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THE RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE, LEADER BEHAVIOR
OF THE PRINCIPAL AND PERSONAL&TY ORIENTATION OF THE PRINCIPAL

TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT CLIMATE

Background of the Problem

This study examined the relationships between principal leader behavior, prin- .

cipal personallty orientation, formal organizational structure, and scheol manage-
ment c11mate as they existed in selected elementary schools in Cemnecticut. Its
central focus related to the first significant attempt te bring about planned or-
ganizational change in schools in this country through a systems approach known

as Individually Guided Education (IGE). This inquiry was particularly concerned
with the orgaﬁizational component of the IGE system known as Multi Unit School
(MUs).

In 1966 the Wisconsin Research and Development Center at the University of
Wisconsin initiated a new model of elementary school education known as Indivi-
dually Guided Educatioﬁ. Whilé some of the components of fhe IGE system ha&
been ‘advocated by leadérs in‘eiementary education for a number of years, the
Wisconsin model offered_thé»first compréhensive systems design which coordinated
such concepts as multi unit staffing, multi'agq grouping, noq-gradedness, team
teaéhing and‘largé, small group and individualized instruction in one comprehen-
sive package. The central objective of IGE is to develop a learning program
flexible enough to meet the needs of all students (Holzman, 1972, Kluasmeier,
1971-A). |

That the program has been weil—acéepted is attested to by the fact that from
an initial endéavor by thirteén Wisconsin schools in 19663 the number of schools
utilizing various forms of IGE had grown to over 2,000 by the end of 1973. 1In

the State of Connecticut some sixty elementary schools had begun implementing
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the IGE process, and a number of others were considering the program. Thus it

appeared that IGE represented a significant and widespread innovation that merited
investigation.

The IGE system includes seven components: an qrganizational pattern for
instruction known as Multi Unit School (MUS); a model for déveloping measurement
tools and evaluation procedures; curriculum materials; related statements of
instructional objéctives; criterion referenced tests and observation schedules;
a.prog;am for home-school communications; facilitative environments throughout

the school system and continuing research and development., Proponents of IGE in-

dicate that the purpose of the organizational component (MUS) is to provide a

supportive organizational arrangement for the other six components of IGE. Thus,
before one may expect to see significant impro;ementvin an educational program,
the MUS component must be functioning in a satisfactory manner.

Despite its seemingly sound conceptual base, little inquiry of an empirical
nature had been carried out to support the contention that the IGE model actually
produces a more facilitative environment for instruction than that which exists
in non-IGE schools. This léck of research was particularlyvevident when one
considers the MUS component which stresses. team teaching, differentiated staff-
ing, shared decision making, and open communicatién patterns.

Implied in the MUS goals of shared decision making and préfessional auton-
omy ié the suggestion that the principal's influence concerning the managemeﬁt
climate of his school might be different from that found in other organizational
structures. This hypothesis'received some substantiation in one of the first
status studies conducted relative to IGE (Pellegrin, 1970). Consequently, many
demands might be placed on the principal to modify his leader behavior (become

less of a supervisor and more of a coordinator and resource provider) and
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demonstrate ;eceptivity to new ideas and techniques for instruction. Further-
more, it would appeay that principals who are more dogmatic and closed-minded
would have greater difficulty'adjustipg to the changing role demands endemic to
the MUS structure, ‘This resistance might also affect the school's management
climate.
Statement of Significance

Based on the preceding comments, there appeared to be three reasons for
examining the IGE model. First of all, it had.enjoyed enormous growth beth

within Connecticut and throughout the nation. Second, IGE offered the first

total systems approach to planned organizational change. As such, it presented

a comprehensive model which wguld be compatible to systems analysis. Third, it

demanded that the principal play a different 1eadersh1p role than that expected

of a principal in a more tradltlonal setting. A crucial question then was how

the pr1nc1pa1's leader behavior and personality orientation_jnteracted with

the school's organlzatleﬁil structure to 1nfleence the SChOOl'S management

climate. ‘
While some studies had attempted to relate principal leadership behavior“ 3

or interpersonal orientation to school organizational climate, none had exam-

ined an interrelationship among these variables by employing multivariate anal-

ysis. Furthermore, none viewed climate from.a.systems perspeetive that stresses
processes interacting between components--a consideration'that seemed neces-
sary if most of the'compiex interzcting variables that constitute the dynamics
of a given school were to be taken into consideration.

. Finally, since a number of scheols had been using the IGE system for a
year or ﬁore, it seemed timely that a comparison be made between a sampling of

IGE schools and other schools not employing the IGE model. Through such a study

one might compare the dynamics herein discussed as they interacted with school

organizational structure. 5




‘erg&néﬁetfcnai §%r§c%ure. -
This stﬁdy was limited to a sample of 59 elementary schools in the State
of Connecticut; consequently, its generalizability beyoﬁd the population rep-
resented is at best tenuous. Second, although approximately fdrty-five IGE
schools and an equal number of randomly selected non-IGE schools were invited
to participate in the study actual inclusion was by self selection. Third,
since this was an ex post facto study, causal relationships could not be deter-
mined. Finally, the study did not fall into the common ex post facto strap of
attempting‘to examine the effect of only one indépendent variable on a depend-
ent variable; however, it was limited to tHe examination of several hypotheses.
Yet, it might be argued that the addition of more variables would have pr?duced

relationships of extreme complexity that would have been very difficult to analyze.

Review gﬁ Literature and Related Research

The assumﬁtions that have long been taken at face value concerning diréct
linear linkages between leadership and such things as group morale, organization-
. al climate and job satisfaction have>been extensively examined dﬁring the past
twenty years. Generally, studies have focused on leadership from a behavioral,
psychological or sociological vantage point. Because of fhe concern of this
study, this review focuses on the first two of the approaches mentioned above.

Eafly studies in leadership behavior dealt with trait analysis. Stogdill,
in an extensive review of trait studies, concluded that no identifying charac-
teristics (e.g., height, weight, physique) of leaders across varied situations
could be identified (Stogdill, 1943). Lipham noted that attempts to identify
''born leaders' by means of personality syndromes or traits had, without exception,
failed (Lipham, 1964). Fiorello (1973) concluded that while social skillé such
as fluency in language, humor, sociability and ambition might bé important,

their significance varies under different conditions. The general weakness
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inherent in most trait studies was that these inquiries neglected the situation-

- al context of leadership. Initiated at Ohio State University in 1945, the be-

havioral approach to leadership emerged as-a reaction to the trait analysis

studies that were popular in the 30's and 40's. In actuality, the behavioral

‘approach was, at least in the beginning, an atheoretical approach that attempted

to focus intently on the specific behavior of leaders and by doing so, gradually

develop a valid theoretical basc in incremental fashion. In time, two leader-
ship dimensions known as ''consideration' and "initiating structure" were identi-
fied. In essenée, the initiating structure dimension dealt withitas&xachieve-_

ment while consideration dealt with group maintenance.

These dimensions were found to be somewhat independent but not mutually ex-

clusive. While somewhat contingent on genotypic organizational factors (e.g., school

administrators tend to score lower on structure), in a large number of research
situations, those leaders wha were rated as being affective leaders by their
suBordinates scored higher in both considération and structure than leaders who
were judged less effective by their subordinates (Halpin, 1969-B). This was |
true pegardless of the institutional setting. Consequently; an underlying as-
sumption related to the LBDQ is that effective leaders do .behave in certain pre-
dictable wa;; which can be measured, although their effectiveness as perceived

by subordinates is modified by other variables related to different types of or-

~ganizational settings.

Research related to the behavioral approach has produced important but some-

times conflicting results in relation to leadership behavior and other factors.

Many studies have beer univariate in nature--that is, they have compared one

. independent variable tusually leader behavior) against a single dependent

variable. Only in the past few years, primarily because of increased use of com-

puters, has statistical analysis begun to reflect the multivariate methods needed
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to examine the plethora of variables inherent in "real world" situations.
Despite these limitations, studies have indicated a relationship between
leadership and productivit} (Gross and Herriot, 1964; Keeler, 1969). Contradic-
tory findings exist relative to linkages between 1eadership, staff morale, feel-
ings of alienation among staff members, and organizational climate (Keeler,
1963; Adams, 1969). At least one study concluded that because of a tendency .
among school administrators toward compliance behavior, the leader behavior of
school principals is socialized over ‘time as the pr1nc1pa1 beglns to conform to
the role expectations demanded by the position (Wrgglns, 1971). Finally, there
is some evidence that inbut variables such as socioeconomic status and school‘
'size have little effect on leader behavior (Greenfield, 1968). R
The primary assumption of the psychological approach to the study.of leader-
ship is that a leader brings to any organiZational.situation certain psycholog-
ical predispositions that are not 51gn1f1cant1y a1tered by the dynamlcs within
" that organization. That is, he possesses a certa1n set of deep-seated belief
patterns that cannot be modified. Proponents of this view maintain that what
needs to be examined is the true inner personality orientation of the leader
which will determine how he will behave regardless of situational variables.
One of the predominant psychological approaches -has concerned itself with open
and closed mindedness and leadership behavior. |
Studies addressing themselves to this approach have, for the most part,
used the Caiifornia F Scale or the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (D scale), The
California F Scale developed by Adorno measures conservatism and liberalism in
individuals. Rokeach developed the Dogmatism Scale because he maintained that
the F Scale is culture-bound, According to Bridges, the Rokeach Scale asks how

people believe rather than what they believe (Bridges, 1965). A highly dogmatic
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person possesses a closed cognitive predisposition which does net allew him to
examine new ideas and concepts on their own merit. The closed-minded individual
tends to judge ideas accordiﬁg to their source (Vacchiano, et al,, 1969)., He
also resists new ideas and concepts tending instead to rely on deeply embedded
past-beliefs; thus, it would seem that tﬁis type person is less amenable to
change. Furthermors, he would consider what is being said in terms of who is
saying it,.

Rokeach has_emphasized that dogmatism should not be confused with ;igidity.
Whereas rigidity is related to resistance to a specific idea, dogmatism is more
generalized and is related to a general kind of resistance to all new informa-
tion (Rokeach, 1960), As Rokeach haS’Stated,i"Ou; general hypothesié is that
the more closed a person's belief system as measured by a dogmatism scale, the
more resistance he will put up to forming new belief systems.' (Rokeach, 1960,
p. 181)

A number of studies have been done cencerning ehe relationship between
dogmatism and various aspects of leadership. Bridges (1965) indicated that re-
gardiess of the principal's personality orientation his perceived SUPervisory
behavior was modified over time. Croft (1964) concluded that leader behavior as
perceived by subordinates is related to congruence on the dogmatism scale between

the principal and his staff; however, all-in-all, open-minded principals achieved

 higher leadership scores than did closed-minded ones. Watkins (1966) found a nega-

tive relationship between the psychological distance of the principel and aloof-
ness as measured by the 0CDQ (Organlzatlonal Climate Descrlptlon Questlonnaire)—-
the researcher questloned the theoretical concepts underlying the constructs of

the OCDQ as have Andrews (1965) and Greenfield (1960). Wiggins (1971) concluded

that a significant relationship exists between the personality orientation of the
principal and school climate. Ehrlich's review (1969) revealed that closed-

minded individuals have more trouble accepting new beliefs and profit less from
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training. Finally, Gibbs (1968) in a review of research indicated that author-
itarianism cbrrelates negatively with leadership scores.

As one ca& gaﬁher from this summary, the state of reseafch re1a£ed to
leadership 1is still in its rudimentary stages despite conceptual notiens that
have been offered as valid theory to students in administratioﬁ for a number of
years. As pfeviously mentioned, much of the research has been of a univariate
nature which has not atfempted to examine the many mediafipg variables that are
always present and which intervene between leadership and whatever dependent

: ,
variable is being examined. Nor are fhere simple causal linkages between leader-
ship and other factors. Leadership is only one component opeféting in conjunc-
tion with a number of other dynamics in a cohplex System.

Therefore, as Greenfield (1968) and Lipham (1964) have suggested, future
induiries must be multivariate in nature and cencerned with 1eader§hip as one
interacting process that is involved in a complex system. The researcher must
also examine these processes in different organizational settings since the
basic structure of the organizatien modifies the leadership dynamics within it,
It is toward such a systems approach to organizational research that this review
TIOW turngl

Organizational structures should be such that they facilitate the integra-
tion of the needs of the individual with these of the organization. There is
probably no one best structure fér all organizatons. The goals of the or-
ganization, the processes neegéd to reach these goals and environmental inputs
determine what structure is most appropriate. Although most school systems, at

least until fairly recently, were bureaucratic in nature, individual teachers

within the confines of thédr classrooms were granted a great deal of autonomy

(Bidwell, 1965). Recently, attempts have been made to modify this structure by

integrating teachers into teams of small interdependent work groups.
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Most of the théofeti(:al rationale underlying such organizational change
emanates from phllosophical considerations about the nature of man and his work
(McGregor s theory X and theory Y), the need for psychological satlsfactlon from
- participation in the organization (Maslow's hierarchy of needs) and attempts to
integrate the personal needs of the individual with the achievement of the organ-
ization's goals (Getzels-Guba social systems theery). Although planned organiza-
tional charge based on these coﬁcepts has been utilized in industry, until re-
cently the concept of planned change in the organizational structure of schools
Qas virtually unknown.

Specifically, the MUS concept ié predicated en the following assumptions.
Teachers are professionals, and as such-are qualified to determine the Sest pro-
cedures and processes for bringing about educational growth, The organizational
arrangement should be such that it reinforces the teacher's role by securing the
commitment of teachers to the goals and policies of the scheool system. Decen-
tralizatibb of decision making will increase motivation &nd preductivity. The
administration must coordinate the various components of the system so that they
function in an integrated and a systematic fashien. It is with this lﬁSt con-
cept fhat the next section of this review is concerned. |

During the past few years, an increasjng number of Qriters have stressed
systems theory as providing a more comprehensive approach to examining organiza-
tions. By definition "... a system is an inpegrated assembly of interacting ele-
ments, designed to carry out cooperatively a predetermined function." (Banghart,
1969, p. 21). systems theorists insist that the only way't.. one understands
the entire operating system is by carefully examining the component parts which
make up the system?(Banghart, 1969, p. 21).

An important concept in systems theory relates to the fact that changes
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10
in one component of the system will affect dynamics and other components within
the system. However, changing one component .in the system (e.g., implementing
a new reading program) will not be effective unless there is appropriate change
in othér dynamics and components (Q.g., role behavior and staffing patterns)
that are needed to facilitate the new program.

As Miles (1965) has indicated, the ''special properties' of school systems
differentiate them from other organizations. Because it is so difficult to
measure output, goal ambiguity is inherent in school systems. Furthermore,
public schbols must take all children who come to them and thus have no juris-
diction over the clients tﬁat are processéd through the system. Since class-
rooms are -the "producfién units," it is difficult to assess what goes on inside;
students themselves usually have the best idea of what is occurring, but they
are seldom allowed to spezk. There is extremely lew interdependence among staff
members in traditionally staffed schools; teacher A and teacher B seldom in-
teract professionally nor does the performance of one influence that of the
other. Since all taxpayers are '"stockholders" in the schools, the administra-
tion and staff are vulnerable to criticism from many quarters. Lay-professional
controi problems are dealt with by laymen on the board of educetion who have
little real understanding of educational administration. Finally, there is low
investment in technology, equipment, and research.

Until recently, no blanned organizational change hased on systems concepts
had ever been employed to bring about changes relative to the characteristics
described above. The IGE model employing the MUS organizational structure com-
ponent was one of the first such attempts to bring improved organizational
"health' to school systems. However, little research based on systems concepts
has been done in school organizations perhaps because most schools employed

similar organizational structures. Most studies have focused on some narrow
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subcomponent and have examined simple univariate relationships which do not re-
flect the systems nature of the real world.

Systems theory supplied the researcher with a comprehensive model. As
Griffiths (1964, p. 118) states:

System theory is the result of an attempt to develop a
. general theory which enables the researcher to describe, explain

and predict a wide range of human behavior within organizations.

It deals with conflict, motivation and decision making...it re-

present(s) the direction in which theoreticians might move in the

coming years.

One of the better-known models which views organizational characteristics
from a systems perspective is that developed by Rensis Likert. -Although well-
known in industrial research, Likert's concepts have only recently been used
to analyze educational systems. Likert's theory is sometimes referred to as an
interaction influence theory which is primarily concerned with integrating human
needs with those of the organization. Likert stresses the following points
as being indicative of management dynamics in the human organization. Through

‘decentralization and dynamics related to the following processes, motivation is

increased. Goal setting is a function of each work group and based on group

decision. Communication is two-way and both lateral and verticai in nature.
Open communication is encouraged so that the system has conétant and accurate
feedback. Decisions are "validated" by securing a commitment from each indivi- - 5
dual in the working group;"Groups, not individualé, make decisions. Work i
.groups are interdependent and interactive; they do not function as.isolated
cdmponentsvwithin the organization. Non-economic motives dealing with psychologicél

satiSfaction“and feelings of support are.developed. The primary concern of ‘the

‘leader is to insure that each member experiences support and a sense of worth
according to his own background, values and expectations. The structuring of
the working situation is of crucial importance,

Likert maintains that the optimal type of structure for many organizations
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is based on what he terms the "linking pin theory' portrayed in the following

diagram.

Wl

ooz?f’a L\c’ oob o>\7€e

(The arrows indicate the linking-pin Function)

(Likert, 1967, p. 50)

AcCo*ding'to the model, each work group is linked to all others by some mem-
be; who holds overlapping membership in more tham one group. Likert emphasizes
that the system is not to Be confused with a committee approach to problem solv-
ing;.each person who serves in a '"linking pin' position is responsible for the .
performance of his groyp According to Likert, communication channels are»of
both a vertical and’horlzontal nature; members at all lévels of the organiza-
tion are involved.in decision making. Interaction beﬁween groups is facili-
tated, and the worker feels he has control and influence within the organization.
This 1eads.td a greater feeling of support and self-actualization which, in

turn, produces a stronger commitment on the part of the individual toward the
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- goals of the organization. Because he is.truly involved in decision making,

interaction and goal setting,gthe values and.goals of the group are reflective
of the individual's own needs--thus the ideographic énd nomothetic dimensions

are integrated; Since the emphasis is on the group rather than the individual
the pressure for'performance émanates from the work group which mainfains a |
healthy equilibrium because offthe accurate and rapid feedback providéd by group

members.

Likert maintains that the component parts of thé organization must be op-
erating in harmdny with the human needs of the.members and those clients served
by it. . The model locates organizations on a continuum described by one of four
management éystems:

SystemVI: Exploitive Authoritative - Formé? hierarchical structure, pressure to

conform, decisions made at the top, people must be forced to work, punative cli-

mate, communication flows downward.

System II: Benevolent Authoritative - Hierarchical, a little less coercion

than System I, persons allowed to make ''token' decisions, paternal léadership,
basic needs of workers concerning economic and safety needs are met, communica-
tion mostly downward.

System 111: Consultive - Structure less-pyramided, memberé are consulted but do
not have final authority, some attempt made to satisfy higher needs of workers -
related to-autonomy and self esteem, communication both upward and downward.
System IV: Participative Group - Organic structure - interaction based on link-
ing pin concepts, every attempt made to integrate.the needs of the individual
with those of the organizationm, individuals involved in important decisions and
poiiéy making, aftempts to satisfy higher emotional needs of esteem and self
actualization, communication flows freely in all directions.allowing system to

adapt quickly.
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Theoretically, as an organization begins to implement the principles es-
poused by Likert, it will begin to move toward the.Participative Group system
delineated in system IV. Likert believes fhat the causal variables dealing with
_leadershiﬁ, ﬁanagement philosophy and organizational structure must change first.
He views these as.independent variables that management can control. Further—
more, they all must change if a significant impact is té be made on other com;

. ponents in the system.

Once these are modified, the intervening variables dealing with foyalties,
attitudes, motivation and potential .for interactien will be modified, Likert
stresses that there is a time lag of twelve to eighteen months between the imple-
mentation of factors dealing with causal variables and any evidence of signifi-
cant changes in intervenipg variables (i.e;, communjcation, decision making,
goal setting, integration). t

In time, end result variables dealing with output and productivity will in-
crease. Althopgh‘Suéh factors may be difficult to assess in school situations,
Likert has applied his model to school erganizations. Recently researchers have

investigated school organization using the Likert evaluation instruments.

A number of doctoral dissertations have indicated "... that system IV is as.

\

|

|

1

‘ effective in educational institutions as it is in bhusiness organizations."

(R. Like?t, Undated mimeo) Carr found that more involvement in decision making

} led to higher job satisfaction on the part of teachers. Sister Mary Lauretta

‘ concluded there was better communication in all directions when principal behavior
was viewed as more éupportive and a school moved closer to system four. Gibson

indicated that children achieve better in system four schools regardles of socio-

economic status. Roedel had central office people rate schools for excellence
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in a lafge California schoal“diﬁtrict. He discovered that those rated in the
uppef,quartile by central_afficeAevéluators were more toward system'four than
those rated in the .lowest quartile which were more toward syétem two. Miller
found that as schools moved.toward system f6Ur, there was Kighér motivation on
the part of teachers,and;students, a more favorable attitude toward the school
~and a.greater commitment to it, less frustration, more confidence and trust and
better communication. . .Bernhardt indicated that schools oriented toward system
‘four had fewer strikes.and less teacher militancy than those that were more to-
ward system two.. Throop found .that principals pefceived théir schools to be
more toward system four .than did subordinates. Feitler and Blumberg indicated
as ;chools mbvedimorentoward'system four over a seventeen month period, teachers
in those schools' became .more involved with the needs of students and of parents.

Thus, it appears.from.the studies discussed above that the Likert evaluation
~instrument has validity .for use in school stu@ies. Yet, none of the school ’
systems investigated,.-in all probabiiity, nghally used the concept of the link-
ihg pin Qrganizationalnstructure to bring about planned organizational change.
The reader recalls that Likert emphasizes that any approach to Qrganiza;ional
change canndt be piecemeél nor segmental; it must be predicated on systems con-
cepts. |

Over the last‘five.yeéiéf such a systems approach to organizational change
has been implemented.in a number’of elementary schools in this cbuntry. This
systems approach is known as Individually Guided Education. It is remarkable
how similar the concepts underlying the organizational structure in IGE school
systems resembles,the.liﬁking pin structural arrangements advocated by Likert.

According to proponents, IGE is a total systems.approach which aftempts to

adapt the system to meet the needs of each child. "... IGE supporters claim
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that it is a total system.of elementary education ... one concerned first with
changing the organization.for instruction and the related staffing patterns so
that instructioﬁal/improvements can more readily occur,'" (National School Public
Relations Association,.1972, p. 5) While a number of non-IGE schools have at-
tempted to implement.some .of these concepts (e.g., differentiated staffing, in-
dividualized instruction), IGE advocates indicate that such attempts have been
fragmented in nature and have been concerned with only a few dynamics within the
system.

However, it is not a simple matter to uproot teachers from their tradition-
al classroom situations and ask them to interact on a team basis with other mem-
bers of the staff. Charters has stated that there are many problems related to
the

... idea of converting the technical system of the school,

to use Parson's (1960) .term from one in which the school's central

tasks are performed by largely independent, isolated teachers to a

system in which the tasks are carried out by small closely inter-

dependent work groups. Organizational theory, small group theory

and general sociological theory all suggest that ... such a conver-

sion would profoundly alter the character of the teaching occupation
and the American public school. (Charters, 1973, p. 4)

Obviously, IGE is not just another pilot program that may be attempted and then
cast asidg with relative ease because, as Miles has indicated, most programs deal
with "figure'" while organizations themselveé have remained the ''ground'" and have
not been changed (Miles, 1965). Prior to IGE, changes had not been d¢ancerned with
changing the total structure of the school's organizational patterns. To under-
stand.the comprehepsiveness of such a change, one must examine the organizational

structure of the MUS model,
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Figure 1 attempts.to tie MUS concepts to Likert's linking pin model. .Each
teaching team of approiimately five teachers plus paraprofessionals, aides aﬁd
.supportive sbecialiﬁts is -linked to the school's Instructional Improvement Com-
mittee by the unit leader. It is the function of the IIC to aid in the manage-
ment of the school.by.formulating curriculum and making decisions cancerning the
operation of the scﬁool...Each staff meﬁber'also participates in decision making
because it is the responsibility of the unit leader to reflect the feelings and
concerns of the umit during IIC meetings. There is also a System Wide Policy
Committee compbsed;of central office personnel, principals, unit leaders and
teachers whose function.is to develop- policies for the school system as a whole.
In addition (although .not indicated in Figure 1), each IGE school is a member of
.an IGE league composed of IGE schools from a general geographic area. Finally,
there is a state-wide coordinators group which attempts to integrate the efforts
of all IGE schoois in.a state.

Klausmeier has .indicated that MUS resulted from a "synthesis of theory"
and stresses "... horizontal and vertical organization for instruction, role

differentiation, shared decision making by groups, open communication and ad-

ministrative and instructional accountability..,." (Kluasmeier, 1971-A, p. 20)

Obviously, it emphasizes many of the characteristics advocated in relation to
optimal Qréanizational.structure described earlier in this paper. It also re-
flects the overlapping membership, supportive environment and group responsibility
advocated by Likert. Thus, it would appear probable that IGE schools which had
been utilizing the MUS model for at least a year should be progressing toward

" Likert's participative climate described in system IV and should display this
"facilitative environment" when compared with schools which had remained unchanged

in structure. The answer to this question was one of the central concerns of




this study.

The -second major.focus:of'this study dealt with the leadership behavior
of the principal'asvhe,uasfeipected to conform to different leader behavior ex-
pectations from those found-in more traditional settings. The.IGE principal
must be more of a coerdinator-among professionals than an autocraticvleaderf
He has the responsibility to provide information and resources while helping
the IIC make policy.decisions,concefning the operation of the school. In
Likert's terms, he must .create the supportive environment necessary for the
proper functioning.of.-the IGE model. It seems this new role might create a
strain on principaIS'whé are accustomed to "running their own Sﬁi;ﬁﬁ;

Despite IGE!s seemingly sound theoretical base, little research had been
done to determine whether or not IGE schools do in fact exhibit a more facili-
tafive climate than.their more traditional counterparts, nor had the leadership
role of the priﬁcipéls~in.IGE schools been clarified,

Perhaps the best known study was one carried ouf by Pellegrin (1970) who
indicated that there was better communication, more shared decision making,'and
a changed influence .pattern in IGE schools. However, it is important to note
. that Pellegrin's sample .consisted of only six schools and was :¥status study
not'Sased on any rigorous research design. Richardson (1973) foundithat the
behavior of principals implementing IGE programs did not change significantly;
however, he concluded, as did Jones, that there was a problem for the principal
in,adapting to his hew role (Jones, 1973). From these findings; one may con;
clude the leadership influence of the principal in IGE settings was in need of
inquiry.

As Klausmeier has indicated, "research is needed on administraéive arrange-

ments ... unless additional knowledge in the form of principles, theories, or
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systems accrues at a rapid .pace-during the 1970's, IGE will likely not be a
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robust system for the.1980*s," (Klausmeier, 1971-A, pp. 29-30) Charters has

synthesized the.prohlemsuas”succinctly as anyone:

. early events shape and constrain the course of succeeding
events; needed-is.a systematic view of organizations, meaning that
alterations-in functiens-of one component have discernable and sur-
Prising- effects:an~other -components; a behavioral view of educational
progress,- arguing.that-structural changes in schools are insufficient
for definlng innovation if they.are not accompanied by appropriate
changes in role behavior and interpersonal relationships; and a number
of more substantive :conceptualizations as well ... new staff utiliza-
tion plans at-the mational level have occurred largely in the absence
of systematic-researech. (Charters, 1973, p. 3)

‘Thus the interactiombetween any innovation and the receiving organization struc-

ture must be examinedgempirically before any excathedra pronouncements may be
made concerning success, ~-Giacquinta and Bidwell have stated:
'Moreover: confidence is not warranted in a number of

currently held.generalizations about organizational change

because the research methods and statistics on which they

are based are inadequate ,.. the extension of knowledge about

organizational.change will require empirical studies of greater

theoretical methodologlcal and statistical sophlstlcatlon

Grossly underemployed, however, and often ignored is the

difficulty of effecting changes in people's basic values

attitudes and-behavior.... (Giacquinta and Bidwell, 1973, p. 178)

&

Giacquinta!s comments .appeared particularly appropriate for this study. What
kinds of changes had -.actually .occurred in some of the organizational dynamics
of schools because .of_the .implementation of the MUS organizational component
of the IGE model? .Had MUS actually brought about a more facilitative climate

for educational .instruction? Furthermore, how had the change in staffing pat

and other organizational arrangements modified the perceived leader behavior

terns

of school principals?..Finally, did the personality orientation of the principal

relative to his openness .and .receptivity to new ideas influence his ability to

adapt to the demandsqpf ne# and more flexible role behavior? This inquiry was

concerned with the relationships between these factors,
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Studz Design

This study was an.ex post facto field study that examined the main and

interactive relationships among three independent variables and one dependent

variable. The three.independent variables were school qrganizétional struc-
ture, leader behavior.of .the principal, and personality orientation of the
principal. The dependent .variable was school management elimate. The general
hypbtheéis expressed*inksubstantive terms was that school Qrganizational struc-
ture, leader behavior .of .the :principal and bersonality orientation of the
principal would be significantly correlated with school management'climate.

The indepéndent*variabie dealing with the organizational structure of the
school was dichotimized-according to whether or not a school was IGE or non-IGE.
IGE schoois were defimed-as “those which had adopted the MUS organizational com-
ponent as delineated-in the Wisconsin model and were members of one of the three
IGE leagues in Connecticut. Non-IGE schools were all other schools which had
not adopted the MUS component of the Wisconsin model. While some of these
schools might have bgen-using some concepts employed in the IGE model, such as
non-gradedness,inone was using the MUS organizational component which was the
focus of thié study. .

The leader behavior of the principal was defined as the frequency of cer-
tain behaviors characteristié of effective leaders as measured by total score
obtained on the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form XII. The
average reliability for the twelve subscales is .75. Subscale correlationé were
derived from a modified Kuder-Richardsoﬁ formula (Stogdill, 1963, pp. 9-10).
Items are scored on a 5 point scale. The LBDQ includes twelve subscales defined
as follows: |

1. Representation - The leader speaks and acts as the representative of the

s
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‘ grouﬁ; 2. Demand Reconciliation - The leader reconciles conflicting demands

and reduces disofder.witﬁin'thg system. 3. Tolerance of Uncertainty - The.

leader is able to tolerate uncertainty and postponement of plan< without

anxiety or upset. 4. . Persuasiveness - The leader uses persuasion and argu-

ment effectively; he:exhibits strong convictions. 5. Initiation of Structure -

The leader clearly.defines his own role and lets others know what is expected.

6. Tolerance of Freedom.- The leader allows followers scope for initiative,

decisions and action. .7. Role Assumption - The leader actively exercises his

leadershiptrole rather than surrendering leadership to others. 8. Considera-
tion - The leader;:egArds'the_comfort, well-being, status and contribution of

followers. 9. Production Emphasis - The leader applies pressure for produc-

tive output. 10. Predictive Accuracy - The leader exhibits foresight and

ability to predict outcomes accurately. 11. Integration - The leader maintains
a closely-knit organization; he resolves intermember conflicts. 12. Superior
Orientation:- The leader .maintains cordial relations with superiors; he has in-
fluence with them, he is.striving for higher status.

The interpersonality orientation of the principal was determined through
.use of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, an unobtrusive instrumént consisting of 40
statements which are .scored on a six-point scale. A reliability range of
.68 to .93 has been established using split-half reliability methods correéted
by the Spearman.Brown.formula (Rokeach, 1960, p. 89).

The school's management climate was indicated by use of Likert's Profile
of Qrgaﬂizational Characteristiés. Theiinstrument, modified slightly for this
study, consisted of 43 items scored from 1.0 to 5.0 on a Likert type scale.
Subscales dealt with the following processés: Leadership, Motivation, Communica-

tion, Interaction; Decision Making, and Goal Setting. A mean score derived
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from the 6 subscales indiCAted which management system a school was utilizing.

Split half corrected reliabilities of .97 and .99 have been cbtained (Likert,

1967, p. 122).
The following null hypotheses.were eiamined:

H 1 There is no relatienship between school qrganizationallstructure and school.
management climate.

Hy2 There is no relationﬁhip between principal personality orientation and school
management climate.

Hy3 There is no relationship between principal leader behavior and school manage-
ment.climate.

Hy4 There is no rclationship between school organizational structure, principal
personality orientation and school management climate.

Hy5 Theie is no relationship between school organizational structure, principal
leader behavior and school management climate.

Hy6 There is no relationship between principal personality orientation, principal
leader behavier and school management climate. .

Hg7 There is no relationship between school organizational structure, principal
personality orientation, principal leader behavier and school managément climaté.

Serendipity relationships between subscales on the LBDQ and the profile of organiza-

tional characteristics were also examined.

Population and Methodology

The sample consisted of 59 elementary schools in the State of Connecticut.
Forty-six Individually Guided Educatien Schools and 43 randomly selected non-IGE
schools were invited to participate.' Of the 39 IGE schools that accepted the invita-
tion, 34 supplied usable data. Of the 33 non-IGE schoolé that accepted the in-
vitation, 25 supplied usable data. Data was considered usable if 50% of the
teachers randomly selected from a given school returned questionnaires. Fifty

percent of the staff members in IGE schools were randomly selected to receive

<
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questionnaires whbile 67 percent of the staff members in non-IGE schools were
randomly chosen. ‘TheﬂLBDQJwas;answered by 587 respondents; 588 answered the
Likert instrument and_ﬁl_prinéipals answered the Rokeach Dogmatism Sﬁalfs The
overall rate of returnmfortall,iﬁstruments waé‘83%. Materials were delivered
to the schools,sy the researcher aﬁd collected one week later.

Statistical Application. -

Main effect_hypotheseS'were analyzed by examining the significance of simple
correlations; First and .second oéder interactions were anlayzed thrqﬁgh use
of stepwise 1ingar-multiple regression. Hypotheses were rejected at the .05
levgl'of significance. Auxiliary data derived from the subécale was examined by
using the same-methods. Means and standard deviations were also calculated to

aid in explanation. .

Discussion of Results

Hypothesis 1: The Relationship between School Organizational Structure and

School Management Climate.

-

Figure 2 indicates the four types of climates identified by Likert and por-
trays. the profiles for IGE and non-IGé schools in this study. Obviously, there
is very little difference between IGE and non-IGE schools relative to any of the @
organizational processes. .

However, it should.be noted that a ﬁean of 3.5 on the Likert scale is in-
dicative of a consultive climate which in and of itself reflects a fairly healthy
environment for supporting educational programs. However, the primary reason

for initiating the MUS organizational component is to bring about a truly par-

‘ticipative climate reflected by System IV on the Likert instrument. Thus, it

O ; A 2:55
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abpears that the Musfcnmponent ts not mo&ing IGE schoolsAtoward stated goals
of improved communiba:ion,”dispersed decision making, improved interaction, and
teacher involvemeﬁthiq.gnal“setting andrdecision making. Schools that had been
employing MUS for'two.years.did not display higher climates than schools that
had been employing MHS.for-one year.

It is worthy of.note that three of the four schools receiving the highest
climate scores of 3u8.wer¢rIGE'schools whereas the three lowest scores (3.0)
were received by non-IGE schools. Therefore, other variables should be examined
to ascertain what these.three high écoring IGE schools have in common. There
may be other factors that contribute to the success of the MUS component that

were not examined in this study.'

Table I displays the results.of the stepwise linear multiple regression
analysis employed in-this-study. There was no significant relationship between
'qréanizational structure and school climate (r = -.0261). This is a revealing
but not inexplicable phenomenon. As mentioned>earlier, until recently schools
have exhibited a loose bureaucratic structure. Teachers have enjoyed a fairly
wide degree of autonomy .within their own classrooms which they viewed as their
proper domain. While .not involved in school-wide decision matters, they often
have been able to make many unilateral decisions concerning such things as
teaching methods and lesson plans. It appears that they have enjoyed the autonomy

- of the classroom and have been fairly content operating within these parameters.

Yet, organizational theorists have argued that schools would be more ef-

fective and exhibit a more professional atmosphere if integrative structures

(based on teaming, dispersed decision making and open communication patterns)
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were established. Motivatien would increase as would job satisfaction and ef-

ficiency.

The first presumption in such an approach is that schools should be struc-
tured in an organic rather than bureaucratic manner because such a structure
would enable an organization to meet rapidly changing demandsvfrom ifs environ-
ment. Such a structuring is also predicated on the concept :that teachers are

professional persons who are well able to make decisions relative to serving their

sfudehfs. It seemg"that‘the"eséehce’of thé problem relates to whether or not
di;férentiated staffing .and overlapping memberships in both school and system- |
wide committees will enable teachers to become more involved in»decision making %
~and, furthermore, whether or not they see the need for becoming involved. Ob- 1
. : :
viously teachers and-principals must understand the need for such a change and, j
furthermore, be committed to it. Perhaps the decision to implement the MUS i
~component. dces not always emanate from the teachers themselves. Although they
supposedly make the .decision, in actuality it may be initiated by either central
office personnel or .the school principal. Thus, the innovation is at a dis—.
advantage before it.starts because it has not been validated by those who will
develop it. SerendipityAdata gathered in conjunction with this study reveale&
that there is a significant .correlation between teacher involvement in the
decision to implement .IGE and school climate (r = .3713: p<.05).

There is little doubt .in this researcher's mind that the MUS model is

based on sound philosophical, psychological and organizational concepts. How-
ever, it is a massive undertaking that reduires an uprooting of teachers from
their classrooms. It not only demands changes in beﬂavior but.algo in attitudes
and values. To expect .these last two deepseated psychoLogicai factors to

change in one or two years is naive even if people are committed to such a change;
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to expect them to change in ten years if people are not convinced of the nec-
essity for change is futile.

‘Consequently, IGE must be given time to produce its facilitative climate..
Tc condemn it now would simply reinforce the criticisms voiced about €ducational
organizations} thét,theyAtry a new innovation which they do not completely
understand, give it .little support in way of morey, research, and personnel,
examine it at the end.of a year or tho, conclude that it is a failure and turn

o ) to‘some neQ‘"pénacéa.U<; | - | o | |

The third reason for the apparent inability.of IGE schools to display a
mofe facilitative environment relates to concepts involved in planned organiza-
tionél change. Althqugh.it is not difficult”to!implement the MUS staff struc-
ture, it is exfremely difficult to provide the supportive process necessary to
make it work,. One-does .not simply "plug in'" MUS and assume that it will
function without support; such an approach leads to organizational drift rather
than organizational.development.

After analyzing.the data froﬁ this study, it appears that two quotations
cited eérlier have a.prophétic ring: ... strﬁctural chaﬁges in schools are in-
sufficient for defining innovation if they are not accompanied by appropriate
changes in role behavior and interpersonal relationships." (Charters, 1973, p. 3)
And, in relation toAconcepté involving qrganizatioﬁal change, "... Grossly
underemployed, however, and.oftenlignored is the difficulty of effecting changes.
in people's basic values, attitudes and behavior...." (Giacquinta and Bidwell,
1973, p.’178) Therefore the failure of IGE to bring about a more facilitafive
climate may be due to’ﬁadoptiveﬁ rather than a 'substantive" failure.

Furthermore, the support system provided for IGE schools demands careful

scrutiny before one can mélign the theoretical validity of the MUS component.

Is the central office philosophically politically and economically committed to
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the success of IGE? Is there .a district-wide policy committee which includeé

teachers that actually have a voice in policy formulation? Is there an IGE

league for member schools. that is serving as a coordinating vehicle for provid-

ing information and. exchangxng resources among member schools? Are principals
and teachers committed.to IGE concepts and have they actually had a voice in
accepting the implementation of IGE? Furthermore, do they fully understand
what they are trying. to.do?

In a discussion concerning administrative assumptions underlying differ-
entiated staffing. Pellegrin indicated that "... few teachers have the time,
motivation, techniéalmknowledge or managerial skills....'" to implement and
develop new working:patterns -and diVisions of labor, (Pellegrin, 1973, p. 31)
* It appears thatvin;a.number:of schools the principal is left to develop some
type of program concerned-with staff development. -However, principals are not
usually experts in:management technology with understandiﬁg of how to modify
work behaviors to- fit:new'staffing patterns. Furthermore, at thg present time,
there ar§ few adequate training programs either of a pre-service or in-service
nature to help train administrators, unit leaders and feachers to work in IGE
schools. It is time for IGE proponents to focus on the implementation problems
associated with the IGE model. These implementation barriers are not insur-

‘ mountable.. Sources of help from management science and industrial psychology
can be utilized. Finally, universities must provide the resources and expertise
nedessary to help schools negotiate the difficult transition from traditional
staffing to the MUS modeif

Hypothesis 2: The Relationship Between Leader Behavior of the Principal and
School Management Climate.

The overall leader behavior of the prindipal correlates significantly with

school climate (r = .4784). The significant relationship between leader behavior
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and school climate is important in and of itself. Jf such behavior accounts for
21 percent (corrected r2) of the variance of school climate, and if one accepts

climate as a mediatipgAvariable which in turn influences productivity, then

certainly leader behavior of the principal may be considered an important com-

ponent of qrganizatioﬁal performance regardiess of whether the school is an

IGE or non-IGE scheol. ...

Furthermore, specific types of leader behavior correlate to a greater de-

~gree with school climate than do others.

{fucas some theorists .contend) leadership is contingent on situational conditions,
it is imporﬁant“to scrutinize the constructs of leader behavior that appear ap-"
pgopriate in-elementary school settings, :egardléss'of the staffing patterns that
may be.employed.

The following statements are based on high correlations between subscales
on the LBDQ and the Likert questionnaire.

In ¢lementary school situations an emphasis on productive output by the
principal does not display aApositive relationship with consultive climate scores
(r = .d333). Nor do.his efforts to please superiors relate to a more facilita-
tive educational environment (r = .1237). |

Of the two central .constructs uﬁderlying the subscales on the LBDQ, Ini-
tiating Structure'(r‘= .1388) and Consideration (r = .5489), the consideration
dimension dealing with,group maintenance seem; of more.importance in‘elémentary
school settings. Three subscales which correlate with the "initiating structyre"
dimension (fepresentation, role assumpﬁion, and production emphasis) do not

correlate highly with climate. Therefore, it is suggested that principals who
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.are oriented more toward the ideographic needs of individuals are able to pro-
duce a mofé faﬁilitative,educational climate in elementary schools than those
adminzgéfators who. are more-concerned with the nomothetic dimension oriented
toward achieﬁing'the“goals:of~the~o:ganization.

Five subs;ales.disp;ayed";ignificanf';orielations (p<.01) with management
climate. The highestfcorretation (.5527) was betweeh the integration subscale
and school climate... A .principal wi£h a high integration score m;intaiﬁs a
closely kngt organization-and resolves intermember conflicts.

The second.highest.éofrelation (.5469) was between the consideration sub-

~ scale and school:cliﬁate,t?A consideration-oriented principal regards fhe com-
fort, well being, statusﬂahdlcoﬂtributions of followers.

The\third highest correlation (.4880) was between the tolerance of fre:dom f
subscale and schoolfctimaté:' A principal who is oriented toward tolerance of |
freedom allows followers:itatitude for initiative, decision making and action.

“The fourth highest:subscale corfelation (.4774) was between the deménd‘
N recbnciliationm;ﬂbscale"and-schooi climate. A principal who scores high on

“this subscalé';éconciles conflicting demands made by subordinates and reduces
disorder within thé school;

The fifth highest correiation (.4609) was between the predictive accuracy
subscalé and school climate. A high score on this subscale indicates a prin-

cipal who exhibits foresight and is ablé to predict outcomes accurately.

Further analysis relates to the lessened influence of the principal in
-IGE settings. In IGE.schools the leader behavior 6f the principal correlated
.4102 with school management climate; whereas in non-IGE schouls the correlation
was ..5783. Although not significant (Fisher.z), the difference is worthy of note.

There appears to be an.indication.that the leader behavier eof IGE principals’is

less of a factor influencing school climate than is the leader behavior of '
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principals in non-IGE schools.
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The 1essened influenceoofnthe*principal may be due to the fact that unit leaders

are expected to” assume. some of the 1eadership functions formerly carried out by

~the principal." (Singe,4L974)

The fact that: schaol :administrators score higher on the consideration
dimensions supports:the. eartier investigations of Halpin (1969) This seems
to 1ndicate that. perscns-whn -are more consideration oriented are either attracted to
or rewarded -with: positions ‘as elementary principals. If open minded'principals
are more consideratron.oriented (the corre1ation between dogmatism and con-
Sideration was = 0126~in'this study), then this might help explain the low mean
dogmatism score for—all-elementary principals in this study. |

A .second possibility-is-that principals are socialized by their positions
and exhibit the kinds=of-behavior they.feel wiil be effective in their particu-
lar crganizationalrsetting:-tIfocompliance behavior is rewarded'in educational
settings,vas Wiggins~(1973) -indicates, then the administrator in an elementary
school setting might:findfit much less risky to emphasize human considerations
rather than behavioraoriented:toward production emphasis. Perhaps the prin-
cipal has 1earnedﬁthatfteachers.do not respond well to someone who ie proi
duction oriented:and-attempts to upset the equilibrium in the system.

Summariaing, a-sigmificant- Iinear relationship exists between the princi-

pal's leader behavior-amd-schoal climate. (The application of polynomial re-

. gréssion equations revealed that the correlation was not curvilinear.) Further-

more, certain types of .leader behavior are more highly correlated with school
climate than are others. Principals who are able to solve conflicts between staff
members; who are considerate and show appreciation for efforts of teachers and

who allow teachers freedom and latitude to make decisions and initiate their own °
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innovations achieve higher climate scores than principals who do not exhibit

these behaviors. Principal behavier oriented toward higher productien or

willingness to serve as group spokesman dees not correlate with climate scores.
Hypothesis 3: There is no Relationship Befween the Personality Orientation
of the Principaliaﬁd School Management Climate.

There was no significant cerrelatien between the persenality orientatien of
the principal and.school climate.,;Surprisipgly, dogmatism correlated positively
with school climate (r = .1636). Furthermore, a dichotemy existed between IGE

and non-IGE schools relative to this relationship. The correlation between

. dogmatism and climate was .2261 for IGE schools but only .0940 for non-IGE

schools. It is difficult to surmise why there is a correlation between dog-
matism and school climate. Perhaps elementary teachers do respond well to an
opinionated leader who is slightly closed minded and appears sure of himself.

However, principals as a group scored rather low on the Dogmatism Scale.

The mean for all principals was 121 on a scale that ranged frem 40 to 280. One

might conclude that the elementary principals examined in this study are quite
open minded when compared with other groups of respondents who have taken thq
Rokeach instrument (average mean = 151). And fhus their dogmatic tendencies
were not high enough to have any impact on school climate.

Another éxplanation relates to the conclusions 6f Bridges. Educational
organizations reward compliance behavior. Consequently, individuals who are
able to exhibit such behavior often become principals. Furthermore, once in
the position, a principal's behavior is socialized over time. Whatever dog-
matic predispositions he may have are suppressed, and he exhibits behavior
that his role demands. Thus, psychological predisposition of the leader has no
apparent direct linkage with school organizational climate. Subordinates do

not see such psychological mind sets; they observe only behavior which is
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modified to meet role.expectations. The elementary school administrator does not

reveal his dogmatic. tendencies which (at least relative to the group of principals

" in this study) are not high to begin with.

Hypotheses 4-7: The hypotheses dealing with three first and one second order

“interactions are‘statisticatty'significant (Table I), but spurious. The study

exemplifies the need.for .caution in interpreting data analyzed by multiple re-

. gression. Statistical:significance does not necessarily indicate theoretical mean-

ingfulness nor:construct.validity.

For instance; the .leader behavior of the principal correlates highly (r = .4784)
with school climate;;uWhenwtﬁe pérsbnality orienta;ipn of the principal (which
also correlates stightly, r = .1636 with school climate) is added*fb the regression
equation the combined:correlation of the two independent or predictor variables

with the dependentivaxiable,'school climate is R = .5006,

The addition: of-the .third independent variable, school organizational ' truc-

" ture, adds almost-nothing to the multiple regression equation (R = .5023). The

reader-will note-that.the magnitude of the relationship (indicated by F) actually

~diminishes as the second .and .third independent variables are added to the re-

gression equation:- However, F continues to remain significdnt at the .01 level
although it dro;s:from.E = 16.92575638 fo F = 6.18676890.

Thus, it may be seen that the leader behavior of the principal is contribﬁt-
ing significantly-to the variance of the school's managemenf climate. However,
the other two independént variables (schoollqrganizational structure and per-

sonality orientation of .the principal) are not.

Thus, aithqugh.the.last four null hypotheses concerning the interactive ef-

fects of the three-independent variables with the dependent variable are statis-

1]
tically rejected;-one can see that the rejection is due largely to the variance

contributed to school climate by the leader behavior of the principal (21%).
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The second independent.variable, personality orientation of the principal, con-
tributes less than 2 percent of the variance. MUS organizational structures

make a negligible contribution.

Cdnélusions

There was no significant relationship between school Qrganizatiohal struc-
ture and scﬁool'manggemgnt climate. IGE schools did not display more facilitative
‘ climat;s than did-non-IGE:schools. However, the 59 elementary schools in the
~ study fell within the.consultive or System III range on the Likert instrument.
Thué, all elementary schools examined displayed fairly '"healthy' climates.

There was ar;ignificant:relationship (p<.01) between the leader behavior of
the principal 'and:-school:management climate. Leader behavior of the principal
accounted for approximately 21 percent'df the variance in school management cli-
mate. There was: a-lower-relationship (although still significant at (p<.0l
level) between leader behaviof of the principal in IGE schools than in non-IGE
school,

There was a positive‘bﬁt not-Significant relationship between dogmétism and
school management climate. —However, most of the elementary principals in this
study exhibited low dogmatism scorés.

While all second and third order interactions were statistically significant
at the .Olvlevel,.such éignificance was due larg€ly to the correlation between
leader behavior and.school climate. Thus, dogmatism and ofganizational structure
accounted for only .about .two percent of the variance identified relative to school
management climate. Therefore, although four of seven hypotheses were rejected
statistically, only the hypotheses reléted to leader behavior and school manage-

ment climate was consideréd meaningful relative to construct Validitf.
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Educational or Scientific Importance of 'the Study

Despife claims to the contrary, the MUS component of the IGE model does not
seem to be producing more facilitative educational climates. Yet, it is the.
opinion of the researcher that the .failure is an "adoptive' rather than a '"substan-
tive'" one. Schools seem to have little appreciation for concepts related to.
team building and principles of erganizational development that are necessaiy if
the MUS concept is to be operative. Furthermore, it appears that tlie leader be-
havior of the principal in the IGE schools has less of a bearing on school climate
than in non-IGE ;chools. Despite its phenomenal growth if IGE supporters do not
deal with the pfobléms reﬁeaied in this study, IGE may not maintain its popularity

in the eyes of educational administrators.
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Figure 1 ~35
Schematic Representation of a School System
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