggtitutes for Leadership "

N\

- //, o May Substitute for the Leader’s:
) -’ . L]
Characteristics - T Supportive Instrumental -
Behaviors Behaviord,
" = i - " - tii‘ -
OF THE SUBORDINATE .
1.,‘Ab111ty. experience, ! X
training, knowledge .
_%. Need for independence d T : X
3. Profespioﬁal orientation | X } X
- W S o
4, Indifference toward X X
organjzational rewards ' )
OF THE TASK .
5., Tagk clarity (unambiguous and X
and routine, methodologically X
anar;ant) ) '
6. Provides its own feedback ) X

concerning accomplishment

7. ‘Intrinsically satisfying _ X

-

OF THE ORGANIZATION

————

8. Formalization (explic¢it plans, ' . X

goals, and areas of responsibility)

9, Inflexibility (rigid, unbending X
rules and procedures)

10, Highly-specified and active - X
advisory and staff functions

11, Closely-knit, cohesive work groups X X }

12, Organizational rewards not within X X
thie leader’s control e

13. Spatial distance between gsuperior X X

and subordinates

%From G. Yukl, Leadership in Organizations (Englewood Cliffé,
N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1981), p. 163,

¢
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/{f/l Substitutes for Leadership in Schools

Several of the conditions identified in the tableé appear to be

present in séhool organizations: teaching is interesting and enjoyable

-

a5

(intrinsically satisfying task);‘ﬁrincipala appear to have modest control
over the rew;rd structure (low positidn power); teachers are not easily or
Jfrequently observed by principals as they perform their work (leader located
apart from subordinates with only limitéd connunication possible); feedback
about how well a teacher is doing comes primarily from the student (feedback
provided by_the task); and collective bargaining agreements bring rigid rules
and,;§bceduree for principals to follow in making teacher selection, - \
asnsignment and ptiliiation decisions (formalization and inflexibility). We
believe these conditions are foun& to varyi;g degrees in school organizations
and may neaiate the ability of principals to influence teacher behavior. |

Specific examples of individual, task, and organizational conditions

that ‘act as subatitutes or neutralizers follow. 'Firat,- ,let us examine

: profeasiégals in bureaucratic organizations. Scott (1966) observes that

professiohals regiat bureaucratic authority and cultivate horizontal rather
than Vertical relati&nships. Gogs (1969) adds that brofessionala will not
accept directives regarding how to perform their work. They look to the
professional peer group for advice and informal evaluatione not to the |
hierarchical leader for reéognition. Professionals also tend to tak. an
instrumental view of the organization—-their commitment to the organizatioﬂ
is conditional and depends on the adequacy of the organization’s facilities
and program --travel money, parking, and clerical aupportl(Scott,‘1966).. In
other words, the attitudes and behaviors of professionals--éheir
"professional orientation"-~can reduce the fmportance of leadership by their

3
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hierarchical superior.

‘ ?
Second, the model can be illustrated by looking at the reward

b

structure of schools. As an example, tv'e know from learning theory that
reinforcement is a crucial element in behavior change. Rewards.are
considered to be a very important factor in controlling the performances of
rats, monkeys, pigeons, and people (Kerr, 1977). The leader must be in
position to control the allocation of Jrewards and punishments in order to
reinforce desired behaviors and extinguish undesirable ones, Rewards in
schools may conceivably be salary, prestige; and esteem, for example.

From Lortie (1975) and others we know that teachers purport to find
their work intereeting, enjoyable, and intrinsically satiafyiﬁg. Further,
Lortie notes that the '"classroom is the major arena for the ieceipt of
psychic rewards . ;A.“. Much of a teacher’s work motivaton will rotate around

K

the conduct of daily tasks—-the a_ctuall instruction of students" (pp.

. 104-106), Satisfaction derives from attaining the desired results with

students. From Kerr and Jermier’s theory we can identify two characteristics
of teaching--feedback provided by'the task and intrinsically satisfying
tasks=-which could potentially act as substitutes for leadership.
Task-provided feedback will substitute for instrumental leadership. In thisA
example, the principal does not need to tell the teacher how well he/she 18
doing because the teacher knows this from the evidence or, or lack thereof,
of student progress. According to this model, intrinsically satisfying tasks
ravstitute for supportive leadership. If teachers find their work enjoyable,
the principal does not need to provide supportive leadership to make the job
situation tolerable, Of course, the attractiveness of the working

environment varies from school to school suggesting that i{n some cases
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supportive leader behaviors may be necessary. e
Although we noted that intrinsic or psychic rewards are 1mpor£;;E\fb .
! teachers, extrinsic rewards are also attached to teaching; However,
extrinsic ;euards are distributed in a way that makes it difficult to
influence their flow. For example, the two jnin criteria by which salary
improvements are made (years of service and coursework) are deternined by the
. teacher collective bargaining contract; teacher rewards are not based on
performgnce; and teacher salaries are comparatively undifferentiated. Where
teacher collective bargaining has taken hold, the principal has relatively
little decision making prerogative in the allocation of salary improvements
although he/she probably can allocate instructional materials, and to the
extent not preempted by a collective bargaining contract, can assign a

desired group of students or preferred extra duty as small tokens of

appreciation (Goldschmidt, 1983),

W

ovromn

. The Research Problem
The'problem, then, becomes to clarify those situations in which

hierarchical leadership is important to teachers in the achievement of their
goals. Specifically, we must identify conditions thaﬁ mediate or enhance
strong connections between the managerial ard technical levels in schools,
how these conditions vary from school to school, and how principal behavior
varies in these contexts. The findings may suggest an alternative to the
intellectual leap that effective schools are led by effective principals who
follow a2 recipe of ingredients. *

Scholars recognize that leadership does not come solely from the

hierarchical position of authority, it comes from other places as well., The
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great principal may recognize or create substitutes for his/her
leadership-~he/she need not personally supply structure, guidance, or good
feelings, |
F

Therefore, the question, arising from the debate on principal
leadership in school organizations, that will be addressed in this study is:

Under what conditions (e.g.. individual, task, organizational,

and contextual characteristics) does principal leadership

behavior affect the motivation and commitment of teachers?
In particular, the ctud; will attempt to test a series of hypotheses drawn
from Kerr’s formulation of the leadership problem in the context of public
elementary schools. His propositions concern some 13 conditions which may
substitute for, or neutralize, the principal’s effectivencss in working with
the sachool staff. To test them, it will be necessary to measure these
moderating conditions as well as the principal’s behavior as a leader
(instrumental and supportive) and relevant "end-reésult" variables. The next
chapter will report on the development of the measures and will describe the

sample on which the study was conducted. The specific hypotheses tested in

the study will be described in the succeeding chapter.
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A CHAPTER 2. METHODS OF STUDY
For this cross-sectional correlation study, data were collected from

teachera and principals of a samﬁie of elementary schools in Oregon and
Washington. The data collection period covered the months of April anJ'Hay
of 1983, To secuéz tﬁi—ganp;e, the principal investigator personally
telephoned superintcndé%f: to, gain access into the districts. The principal

-~

investigator then met with té; superintendent (or asvistant superintendent in
. © © ' ]

-

.

some cases) and a group of elementary principﬁiq’;n t?r school district’s
central office. The groups of principals varied froi Lgcludinﬁ 11
elenmentary principals in the district to a selected few. For :;3;;::c part,
pringtkals "volunteered" their schools/teachers for participation in the
study. When principals were selectéd by the superintendent, the criteria for
selection were not alwvays divulged to the researcher. In one case,
principals were selected based on the auperintendent‘s‘anseaament of their
performances But, in another district, principals who would not be

transferred to another school at the beginning of the next year were selected

to participate.

Survey Administration and Sample
Surveys were given to principals for all full-time teachers in the
schoolss This meant that teachers with a reduced load assignment in a school
or assigned to several schools were excluded from the study. The principals

were asked to distribute the questionnaires to teaehers who were to complete
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them on their own time. The principals were also asked to complete a form
requesting demographic data pertaining to the school (e.g., size, grade
organization), themsslves (e.g., age, sex, education) and teacher absenteeism
and turnover rates in the school.

Both eacher and principal surveys Were accompanied by a stamped,
addressed eﬁvelope for individual return. On the surveys, teéchers vere
assured that their individual responses would never be seen by principaia or
other district administrators and that administrators wonld receive no survey
feedback identified by school. In follow-up telephone calls, principals were
(1) asked to encoutage teachers who had not yet responded to return their
surveys and (2) reminded to compiete the school data form.

In total, 1280 questionﬁairea were distributed to 57 schools in 13
districts in Oregon and Washington (with the majority of districts from
Oregon)s As few as one school but as many as 12 participated from the same
districts Of that number, 524 questionnaires (teachers) and 57 school data
foﬁlb vere returned for a response rate of 41 percent and 100 percent
respgctively. Of that number, we determined that response rates for some
schools were too low and uge sample was reduced to 47 schools. The
rule~of~thumb used to decide whether a school remained in the sample was the
following: at least five teachers had to provide bonafide scores on the
leadership instrument which enabled us to identify the leadership section of
the questionnaire.

The elementary schools in this study were organized primarily
kindergarten through grade six (92 percent) with a mean district expenditure
per pupil of $2786 and mean student enrollment of 402 students. The racial

composition of the schools was predominantly white with only one school
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having a student population of over 10 percent Black and five schools with
over 10 percent Asian. (See Table 2,)

The principals of these schools were male (85 percent), held a
master’s degrees plus additional credits (89 percent), were 47 years old,
with an average of 12 years experience as an administrator and 8.7 years
experience as a classroom teacher. (See Table 3,)

The teachers in the saﬁple were female (84 percent), were 41 years
old, and had continued their education beyond a bachelor’s degree with 40
percent hold;ng at least a master’s degree, had an average of 14 years

teaching experience with seven years in their present assignment. (See Table

4).

‘ ' 3 3
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Table 2, Descriptive Information for Schools

TOTAL SCHOOLS 47

STUDENT ENROLIMENT

Mean 4020 14
Standard Deviation 949,60
Minimum 232
Maxioum 627

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Mean Administrators 1.0
Mean Teachers 22,7
Minimum 12
Maximum 33

EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL
Mean | $ 2785,86

Standard Deviation 379,01
Minioum ' 2084
Maximum 3332

.. GRADE ORGANIZATION (Per Cent)

K-8, 1-8
k-6, 1-6 9
K-3, 1-3, K=4

P-6

NN
°

(S MV RS T

RACE COMPOSITION® (Per Cent White)

902 or more 67%
80-89% 25
70-79%
60-69%
50-592
40-492%

e -y - e

NO NS

%0ne of 45 gchools with over 10 percent Black, five of 45 schools
with over 10 percent Asian.

‘ 1
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Table 3. Descriptive Information for Principals

e

TOTAL PRINCIPALS | 47
SEX (Per Cent)

Male 85%
Female 15

EDUCATION LEVEL (Per Cent)

Less than MA (1) 4 .
MA - 2
MA Plus Credits 89
Doctor’s Degree 9
AGE
Mean : 47,36
Standard Deviation 7.41
Minimum 30
Maximum 60

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPERIENCE (Ywea)

Mean 12,30
Standard Deviation 7.16
Minimum 1
Maximum : 27

PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATIVE EXPERIENCE (Per Cent)

None 7 z‘
Counselor
Consultant

Dept. Chair
Teaching Principal
Central Office

W NN SO

TEACHING EXPERIENCE (Years)

Mean 8.70
Standard Deviation 3,96
Minimum 2
Maximum 27
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Table 4. Descriptive Information for Teachers

TOTAL TEACHERS 458

SEX (Per Cent)

Male 16.22
Fellle 830 6
Not ascertained 2

EDUCATION LEVEL (Per Cent)

BA Degree 1,8%
BA Plus Credits 57.9
MA Degree 7.6
MA Plus Credits 32,5
Doctor’s Degree o2
AGE
Mean 41,1
Standard Deviation 9,7
" Minimum 23
Maximum 67
TEACHING EXPERIENCE (Years)
Hean 1(‘.05
Standard Deviation 7.47
Minioum 1
Maximum 41

TENURE (Years in this school)

Mean 7.00
S.D. 5.31
Minioum 1
Maximun 27

%
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Measures

The purpose of this study was to investigate\the relationship between
elementary principal leader;hip behavior and teacher commitment to the school
and to determine if specific non-leader sources of influence (the
iubstitutes/neutralizero construct) uediaﬁe or lessen the inportaﬁce of ghe
principal for exerting either positive or negatiye influence over teacher
attitudes and behavior., Existing instruments were used=-with some
nodificat}on for the school organization-—to tap the independent variable of
leadership behavior, the hependent variable organizational commitment, and
the mediating variable substitutes/neutralizes for leadership (hereafter
called "Qubstitutes"). These instruments will be described in detail as will
our preparatory analysis for identifying key variables.
Leadersggg Ins;xﬁgégp

‘Principal leadership behavior was measured using an instrument
develop;d by Gary Yukl (;981). The Yukl instrument (Hanagéuent Behavior
Survey) cbntaihs 115 items which represent 23 categories (or scales) of

management behavior (5 items per category). Table 5 lists the dimensions.
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Table 5. Yukl’s Management Rehavior Categories

1., Emphasizing Performance '
2. Showing Consideration
3. Career Counseling
4, Inspiring Subordinates
3« Providing Praise and Recognition
‘6s Structuring Reward Contingencies
7. Clarifying Work Roles
8. Goal Setting
9. Training~Coaching
10, Disseminating Information
11 Encouraging Decision Participation »
12, Delegating T :
13. Pllnning
14, Innovating
15 Problem Solving
16, Work Facilitation
17. Monitoring Operations
"18, Monitoring the Environment
19, Representing the School
20. Facilitating Interaction
21, Managing Conflict
22, Criticizing _
23, Administering Discipline

- A e

e —

The Yukl instrument was modified slightly (e.g., the word "principal" was \

N\

substituted for "supervisor,”" 'teacher" for "employee") to be more suitable
for the school organization setting. The following alternatives allow

\
reésponding teachers to report how often the principal exhibitp behaviors

described by the items:

Category Weight

Never

Seldom

"Sometimes

Usually

Almost Always

Don’t Know or Not Applig?ble

LS WN -
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(A full copy of the modified instrument is in Appendix A). Our thought was
that certain of these categories would represent the two dimensions of leader
behavior we sought to measure, instrumental and supportive leadership.
Consequently, preliminary analyses were directed toward that end.

Responses of each teacher to the five items comprising a leadership
category were summed for a category score. (Resﬁ!%ae alternatives were

weighted 1-5, as indicated above.) Because of the large number of missing

values for certain items (either "Don’t Know or Not Applicable" selected or

no response was given), each scale had to have less than three migssing items
to obtain a valid scale score.3

A factor analysis was then conducted on the scale scores to determine
which categories represented dimensions that might be intérpreted as
instrun;;tal or supportive. As a result of the problem of missing values,
seven of the 23 scales had to be eliminated from the factor analysis. These
management behavior categories deleted include: structuring reward
contingencies, providing training and coaching, monitoring the eﬁvifbnnent,
representing the school, managing ﬁonflict, criticiz{ng. and administering
discipline. Even by loosening the criteria for a valid score, the sample wvas
reduced from 514 to 444 teachers for the factor analysis. L

Only two common factors could be extracted from the intercorrelation

matrix before the eigenvalues dropped below unity, which accounted for 56.4

e lnacnmd: e e

3Yuk1's scoring practice was to recode '"Don’t Know or Not
Applicable" to "Never." We did not follow this scoring procedure.
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and 6,3 percent respectively of the total variance.

Eight scales best

\J/T defined the two dimensions, as shown in the rotated factor matrix of Table 6.

Table 6, Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for Management Behavior Survey
(Yukl revised by Pitner)

4 aud

Y " Suh &

LS

Factor
Y
Variables 1 \ II
Yl W71 14
Y8 60 027
Y13 W71 28 -
Y14 o74 021
Y17 65 24
Y2 «30 o706
Y11 oBh 72 f’
Y12 \\ 15 059
Y3 61 37
Y4 65 52
Y5 «50 . 59
Y7 64 .40
Y10 43 51
Y15 65 bl
Y16 59 o33
Y20 58 39

b errbiraguadr et

The five categories loading heavily'on the first factor include:

.emphasizing performance (Y1),

gsetting goals (Y8),

planning (Y13),

innovating (Yl4),

and monitoring operations (Y17).

Yy

' These variables resemble instrumental leadership and indicate efforts on the

!

part of the principal to structure teacher work and pergofhance. The

b

v
= alx
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variables loading highly on the second factor iuclude:

showing consideration (Y¥2),
encouraging decision participation (Yll),
and delegating (Y12).

Theae'variqbleq represent supportive leadership and indicate efforts on the

v

part of the principal to be helpful, participative, and to grant autonomy to.
:eacherq. The eight rennining category scores did not load dominantly on one
‘or the other of the two factors: |

career counseling (Y3),

inspiring subordinates (Y4), :
providing praice-recognition (Y5),
clarifying work roles (Y7),
disseninating information (Y10),
probleam solving (Y15),
facilitating work (Y16),
facilitating interaction (Y20)

In light of the successful separation of the Yukl scales into sets
| corresponding to the two forﬁs of leadership of the Xerr theory, individual
eteachef reports 'were averaged for instrumental leadership (over Y1, Y8, Y13,
Y14, Y17) and for supportive leadership (over, Y2, Y11, Y12), and the
{ndividual teacher scores were aggregated by school to represent the
leadership style of the principal. Ten schools in the original sample of 57
had too few teachers reporting on the principal‘to furnish dependable
measures of leader behavio;, and those schools vere dropped from the study.
(We required that there be at least 5 teachers who described‘each prigi;pa_.)

Peacriptive statistics for the leadership behavior scores of the remain ng 47

. principals are given in Table 7.°

Pad

!
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Table 7, . Degcriptive Statistics for Leadership Beh&vior

T (School Level)
Standard Range Inter-rater
Mean Deviation Min. Max, Reliability
Instrumental 3.77 42 3,04 4,77 .768
Leadership . : _
Supportive 4,13 40 2,39 4,41 «765
Leadership .

b PO Y ath PO U GO G GG SN S s WY

Substitutes Instrument g

We used an instrument developed by Kerr (1976) to tap the
subgtitutes/neutralizers construét 1& order to test whether nonleader sources
of task structure, direction, and support weaken the causal ' link between
principal leadership behavior and teacher commitment, The Kerr instrument
was modified to reflect school roles and tasks; also we added a few items of
our own, Thé questionnaire included 13 scales of three to seven items each.
(See Appendix B), These scales include substitutes characteristic of the
teacher, the teaching task, and of thé-organization structure, parallelling
the 13 substitutes and neutralizers of thé\Kéfr theory discussed in Chapﬁ?r
1. (See Table 1 on p. 23 for their listing.) Individual attributes which
may act as substitutes-neutralizers for hierarchical leadership include
ab;lity?é§perience-craining, professional orientation, indifference toward
organiz:tional ;;warde, and need for independence. Task characteristics

which may act 79 substitutes include task clarity, task provided feedback,

P
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and intrinsically satisfying tasks. Organizational characteristics which are
believed to act as substitutes include formalization, inflexibility, highly.
specified a;d active advisory-staff functions, cohesive work group,
organizational rewards not withiq leadert? control, and spatial_diatance
between superior nnd'aubordinate.

"onsistent with the Yukl instrument, a five point scale included the

following response choices:

Category Weight

Never 1
Seldon p3
Sonetimes 3
Usually 4
Almost Always 5

Don’t Know or Not Applicable

Upon examining teacher responses to the questionnaire form, we noted
a high frequency of "Not Applicable" responses for some items, For some
reason, these questions did not bring forth any responné. Three examples
11lustrate this problem and how we dealt with it, First, some items were
confusing because their wording did not allow meaningful use of the response
alternatives we offerreds An example of this type of error follows:ﬂ

1 cannot get very enthused about the rewards offered or about -
the opportunities available im this school.

"Never" or "Almost always" or “he other alternatives were inappropriate for
the item. We discarded the séveral items of this variety.

Second, the large number of '"Not Appiicable or Don’t Know' responses
for some items was inconsistent with our expectationss An example fitting

this situation was found for the item: Ny
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My chances for a salary increase depend on my principal’s
recommendation,
This item prompted our further examination because in this sample, all
teachers work in districts covered by col%fctive bargaining agreements.
Increases in teacher aalaries may result in three ways. First, each teacher
will receive any negotiated cost—of-living or across-the-board increase.
Such increases are negotiated between the b?ard of education and the teacher
vnions Principals do not influence the receipt of these increases by
teachers. Second, teachers receive increases in salary by meeting negotiated
standards for additional educational degrees and training. Again, these |

. )
standards are set in the contract (outside the influence of the principal)

and are administered by district personnel staff. Third, teachers receive
salary 1ncreases‘for performance/experience unless their performance is rated
unsatisfactory. Principal evaluations deteraine whether a teacher receives
this type of salary increase. It is, however, rare for a teacher to be rated
unsatisfac¢tory and be denied the step increase on the sal#ry schedule.
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the teachers in this sample do
not, in fact, rely on the principal for salary increases. In this case, the
"Not Applicable" responses were recoded as "Never,"
| Other items evoked responses which suggested the item was not

appropriate for the samples An example follows:

My chances for promotion (such as to department chair,

teacher leader, administration,) depend on my principal’s

recomnmendation.

This item elicited a number of anecdotal couments from teacher respondents
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such as, "Administration is not a promotion...it is not better than teaching,
it is different." We concluded that teachers do not necessarily perceive
movement away from teaching as a promotion. In this case, recoding would not
be feasible so the item was dropped from analysis.
7 In total, four items were deleted and four were recoded. A factor
— analysis was conducted on the remsining 56 items. Even by deleting and
recoding, however, only 175 of the original 514 teachers responded validly to
all items, limiting the N on which the intercorrelations were based.
Thirteen factors were extracted and rotated by the Varimax procedure. The

L

resulting matrix of factor loadings is displayed in Table 8. (Just the

loadings greater than .30 are shown,)

Inspection of the matrix indicated that the configuratiop of item
Joadings was isomorphic with six of Kerr’s e_g;&ggi_scales, in the sense that
all (or most) of the itews written for the scale loaded heavily on a distinct
factor. In those cases, we retained items with the highest léadingé to
comprise the respective scales. These wvere Ability/Experience, P;ofessional
Orientatién; Organizational Inflexibility, Advisory/StafflFunctions, Cnhesive
Workgroups, and Spatial Distance between Principal and Teachers.

Items of two of Kerr’s scales did not load prominently on any
distinct factor (Attractiveness of Organizational Rewards and Need for
Independence) and were unscored in the study, while two other scales (Task

Cllrity and Task Feedback) were merged into one by virtue of their loadings

on a single factor.
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Table 8, Pactor Losdings (Roteted) for 56 Subwtitutes Item

Item I 1L tr 1v vV Vi virvimnn 1 X XI Xl X1l
Ability/Rxperience

1 W52

] 62

3 -.4)
Professional Orientetion

4 32 N1

S N1}

° '56

Attrectivansse of Reverds
]

? - 34 1)

Taak Clerity

10 A9
11

12

W39
13 - N 1)
14

13 3 J32

Task Yeedback

16 N}
17

18 .64
Intriansic Rewverds

19 6l
20 -3

21 1%}

Organizational Yormmlizetion

22 39 39
23 N} W32
26 033 "l
28 1)

26 +63

27 «30

28 30

29 o795

30 o 74

Organisetional Iaflexidility
]

n -.60
»n «93

Advisory/Stsff Yunctions
3% .67
k1] 36
36 76
kY o34
Cohesive Workgroups
k1 ) .68
39 .1
40 13
4L 13
42 82

Principel Coatrol of Reverds
43 51
o

. '6‘
46 .89
47

=36
49 ".35

50 30 36

L1 .87
53 10

54 52

'.37 30

Spatial Distance
5%
56

57 .30 oS54

Nesd for Ilondependence

38 ‘ =34
59

3
60 36 2

1 11 111 1V Y VI VIl vIIl X T XI XII X111
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For the remaining three of Kerr's'original 13 gcales (Organization
Formalization, Principal Control of Réwards, and Intrinsic Rewards), the
associated items loaded on several factors. Through detailed analysis of
item content in light of the loading patterns, it was possible to reasseamble
the items to provide meaningfully coherent scores for each scale, as
indicated in Table 9, (Wording of the items can be found in Appendix B,) In
the end, ten scales were constructed from 4! of the questionnaire items to
correspond exactly or approximately to the substitutes/neutralizers
~dimensions of the Kerr theory.

Scoring was accomplished by summing teacher responses (weighted from
1l to 5) to items on each scale and dividing the sum by the nuaber of items on
which it was baseds Weights for some items were reversed (Items 3, 20, 32,
40) to reflect their inverted wording, and responses to others were recéded
(Items 8, 43, 46, 47, 52) as previously described. In general, scoring was

Table 9. Substitutes Factors and Items

P ordmtinadn s Sdhanie gt PO UG GG OO 1 & e bt e b e POy -

Scale Ltems
Sl Ability-Experience : (1,2,3)
S2 Professional Orientation (4,5,6,34)
$3 Task Certainty/Feedback (10,12,13,16,18)
S4 Intrinsic Satisfaction (19,20,53,54)
S5 Formalization (22,23, 24,25,26,27,28)
$6 Rule Inflexibility (31, 32, 33)
s7 Staff Availability (35, 36)
S8 Cohesive Work Group ' (38,39,40,41,42)
s9 Principal’s Position Powers (43,44,46,47,52)

S10 Spatial Distance (55,56,57)

— PO U U U G U U SO U ¢ i dnadhraloardoinasie e b -

contrived so that high values were consistent with the meaning implied by the
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names of the scales. A high score meant the teacher had a strong
Professional Orientation or a high level of Intrinaié Satisfaction, for
instance. Except fpr Principal’s Control of Rewards, high values also
represented the, presence of cubsfitutee or neutralizers, low values their
absence. The rule for deciding how many items would be needed touPbtain a
valid scale score varied from scale to scale because of the unequal number of
items in the scales. Our principle was to demand more valid responses in the
shorter scales. Besides caléulating individual teacher ccbres, we aggregated
thea for ochool.naans on the ten dimensions, permitting analyses to proceed
at either the teacher or scho§1 level.

Means and standard deviations of the teacher- and achool-lével

distributions are given in Tabie,lo, along with appropriate reliability

Table 10, Mears, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of Substitutes Scales

N G S o b &t " - I Gy " A T PR Y n b & Fe

Teacher Level (N~450) ° School Lavel (N=47)
Scale Mean  S.D. Reliability® Mean  S.D. Reliability’
sl 4,02 .58 .60 4,03 .20 0
$2 2.54 .19 71 2.52 .29 0
$3 4.58 .54 .63 .58 .17 0
S4 4.20 .63 .65 4.20 .24 .20
$5 3.84 .57 71 4.00 .24 .33
$6 2.38 .70 .63 2.36 .34 .51
s7 2.37 .90 .66 2.38 .39 .40
$8 3.24 .90 .85 3.21 .40 44
$9 2.40 .82 62 2.36 .48 74
S10 3.38 .85 .73 .41 44 .62

P b e W O " beranahs A
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8Internal consistency estimate (Sronbach’s Alpha).

b
Inter-rater estimate.
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estimates. Internal consistency reliabiliﬁiea are modest, ranging from .60
\

to +85. Item composition of the ncalea,\of cggree,'had been established by
the preceding factor analysis, thereby aodprins maximum coefficients. More

dependable estimates would require crosaQVQIIdation of the instrument with a
‘\ .
new sample.

The inter-rater reliabilities in Table 10 are exceptionally low across

the ten scales. The zero reliabilities of/the first two scales,
Ability-Experience and Profe;cional Orieﬁgation, might be expected, since tﬂi
dimensione describe properties of individual teachers and there is no reason
to expect school staffs to be homogeneous with respect to those attributes,
The zero or essentially zero reliabilities for S3 and S4, Task
Certainty=Feedback and Intrinsic Satisfaction, can be viewed in the same way.
While the items were supposed to measure characteristics of the teaching task
itself, a reading of the items makes it apparent that they reference
individual feelings about the work. (Indeed, o&e might wonder whether any of
Kerr’s substitutes/neutralizers dimensions relating to task properties would
be relevant in settings where all respondents were performing the same task.)
The generally unsatisfactory inter-rater reliabilities for the
remaining six scales, whose items explicitly call for teachers to describe
properties of the organizational_environment they presumably share, can be
interpreted in several way;: (a) the environment (including principal

relations with teachers) is not homogeneous at all, expecially in large
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schools; rather, it consists of several sub-environments; (b) schools and

principals of the sample differ very little with respect to these
chracteristics; (c) scale items elicit responses hegvilf’imbued with
affective feelings of teachers; that is, they describe psychological states
of individual respondents more than they describe environmental properties.
Whatever the roots of "rater error" may be, and they probably differ from
scale to scale, the problem 1t-ouff1cientky ‘evere that the likelihood of

1

finding significant relationships with cther variables is appreciably
diminished.
Commitment Measures

The dependent variables for this study included organizational
commitmeht. absenteeism, and turnover. According to theory, tgg dimensions
of organizational commitment--attitudinal and behavioral--can be discerned
and measured, Organiiational commitnent was measured using ah instrument
developed by Porter, Mowday, Steers, and Boulian (1974) known as the
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (0CQ). This instrument had been
modified earlier for the school situation by Gidﬁk (1982)., The modification
was slight: the word "school" was substituted for "firm" and "teach" for
"work" (See Appendix C), Fifteen items tap feelings about the
organization-—the extent to which a teacher "buys into" the goals of the
school and intends to remain. A seven—-point scale was used to allow the

responding teachers to describe their feelings about the school in which they

"work. Thesé response options were:
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* Scoring Weight °

Strongly Disagree

Moderately Disagree

Slightly Disagree . .
Neither Disagree nor Agree

Slightly Agree ' :

Moderately Agree

Strongly Agrae

NOMNMBSWN e~

For scoring, weights were inverted for the several items with
reversed wording (It;as 3, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15)s The sum of 15 items was
computed and divided by the number of valid responses. (We required that at
least nine iteas be answered.) Large numerical values indicate strong

\\\\ coumitment to the school. Descriptive statistics for the 0CQ are displayed

\\in Table 11, based on 456 teachers or on 47 schools. We also calculated a
coefficient indicating the extent to which the 0CQ scores 6f teachers.wCre
alik'_withinlthe schcols. (The calculation was identical to an inter-rater
reliabi{ity coefficient, but, considering that 0CQ scores are “"self-ratings"
rathqr'than-ratings of principals or other .chool-level‘propertiec. it should
not be construed as an estimate of the 0CQ’s reliability.) That coefficient
turned out to?be «59, which is a remarkably high value,-eapecially when
viewed in the light of the mostly lower values for the substitutes scales,
It indicates that teachers of a school tend to havé similar levels of
commi tment to the organizaéion. Wuather this is due to the inclination of
schools to attract teachers of a kind to their staffs or to a bona fide
"gchool effect" on teacher sentiments, we do not know. It does suggest,

thouglL that it is appropriate to use staff means on the committment measure

and conduct analyses at the schcol level,

ol
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Table 11, Means, Standard Deviations; and Range for the 0CQ Scale

o ol e Y vy " 4 e

Teacher Level School Level
(N=456) (N=47)
Mean 5.59 5.59
Standard Deviation 1.03 51
Minimun 1,60 4,40
Maximum 7.00 6,32

- e e

In addition to this measure, purported beh.vioral indicators of
teacher comni tment=~absenteeism and turnover rate--were secured at the déhool
level. fheee data were obtained from report§ from the principal and verified
with the district personnel office. These data were difficult to get for
several reasons. Schools do not maintain records of teacher absences but
file reports with the central office. Records of teacher absences were not
easily retrievable unless handled by a centralized computing system.
Principals know more or less how often teachers are absent (espgcially in
elementary schools which typically have smaller faculties). Also compounding
the ﬁroblen 18 the proliferation of absence categories and the lack of
consistency among school districts in their definition and application. The
categories of short-term absences, which "correspond" to reasons for the
absence, include: sick lgave, professional leave, personal leave, emergency
leave, critical illness, and bereavement. In Oregon Revised Statutes,
Section 342,596, "sick leave" is défined as "'absence from duty bécause of a

school employee’s illness or injury." The district may expand the definition

02



~ categories afe set by the teacher collective bargaining agreement and, thus,

to mean_personal illness or injury without regard to person (i.e., a teaclier
g ' -

may use paid sigk leave because a child is 11ll). :The remaining lea‘F

: r
vary among districts in availability and criteria for usg. For example,
"eritical 1llness" (which may not be used for personal illness of teachers
but for that of other family members) may either uéan that recovery from an
illness or injury is uncertain (the hospital definition) or, that {n the
judgment of a physiéian.'the.illness or injury is seriocus. In one district,
"personal leave" may be used for any reason but limited in use in another.
Hence, one individual may take personal leave to attend a conference whereas
another uses the day to go fishing or sell real estate. The reason for the
absence would not be known or recorded unless the teacher were seen in any of
these places. ,In one school, teachers were absent'frequently for
professional developnént activities. Thus, the high percentage of absences
in that school was not a valid indicator of "lack of commitment." (These
district-sponsored absences may actually serve to 1ﬁcrease coumi tment or
reduée work=related atfess of the inclination to use sick leave days.)
Finally, in Oregon there is a high incentive not to use sick days as they are
a noteworthy factor in the calculation of retirement benefits. In
conclusion, teacher absencqq\iP Qchoola are diffic&lt to interpret and’
monitor and especially diffic&I?\mo report. We believed the reports were
undependable and, therefore, decided to drop these as dependent variables and
measures in our analysis. To use teacher absence (or turnover) as a

criterion variable would require a more sophisticated reporting procedure
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than we used in the stu&y.
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//// Summary a
7

In addition to giving details of thd 47 elementary schools whose
principals and staffs servefgfi "aubjects" of the study, the chapter has

described our derivation of aeasures of vaniables®to be,used for assessing

the moderating effects o£~£ldiv1dua1, task, and organizational conditions,

The Yukl instrument proved to be a satisfactory basis for measuring the

' instruneﬁtal and supportive dimensions of principal Behavior, while our
' 4

adaptation of the Kerr instruqent to school setting? enabled us to measure 10
of the 13 substitutes/neutralizers conditions originally proposed.
(Pbychometric'propetties of the measures, however, were not strong.)
Although we had hoped to measure effects'of leadership on both attitudes and
behavioral attributes of teachers, the behavioral indicators (turnover and
absenteeisl) proved fickle and we were obliged to rely on the orsanizational
commi tment scale developed by Porter and colleaguef as the sole "outcome"
\variable. . . \ \\

; In the next chapter we turn to thetspecific hypothétes of the study,

the analysis procedures wg“@mployed (hierarchical multiple regression), and

results of the statistical analyses.

L | R



CHAPTER 3. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

]

We start by outlining the operational hypotheses regarding

_substitutes for leadership tested in the study, based ont the operational

- definitions of the key constructs discussed in the preceding chapter, and

follow by describing the analytical procedure used for testing theme Then ve.
will present the results of the analyses.
Hypotheses |
Kerr’s formlation of the moderating effecﬁs of the | | .

substitutes/neutralizers, summarized in Chapter 1, may be rephrased as a

conditfonal relationship for purposes of test. Specifically, the theory

proposes that :hé effect of the leader'l;behavior, L, on subordinate
motivation or performance, P, will be less in the presence of substitutes,

S, than !n their absenc’ Since the substitutes are usually measured
continuously, as in the present stﬁ&y, an equivalent phrasing predicts that
the magnitude of the relationship betw;en L and P is contingent on the level
of the Aubstitute, such that the atrquth of the relationship diminishes with
an increase in S. The expectations can be depicted graphically as a

three=dimensional surface, as in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Three-dimensional representation of predictions.

To illustrate, consider Instrumental leader behavior as L and
Org?nizational_Connitnent of teachers as 2, these represented by the
hoéizontal and vertical dimensions of the graph, respectively, and consider
the staff’s Abi*ity/Experiencé lével as the § in question, shown as the depth
dimension. An fncrease'in the principal’s instrumental behavior (from left
to right in the f;gure) 18 expected to be accompanied by an increase in the
elevation of the dtaff's commi tment, but only when the ataff is felafively
inexperienced (the'éack part of the surface). When the staff ie higﬁl{\
experienﬁed, as represented by the front part of the surface, variation ih

instrumental behavior has no effect on the elevation of organizational
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commi tment.

rd

Table 12, Substitutes Expected to Moderate Relationship of Commitment
' and Instrumental or Supportive Principal Behavior

ra— bosbisbud PN W b e o PO G

quatitutea Supportive Instrumental
! R S — . —

Sl Ability/Experience X

S2 Professional Orientation X X

S3 Task Certainty/Feedback X

S4 Intrinsic Satisfaction , X

S5 Formalization X

S6 Rule Inflexibility X

S7 Staff Availability X

S8 Cohesive Work Group X X

S9 Principal Position Power X . X
S10 Spatial Distance X X

PR 4 PG U U I GG Gy rhob -
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" aExcept for §9, low score signifies absence of substitute.

Table 12 identifies the specific variables that Kerr and Jermier
propose as substitq;es for, or neutralizers of, the two forms of leader
behavior, stated in terms of the particular measures used in the present
study. The table parallels Table 1 in Chapter 1. It identifies 14 such
pairings, each of which will be independently eﬁamined. We should note that

in hypotheses implicating Principal’s Position P&Ngr (S9), unlike the other

substitutes, a high score represents the relative aﬁsence rather than

AN

presence of the substitute. N

éﬂe;xgig grocegurgg

The surface shown in Figure 2 is defined by the followirng equation:

P = bl(L) + bz(S) + b3(L*S) +c¢c ,

9 |
~J
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where P 18 the Organizational Committment score, the b’s are parameters
governing the plane’s shape, and ¢ is a constant representing its overall
elevation. The equation’s third term is formed by the product of L and §,
as the symbols suggest. Parameters of the equation have the congenial
property of being estimatable by multiple regression, using Ordinary
Least=Squares to obtain a fit, When the regreaa&on is performed
hierarchically, entering the third term after the first two, a direct test
can be made of its contribution to the prediction (Kerlinger & Pedhazur,
1973). A significant increment in the explained variance associated with it
suggests that L and § combine interactively to affect

P--that the slopes at the back and front of the surface are not parallel.

In that event, it is necessary, of course, to evaluate the prediction
equation (or examine the signs on the paramter estimates) to assure they are
in accord with the substantive prediction. A roughly equivalentlprocedure
sometimes followed by researchers is to dichotomize the sample on S and to
test the difference between thé zero-order correlations of L and P for the
two halves.

Some investigators (e«g., Howell & Dorfman, 1981) screen the
indicators of leader behavior and of potential substitutes for the
significance of their bivarfate correlations with the dependent
Qariable, P, retaining for further examination only those reaching a
particular probability criterion. Although we show the correlations, we have
not followed this practice. Under certain circumstances relating to the

relative magnitudes of the b coefficients and levels of L and 8 prevailing in
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the sample, an interactive effect could render one or the other of the
correlations zero in the bivariate space, or at least statistically
insignificant, In an extreme case, both correlations could be exactly zero,
even though a true interactive effect were present,

A more problemmatic issue concerns the level at which analyses are to
be performed=--the individual teacher level or the school level. This is
easentially'a theoretical issue rather than one merely of the mechanics of
analysis, but the Kerr~Jermier foruﬁlation does not address it explicitly.
While leader behavior rather unequivocally refers to a property of the school |
principal, and we will treat it as such, Organizational Commitment might be |
regarded either as an individual 6: group property. Had we measured certain
other "end-result" variables mentioned by Kerr and Jermier (1978), such as
turnover or grievance rates, the variables logically (or customarily)
characterize the staff as a whole. The substitutes variables are a mixture.
Come are eﬁplicitly attributes of individuals (Ability/Experience and
Professional'Origntation), while others are attributes of the staff
collectively or of the organization proper, including Formalization, Rule
Inflexibility, Staff Availability, Cohesive Work Group, Principal’s Position
Power, and Principal’s Spatial Distance. The content of the rating scales
reflects the difference, Still another set of substitutes reference the

' nature of the task in which subordinates are engaged-—~presumably the task of
teaching, which is common to all respondents in our study. As we noted in
Chapter 2, however, the two for which we were able to~develop scales (Task

Tertaintv/Feedback and Intrinsic Satisfaction) may better be regarded as
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" measuring attributes of individual teachers.

In the end, we conducted analyses at both the individual and school
levels. The school-level analyses used staff means of Organizational
Conmitment and mean ratings of the several substitutes as terms in the
equation; effectively, schools were unweighted by staff size (or, more
exactly, by the number of responding teachers) and N = 47, Individual-level
analyses used the disaggregated substitutes and Organizational Commitment
scores, although we retained the aggregated measures of Instrumental and
Supportive leader behavior to avoid a purely psychologistic investigation,
Relationships in the teacher-level analyses necessarily are weigﬁted by the
number of respondents in the schools, and the N’s ranged downward from 454
(to 420) by virtue of missing data on some measures. In the report of

results to follow, we give primacy to the school-level analyses.

Results

Principal Behavior and Staff Commitment

Before taking the substitutes/neutralizers into account, we will

report our analvses of the overall effects of Instrumental and Supportive
principal behavior on the Organizational Commitment (OCQ) of their respective
teaching staffs. The following figures show the zero—-order correlations

among the three variables measured as school means (N = 47),

o | 60
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r
Supportive 0CQ

Instrumental 042 36
Supportive 48

Both dimensions were positiveiy correlated with Orgnnizational Conmmi tment in
the sample, and more than modestly so in the case of Supportive behavior.
Since Instrumental and Supportive leadership were themselves
correlated, we conducted a multiple regression analysis to weigh their
relative contributions to the prediction of Commitment. (See Table 13.) The
Beta coefficients demonstrated that Supportive behavior was by far the more
important predictor. Indeed, the b coefficient for Instrumental behavior was
less than twice its standard error, and the coefficent of multiple
correlation for the two together, .51, was not much greater than the

gero~order correlation for Supportive behavior, .48.

‘Table 13, Regression of Organizational Commitment (School Means)
on Two Dimensions of Principal Behavior

(N = 47)
Standard

Predictor Beta b Error t
Instrumental «194 235 .1?3 1.358
Supportive «399 «505 .180 7.853
Constant 2,623

RZ = 262

R = ,511\
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Parallel analyses using the disaggregated Commitment scores of teachers
produced_ginilar results, except that insttumental behavior contributed
relatively more to the prediction and the correlations were generally
smaller, (The zero-order correlations of Supportive and Instrumental
behavior with Comnitment were .20 and .17, respectively, and the multiple
correlation was .23,)

On the possibility that Commitment means would be diapfoportionately
hiéh (or low) under a particular combination of the dimensions-=for example,
when the principal was high on both Instrumental and Supportive behavior-—an
interactiod term was added to the regression. It added virtu#lly nothing to
the prediction, indicating_that-the dimensions combine additively rather than
interactively to affect Commitment,

Correlatio of, the th O tio t t

Measures of the several substitutes for leadership were indifferently
correlated with Organization Commitment of the school staffs, as Table 14
showse Most of the zero~order coefficients were within the bounds of chance,
a fact which may be attributable in some degree to the measurenent.probleﬁs
assoclated with the substitutes scales. Only the correlation of S10 (Spatial
Distance) was of appreciable magnitude, suggesting that staffs in schools in
which the principal was more remote from teachers had le;s commi tment on

ave}age than those in schools with more accessible principals,
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Table 14, Zero~order Correlations of Substitutes with
Organizational Commi tment, School Level

(N = 47)
Substitute . r
' S1 Ability/Experience -.10
52 Professional Orientation =16
S3 Task Certainty/Feedback .1l
S4 Intrinsic Satisfaction 19
S5 Formalization -,01
S6 Rule Inflexibility -,28
87 Staff Availability -.18
S8 Cohesive Work Group -.18
89 Principal rosition Power .03
S10 Spatial Distance =45

e b Py & i " e 2 %

Note: r > .28 required for significance at .05 level.

Our ingpection of the matrix of intercorrelatione among the
shbstitutes measures, themselves, revealed several strong relationships,
mainly implicating Cohesive Work Group. (Matrix not shown.) It correlated
with Professional Orientation (.51), Spatial Distance (.46), and Principal’s
Position Power (.40), yet the latter three were essentially uncorrelated with
one another. Professional Orientation also showed a strong relationship with
Staff Availability (r = .55). The five other substitutes measures were
unassociated with any of their fellows. (This pattern of connection between
discrete pairs of variables in the matrix was confirmed by a factor analysis,
which yielded five common factors, all of them either singlets or doublets
and hence uninterpretable.) In short, little meaning beyond tﬂe empirical

observations could be attached to the intercorrelations.
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Tests o othese

The critical test of the operation of substitutes as moderators of
the leadership~commitment relationahip lies in deternining whether or not the
interaction term (the product of L and §) contributed significantly to
explanation of the variance in eqﬁz;tnent scores, P, once the independent
contribtutions of L and § were taken into account. Table 15 reports the
results of the tests. Ié gives the percentage of variance explained by the

two variables independently, the additional percentage explained by the

\j interaction, and thé associated F ratio and probability level (the last

simply designated as NS if it failed to reach our criterion of, +05).
%}:; Orientation

It is apparent that, with the exception of Professio
acting on Supportive leadership, none of the substitutes scales moderated the k/// 0

behavior-connitnent_relationehip. The additional variance explained by the

interaction term was dnde; 1 per cent in nine tests, and 4 per cent or under

in another four.
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Table 15, Tests of Moderating Ef fects of Substitutes on Relationship
Between Instrumental or Supportive Behavior and Organizational
Commi tment (School Level Analysis)

(N = 47)
RZ  Added R®
- L+S L*S§

Substitute Behavior Dimension (%) (%) P
S1 Ability/Experience . Instrumental 13.0 0 NS
S2 Professional Orientation Instrumental 14.0 1.7 NS
S2 Professional Orientation Suportive 23.1 7.0 .04
S3 Task Certainty/Feedback Instrumental 13,3 0 NS
S84 Intrinsic Satisfaction Supportive 29.3 0 NS
55 Formalization " Instrumental 14,0 3 NS
S6 Rule Inflexibility Instrumental 20,1 1.3 NS
S7 Staff Availability . Instnimental 15,7 o2 NS
S8 Cohesive Work Group Instrumental 13.0 4.0 NS
88 Cohesive Work Group . . Supportive 23,5 3.9 NS
89 , Principal Position Power Instrumental 13.3 o9 NS
S9 "Principal Position Power Supportive 26,6 0 TR
S10 Spatial Distance - Instrumental 22,2 .8 NS
S10 Spatial Distance Supportive 28.6 © ol NS

i Y P o - odo Y

Parallel teacher-level analyses, using dihaggregated substitutes and
conni tment scores, prodvced similar results, but even the moderating effect
of Professional Orientation was unobservable in that analysis. These

analysés are given in Table 16 odi‘pe next page.
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Table 16, Tests of Moderating Effects of Substitutes on Relationship
Between Instrumental or Supportive Behavior and Organizational
Commi tment (Individual Level Analysis)

(N = 450)
R2  Added R?
- L+S L*s§
Substitute Behavior Dimension (%) X) . P
S1 Ability/Experience Instrumental 3.2 ol *NS
S2 Professional Orientation Instrumental 6.7 0 NS
52 Professional Orientation Suportive 6.8 Wb NS
S3 Task Certainty/Feedback Instrumental 4.3 W1 NS
S4 Intrinsic Satisfaction Supportive 11,9 0 NS
S5 Formalization Irstrumental 3.1 o2 NS
S6 Rule Inflexibility .. Instrumental 5.0 ° . NS
S7 .Staff Availability Instrumental 4.0 0 NS
S8 Cohesive Work Group Instrumental 3.4 o5 NS
S8 Cohesive Work Group Supportive 4,1 0 NS
S9 Principal Position Power Instrumental 3.0 ol NS
S9 Principal Position Power Supportive 4,0 0 NS
S10 Spatial Distance Instrumental 4,9 o6 NS
S10 Spatial Distance Supportive 8.9 0 NS

ahgetde e b b -

)

| Estimated 2_coeff1c1eﬁts for the single significant effect in the
school-level'analyaes are indicated in the following equation,
xP = 3,58(SUP) + 4, 68(83) = 1,14(SUP*S2) - 9,11 , .
where E_aignifies the predlcted value of Organizational Commi tment.
Figure 3 portrays the plotted equation to establish that the results
supported rather thah opposed expectatzbns. Minimum and maximum.valhes of

Supportive behavior and of Professional Orientation observed in the 47

schools constitute the range of interest and bound the regression surface of

the figure. ‘

~ -
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Figure 3. Surface depicting the moderating effect of Professional '
Orientation (S2).

The results in this instance were consistent with the substitutes
hypothesis. Organizational Commitment scores rose sharply with increasingly
Supportive behav}or of the principal amo;g staffs low on Professional
Orientation, at the rear of the surface; they increased from 3.86 to 6.6l at
a r;te of +1.53 per unit—ihcreage in leadership s;ore. Among staffs high.in
Professional Orientation at the front edge of the surface, representing the
presence of a substitute for leadership, the slope is virtually flat (-.08);
their Commitment did not var} with the principal’s Supportive behavior.

It is relevant to note, from the standpoint of our methodological
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approach, that the zero-order correlation between Professional Orientagion'

and Organjzational Commitment was a stétistlcally insignificant -.16 fn Table

14, and had we foliwed the practice of other investigators and screened out
substitutes with insignificant bivariate correlations, we would have
overlooked the one instance gf support for the Kerr propositions,

A final observation on the statistics éroduced by tha regression
analyses concerns the comparative strengths of the leadership variables and
the substitutes measures to predict brganizational Commi tieent, particularly
in the 13 instances in which no interactive effect was found. In every case,
mean staff commitment was predicted signifieantly by the two types of .
variable together. (These data are not shown. ) _Their relative-contrizztions

to the prediction revealed that the substitutes, at least as measured in the

study, contributed little. For the most part, the leadership variables were
» ‘ ~ B L

~ the active predictors. The main exception was Spatial Distance, which

contributed twice as much to the predictidn as Instrumental behavior and

equally as much as Supportive behavior.

Summary

The statistical analyses described in this chapter provide little

*

support for Kerr’s (1977) subqtitutes for leadership construct in the setting
of public elementary schools. Tests of the moderating influence of 10
operationally defined substitutes on the relationship between principal
behavior (Instrumental and/or Supéortive) and the organizational commitment

of teachers were formilated as int&raction effects and examined in a

v

4
:
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hierdrchical multiple regression procedure. Fourteen specific hypotheses

were tested, once using the school as the unit of analysis and once using the
individual teacher as the unit of analysis. Only one of the 28 tests
produced a significant interaction term (p > .,04). In that inatance, the
réz:tioﬁship between the principal’s supportive behavior and staff commitment
to the organization was less positive as a function of the staff’s increaﬁing

’

level of professionalism. - This finding, however, appeared only in the
schozl=level analysis; it was notvrepeated at the individual teacher level.
Given the number of tests conducted, one cannot dismiss the possibility that
the appe;rance‘of a single significant effect was a manifestation of chance.

We are inclined to attribute the general absence of support for the
theory to shortcomings in the instrument used to measure the substitutes, As
noted in Chapter 2, items in the scales were plagued by "Don’t Know or Not
Applicable" responses and most of the scalée\thenselves had notably low
estimates of inter-rater reliabi]’ty. In adaition, only two of the
substitutes scales had signific#nt zero~order correlations with
organizational commitment, and only one (Spatial Distance) had an appreciable
effect on organizational commitment with principal behavior controlled.

The following chapte; will report further work we undertook in trying
to understand the operation of substitutes for leadership in public schools,

s}
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Chabter 4, TEACHER VIEWS ON SUBSTITUTES FOR LEADERSHIP,
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The unproductive results of the statistical analyses reported in the
preceding chapteryled us to approach the substitutes construct in a different
way. As noted at the chapter’s end, we felt éhat our effort to applf.Kerr's
theory to the public schools was flawed by weaknesses in the~qug§tionnaire
instrument we adapted for measuring the several potentional lﬁbstitutes or
neutralizers of principal leadership. Correspondingly, we decided to conduct
a number of imdepth interviews with teachers in eleméntary schools to see if
we could detect the operation of substituting or neutralizing conditions as
respondents recounted their experienées in ;eaching.' In the present chapter
we report’the fruits of our altefnaﬁive methodological approach and conclude

with suggestions for further researéh.

i
i

TheKInterviews

i

|
i

Proc es \
\
The interviews were conducte* with 9 teachers in two elementary
schools during March and April, 1984.& One of the schools was included in

the original sample and all five inter§€ewees in that school reported that

oo

\

AWe wish to acknowledge the contribytion of Leland Stuart to
the interview phase. Stuart assisted Pitrner with the interviews in one
of the elementary schools, ‘
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the;\;}q\completed the questionnaire in the previous spring. Interviews
were conducted at the school aites while classes were not in session.\.The
principals Aad recruited a number of teachers with varying assignments,
educational levels, and tenure at the achéol who would be willing to talk

. with us, All but one teacher was fe&ale. The pace of the interviews
depended on the interest and vitality of the teachers. The shortest
interview was 45 minutes and the longest two hours. The interviews were tape
recotrded,

In general we wanted teachers to describe their work in the school
and their teaching experiences through the years in such a way as to touch on
the the matter of administrative leadership and the various possible
substitutes for it, wgile taking care not to put thoughts into the
respondents’ minds or to bias their responses. The overall interviews can be
characterized as moderately directive, We did not work from a strict
interview schedule but had a list of.topic; toward which we sought to direct
diecuséion. Most Eopice were addressed in all of the interviews. Questions
were open ended and teachers were encouraged to pursue matters of interest to
them. After posing a question, the interviewerlfollowed what the ﬁeacher had
to say before proceeding to another topic. Probing questions were asked to
eifci” examples and descriptions of the impressions and experiences of
teachers. Teachere generally responded yith long answers; probes were used

only when teachers’ answers Were short.

The Commentaries of Teachers _ .

One concern was witl describing circumstances under which teachers
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look to principals for advice and assistance in the school setting and kinds
'of advice they sought. For instance, we wondered if the manner in which
teachers related to the priﬁkipals (or the principal related to teachers)

varied with theuexperience of the teacher, We asked teachers to compare
_ o
their firet and second year teaching experience with later ones. One first

grade teacher with ten years experience reflected about how she acquired
experience and improved her teaching ability:

I suppose a lot of it is the old trial and error methods 1
came to the first grade initially because that was where the
opening was. The first year is extremely difficult., You’re
new at it, and they’re [the first grade students] new at {it,
You’re up ‘til midnight. You wonder if what you“re doing is
correcteses I think it just plain takes time and reflection to
see if you’re doing a good jobe In the beginning you’re so
intent upon the lesson and how it’s going that you’re not
really aware of how much the students are getting from 1it.

As you become more comfortable with all that material, then
you broaden. You can see who is getting it and who 19 not
paying attention. Who’s got it, who’s bored. You don’t need
to do as much testing as you get expurienced, too. But you
don’t know that when you first start off,

In comparing the first year with teaching now, a veteran teacher of learning

disabled students replied:

b

It’s much easier now, but 1 seem to have less time. I think
it’s because I just have more and more things to do. I
tested one student all day yesterday to get him certified.
And, then by the time I filled out a2l1ll the forms I have to
f111 out and all the little things, I wasn’t finished by the
end of the day. I had more to do.

Another veteran teacher suggested that although teaching the subject matter

was easier, she was experiencing frustrations with conditions she felt were

beyond her control,
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I think the frustrations that I feel now are things like you
suspect a child is being abuseds I did not see abuse when I
first started out, I was looking at curriculums I did not
see bruises. I did not see the little girl who was crying,
and I didn’t get into what ghe was crying about. Now, after
this many years, I think I‘’m more sensitive to the problems
that children have at home; and I'm frustrated by my

- inability to do much about them. This is the frustration I
take home. I am not frustrated because I have to prepare how
to teach contractions tomorrow. 1 can do that, It’s that
other kind of stuff that you can broaden yourself through all
these little details. I think I hear that gsame kind of thing
from other people who have been on the job for a long time.

A young teacher brought in to be a change agent {n a school with an
entrenched staff reflected upon her third different grade and room assignment
in three years:

This is my last year as a probationary teacher, so I will be
a real teacher, Since I’'ve been in this building I’ve had a
major stressful change each year, The first year I started
in a third grade class, but after a month into school, I took
15 second graders and I had to switch to a split class. I
tried to combine two curriculums, The next year I had a
three~four split. It wis hard to figure out the curriculum.
Students ranged from second to fifth grade in ability. When
I had the split, I felt I wasn’t challenging my high fourth
graders. The only way I could aurvi;} without going nuts was
to gear the program to the average thitd grader. I didn’t
have the time, materials, or knowledge to individualize.

This year I have all third graders and I’'m making sure my top
kids are challenged. Low kids go off to special programs.

My personal goal is to help the tops I went to the TAG
teacher and I'm using Bloom’s taxonomy. This year I was able
to cover the whole curriculume There’s talk that I will be
moved to fifth grade next years If I have to go to fifth
grade next year, 1’11 have to start all over, learmdng how to
teach long division. Oh, my!

erience plays an important role in promoting

\

teachers’ self confidence in their ability. With experience, teachers

It appears that exp

acquire gkills and the ability to routinize their work freeing them to

«
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perceive the complexiﬁy of the task and the human beings with whom they deal.
Several teachers specifically mentioned "broadening" to describe the result
of experience in one assignment. Teachers struggle in their first.yearg with
content, methods, materials, and discipline. Isolated in their individual

classrooms, teachers either reach out for assistance or withdraw hoping no

_one notices until they "get their act together." We specifically inquired .
4 .

about where teachers get their ideas for teachihg--how do they know what to
teach? One teacher noted:
We have specific curriculum for all the subject areas, so
mainly the morning is spent in reading. 1 take groups for
“  reading, while others do seatwork. In this school, we do
' reading in the morning. What else 1 give them is my own.
The math £ mostly dictated by the district.
She went on to elaborate about a unit on dinosaurs and then concluded by
stating, "mostly I do what I think the student needs." When asked who
decided reading should be in the morning, she indicated it was "a tradition
for this building." A teacher of learning disabled students affirmed the
importance of guidelines:

There are specific guidelines that I must follbw that the
district sets up.

By this she was referring to guidelines regarding student placement and

certification. Special education teachers know what to do because of the

"individualized educational programs (IEP) they develop for students, Other

comments suggest that district guidelines are followed loosely, and teachers
claim they rely on feedback from the gstudent through his/her class

performance in test results to fill in the details of the curriculum.
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When teachers have curriculum or instructional problems, where do
they go for advice? Teechers were asked if they called upon the brincipal
for help. Responses varied as the following illustrates. One teacher

recalled the assistance of a principal during her first two years iu another

schoolz

The principal was very comfortable with coming into my room.
He came in every day. He made suggestions and said nice
things. This built up my confidence and I could ask him a
question. I remember the day he looked at my writing on the
- chalkboard and said, "You can’t see it." He' broke the chalk
in half and showed me how to make the marks broader. It was
helpful. It made a difference. It was not insulting. '

When asked 1f the principal assists her in this way now, the teacher added:

If you’re an experienced teacher, it‘s nice to be left alone.
If the principal started showing up in my classroom every
day, 1°d worry.

Generally, teachers did not report that principals influenced the
instructional program, as the following comments illustrate:
4 . j -

Principals don’t have a great deal of time, especially in a
building this size [enrollment 500] to really be involved
with what you’re doing. Pretty much, if you keep your room
quiet and look like you’re doing something, it‘s okay.

A beginning teacher indicated:
I get nervous when the principal walks in the room, that he’s
making judgments. (Smiling). But he’s never said anything
about my class afterwards.

Yeﬁ, a teacher with three years experience suggested the opposite.

The principal doesn’t come in enough. I know he supports me.
He put his kids in my class. '

Because teachers did not report the influence of the principal on their

instruction, we raised the question of whether a good background 1in.
\ r) ‘ v
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" curriculum and instruction i necessary for the principal,

It probably depends on how experienced you are as a teacher
and what your needs may be. Sometimes 1f you have a
curriculum and there are problems with it, but you have a
principal who is not really knowledgable about curriculum,
it’s hard to teally communicate,

Most teachers did not know of any instance of a prfncipal questioning the
methods or materials of a teacher, One teacher heard of an episode in
another building in the district.

A teacher was sliowing an inappropriate film, a religiouc film
about the life of Jesus. The film was finished so nothing
could be done right away. As a result, there are new
district policies regarding bringing in materials that aren’t
approved.

Older teachers believed younger teachers found the principal intimidating,
noting the conflict between the helper role and the evaluator role.

A young teacher is not going to tell the principal that she
really blew the lesson, that something went, wrong. You will
say that to the person.next door, They*¥Z not going to
evaluate you. They’re not going to fire you. You can be
very honest with thems You won’t hear a young teacher say
that to the principal., They don’t want that to be in the
principal’s possession. A lot of principals can be a threat.

She was asked what she would do if she had the power to design something to
assist a beginning teacher, She felt strongly that:

There should be a person on the same grade level identified
ag a guardian angel for that person, I think it would be
nice 1f the principal said, Mrs. Johnson is really there when
you need help, and that person should come in and check.
Usually the principal doesn’t know much about primary anyway.
They know intermediate. But, if you’ve got some little old

” lady down there who’s taught her 20 years, who really knows

4 "the ropes, she can really help that young teacher. It
shouldn’t be a college person. Usually they’re still so far:
into 1deas and not into practical situations. They’re not
the people to help. I think it’s another person at that

7’6
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grade level who really wants to do it,
Most teachers reported limited contact with the principal regarding
curriculum and instruction. A special education teacher indicated she keeps
’ ‘ ,/Fhe principal iware of children being tested, of special difficulties, and of
problematic parent conferences so he1:;11 not be surprised. Another, when
asked 1f she consulted the principal on instructional matters, indicated she
would only ask a principal for assistance if she 'were going on a field trip
and needed the principal’s specific permission." Teachers readily admitted
referring some difficult discipline problems to the principal. Another
reported also sending students to the principal as a rewards When asked if
she would go to the principal for help with discipline problems, a second
grade teacher responded: |

. I might go to the principal. We have a referral system for
repeated problems or severe problems, :

This raised the question of alternative sources of information about
the work of teachings In addition to the principal, other teachers and
central office staff are potential sources of information and assistance with
the performance of one’s jobs We found that some teachers team, but many do
note The norm appears to be one of sharing. Teachers reported workiﬁg in
grade level teams. We asked how teachers get together:

It‘s a very gradual process. It maybe started when two of us

got together and we were talking about the reading levels of

our kids. Because I only had two kids at a particular

: reading level, we we’re more or less helping one another.

We asked how the decision 18 mads to team. She added:




ey

%

e

It’s more or less traditional.with a building. This building
is built with individual classrooms. Some buildings are
built for team teaching with three rodms connected, although '
it doesn’t always stay that way. Since I‘ve been here we're-
teaning more. We share children, ' I think it Has to do with
the physical aspects of the building. "

\

In this building where grade level teams appear to be active, teachers
reported that the principal va; not involved in the day~to-day aspects of the
instructional progran, but they said the principal did set school goals and.
particular emphasis for the year. For example, the réading program was the
special emphasis this year, and fesources were directed toward this effort.
The principal can also influence the program through his'hiring decisions:

Three of us were hired to deliberately shake things up. It-

worked well, They [the older teachers] kept saying we’ve not

done it this way before. I was team leader last year. I

just bulldozed my way throughe The team was wishy-washy. We

were hired because the principal said he wanted new ideas.
Control of resources is another way to influence the program. Most teachers

4

noted, however, the severity of budget cuts and the lack of resources to do

special things.
We don’t have money. On an in-service day it‘s now
acceptable to stay in your room and work. . If you go olit of

town they won’t pay for travel or even your lunch.
p

It appears teachers with specialized functions such aé teachers df
gifted, slow learners 6: reading, and counselors are in a unique position to

assist regular classroom teachers. For example, a special education teacher.

indicated that she provides technical assistance to teachers who request {it:

-

!'QA
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Many times a teacher will say to me, I know this child isn’t
eligible for your program or services, but he’s having
problems with this, Can you give me an idea of what do do?

Another teacher commented that the location of hér classroom affected her
relationships with other teachers:
: |
Last year I was across from the office. People stopped in,
asked for ideas. - I'm now moved. People don’t poke their
heads in now. _ '

Also available are curriculum specialists located in the central office.
Some utilized central office specialists, but others did not. One teacher
mentioned her reliance on central office personnel (curriculua specialists),

I had a split assignment last year and it was hard trying to
combine two curriculums. Before our budget cuts, I used the
curriculum assistants next door. [The regional
superintendent’s offices were located on the same grounds.)
Several times a month I worked with these folks. One helped
locating materials and with discipline. He scrambled around
to find a different social studies series tq accommodate the
wide range of student abilities.

Another teacher indicated that she te’ephoned the curriculum speclalists to

o

.request additional materials. She added:

Our curriculum resource teacher has been in the building

gseveral times. He was housed next door and he came over

quite a bit. I‘ve not worked with him personally. He’s

relocated now so we haven’t seen him.
Sti1ll another said he supposed it was possible to call someone in the central
office but that he never thought to do so.

Their success as teachers 18 a subject for reflection, When asked

how one.knows he or she 1s doing a good job, feedback from the student was

the primary standard.
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The district tells you you’re doing a good job supposedly by
theirytesting programs and 1if you ‘taught this objective or
that o But, I think after you ‘ve taught a lotupf years,
it 1se Just on paper if you re doing a good job, It‘s the
changes id children that aren’t recorded on paper.’ You see
thea growing in confidence and skills... Shy kids willing to
talk, dieciplinecBXSplens settling down and getting to work.
A lot.of it can’t bé measured on paper., But, with
experience. you know when you’re doing a good job.

teacher replied' .

By relvonoea you get from‘ptudents and their parents, you
know you’re doing a good job., Not so much by pats on the
head or by conversations with the principal. If my

supervisor asked me to do an extra ass nment, 1 would know f
he thought I was doing a good job,

But, another teacher had a gifﬁerent perspective about the principal:

A younger peecher was specific about the feedback received from a princi

Principals by virtue of their job cannot get around to .
teachers and sef what they’re doing {n their classroom enough
to make them fepl good about it. I know how my principal

feels about the job I do. He does let me know in conferences
and evaluation sessions. He dbesn’t always have the time to

tell me. It would be neat i1f he could. It always feels good
when he says it‘s a great lesson. You don‘t look for your
rewards from peers orx, principals becauseé you have to wait too
fbng in between. You get that every dey from ki You get
t@at from the look on their faces, It’s real intangible.

I was just there [with the principal] with my goal planning.
I trust him for legitimate advice. He’s a good role model,

I wﬁnted to retain 5 kids and the.[principal and counselor]
were telling me I shouldn’t. Damn it. I’m with them all
.day. I should know. But, it was my ego. The principal
helped me analyze my own behaviors/" We promoted the students.

\ N

A resource room teacher gets feedback frod~péhrs as well as 'students:

~
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Basicall% the classroom teacher says he’s really doing his
reading 8r I can see what success he has on an assignment I
give him and how he feels about ite The child knows if he
has read or answered it correctly.

~ Most teachers rely on the achievement and g:awth of their students to assess

their merit as a teacher, Seeing this success brings a great deal of

aatisfactioh to teachers:

I enjoy seeing their success, knowing that they can do
something, I think it‘s a greater satisfaction seeing a -
child vho hasn’t been successful suddenly to realize, ‘Oh, I
~ can do that.’ I don’t always get that, If I have one
success a year it’s worthwhile. There were children who
weren’t a success and there were times when I thought that it
% was my fault, I just couldn’t reach the child.

We wanted to know in what ways teachers reinforced their colleagues. One

teacher offered this insight: .

I think teachers talk very little with one another about
who’s doing a good jobe I think people are more concerned
about themselves, and I think that’s characteristic of people
in all profeosions. We’re 8o worried about ourselves that we
don’t give our peers mich reinforcement. I don’t think you
get a-great deal of strokes from peers. Once .in while you
do. Someone will say, ‘Hey, that’s a great ideal’ But, you
don’t look for strokes from peers. I think you look for them
from the kids. Sometimes the parents. But, you don’t wait
to hear from your peers. Probably the principal more than
other staff, In my team, I don’t know enough about other
teachers, so I wouldn’t he legitimate. I value my husband’s
opinions. Even though he knows nothing about teaching. he
encourages me a lot about what I'm doing. I just don’t know
whose opinions I would respect.

When asked how she knows someone 18 a mediocre teacher, she stated:

By what the kids say in reading and by the comments the
teacher makes in the staff room. Basically it’s whether 1
like them personally [pause] which may have nothing to do

with their teaching.

A

This appears in opposition to the teacher who indicated the importance of a

51
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1 A

buddy in the first year for assistance. But, assistance 1is differeﬂt f rom
affirmation. Teachers were asked what principals do to reward teachers who
K I

are doing a good jgb; Several teachers responded as if the interviewer were

speaking a foreign language unknown to thems One teacher suggested turning

" the question around and then proceeded:

If I were a teacher who was never asked to take a speclal
child or do something out of the ordinary, I would wonder why
I wasn’t being asked. I1‘’m not doing well with this question.

The interviewer prompted her by suggesting that getting a better room
assignment might be a reward. But, she clarified:
In our team it has to do with how long you’ve been in the
building. We have a hot side and a not-hot side., The hot

side is the side that gets the sun all day and you cook in
there,

With another teacher we also pursued the question of rewards. He said:

There’s no merit pay. There are no physical things. I1’ve
gotten verbal praise. That means a lot because I don't hear

it muche Who knowg? | e .
Because of suggestions that teachers vere prinarily‘:>1§:g$liant
(occasionally sharing with other teachers) and receive their rewar&s f rom
succegsful students, we aeked if principals mgke a difference. A11~teachers
we interviewed agreed princip#ls did but generally were unable to articdiate
and describe the difference. It is summed up in one teacher’s co;ment, "yes,
but I can’t put it into words.," It i{s further interesting that, in one‘
school in which we 1ntef;iéwea five teachers, we found differences "“in teacher

reports of how many principals had been in the building over the course of

the last several years. The responses varied from Eéd“to~£iye, In that

2
s
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school at lesst, the principalship was not an especially salient office in

g "

teachers’ Jives.,
Reflections on the Interviews

feachers noted that at different etages in their experience, -
diff:rent sorts of assistance are helpful. With experience comes the
understanding a@ouﬁ whether or not you are doing a good joS wiéh cur;iculuh,
but other questions (such as child abuse) come into plaz, and other neétworks
(such as the children’s services division) become criticals This suggests to
us that different individuals may be more dppropriate for certain kinds of
assistance. Also, the changé of location of cur-fculua :pecialists suggeets' v
that, when help becomes less accessible, it will not be called upon.

The changes hoped for by bringing in three new, young teachers may be
a bit of evidence denonstratiﬁh a principal’s understanding of the limits to

his leadership and the significance of teachers in substituting as leaders.

.The moht coamon ﬁord used to describe favorable interaction bétween teachers

e

-

(and principals) was "share." This sharing was non—threatening and
nonrcritical. It had to happen without asking or offering it o someone in
need. |

Another form of sharing is found in a teacher’s comments about
placement decisions governing low ability students. ‘She indicated, "it
wouldn’t be fair for one persoA to make the decision, but a committ;e is
fa'r." However, fairness had to do with blame., A committee "shares" the
decision, the decision is more likely to be accepted by other teachers; and

"blame" fﬁ} the possible incofrect decision is mpread. Thus "fair" had
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nothing to do with "correct”" but only with protection for the decision
- \
makers. Both notions of sharing may stem from the,uncef;ainty of the task,
the lack of clear understanding of cause/effect relationéhips in the

teaching=learning process.

On the notion of rewards, location of. rooms (hot anq cold side,

\

convenience, or flow of people through school),appfnred to n&tter to teachers
in the extent that it made working conditions more tolerable.\\Beins given
sonething'n:}h to do was interpreted as coﬁfidence on the partxpf the
principal., However, when does the vote of confidence become tog much of a
burden? It was interesting to note the teacher who wai shifted from grade
level to grade luvel and the tenuousness of her acceptance of sucﬁ a shift as
a reward. .It would be just as easy to interpret the principal’s dcéion in
another way. Thi; is often a strategy employed to push a mediocreiteacher
oﬁt. Also, it could be igterpreted as the principal’s weakness by having the
same teacher change instea& of challenging someone else to grow. Since this
w;s one of the teachers allegedly brought in to "shake thingé up," 1t
probably was a vote of confidence. The reward and control systems aépear to
be mixed up. The same atrategy 18 used to reward and punish., Peoplélwho
need to change but are not predisposed are allowed to:continue in the -present
mode. Teachers who are willing to take »n aurded responsibilities are abused.
And, by changing assignments from year to yera., they never acquire the one
quality valued by the other téachers--experience. One teacher, who h&lds her

administrative certificate, values the experience she has gained at both

primary and intermediate grades, but she commented on the lack of continuity
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necessary for coping with the problems she encounters. Will she ever acquire
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sufficient experience and ability in curriculum and inéfruction to offer

-

leadership when she’s a principal?

Recommendations for Further Research

Conditions which might serve as potential substitutes are present in
the elementary schools, The question remaiﬁa whether or not there is
variation and 1f they act a substitutes. We believe the construct is worthy
of continued study, but befo;e proceeding the instruments ﬁuat be refined.
It may be that hypothetical situations to which the.teacher responds would be
nore appropriate. Also, a pufposive sample should be selected to ensure.
differences. Finally, the feasibility of conducting controlled field
experinents should be pursueds That is, researchers could manipulate

substitutes in d.: ‘erent contexts and assess the impact on leader behavior

and teacher performance.

-~
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: 4 Appendix A

Yukl‘’s Management Behavior Survey (Revised by Pitnery

For each item, please circle the answer that best describes your
principal. The answer choices are as follows:

l

l. Never

2 . Se ldan :

3. Sometimes .
4., Usually

5+ Almost Always
9. Don’t Know or Not Applicable

l, Emphasizing Performance

1,

2,

5.

My principal encourages teachers to make a maximum effort in doing
the work.

My principal talks about the importance of maintaining a high—quality
program for the students’ achievement.

My principal urges a teacher to make a special effort to complete a
task or assignment.

My principal talks about the importance of improving efficiency and
productivity in schools. 2 -,

My principal urges teachers to improve their performance.

2, Showing Consideration

6,

7.

8.

9.

10,

My principal spends time talking inférmally with each teacher to
establish a closer relationship and provide personal attention.

My principal is sympathetic and supportive when a teacher ie upset
about something.

My principal makes a special effort to help a teacher with a problenm.

My principal 18 polite rather than "bossy" when asking to do
something.

My principal gives you his/her full attention and listens carefully
to what you say (i.e., says things that show he/she is listening,
doesn’t keep interrupting, doesn’t try to do something else at the
same time).

3. Career Counceling

11,

12,

My principal offets helpfuir advice to teachers on how to advance
careers, \

My principal encourages teachers to develo the' skills needed to
advance to administration. ' S{ .

>

86
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5.

6.

13.

14,

15.

- 84 - g \\;/
My principal encourages teachers to set persbhal development goals
for themselves (e.gs, to learn néw skills, gain more expertise)

My principal helps teachers in their professional growth and
development by providing opportunities to learn new skills and show
what they can do (e.g., special assignments, new responsibilities).

My principal encourages teachers to attend training programs, right
courses, or workshops to develop greater skill and expertise,

Inspiring Subordinates

16.‘

17,

18,

19.

20,

T

Providing ﬁraise and Recognition

21,

22,

23,

24,

25,

My principal speaks in a manner that gets teachers really excited and
enthusiastic about their work (e.g., uses colorful, emotional
language, talks about how important their work is to others).

<
My principal gives a pep talk and tells the group that he/she has
confidence in their ability to overcome obstacles and accomplish .
worthwhile objectives. 8 ’

My principal says things that make a person feel proud to be a member
of this school (e.g., recalls its earlier successes and
accomplishments, talks about how special it is to be a member, tells
teachers they are the best group he/she has ever worked with, etc.).

My principal describes a new project or task in an enthusiastic way
that makes it seem important and worthy of each person’s best

efforts. !

My principal inspires greater teacher effort and commitment by
setting an example in his/her own bghavior of dedication, courage,
and self-sacrifice. : .

e

My principal praises specific instancess of effective behavior by a
teacher. ° "

My principal tells a teacher why he/she thinks the teacher's
performance is8 exceptional.

My principal pra.3jes a teacher for improvements in performance.

My principal provides recognifion to a teacher who has performed
especially well or has contributed important ideas and guggestions.

My principal exprésoes his/her personal appreciation when a teacher
successfully carries out an assignment or does a job well.

Structuring Reward Contingencies

LAY
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7.

8,
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26, My principal lets teachers know that they will be rewarded in some
way for effective performance.

27, My principal rewards a teacher who performs wellwith something the
teacher regards as desirable and appropriate.

28, My principal bases his/her recommendations for a salary increase
(i.e., 8tep increase) on how well a teacher performs the work.

29. My principalibanea his/her recommendations for the advancement or
promotion of teachers on their performance and competence.

30, My principal rewards teachers in a way that does not Seem
manipulative,

Clarifying Work Roles

- . #

31, My principal clearly explains my duties, job responsibilities, and
scope of authority. .

32, My prinipal clearly explains the rules, policiea andﬂiegulations
that teachers are expected to observe,

33. My principal gives clear, easy-to-understand instnyctions when \
agsigning work to a teacher, -

34, My principal explains what aspects of the work has the highest
) iority.

35. My prinecipal checks to see if teachers understand what they are
supposed to do.

Goa£ Setting

36, My principal meets individually with teachers to jointly establish

- specific goals for each Important aspect of a teacher’s job, 55

37. My principal discusses with a teacher how goal attainment will be
verified.

38, My principal sets clear and specific joals for teachersf'

39. My principal sets performante®goals that are challenging but
realistic,

40, My principal meets with a teacher to develop mutually acceptable
action plans for attaining the person’s performance goals,

Training=Coaching

41, My principal uses examples and demonstrations to giow teachers how to

88



42,
43.
44,

45,

/A
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do a task.

My principal provides additional coaching and instruction to teéchers

who need to improve their skills.

My principal demonstrates both correct and incorrect procedures to
help teachers understand the difference.

My principal has teachers practice or rehearse complex procedures to
develop their skill and confidence. ‘

My principal watches a teacher doing a new task and provides coaching
in a patient and supportive manner. >

10, Disseminating Infg;mntion

46,

47,

48,

49,

O
50.

11, Encouraging Decision Participation

5l.
52,
53,

. 54,
4
* o

“55,

My principal briefs teachers about releviht 4eciaioné made by higher
administration and the reasons for the decisions.

My principal relays to teachers relevant information obtained in
conversations obtained with other persons in the school or digsrict

or outsiders. - ' N

My principal reports on the progress being made in meetings or
negotiations with o?her schuols or organizations.
My principal inforws teachers of his/her activities and plans.

My principal passes on relevant memos, reports, and other written
materials that teachers would uot otherwise receive.

?
My principal consults with teachers to obtain their ideas and
suggestions before making major decisions.

My principal seriously considers the guggestions and advice of
teachers when making decisions about the educational program. °

Hy'principal is williﬂé to modify a proposed change when teachers
have strong objections to 1it.

My principal ask; ggachérs to make a group decisio. &)out a
work-related matter. .

My principal gets teacher approval in important matters before going
ahead.

12, Delegating

56,

A}

My principal encourages me to use my own judgment in solving work

89

Sr"
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problems.

57. My principal allows me to make decisions and implement them without
his/her prior approval.

o
58, My principal delegates additional authority and responsibility to me

(e.g., & more complex and important task, and administrative function
previously performed by him/her).

]

59, Hy'principal tells me he/she has confidence in my ability to
! . determine for myself the best way to a task or assignment,

60. My principal delegates to me the responsibility and authority to
carry out some activity or task, then lete me handle it without
interfering,.

13, Planning

6l. My principal plans in detail how to accomplish school objectives
(e.ge, he/she identifies the sequence of necessary action steps or
tasks, determines when each task should be done and who should do

it).

62, My principal plans how to do the work so that personnel, equipment,
and facilities are utilized in an efficient manner,

63. My principal plans in advance what Yresources are needed by the
teachers to carry out a task or project.

64, My principal develope plans, schedules, or standard procedures to
coordinate the work of different teachers,

65. My principal plans in advance how to . soid or cope with potential
problems and disruptions in the teaching (e.g., equipment breakdowns,
supply shortages, classroom interruptions, accidents, bad weather,

3 etc.)o

14, Innovating '\\\‘T ' 0
66, My principal Yooks for cpportunities for the school td exploit.
.3

67." My principal provides innovative fEEhs for making the school more
effective.

68. My principal develops long-range plans for the school indicating the
objectives and strutegies to be pursued in coming years.

69. My principal iﬁdicaiep ua jor, changes in policies, procedures, or the

organization of the school in drder to increase its effectiveness and
capacity to respond to changing conditions.

30
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My principal taks the initiative in proposing new activities for the
uchool to perform. _ .

o 15, Problem Solving.

71. My principal acts promptly to handle work—related problems.
| -

72. My principal takes the initiative in identifying problems that the
school needs to deal.with.

73. My principal gives top priority to,solving serious problems rather
than becoming preoccupied with less important matters.

74. My principal makes a quick but systematic analysis of the cause of a
work-related problem before taking corrective action.

75, My principal handles work-related problems and crises in a confident,
decisive manner.

16 Work Facilitation .

76. My principal keeps informed about the resources (e.g., equipment,
tools, supplies, facilities, etc.) available for teachers and where
the resources can be obtained. :

77. My principal allocates available resources to teachers who need thenm
to do their work.

78, M§ principal quickly requisitions any extra supplies, materials,
tools, or equipment needed by a teacher to complete a task or
assignment. W

79. My principal quickly gets any necessary support services or extra
help requested by a teachers (e.g., substitute teachers, teacher
aides, outside consultants, etc.).

80, My principal checks to see that equipment and facilities used by

teachers are maintained in good condition.

17. Monitoring Operations

81,

82,

83,

My principal checks on the verformance of teachers (eege, reads
lesson plans, visits classrooms, tours the building) to see how the
work is going.

My principal holds progress review meetings to Keep informed about
the work of teachers.

My'principq}‘fbllows up after asking a teacher to do so..2thing to

- verify that it was actually done. -

\

~

\ ' | ’91.
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84, My principal inspects the work output of teachers to check on its
quality.

85, My principal asks me to report on my progress in carrying out an
assignment, :

18. Monitoring the Environment

- 86. My principal develops a network of contacts with people outside the
schools who can provide useful information about outside events and
developments.

87. My principal gathers information on the activities of outsiders who
can affect the achool, such as parents, ¢omnun1ty leaders,
special-interest groups, etc.

88. My principal attende meetings and social events to discover what is
happening in other parts of the district. <

89, My principal exraines what is done in other schéols and districts to
get ideas about iew methods and strategies to use ‘in his school.

90, My principal telephones or meets with other administrators in the
district to learn about their activities and discuss ways to achieve
better coordination among schools.

19. Representing the School

91. My principal lobbies forcefully with higher administration to obtain.
necessary resources i:r the school.

92, My principal persuades superiors and outsiderd to appreciategand
support the school by telling them abouteits activities,
accomplishments, and capabilities.

93, My'principal resists unrealistic demands made on the school by
central office administrators. *

94, My principal negotiates aggressively with outsiders and other schools
in the district to obtain agreements favorable to the school, .

95. My principal makes strong and perauasive arguments to gain the
support of higher level alministrators fot Qgceasary changes in .
school plans, objectives, or procedures. B

! : .

A

20, Facilitating Interaction
96, My priacipal emphasizes the importance of teamwark.

97. My principal reminds teachers that thé} depend on each other and must
make a cooperative effort if they are to attain thelr common

K
»
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98.

99,

100,

‘
»
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objectives.

/ .
My principal encourages teachers to be friendly and supportive toward -
each other.

My principal encourages teachers with similar assignments to meet
with each other to share information, exchange fdeas, and coordinate

their efforts. . . , N/

My principal holds team-building sessions at which teachers talk
about ways to improve their working :elationahips with each other.

.Managing Conflict

- 101,

22,

102,
103,
104,

105,

”

My principal encourage teachers to resolve conflicts and
disagreements in a constructive manner without unnecessary bickerins

and argument. . e

My principal mediates conflicts and disagreements among teachets by
helping them to find a solution or an acceptable compromise,

My principal encourages teachers to focus on their coﬁ&on interests
rather than becoming preoccupied with their differenceb.

My principal encourages teachers to build on each other’s ideas
rather than merely finding fault with them. -

My principal helps to smooth over dxsﬁgreements and keep them from
developing into bitter conflicts (e.gy, jokes to relieve tension,
redirects discussion to a non-controversial topic, recesses a meeting

when people need time to cool off).

Criticizing

- 106,

)

23,

107,

108,

109.

110,

My principal criticizes a teacher in private rather than in front of
other people.

My principal criticizes a speciffc act rather than the person who did
ic.

My principal points out errors or unsatisfactory work in a calm,
helpful manner,

My principal finds something positive to say about a teacher’s work

‘before pointing out deficiencies.

My principal gives a teacher adequate opportunity to explain why
he/she made a mistake or failed to complete an assignment properly.

Adndnistering Discipline

33
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114,

115,
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My principal investigates to get the facts before reprimanhing or
punishing a teacher for improper behavior.

My prfncipallwarns teachers with unsatisfactory performance that they
are subject to disciplinary actions if they do not show some
improvement.

My principal asks a teacher with a performance deficiency to suggest
ways to overcome the problem.

My principal is firm about disciplining a teacher when it is .
necessary to do so (¢.g., when.there is consisteptly poor ' !
performance, disobedjience to a legitimate order, or a violation of

important rules and regulations)s

My principal disciplines teachers in a fair and consistent way (e.g.,

doesn’t show favoritism, is not too harsh or too lenient).
C 2

Vs
L&
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. Appendix B

Kerr’s Substitutes Items (Revised by Pitner)

INSTRUCTIONS: For the following itenms, please circle the answer that best
describes your situation. The answer cholces dre as follows:

l.

2,

3.

1y Never

‘2 . Seldom

3. Sometimes
4., Usually

5. Almost Always
9. Don’t Know or Not Applicable

Ability, Experience,and,Training

l. Because of my ebility. experience, training, or job knowledge, I have
the competence/to act independently of my principal in pérforming my

day-to-day duties.

2. Because of my ability, experience, Eraining, or job knowledge, 1 have
the competence to act independently of my principal in performing
unusual and unexpected job duties.

: 3, Due to my lack of experience and training, I must depend upon my

principal to provide me with necessary data, information, and advice.

-Professionnl Oriedtation

4, For feedback about how well I am performing, I rely on teachers in my
subject area/grade level, whether or not they are teachers in my

school.

i - .
5. I'receive verﬁ useful information and guidantce from teachers in my
sub ject area/grade level, but who are not teachers in my school.
N . _
6. My job satisfaction depends to a considerable éxtent on teachers in
my subject area/grade leve, but who are not teachers in my school.

Organizational Re:t rds

7. I cannot get very enthused about the rewards offered or about the
opportunities availahle in this school.

8. This school ofkere attractive payoffs to teachers it values.

‘9, 1In general, most of the things I seek or value in this world cannot

be obtained from my job or my school.

35
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4, Teaching Tasks

e o , 10.
11,

(Y.

“12,

13,

14,

15,

For me, there i8s little doubt about the best way to teach my subject
area/grade level,

a

Becauae of the nature of teaching, I am often required to perform
non-routine tasks.

Because of the nature of teaching, at the beginning of each work day

I can predict with near certalnty exactly what activitiea I would
like to perform that dey. {

oA

| \ .
There {s really only one corrdgt way to perform most of my tasks.

My ‘job duties are so simple that almost anyone could perform them
after & little bit of instruction and practice. '

It 18'J0 hard.to figure out the correct approach to most of my work
problqﬂs thet second-guessers would have had a field day. ’

S+ Feedback from Task

16,
T,

18.

Af ter 1/ve taught a lesson or unit, I can tell right away from the
resultg I get whether I’ve done it. correctly. y

In teac ing, you can make a mistake or error and not be able to see’
that you’ve made 1it.

Because of the nature of the_tasks I perform, it is easy for me to
see when I1’ve done something exceptionally well.

6. Intrinsic Rewards

19, -

20,

21,

I get a great deal. of personal satisfaction from teaching. °
It 18 hard to iqegipe that anyone could enjoy teaching.

My job satisfaction depends to a considerable extent on the actual
tasks I perform as a teacher.

7. Organizational'Formalizatibn

22,

23,

24,

25,

) i
Clear, written goals and objectives exist for the grade level/subject
matter 1 teach.

1 learned about my job responsibilities from written documents.

In this school, reacher performance appraisals are based on written -~

standards. 4

The teaching methods and materials I should use are specified in

6

»-
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9.

10,

26,

27,

28,

29,

30,
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rules (e.g., the teacher collective bargaining contract, school rules
or pnlicies).

Written rules (e.g., teacher collective bargaining contract, school

rules or policies) exist to direct my work efforts in such areas as

student discipline, student placement, acquisition of textbooks and
instructional supplies, curriculum, and programs off.ced.

Written rules exist regarding my working conditions; e.g.,
preparation time, number of hours in a workday, and leaves of

absence,

Written documents (s.ich as class schedules, scope and fequence, and
lesson plans) are used as an essential part of my job.

There are contradictions and inconsistencies among the school’s
written statements of gvuals and objectives.

There are contradictions and inconsistencies among the school’s
ground rules and practices.

Organizational Inflexibility

31,

32,

33,

In this school the written rules are treated as a bible, and are
never violated.

People in this gchool consider the rule books and policy manuals as
general guidelines, not as rigid and unbending.

In this school anytime there is a policy in writing that fits some
situation, everybody has to follow that policy very strictly.,

Staff Functions

34,

35.

36,

37,

For feedback about how well I am performing, I rely on other teachers
in the gchool, who are outside my department, team, or subject matter

areae.

In my job I must depend on central office supervisors, subject matter
specialists, or curriculum coordinators to provide me with
information and informal advice necessary for my job performance.

I receive very useful information and guidance from central office
supervigsors, subject matter specialists, or curriculum coordinators,

recelive very useful information and guidance from educators who are
not part of the school or district and are not teachers (e.g.,
professors, consultants, state and county specialists).

Coheslive Workgroups
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38.

39.

40,

41,

42,
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For feedback about how well I am perforhing I rely on teachers in my
school rather than my principal.

The quality of my teaching depends largely on the performance of
teachers in my school rather than my principal.

I receive very useful information and advice from teachers in my
sub juct area, grade level or team other than my principal.

I am dependent on teachers in my subject area, grade level or team

.other than my principal for important organizational rewards.

My job satisfaction depends to a considerable extent on teachers in
my subject area, grade level or team other than my -principal.

11, Principal Control Over Rewards

43,

bb,

45,

46.

47,

48,

49,

50,

51,
52.

53.

54,

On my job I must depend on my principal to provide the necessary
financial resources such as travel and conference money.

On my job I must depend on my principal to provide the necessary
non-financial resources.such as room assignment, textbooks, supplies
and equipment.

My chances for a promotion (such as to department chair, team leader,
administrator) depend on;my principal’s recommendation.

My chances for a salary increase depend on my principal’s
recommendation.

My principal has little say or influence over which of the teachers
receive a salary increase.

My principal has little say or influence over which of the teachers
receive a better teaching rssignment (such as better group of
students, subject matter, or school).

The only performance feedback that matters to me is that given me by
the principal,

The only performance feedback that matters to me is that given me by
my students.

I am dependent on my principal for a batter teaching assignment.
I am dependent on my principal for a salary increase.

The'feeling of achieving with students whatever 1 set out to do is
more satisfying to me than money or promotlion. '

My job satisfaction depends to a considerable extent on students’
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progress and achlevement.
12, Spatial Distance Between Principal and Teachers
55, My'brincipal 1s seldom around me when 1’m teaching.

56, On my job my most important tasks take place away from where my
'principal is located.

57. My principal and I seldom interact with cne another on significant
issues and matters.

13, Teacher Need for Independence

58, I like 1t when the person in charge of a group I' am in tells me what
to do.

O :
59. When I have problemslI~like to think it through myself without help
from others.

60. It is important to me to be able ‘o feel that I can run my life
without depending on people older and more experienced than myself.

JY
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Appendix C
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Revised by Giduk)

INSTRUCTIONS: Listed below are a series of statements that represent
possib.e feelings that individuals might have about the school in which they
teach. With respect to your own feelings about the particular school for
which you are now teaching, please indicate your agreement or disagreement
with each statement by circling one of the seven options that best describes
your feelings. The answer choices are as follows: -

l, Strongly Disagree -

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4, Neither Disagree nor Agree
5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

*J, I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally
expected in order to help this school be successful.

2, I talk up this school to my friends as a great school in which to teach.

3.
3. I feel very little loyalty to thtg(school.
4, I would accept almost any type of teaching assignment in order to keep
working in this school.
5. I find that my values and the school’s values are very similar,
6. I am proud to tell others that I teach at this school.
7. I could just as well be teaching at a differenE school as long as the
assignment were similar.
8., This school ra2ally inspires the best of me in the way of teaching
performance,
9, It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me
t.0 leave this school.
10, I am extremely glad that I chose this school to teach in over others I
was considering at the time I started.
11, There’s not too much to be gained by sticking with this school
indefinitly. .
12 0Often I find 1t difficult to agree with this school’s policies on
)
\lo | 1oo




13,

L4, .

15,

- \‘\
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important matters relating to teachers.
I really care about the fate of this achool.
For me this 1s the best possible school in which to work.

Deciding to teach in this school was a definite mistake on my part.

\ . ®
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