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ngroduction

Modern organization theory (Likert, 1967) suggests that leadership
ie a cansal varianle n detertnining organization processes or organ-
izational characteristics, Research from trie private sector iindicates
that certain configurations of organizational characteristics -~ particu-
larly leader behaviors - are related to organizational productivity
(Marrow, Bowers, & Seashore, 1967). If the assumption that school
organizatiors are more like those of business and industry is correct,
then there should be predictable relationships between school building
leader<hip and organizational processes. Despite the lack of generally
agreed upon criteria for measuring educational productivity, acceptance
of the basic assumption regarding schools as organizations has impli-
cations for studying and understanding the effects of leadership on
educational output. Lacking adequate measures of procuctivity the
relationship between etementary principal leadership style and organ-

izational characteristics of schools was examined.

Theory and Rat{onale

Theory and research emanating from the sccial and behavioral
sclences, especially social psychology, support the position that the
concommaftant fulfillment of individual needs and organizational goals
results {n a healthy and productive organization. An example of this
theoretical position {s postulated by Bakke, The "fusion process’ is
defined by Bakke (1953) as:
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» » o the simuttaneous operation of the socializing
process by which the organization seeks to make
an agent of the individual for the achievement of
organizational objectives, and of the personatizing
process by which the individual seeks to make an
agency of the organization for the achievement of
his personal objectives. It is this simultanccus
attempt of the organizatiun io imalic over the
individual in its own {mage, and of the individual
to make over the organization in his own image.

It is a process in the course of which both the
organization and the individual are modified. (p.5)

‘The fusion process provides a multi-dimensional frame of reference
for viewing organizational processes. This is consistent with social
systems theory and reflects the trend of modern organization theory to
view the system as a whole rather than as a configuration of separate
entities (Getzels, Lipham, & Campbell, 1968). Further explication of
this position is expressed by Argyris' (1964) "integrative" principle
and "Theory Y" of McGregor (1980).

More recent theory emanating from research on organizational
behavior posits that the nature of interpersonal interaction is critical
in determining how well the organization is able to meet individual
needs (Katz, 1964; Presthus, 1258), Developmental psychology provides
insights into a more precise description of what individual needs are
involved (Maslow, 1962). A,gyris (1957) describes seven specific
adult necds of individuals as follows:

The human being {n our culture: (1) tends to develop
from a state of being passive as an i{nfant to a state
of increasing activity as an adult,..(2) tends to
develop from a state of dependence upon others as

an infant to a state of relative independence as an
adulit., . (3) tends to develop from being scapable of
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behaving in only a few ways as an infant to being
capable of behaving in many different ways as
an adult, (4) Tends to develop from having
erratic, casual, shallow, quickly dropped
interests as an infant to possessing a deepening
or interests as an adult...(5) tends to develop
from having a short-time perspectivec...as an
infant to having a much longer time perspective
as an adult. . .(6) tends to develop from being in
a subordinate position in the family and sccicty
as ani {nfant to asniring to occupy at teast an
equal and/or superordinate position relative to
his peers, (7) Tends to develop from having a
tack of awarenecss of the self as an infant to
having an awareness of and control over the self
as an adult...(pp. 3-4)

Research supports the viewpoint that where leadership facilitates
meaningful interperscnal interaction, productivity and job satisfaction
increase. In studies of railroad workers and office: personnel, leader—
ship style was retated to productivity (Katz & Morse, 195C; Katz,
et al., 1951). Similarly, the Hersberg Study (Hersberg, Mauser,
& Snyderman, 1957) supports the view that job satisfaction is retated

to interpersonal climate.

Major Questions

The relationship between organizational behavior in schoo';s and
feadership was investigated in this study. Based upon knowledge and
theory reconstructed from research {n the private sector, it is hypoth-
esized that there are significant relationships and that those relationships
which prom~te interpersonal interaction and fulfitlment of adult {ndividual
needs will be accomparied by specific organizational processes and
leadership behaviors. The major gquestions examined are: (a) fre
organizational processes of school organizations related to the leader
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behavior of principals?, and (b) What is the strength of the relationship
between specific organizational dimensions and particular leader be-

haviors?*

Instrumentation

L 2adar Bohavicr —— Leoader tchavior o 6tvle is that behavior

-

measured by the Leader Behavior Description Guestionnaire -- Form

X1 (LBDQ XII). This behavior is reported by teachers and consists
of twelve dimensions or subsci'es. These are defined (Stogdill, 1963,
p.3):

1) Representation-- Represcntative leaders speak and act as
spokesmen for subordinates.

2) Demand Reconciliation =~ Demand reconciliating leaders bring
conflicting demands irto accord and reduce disorder,

3) Tolerance giUncertainE_y_ -- Leaders who are tolerant of
uncertainty are able to accept indefinite situations and
postpone action without anxicty or upset,

4) Persuasiveness -- Persuasive leaders are convincing, use
arguments effectively, and exhibit strong convictions,

5) Initlation of Structure -~ Leaders who initiate structure clearly
define their own roles and inform subordinates of what is
expected of them,

G) Tolerance of Freedom -~ Leaders who are tolerant of freedom
allow subordinates to exercise {ritlative, make decisions,
and take actlon,

*The basis of this study was Fred C. Feltler's dissertation, "A Study of
Relationships Batween Principal Leadership Stytes and Organizational
Characteristics of Elemeintary Schools," Syracuse University, 1970,
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7) Role Assurnption ~- Role-assuming leaders actively
exercise the leadership role rather than surrendering
leadership to others.

3) Consideration -~ Considerate leaders regard the comfort,
well=-being status, and contributions of their subordinates.

9) Production Emphasis -~ Production emphasizing leaders
apply pressure for iacreased output.

10) Predictive Accuracy ~- Leaders who are accurate in
prediction have the ability to concretely anticipate outcomes.

-

11) Integration —- Integrative {eaders maintain closely knit

e

organizations and resolve inter-member conflicts.

12) Superior _Q:ientation ~-- Superior-oriented leaders maintain
cordial relations with superiors, have influence with superiors,
and strive for higher status.

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form XllI, is in its

fourth revision and has been used with military, governmental, business,
labor, university, community, and school leaders. Although it does not
measure all ramifications of leader behavior, it does cover a wider

range of behavior than its predecessor, the LBDQ I1. The so-catled

LeDQ Il is well known, with nrumerous published studies attesting to

its usefulness,
According to Stogdill . (1963), {ts developer:

It can be used to describe Lthe behavior f
««» leaders In any type of group or organ-
ization, provided the followers have had
an opportunity to observe the leader in
action as a leader of the group (or organ-
fzation), (p. 1)

Profile of a School -~ Form "T"

The Profile of a School - Form "T" {s a thirty item questivnnaire
developed from a fifty-onie {tem parallel form developed for use in
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business and industry by Rensis Likert (1967) and a thirty-two item
school form authored by Jane and Rensis Likert. The form used in
this study describes processes found in the industrial form with the
simpler format of the Likert school form. The processes described and
the profile generated from the item means provide a composite picture
or typology of the organization of a school.

The original organizational profile developed by Likert for the private

-

sector has been extensively used in business and ir_\dustr'y (Likert, iS07).
The results of these studies provide a measure of the reliability and
validity of this instrument, Orogzanizational development activity
des~ribed by Likert and measurement of organizational change provide
furthcr evidence to substantlate the construct validity of the industrial
form (Marrow, Bowers, & Seashore, 1937).

The school forms, both that developed by Likert and the version
used in this study, give strong indication that they are similar to the
industrial questionnaire. In a study by FFeitler and Blumberg (1971),
using the Likert form in an organizational development project in a
large urban elementary school, the ability of the instrur -ent to discrim-
inate change in the organization was validated. Further research,
with the adaptation used in this study, also supports the construct
validity of the instrument (Feitler, 1968).

The construct validity of the dimensions of the Profile of a School

were faclor analytically tested, The principal axis solution {ndicated

that there were five primary factors measured by the Profile instrument,
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Inspection of these five factors indicated that these five factors were
descriptive of a central construct, "organizational environment." Con-
tent analysis indicated that this construct was descriptive of the inter-
personal and group processes or behaviors characterizing the organ-
ization. WVarimax rotation of the five principal axis factors was per-
formed yielding the following five factors (Feitler, 1970):

Supericr-Criented Dimension - Factor 1 reflects the
nature of the interpersonal environment derived from
the behavior of the principatl. Factor 1 was called
"Superior Oriented” processes or the Superior-
Crientation dimension, since it includes elements

of both leadership and supervisory processes,

Task-Cooperation Dimansion -~ Factor 2 describes
the quality and amount of cooperation operating in
the school, particularly as it relates to tasks and
goals. This cluster or factor was called "Task~
Cooperation' processes or the Task-Cooperation
dim: sion,

Communication-Decision - hMaking Dimension -
Factor 3 describes the communication processes and
the quality of decision~-making in the school, This
factor was named the "Communication-Decision~
Making "processes or the Communication-Decision -
Making dimension.

Socio-Emotional Dimens{on - Factor 4 focuses on
the friendliress and support present in the school,
This cluster was called the "Socio-Emotional"
processes or the Soclo~Emotional dimension,

Involvement~-Motivation Dimension - Factor 5
concentrates on the effect of involvement in
setting goals and deciston-making on the moti-
vation of teachers. This cluster was called
"Involvement-Motivational" processes or the
Involvement-Motivation dimenston.

8
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Hypotneses
In an attempt to answer tihe questions posed acove the foltowing
operational hypotheses were tested., To avoid repetition of the same
basic hypothesis for each of the twelve LBDQ subscales as criterion
variable, the operational hypcthesis is written in general form with

identification of the twelve LBDQ variables immediately following.

Hypotheses:

Hy: (1=12) (R%= 0)

There is no significant relationship betwean LBDQ XII, criterion

—

e 2ANFito f 2
y SO ICONNIC OO

variable (insect 1-12) awd the five - p
School factors,

i) Representation

2) Persuasion

3) Initiation of Structure
4) Tolerance of Freedom
5) Rele Assumption

6) Consideration

7) Production Emphasis
8) _lggegration

9) Superior Orientation
10) Demand Reconciliation
11) Tolerance of Uncertainty
12) Predictive Acouracy

Sample

The sample consisted of twenty-threc of the thirty-three etem-
entary schools {n an urban district {n central New York., These schools
were seltted on the basis of their willingness to participate in the study.
All teachers wllling to participate from these twenty-thiree schools were
{ncluded in the sample. Seventy-seven percent (d414) of the 5§37 teachers
from these schools provided usable data on thelr school organization and

O
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on their perception of the principal's leader behavior. Although certain
data, such as demographic information for the sample used, would
indicate that the sample studied is fairly typical of elernentary schools
across the United States, this study does not attempt to justify or

suggest transfer to other populations.

Nethod of Analysis

The TSAR stepwise multiple regression program was Jsed to
anzlyze data collected through the administration of the Profile of a
School and the LBDQ-XII instruiments. Multiple regressionis a‘’
procedure whereby the relutionship between the criterion variable and
a set of predictor variables is determined. Stepwise multiple regression
is an extension of typical rnultiple regression which allows examination
of the effect of cach predictor variable as it is added to the regression
equation. In this study the focus was not upon prediction, per se, but
upon the amount of criteirfon variance (R‘-’) which could be accounted for
by the predictors. The five factors from the Profile of a School served
as predictor variables and each of the twelve leader behavior subscales
of .ne LBDQR-XII served as a criterion variable, These analyses yielded
information about the prediction of leader behavior given measures of
organizational characteristics and information about the proportion of

variance {n perceived leader behavior which could be explained by

organizational characteristics.

10
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Results

Since the regression analysis depends upon the magnitude of
intercorrelation between tne predictor and criterion variables, the
overall ccrrelation matrix is presented in Appendix A.

The resuits of the regression analyses for Hypotheses 1.1
through 1.12 are presented in Tables 1 thrcugh 12 (Appendix 8).
They are interpreted in a stepwise manner. As each Profile factor
is added to the regression equation the coefficient of multiple deter-
mination (Rg), the proportion of variance in the criterion explained by
the predictors, increases. The multiple correlation coefficients (R)

ranged from a low of .63 for the criterion variable Predictive Accuracy

to a high of .87 for the criterion variable Consideration, The coeffic-
ient of multi>fe determination ranged from a low of .40 to a high of ,76.
For ten of the twelve hypotheses dealing with perceived .eader behavic
a significant (Pec.05) portion of the variance was accounted for by the
five Profile factors.

The rmultiple correlation coefficient represents a maximum
correlation between the criterion and a weighted combination of the
predictor variables. In cases where the sample size {s small relative
to the population size a correction f = sprall samples is recemmended
(Guilford, 1956). Such a correction eliminates the b’as Inherent in
the multiple correlation coefficient. In this study seventy percent of
the selcected sample volurteered and participated in the study. Since,

however, school means were the unit of analysis and twenty-three is

-10-
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a relatl vely small sample size the corrected coefficients of determin-
ation (CRE) are also presented in Tables 1-12 (Appendix B). The
range for the corrected multiple correlaticns was .46 to .83 and for
the corrected coefficients of multiple determination th2 range was

.22 to .68.

Conclusions and Implications

The results reported as Tables 1~12 (Appendix B) show a
significant relationship between organizational characteristics and
perceptions of leader behavior. Of particular interest are the patterns

of relationships. For example, the Task-Cooperation dimension of the

Profile is significantly correlated (Appendix A) and as a result is the

first variable added for leader behaviors Representation, Persuasion,

Initiation of Structure, Superior Orientation, and Predictive Accuracy.

Likewise, the Superior Orientation dimension of the Profile is related

to teader behaviors Integration, Tolerance of Uncertatnty, anu Consider-

ation; and the Involvement ~ Motivation dimension is retated to Toler~

ance of Freedom and Demand Reconctliation,

One interpretation of these data is that the Igik-(bOper‘ation
dimension is a reflection of the organizational environment as (t
pertains to getting the task done, or {n social systems terms it
describes the goal achievement dimension of the organization (Getzels,
Lipham, & Campbell, 1968). Content analysis of the correspondingly
correlated leader behaviors suggests that they are facilitating behaviors,
related to getting the job done, 1n comtrast to thase which cncourage

“lf=
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meeting individual adult needs of teachers,

In contrast, the Superior-Drieniation and Invelvement-

Motivation dimensions of the Profile and the correspondingly

correlated leader behaviors, particularly integration, Consideration,

Tolerance of Freedom and De mand Reconcitiation, reflect a high

degree of concern for the individual and his personal, adult needs.
The behaviors described by the Profile in these dimensions describe
the degree to which the organization maintains itself - particutlarly
at the irterpersoconal level,

These results provide support for social systenis theory and
the Likert model of organizational management. Not only are leader-
behaviors related to organizational processes of schools, but specific
leader behaviors are related to processes which are interperscnal
in nature,

Such results appear to have implications for the training of
school leaders. If the participative group model of Likert is desirable
for school organizations, leader tehaviors related to interpersonal
and group behavior provide a basis for changing the character of the
school in this direction. Organizational development, leadership
training, and principal selection focusing on these behaviors can and
do (Feitler & Blumberg, 1971) initlate movement of an organization
in this direction. Becase tiw Profile of a School a d the LBDQ-XII
provide data regarding specific behaviors, diagnosis, prescription,
and evaluation are facilitated.

13
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This study supported theory about schools as organizations and
analyzed relationships between organizational processes and leader

behavior. The data suggest that the Pirofile of a School Questionnaire

can be used to predict leader behav o+. Further study is needed to
determine the effects of organizational behavior on educational

productivity, job satisfaction, morale, ctc.
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APPENDIX A

Correlation Matrix for Leader
Bebhavior and Profile Factors
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Appendik A

TABRLE A

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR ILEADER BEHAVICR
SUBSCALES AND FROFILLE FACTORS

SUPERIOR TASK- COMMUNICATION- "SQCI0-  INVOLVEMENT

ORIENTED COOPERATICON DRCISION-MAKING EMOTIONAL MOTIVATIONAL
PRCCESSES PROCESSES PROCESSES PROCESSES PROCESSES
Representation -,C17? .383* -.332 ,133 -.023
1
Persuasion . 265 ,501%% -.022 .219 . 315
Inttiztion of 184 L 543%3 -.17¢ .332 | .183
Structure
Tolerance of . 785 F*4 .273% LEBERRA L5714 AL
Freedom
Rele -. 143 -, 356% .204 -.095§ -.095
Assumption
Consideration L 849%kA .575%% 4714 LSTERE 675404
Production -,009 L4035 053 .054 . 259
Emphasis
Integration 2 H9SK%A L607%*% I . 247 LGA2h8A . 590n%
Superior 088 430 ! -. 3821 L3700 1 -.030
Orientation
Demand 504x% <354 . 2589 L5024 L5928
Reconciliation f i
Tolerance of LBS0AAR) 400 i S8 L4384 ! N VAL
Uncertainty ! i
Predictive . 384 461 % ! . 220 .163 ; .409
Accuracy ! i
1 ]
l .

R

L
&%

p< 05
pec .01
LX B3 p( .001
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APPENDIX 8

Step-wise Multiple Regression Tables
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Appendix 3

TABLE 1

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATICN VALUES FOR
REPRESENTATION AND SIFNIFICANCE OF
THE REGRESSION EQUATION

TR AT - 2 | 42 | wuaiue | LEVEL OF

FACTOR ADDED R cR I VAILLUE SIGNIFIC AN
= —r has 1

(2) Task-Cooperation . 147 (.106) 3.62 N.S.

(3} Communication-
Decision-making . 340 (L214) 5.15 .025

(5) Involvemen*-Motivation . 419 (327 4,57 . 025

{4) Socio-Emotional . 480 {. 365) 4.16 . 025

{}) Superior Orientation , 490 ( 1840) 3.28 .05

Table 1 Indicates that fifteen percent of (he variance in the Representa--
tion subscale is accounted for by the Task-Cooperation dimension of the
Profile. \When the Commmunication-Necision-Making processes are added,
the variance explained increases to thirty-four percent. A total or forty-nine
percent of the variance for Representation is ¢xplained by the Frofile dimen-
sions,

20




Appendix B3

TABLE 2

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALLUES FOR
PERSUASION AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

IS Sudtb it Skt (R Sl
FACTOR ADDED Rr2 R? F VALUE |51 Qb e
[ SO S
(2) Task-Cooperation . 251 Gal% 7.06 . 025
{3) Communication-
Decision-Making 274 {, 20D 3,178 .05
(5) Involvement-Motivation .506 (,428) 5.30 .0
(4) Socio~Emotional .626 (518 7.54 .01
() Superioi Orientation .627 33 5.73 .ol
e e

Table 2 indicates that twenty-five percent of the variance in the
Persuasion subgcale is acrounted for by the Task-Cooperation dimension of
the Profile of a School. Fifty-one percent of the variance is accounted for _
by a combination of the Task-Cooperation, Comniunication-Decision-jMaking, !
and Invoivement-Motivation dimensiong.
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Appendix 13

TABLE 3

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FCR
INITIATION CF STRUCTURE AND SIGNIFICANCE
CF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

———— panuupaySitnlotg: Sallsires oSy

FACTOR ADDED R2 R? FVALUE v EL OF
(2) Task-Cooperation .295 (.26} 4.80 . 0}
{3) Communication-
Decision-Making . 397 (.33 6.¢0 . 01
(5) Involvement-Motivation . 531 (.457 7.16 .0l
(1) Superior Orientation 512 (409 3.02 .01
(4) Socio-Emotional . 582 {459 4. 74 .01

i

Table 3 inuicates that thirty percent of the Initiation of Structure
variance is accounted for by the Task-Cooperation dimension of the Profile.
A total of fifty-eight percent of the variance is accounted for by the five
Profile dimensions.
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Appendix B3

TABLE 4

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
TOLERANCE OF FREEDOM AND SIGMIFICANCE
OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

FACTOR ADDED Rz Rz F AALUE 1LEYEL OF
| © EIGNIFICANCE
{(5) Involvement-Motivation . 619 (.60 * 34.16 .01
(1) Superior Orientaticu .30 (.637) 20,33 .0l
! ‘.
(2) Task-Cooperaticn .709 l (. 663 15.47 .0l
i
(4) Socio-Fmotional LT L 651) 11,22 .0}
{3) Communication-
Decision Making L6 (. 833) 8.58 . 01
- } —

Table 4 shows that sixty- {wo percent of the Tolerance of Freedom
variance is explained by the Involvement-Motivaticn dimension of the Profile.
When all five dimensiony are added into the regression equation seventy-two
percent of the variance is accounted for.
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Appendix B

TABLE 5

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
ROLE ASSUMPTION AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

T s e w2 —— ~ D .,—.-_»—-,—1 — e et . it et

FACTOR ADDED R? oK AL GRIFIGANCE
-
(2} Task-Cooperation .126 - 084) 3. 04 N.S.
(3) Communication- -
Decision-Making .217 139 2,717 N.S.
{5) Involvement-Motivation .339 (.235) 3.2¢ N.S.
(4) Socio-Emotional . 487 (.373 4,27 . 025
(1) Superior Orientation . 496 (. 348 5.35 .05

Table 5 sliows that only thirteen percent of the Role Assumption
subscale variance {s accounted for by Task-Cooperation processcs. Fifty
percent of the variance is accounted for by the five dimensions of the Profile
when they arc all included,
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Appendix I3

TABLE 6

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMIMATION VALUES FOR

CONSIDERATION AND SIGNIFICANCE

OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

— G = pn
FACTOR ADDED R’ K2 F VALUE{_ LEVEL OF
! C SIGNIFICANCE
T
(1) Superior Orientation l 121 | (.708) 54.24 .0l
(2} Task-Cooperation . 745 (o720 29,2} .01
(5) Involv:ment-Motivation L7585 1 (.76 16. 82 .0}
{4} Socio-Emotional . 758 (. 704) 14, 08 )
{3) Communication-
Decision-Making . 160 (.689) 10.78 .01

. Table 6 inij-ates that a large proportion of the variance in the
Consideration subscale is 2cc dunted for by Superfor-Qriented processes of the
Profile. Seventy-two perceut is accounted fer t s this one dimension;
seventy-aix percent of the variance is explained when all five dimensions are

included,




Arpendix B

TABLE 17

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
PRODUCTION EMPHASIS AND SIGNITICANCE

OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

FACTOR ADDED R
-4 ——

(2} Task-Cooperation . 162
(1) Supericr Orientation .228
{5} Involvement-Motivation . 41
{3) Communication-

Decision-Making 514
(4) Socio~Emoticnal £80

( 122) 4.07 N.S
(.151) 2,96 N.S.
7. 318) 4.42 . 025
(.406) 4,176 .ol
7. 457) 4.70 .0l

Table 7 indicates that foity-one percent of the variance in the
Production £mphasis subscale is explained b

Superior-Orientation,

as well,

y inclusion of the Task-Cooperation
and Invelvement-Motivaticon dimeasions of the Profile,

Fifty -eight percent is accounted for by including the remaining two dimensiol.s,
y-elgnt p y g B



Appendix 6

TABLE 3

COEFFICIENT COF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
INTEGRATION AIND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE RECGRESSION EGQUATION

FACTOR ADDED r> R2 F VALUE| LEVEL OF
‘ ¢ SIGNIFICAN CE

(1) Superior Orientaticn .483  [(.458) 19,64 .0l

{2) Task-Cooperation .566  |(+523) 13. 02 . 01

(3) Communication- . 620 (.560 10, 34 Lo 01
Decision-Making {

(5} Involvement-Motivation . 683 (.613 ) 9.68 .01

(4) Socio-Emotional .683  [(.590) 7,34 .0l

‘Table 8 shows that forty-eight percent of the variance in the Integrotion
subscale is accounted for by the Superior-Oriented processes of the Profile
of a8 School. Sixty-eight percent of the variance is explained when the remain-
ing four dimensions are added,

2’7
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Apperdix 8

TABLE 4

CCEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATICN VALUES FCR
SUPERIOR ORIENTATION AND SICHa-ICANCE

CF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

FRCTOR ADDED R R? F VALUH LEVEL QF
¢ - PIGNIFICANCE
{2) Task-Cooperation 85 | (.146) 4,78 .05
(3) Communication-
Decision-Making .379 | ¢.317) 6.12 .01
(4) Socio-Emotional .450 }(.363) 5.18 .01
{8) Involvement-Motivation . 451 (.329 3.70 .025
(1) Superior Orien‘ation .451 {(.290) 2.80 N.S,

Table 9 indicates that eighteen percent of the variance in the Superior
Orientation subscale is accounted for by the Task-Cooperation dimension of

the Profile.
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Appendix B

TABLE 10

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
DEMAND RECONCILIATION AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THF. REGRESSION EQUATION

- ——

FACTOR ADDED Rr? R F VALU§ _ LEVEL OF
IGNIFICANCE
(5) Involver‘neut-Motlvation 351 (. 320) 11, 34 .0l
(3y Communication-~
Decision-Making .9592 §(,551) 14, 5] .01
(2} Task--Cooperation . 622 N ,552) 10, 44 .01
(4) Socio-Emotional L6498 |(,57]) 6,34 .0l
{1) Superior Orientation 652  |(-,550) 6.38 , 01
i} ) IO I I

Table 10 shows that thirty-five percent of the variance in the Demand
Recon .iliation gubscale is explained by the inivolveinent-Motivational processcs
of the Profile. Wnen all five din.ensions are included sixty-five percent of the
variance is accounted for,
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Appendix B

TABLE 11

COEFFICIENT CF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
TOLERANCE CF UNCERTAINTY AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

FACTOR ADDED | R? R F VALUE LEVEL OF
(1) Superior Orientation .640 | (.62%) 37.43 .01
(4} Socin-Emotional . 666 (1€33) 19,96 .0l
(3) Communication-
Decision-Making 672 1 (,620) 12,99 .01
(5) Involvement-Muotivation .690 | (,621) 10. 04 .01
(2) Task-Cooperation . G683 (\. 603) 7.67 .0l

Table Il shows that sixty-four percent of the Tolerance of Uncertainty
variance is accounted for by the Superior-Orientation dimension of the Profiie
of a School,
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Appendix B

TABLE 12

CCEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION VALUES FOR
PREDICTIVE ACCURACY AND SIGHNIFICANCE
CF THE REGRESSION EQUATION

— e = e, e —_—

—

FACTOR ADDED R? R? ¥ VALUH  LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE

(2) Task-Cooperation .204 (.166 5.39 .05
(5) In.olvement~-Motivation . 247 (112 )y 3.28 N.S.
{4) Socio-Fmuotional ,284 G171 ) 2,51 N, S,
(3} Communication- :

Decision Making . 386 (.250) 2,83 N.S,
(1) Supericr Orientation L3908 {(.222) 2.26 N. S,

S —_ -~ — - — ———

Table 12 shows that twenty percent of the variance in the Predictive
Accuracy subscale is accounted for by the Task-Cooperation processes;
and only forty percent {8 explained by addition of the remaining four
dimensions of the Profile,
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Apgendix C

PROFILE OF A SCHOGL
(Form “T)

Instructions for Teuc.ers:

1.

Afapted by Fred O, Feltler from Jane Gibecn likert and Rensis Likert. The ham,
Its Managesent an! Value ty Rensis Likert. Coprright (c) 1967 by MeGraw-hill, lac., tv ge

MGr

MeCraw-Hill.

ERI!

On the lines below each ftem, please place an "a" at the peint which, in ycur experience, describes your
school at the proseat time {0 = now). Treat each horizontal 2f{ze as a centinuun from the extreme at one
end to the extrane at tte other, i.e,, Jo rot thirk of the vertleal 1incs as barriers,

In additicn, please place en “1" cn cach lire at the point which, !n your opinion, describes your school
as ycu woald fdeaily lire Lt to ve (1 = 1deal),

Since each teacher aod student cf{ffers cne frox the othar, anseer the questfons as describing the average
situatfon or reaction,

tdopted from The Human Organtration:

xfesfsn cf

~H11 Bock Corpay, Mros No futtler reproducticn er dletrilition autterized without permisafon cf

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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iicw often {s your principal's
behavior seen as friendly and
supportive by tcachers?

and trusc
have 1in

How nuch confidence
dces your principal
his teackers?

How much confidence
do you have In your

and trust
prircipai’

How free do you feel to talk

to the principal abcut acadoendc
natters, <ich as couysc cantant,
tnstructicnal plan teachiap
cetheds, your work, ete,?

How eften are yeur 1dvas sought
and used by the principal about
academic matters?

what is t
flew of {nfo

acadenic mateers?

roa~ccadenic scicul

mstters?

Are Jdowinward cone

accepted?

svications

Yow dceurale is upward

cerrunicating?

Eow well dovs i
¥rcw the prebless faied b
teachiers]

voLs

Wiep o deoyou try o b2
voand gupportive t1od

&, VUl oot

irciral?

* Ather teachers?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tter
No.

Scretines

Very frequently

Jﬁ_’_,_i,--_t_’ - 1

¥or very ruch

A preat deal Sub

I;L very nach Scre catial amcunt A great deal 1
: : : f : : : : : : : : 3 : : 3

Very frec Asther free Staevhat free neL overy free

i~

1 LI S i P S ‘.,‘-E__,lw__i‘.- R -_’-_,J__L._,.‘-_..‘_..._':.-_ ,_.!.

Rarely Often

e be o e

very frequently

!

—

5

;-

|

o

i

|

|

fon

i)

J—
N

2ow, vp end boiveen
teachers and adminis-

tretots

{ren
e

Dowrnward
princiyp |
tecoher to
student

Mostly duewrward

{—

!

{.

'

;'..

I

|

;.

—
o

| SR

b o

SR B

Almor alw Usualls dcceprai, ¢n the surface,
accepte . rut,  sonctdre Viewed with yes Sceretliy,
ofenly and cardidly 1y ro. Viewed wit

caventoned

[

Uiually Ciien i
fngecurst.

great suspicien

“

Azcurate

ACCuUr e Foorly arcurate

l._--i SR l..-,:'__i__.’____:_ - l“_,’___i PO lA_.,E___,‘__ AN

Very wail

Father wril Yot very well

. N s>
H : ic



Wnet is the chavecter and
smount of {ntevacticn in
your schovl:

2. between prircipal ard
. teachers?

b. ameng tcachers?

Pew wuch ccopeorative teaarwork
is present In your school
zong principal, teackers,
tedents?

&
5

At what level are decisiorns
vade akout school ratters,
such &5 ¢ourse cuntent,
instrictional plans,

tedcliing methods, stulert
tehavior, stadent sotivities,
cte,?

Is decisfen-making in 1our
scheel based ¢n ran-re-man
er @ group pattorn of
operation?

In gineral, vhat daes the
dicisten-raking prucess
comtribute to tihe desite
of tea-ters and student:

te do a gocd jont

To what extent are <wlisten

tdeets awite of the proble-s of

teic-ers?

lc what extent are ¢
syolved Un dectsicans
telated to eredr wor'?

n tolds Figh perfor-arce
poals for yeur school?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Exteusive, friendly Mcderate inter-
interaction, wich often with aztter; rrinelpal
high degree of wat of and tevacter
coafidence and trust cerfidence ond trust wsvally waintain
fron

Little fnter-

Sigts
accther

one

Threwghout schoal,  ¥read pelicy at Foilcy atv top;
Prineipal, teackers, tep; nore specific specifle ducisicns
234 stidents parti- Cecisfers 1 lowver by teachiors. bat

clpating in decisicas level:
affecting thex

voually che
priccisal
3t1on

B S J_-_ CORUUCAE SN TS EO AR

2 by
betnre

Man-te-ran caly Han-te-ran almost {oth vaa-to-an
entitely and ptoar
Rov wiry mlel, Felatively Yiguie Lome

of tere wesbhens it

Gromerally wetl- Modivately avaro Avare ef sore,
3

awire o
oroar all

I'rincipsl, te

stuidents, 73

| TR S O S S S SR T T

D/

Item
_Na,
Litele inter-
actica; wusvally
withy fear aed
distrust

Bule at tep; by
rrinedpal or
superirtendernt
of eclenls

i _J___=_ S -l 16

Laraely arou
= &

Or only far-
tiaily aware

LI S B I 21



Wno feels resporsible for
acnileving righ performence
goals?

How much gecret resistance
is there to achicving hign
gerformance goals?

In what marrer are godls
established?

What 15 the
paals which
to have the

level of pertermence
admir{etratcrs seck
schicol achicve?

¥nat 16 the gineral attirude of
teachars toward your ectool ¢s a
place ro wark?

are teacyers activated (o

Lo rotiva
vith

tlorsl ferees ceaflict
or refinfoyrce cre another?

Fow nften are atttt.des

tovatrd Cther teachers

faverable and cocperative,
with mutial conf:d:

cruee?

ard

e C

Eov rach eatiefacticn e
dardved froz sup Q‘VAsl b

El{lCm

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Trex
Friancipal ceoly al and sore  Yrivoipal, noat Principal, teachers
s coalbars, aowe etudents
arodents
i . )
| TS S T R _tﬂl,__.«.,w._..qj :

litele or vo Some reristarce vzitrare resistance srvamg cesigtance
tesi{stance and ang LU f
mush Cooperaticn eloeration

Issued by edninls~ (Cezls 1ssuced; Cosie 1esuad Geal; csually
TaTIre tcachers may sier dilsgession esvadlished by
curnount with weachars group participation
Fxtrumely high Very high goals Bigh goals Average goals
goels

Strengly favoradle Cuvlliy favoersh Socvtimes hostile, Yostile
semtizes faver- .
oLl
i : H : : : : : : l : : : : : H ;___J._,‘l 7
Fear, thresl: p.n~ Rowards acd foie Suweres, teogsfonal Bowevds tased
ichirent, and ccca~ actual ¢r rorcn- rutisheont, and 24 grouap par-
plunal revarda clal g SLTent vement ticiraticon aad
{rnvilvimeat in
se~ting geals,
1mproving retheds,
apyralsing pre-
gress toward grals,
et
| R 2 I Lo SN N SR S |

Marved corflice Cenflfct ofren S corflict, but Morivati{cral forces

¢f ferces reducing ecists; vooa- ¢t . wotivaticnal  gencrally reirforce

teravior In supyert sionally {ecees fovees w11l rein- cach cther in sub-

of the scheol's will reinferce forcee each othex stantial 2nd cumu-

geals vich other, at lative zanrcer
les=t, partially

Ligh dvgree of S¢me tiust and Sore distrust Frejzent hostiliey

cenfiderce and (rust ccojerativencss

| T R SUTSE TN BN T ST TR BTSSR |

Righ satfefocticn  Mol.rat- satts- fore Alisattsfac- Usually JMssatls-
f:s¢fcn ticn fazticn




