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School principals are expressing growing concern over the erosion of the
bases of power from which they are expectad to exert Teadership in the schools.
The cmergence of collective bargaining, student rights, community control, and
other lepal developments raise important questions reparding the leadership role
of principals and the bases of their supervisory power. Why, for eximple, do
teachers in today's schools comply with the principal's requests? To what eox-
tent is control of the schools being shared? What type of supervisory power is
nost closely associated with teacher satisfaction with the principal's perform-
ance?  The answers to these questions hold considerable significance for the
effoctivencss of principals as instructional leaders in our clementary and secc-
ondary schools.

The sources of administrators' influence and the ways in which these sources
affect subordinates have been probed by researchers in several organizational
contexts. In the late 1960's Bachman and his associates! conducted comparative studies
of the bases of supervisory power in business, industry, and colleges. They ap-
proached the problem by assessing the relative importance of the bases of social
pover identifiec by French and Raven.? The five bases of power hypothesized by
French and Raven were: legitimate power, reward power, coercive power, referent
power, and expert power. The Bachman studies sought to determine the relative
importance of each of these bascs of power in terms of subordinates'’ PETEEPtiQné!

The results of the Bachman studies indicated that the two most important

reasons subordinates comply with the wishes of their supervisors were legitimate
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power aid expert power.  The order of impovtance ol these two bases of power
varted with the organizational setting but they ranked Tirst or second In all
cases studied by Bachman and his associates,  Top exanple, expert power was pit
in first place and lepitimate powver was vanhed scecond anong salesmen in branch
offices and semi-skilled workers in a uriTiry company . Among insurance agents
and liberal arts college faculty the rank nrdvéﬁur these two power buses were
reversed.  Among production workers, lepitimate power and expert power tied for
first place.

Other studies yiclded similar vesults overall among faculty members in
higher educational institutions, but revealed specific differences according to
the situational context. Cope,s for example, found that college faculty in a
large public university ranked legitimate power as the most influential power
base for department chairpersons, while Parsons and Platt? found that faculty in
cight institutions gave top ranking to the chairpersons' expert power.

In their textbook on educational supervision, Sergiovanni and Starrat®
sumnarized the findings of the studies {rom the late 1960's and hypothesized
that similar results would be evidenced among public school teachers. They sug-
gested ‘that legitimate power and expert power would account for most of the
principal’s influence with public school teachers,

There have been some cfforts to analyze the bascs of power in public school
scttings. These studies, however, provide only limited opportunities for compari-
son with those conducted in other scttings due to varied procedures and limited
samples., Hornstein and his associates® undertook a study of the bases of power
among public school teachers. Their study was limited to primary-grade teachers in
two suburban school systems and did not provide mean ratings for the five bases of
power. Instead they only reported correlation coefficients between teachers rank-

ings of the bases of power and other variables, such as satisfaction with the
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principal s performince and control exercised by the teachers and principals,
Theiv Findines replicated Baclman's covrvelationml vesnltsy wnnely that expert
relationship with teacher satisfaction.  Lepitimate power was hot positively nor
strongly related to teacher satisfaction.

Another study of (he bases of power in a public scheol setting wis conducted
by Balderson.?  the Balderson study was Limited to clementavy schools in one urban
sehool district in Conadia,  Opportunities for comparing these Findings with pre-
vious studics are also obscured by wethodological differences.  The Balderson study,
for example, employad a single-choice rather than a rank-order approach, yicelding
results in the form of percentages rather than means,  Ixpert power cnerged as
predopinant both in terms of its perceived utilization by principals as well as
its perceived association with other variables, such as satisfaction with the
principal's performance.

The purposes of the present study, wore to determine (1) if the pattern
of influence of the bases of power which emerged in previous research would be
manifested in the late 1970's among a broad sample of public school teachers,
and (2) if, within the overall pattern, discernible diffcrences would cmerge
in relation to situational subcategories such as school size, level, and
location. Thus, this study sought .to provide new insight into such questions
as:

. Is the legitimate power of the principal still a sienificant influence?

. Do the hases of power in public schools differ from those in other
organizations?

. Ave thera discernible differences in the bases of power in different
school settings?

- Do teachers perceive themselves vis-a-vis their principals as important
controlling influences in their schools?
. How are teachers' perccived levels of control and satisfaction related
to the bases of power utilized by the principals?
O
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METHODOLOGY
Rescarch 8ites

The participuting sample for this study included 683 public school teachers
employed in 64 schools in Pennsylvania and Connecticut.  Approximately 10 per
cent (n = 68) of the responses were rejectaed because of respondent ervor, such
as Tailure to follow directions or to furnish complete data.  The data-producing
sample, consequently, consisted of 619 teachers distributed in the following subcate-
gories:  schools in Pennsylvania - 64%, schools in Connecticut - 30%; clementary
teachers - 54%, secondary teachers - 46%; urban community - 38%, suburban com-
munity - 36%, rural community - 20%; in schools cnrolling less than 500 pupils -
24%, in schools enrolling morc than 500 but less than 1000 pupils - 458, in
schools with more than 1000 but less than 1500 pupils - 12%, in schools with more
than 1500 pupils - 19%.

The data were collected by part-time graduate students in educational
supervision courses at two smill, private universitics -- one in northeastern
Pennsylvania and the other in central Connecticut. These graduate students werc
employed in school systoms widely distributed within a 75-mile radius of cither
university. Each of the graduate students collected data from 10-12 randomly

sclected teachers in his/her school,
Measures

The questionnaire uscd to collect the data for this study was modeled after
the Bachman instrument and provided for the anomymity of the respondents. The
respondents were first presented with five items which reflected the five bases
of power identified by Irench and Raven without identifying them as such. The

specific items which the teachers were asked to rank according to their importance
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as reasons for doing what the principal sks or sugposts were ge fol lowy
UMhe parenthetical labels are added her to clarify the power byse to which each
item refers.|:

"I admire him/her for his/Zher personal gqualitices nnd wint to act in
a way that merits his/her respect and admiration."  (referent power)

"I respect h1~fhcl competence and good judgements ghout things with
which he/she is more experienced than [ (expert power)

"le/she can give special help and benefits to thosg who coaperate
with him/her."  (reward power)

"He/she can apply pressure or penalize those who dg not cooperate."
(cocreive power)

"llo/she has o legitinate right, considering his/hey pmhllan to
expect that his/lier suggestions will be carried oug, " ClDPJLLmJtC
power)

The ranking procedure forces the respondent to discriminage amongl all bascs
of power, rather than giving prominence to only onc or two. Morcover, it avoids
the ‘tommon contaminating tendency of rating the amount rather than the nature of
the power bases. lowever, this procedure does not provide iﬂﬂgpgndéﬂCQ for cach
item, which is an advantnge of a rating procedure.

Paralleling the Bachman instrument, the questionnaire alsg included items
dealing with satisfaction and control. As a measure of overall satisfaction, the
respondents werc asked to indicate agreement or disagreement op a five-point
scale with the following statement:

"All things considered, how satisficd are you with tle way the
principal of your school is doing his/her job."

Control was measured in terms of its institutional (amount of influence over
the way the school is run) and interpersonal (amount of influepce between the
principal and teachers) factors. Likert-type responses to the following two

items were combined as a measurc of institutional control:
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MIn general, how much say or influence do you feel the principal las
on how your school is run?"

"n general, how much say or influence do you feel the teachers as a
group have on how your school is run?"

Responses to the following items were similarly sumned to arrive at a measure of
interpersonal control:
"In general, how much say or influence does your principal have with
the teachers when it comes to activitics and decisions that affect the
performance of your school?"
"Now, thinking in the other dircction, how much say or dinfluence do
teachers as a group have on your principal when it comes to his/her
activitics and decisions that affect the performance of your school?"
Each control item used response categories ranging from 1, "little or no influence”

to 5, "a great deal of influence." A measurc of total control was derived [rom

sumning the responses to these last four items on the questionnaire,

RESULTS *

The tcachers' rankings of the bases of power are reported in Table 1. As
the first column reveals, the results for the total sample parallel the pattern
found for other settings and samples. Specifically, legitimate and expert power
emerged as paramount, followed respectively by referent, reward, and coercive
bases of power. This pattern prevailed regardless of the community type and
statc setting. A negligible variation was found for school level, given a vir-
tual tie for last place between Cacrcive and reward power for secondary school
teachers,

[PLACE TABLE I APPROXIMATELY HERE.)

More noticeable variations werc found for school size. Regardless of school
size, teachers ranked legitimatc power és the number one recason they accede to
the wishes of the principal. However, differences were evidenced among the other
four bases of power. Teachers in the two larger categories of schools indicated,

% The authors acknowledge with appreciation the assistance of Joseph R. Little,
doctoral student in Education, in the analysis of the data reported in this study.
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on the average, that expert power wis the thivd pagyer than second most inmportant
reason for complying with the principal's wishes., pelerent power emerged in sec-
ond place For upper-middle size schools but wis rigged last o in the Targest schools,

where teachers gave reward power an otherwise tnisy,t second-place ranking.

Comparative Rankings

The rankings of the bases of power obtained th.oetgh this study arce comparcd
with those obtained by previously cited studies in ypable 11.8 The public school
teachers joined branch office salesmen, scmi-skillgy utility workers, and onc
group of college faculty in ranking legitimate powg, as nuber one and expert
power as nugber two. Insurance agents and two groy,s of college faculty reversed
this order, ranking cxpert power as number one and jcgitimate power as nunber
two. Production workers straddled these groups by Piﬂcing legitimate power and
expert power in a tie for number one ranking. All groups consistently downgraded

coercive power by relegating this basc of influency to either fourth or fifth rank,

[PLACE TABLE [T APPROXIMATELY H_EI‘G,]

Bases of Power and Satisfaction

The second part of the questionnairc asked thg yespondents to indicate
their level of satisfaction with the way the pTiﬁCipgl was doing his job. The
mean satisfaction rating for the total sample, on g sCale of one to five, was
3.48. This result was similar to the limited Trepoyys of other settingsgg The
teacher satisfaction scores were then correlated wyyp those for the five bases
of power using school mean criterion scores for thy 64 schools included in the
study.
The results by school site rcvealed a high pygjtive rclationship between teacher.
satisfaction with the principal's performance and gacher preference for the prin-

cipal’'s use of referent power (r = .70) and exXpert power (r = .72). Strong negative
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correlations were evileraced betiveen teacher satisfaction and the nercelved usc of
coercive (r = -.77) and rew=rd (r = -.58) power, with a somewhat lesser negative

correlation with legitimite pover (v = -.28).

As shown in Table Ill, these group results for public school teachers parallel
those obtained by Bachman generally for other settings and particularly (also found
in Table IT) for bramch offiice salesmen. Satisfaction with the orpganizational
supervisor's performace vas positively and, in most cases, significantly
associated with his/lex we of referent and expert power. It seems appropriate
to reiterate tle caution expressed by Bachmart” that the negative correlations

for coercive, reward, arad legitinate power may have been caused by the positive

~correlations for refererat amd expert power. The ranking procedure makes it im-

possible for all five bases of power to be correlated in the same direction with
any single criterion variabRe.

(PLACE "TMBLL III APPROXIMATELY HERE]

The correlation between the satisfaction variable and the five bases of
power was also calculated on the basis of individual criterion scores in order
to facilitate comparisomwith Hornstein's study of teachers assigned to primary
grades in public elementary schools. As shown in Table IV, a similar pattern
emerged in both studies; teacher satisfaction had a significant, positive cor-
relation with expert and refercnt power and a significant, negative correlation
with reward and coercive power. The strength of the ’first two and the last one
of these four correl ations was more pronounced in the present study, whereas
the negative correlation for- Legitimate power was more marked in the Hornstein
study. Balderson obtiired sinilar findings by analyzing means rather than

correlations.
[PIACE TABLE 1V APPROXTMATELY 1IERI
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TABLE 111

i

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF SATTSFACTION WLTH SUPERICR
'MMMWMMR@MMM%

Bases of Branch Office Utility Co.  Production  Insuremce  College Public School
Power Salesmen Workers Workers Agents Faculty Teachers
(n=36) (n=20) (n=40) (n=40) (n=11) (n=36)
Referent ]Gk V11 YL 43t NYL JT6kk
Expert  f9# 30 7  §Be 154k 2k
Reward =, Sl =12 27 Ag% -, B . ,5gk
Legitimats = 37k =3 0% 04 =52 =, 26%
Coercive - L -0 01 Sy -, 10t = J74

% p €05, tvo-tailed
# pd,01, two-tailed
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TABLE IV

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF SATISFACTION WITH SUPERIOR AND
BASES OF POWER: INDLVIDUAL ANALYSIS

Bases of Public School Teachers: Public School Teachers:
Power Primary Grades Elementary & Secondary

(n = 325) (n = 619)
Referent L12% ' WAET

Expert .29 : L 51%%

Reward : =, 30%* <=, 30w

Legitimate . - 24%% -.13

Coercive - 32%% YT

% p=< .05, two-tailed
%% p<.0l, two-tailed



Control and Satisfaction

The manner in which control over the school is cxerted was also assessed
using two related but different factors: (1) institutional control, which is the
amount of influence exerted over the way the school is run, and (2) interpersonal
control, which deals with the influence patterns between the principal and the
teachers. The respective means for institutional and interpersonal control and

the correlation coefficients with teacher satisfaction are shown in Table V.
[PLACE TABLE V APPROXIMATELY HERTY

The findings in this area also approximated thosc of studies in other settings.

The group-level analysis, for which both means and correlation coefficients are
available for comparison, reveals a similar pattern between the branch office and public
school settings, particularly for institutional control. The major differcnce

is téat office managers seem to have a higher average level of control than do

the principals, as perceived by their respective organizational subordinates.

Due to Bachman's omission of means, comparisons across the two school settings

are limited to correlational results.l In both settings, significant positive
correlations between the various types of control and teacher satisfaction were

found, with more pronounced coefficients in the present study.
DISCUSSION

In summary, the results of this study were: (1) that legitimate and expert
power were for public school teachers, like other organizational role groups and
across various situational subcategories, the preferred base for supervision;

(2) that expert and referent power were for teachers, like personnel in other
work settings, the highest correlates of satisfaction with supervisor's performance;

and (3) that the levels of institutional and interpersonal control perceived by .

L8




Type of
Control

Institutional
Supervisor
Subordinate
Total

Interpersonal
Supervisor
_Subordinate
Total

*% p<.01

TABLE V

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
CONTROL AND iEACEERASATIS?§CI;;§
Group Analysis

Branch Office Public School Primary
salesmen Teachers Teachers
4.57 . 60%% 3.97 LB0%% L 23%%
3.01 . 60%= 3.07 .56%% L25%*
7.58 . 79%% 7.04 Ak L25%%
4.30 N 3.66 LB5F% L31F%
3.00 . 75%% 2.98 . 55%% L29%%
7.30 =0 6.64 L b4k L33%%
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teachers for themselves and for principals were also significant and directly

related to satisfaction with the principal's performance,

These results are subject to the limitations inherent in coppelation studies and
cannot be fully compared with those of two previous school studjes which ytilized
data-collection and -reporting procedures that varied from the Bachman stydies.
However, the consistency of results of studies covering a period of more than a
decade serves to increase our confidence in the findings of this jnvestigation.

Further, it reveals a common ground for further research to test general theories

of administration. More sophisticated techniques ére needed, €or example to
sort out the social-desirability element of such survey-questioppaire items.
There is a tendency to respond favorably to 'nice'' bases of power, as Compared
to the negative connotations inherent in Bachman's statements for reward and
coercive power.

— Nevertheless, this study updateszand expands our insights into the five basecs of
power hypothesized by French and Raven as they specifically relate to the schéol prin-
cipal's role in today's elementary and secondary schools. The yesults indicate that.
despite the changes that have occurred, the bases of power from yhich principals operate
today exhibit essentially the same pattern as prevailed in schogls and other settings
in the 1960's. In addition, the results suggest answers to SeVeral pcrtinent questions;
regarding the supervisory power of the principal and its effect on teacheys.

The results speak to the concerns which principals apprgpfjgtelf have about
the erosion of their bases of power, and suggest approaches that could be utilized
to function effectively in an organizational setting which is ekpéfiEHCin% a
redistribution power. The implications emerging from this study include the
following:

1. The erosion of the principal's legitimate power is more imagined than real.

The primary reason public school teachers do what the principal requests

ERIC 20
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or directs is their recognition and acceptance of the legitimate power of
the office. This finding holds up regardless of the school level or size

and the community type or location.

possession of special knowledge and skills which enable them to help

teachers achieve their goals. This conclusion is reflected in the con-

sistently high ranking of expert power and its significant direct rela-
tionship to teacher satisfaction with the principal's performance. It
indicates one way in which principals can offset the erosion in

their legitimate power. The preparation, selection, inservice training,
and evaluation of school principals should be modified to enhance the

expertise base of their supervisory power.

power than those in smaller schools. Teachers in larger schools differed

from their colleagues in smaller schools by giving expert power a third
place ranking. Presumably, there is less opportunity or inclination for
principals in larger schools to engage in direct program and staff de-
velopment activities with tcachers, but to the extent possible this gap
would seéem to be worth closing.

Rewards _and coercion are not viewed favorably as either bases of

supervisory power or correlates of satisfaction with the principals
performance. Personal (or refcrent) influence remains effective, but
reliance on remote authority and material reinforcement or punishment
is apparently delcterious to staff satisfaction and responsiveness.

Control in the schools appears to bc perceived 4s a win-win situation to

a considerable extent. Teacher satisfaction is positively correlated not

only with their own perceived levels of institutional and interpersonal

21
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control but also with their perception of the principal's levels of in-
stitutional and interpersonal control. This finding is consistent with

the observations of Tanﬂenbaumlz and others who indicate that power in an
organization is not a fixed quantity which is shared by one group at the
expense of another. Rather, it can increase reciprocally. Principals who
interact with teachers and solicit their opinions can obtain more responsive-
ness and better morale. Thus, this research challenges some of the traditional

practices that have grown out of ''the all or nothing law of pcwer!"ls
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