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ABSTRACT

The study rcportod‘in {his thesis explored the reclationships
M;etpeen organizational climates and the administrative behavior of
school administrators. Thé independent variables, both of which were
manipulated, were two climate dichogomiqs: (1) Inmnovation and
Initiative versus Adhcrencelto Rules and Precedents and (ii) Permissive
Supervision versus Close ‘Supervision. Four treatment combinations wcre

!

obtained. The dependent variables were various categories of adminis-
»

trative behavior revealed by subjects' responses to the items on an

~

in-basket test. .

The conceptual framework for ;he study was composcd of two main
strands: organizational climate and administrative beﬁavior. Theories
and research f%lating to leadership styles were also presented. The
development of in-basket tests and their use in research were also dis-
cussed. The major hypothesis derived frgp the centfal problem in the
context of the conceptual framework stated that’diffcronces in organi-
zational climates would be accompanied by differences in the adminis-
trative behavior of échool administrators.

In order to test this hypothesis an in-basket test containing
administrative problems which reflected situations actually encountered
by school administrators in the field was completed by two samples of
principals and vice—priﬁcipals from the province of Alberta—one sample
participafing in the pilot study and the other in the main study.
-Simglated organizational climates were presented to the four experi-
mental treatment groups of subjects within each sample. The major

statistical techniques used in analysing the data were t-tests with the

iv



Welch t-prime modification for t-tests of unequal variances.
The major conclusions drawn from the findings were that:

(1) The administrative behavior of school administrators
in a permissive supervision climate is significantly difforent from
that of school administrators In a close supervision climate.

(11) School administrators in a permissive supervision
climate tended to dircet others more than school administrdtors in a
close 3upervisioh climate tended to do.

(111) Sghool administrators ina close supervision climate
tepded to follow the lead of superordinates and to perceive the major
. problem more than school administrators in a permissive supervision

climate tended ta do.

/(iv) School administrators in a permissive supervision
climate tended to follow the lead by superordinates very infrequently,
while school administrators in permissive supervision climaées and
those in close supervision climates tended to have very little inter-
ction with superordinates and tended to give information to super-
ordinates to a very limited extent.

(v) There tended to be very few differences_between thg
administrativq behavior of school administrators in an innovation and
initiative climate and that of school administrators in an adherence
to rules and precedents climate.

(vi) There we%e few differences between the adminis;rative
behavior of older school administrators and that of younger school
administrators in different organizational climates.

(vii) School administratprs in ipcompatible climates tended

to analyse the situation, to organize work and to make final plans
.

v
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.
more than school aUministrators in compatible climates_tended to do.
(viii) In an innovation and initiative climate school adminis-.
trators with considerable formal preparation in educational administra-
tion tended to decide unilaterally, and to communicate by writing more
than those with little formal preparation in educational administration,
wh%le in an adherence to rules and proccdont§ climate the former group
tended to'give information to subordinates to a greater extent than
did the latter group.
(ix) The mean number of administrative problems attempted was
highest for school adﬁinistrntors working in permissive supervision

climates and lowest for those in close supervision climates.
. :
A

-

—
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Chapter 1
THE PROBLEM
I. INTRODUCTION

School administrator5'0ccupy key positions in the formal
educational system. Their work brings them into contact with a number
of reference groups—;for-examp]c the children who agtend their
schools, their staffs, schoql boards,“5upcrintendents, the gcneral‘
public——éll of whom may be affected in varying degrees‘by the content
and quality of the administrative behavior of school administrators.

. . . ,

They face a number of probﬂﬁms which arfse in connection yith
how their schools are condugted. THese include matters such as-
supervising staff, impleménting educ.tional programs, acqﬁiring v

]

resource material to facilitate instr ction, coping with necessary
"paper work," and mainLaininé‘cordiadfﬁhd prggﬁctive relationships
with such reference groups as those mentioned above. The administra-
tor's perception and diagnosis of the problems which arisé in such
contexts, and what he does or does not do about them can be of crucial
importance in the educational enterprise of which he is a part.

Hemphill (1:p. 1) has commented that "although adminiétration
1s a ﬁhgracteristic of all organized effort, relatively little is

"

known of its nature and even less of its dimensio-- A similar
comment could be made concerning our lack of knowledy, ‘v the

administrative behavior of school administrators.

Increasing our knowledge about such behavior and ctors
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\\/

which influence it would seem to be of considerable value not only

in improving the administration of our schools but-qlso ?n addtes-

to our knowledpe of educational administration ih qgher'a;éhs.
Differing organizational climates may have important relation-

ships to the administrative behavior of school administrators. If

Lhis is so, and if relations between organizational climates and

administrative behavior can be discovered,‘then valuable implications

|
may be drawn for such arcas as supervision and the traiﬁing of
administrators, as well as implications for further research.

The study is concerned with the relationship between differ-

ent organizational climates and the administrative behavior of school

administrators.
IT. CENTRAL PROBLEM AND MAJOR HYPOTHESIS

Problem: What are the relationships between different organizational
—_— S

climates and the administrative behavior of school administrators?

Hypothesis: That differences in organizational climates will be

accompanied by differences in administrative behavior of school

administrators.

/ III. .DEFINITION OF TERMS

3

- The climate of an organization is conceived to be

" a set of expectations or understandings, held in common by
most of the members of an organization, as to a kind of
uniformity of behavior that is seen as appropriate in that
organization; expectations presumably result from perceptions
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of uniformities in behavior on the part of the organization's
members, from overt or subtle declarations of policy on the
part of the leaders, from a uniform background of training or
experience on the part of the members or from some combinat {on
of these. Ultimately the climate results from manipulations of
reinforcements or sanctions by people in positions of power and
through having policies to do with selection and retention of
personnel (2:p. 73).

In this study the organizational climate within which school
administrators work is assumed to result chiefly from "overt or subtle
declarations of policy on the part of the leaders'" and from "manipula-
tions of reinforcements or sanctions by pecople in pésitions of power,"

for example, school superintendents.

Permissive Supervision Climate
An organizational climate in which employees have freedom to
determine how tasks are to be carried out, and in which their perfor-

mance is not closely monitored by superordinates.

Close Supervision Climate

An organizational climate in which the performance of

employees is closely monitored by superordinates.

Innovation and Initiative Climate

An organizational climate in which innovation and initiative
are encouraged. Creativity and originality in thegpolution of problems
are fostered. There is minimal reliance on rules, regulations anrd

standard procedures.

‘Adherence to Rules and Precedents Climate

~

An organizational climate in which employees are expected to

follow rules, precedents and departmental regulations as guides to

action.



Compatible Climates

Those organizational climaceé indicated in Figure 1 as A and
D, that is (i) an innovation and initiative climate which is also
characterized by permissive supervfsion, and (iia an adhercence to rules
and precedents climate which is élso characterized by close super-.

vision.

Incompatible Climates

Those organizational climates indicated in Figure 1 as B and
C, that is (i) an innovation and initiative climate which is also
characterized by close supervision, and (ii) an adherence to rules and

precedents climate which is also characterized by permissive super-

vision.
SUPERVISORY CLIMATE

A Permissive Close

D Supervision Climate Supervision Climate

M . | ]

1 c Innovation

N L ‘and ‘ A B

I- Initiative

g 1 Climate

M

T A ‘

R T Adherence to L

A £ Rules and C 'D’ ¥
T- Precedents :

1 Climate

V ' -
E

Figure 1

Organizatioéél Climates

(Based on a design by Fredericksen,
Jensen and Beaton, 1972) (2:p. 75)



School Administrators

Persons occupying the position of principal or vice-principal

of a school.

Task Oriented School Administrators

School administrators whose score on the Least Preferred Co-
a

worker instrument indicates that they are task oriented leaders.

Relationship Oriented School Administrators

School administrators whose score on the Least Preferred Co-
worker instrument indicates that they are relationship oriented

leaders.

0Older School Administrators

School administrators who are forty ycars of age or older.

Younger School Administrators

School administrators who have not yet attained forty years

of age.

i

Experienced School Administrators
I3

Persons who have occupied the position of principal or vice-

principal of a school for a period of five years or more.

Less Experienced School Administrators

Persons who have occupied the position of principal or vice-

principal of a school for a period of less than five years.

School Administrators with Considerable Formal
Preparation in Educational Administration

Persons who have completed three or more formal courses in



Educational Administration.

School Administrators with Little Formal Preparation
in Educational Administration

Persons who have completed fewer than three formal courses

in Educational Administration.

IV. DELIMITATIONS

(1) Population

The population from which the samples for both the pilot
study and the main study were drawn consisted of principals and vice-

principals of school systems in the province of Alberta,.

(11) Selection of Sample for Pilot Studyv

(a) Potential Sample

Data were gathered at the 1975 Alberta Leadership Course
for School Administratofs. One may say that the potential population
was all school princiﬁals and vice-principals in Alberta since this
Lea&ership Course is open to all of these school administrators. NBt
all of these people attended the Leadership Course, so the potential -

sample could be said to consist of those principals and vice-principals

who intendeds to be present at the Leadership Course.

(b) Experimental Sample

The experimental sample was composed of those school
principals and vice-principals who attended the Leadership Course
and who indicated their willingness to participate in the study.

Forty subjects participated in the study.



(111) Selection of Sample for Main Study

(a) gggentlgl Sample

Data for the main study were gathered at the Adminis-

trators' Workshop sponsored by the Greater Edmonton Regional of the
Council on School Admigistration. One may say that the potential
sample was all school principals and vice-principals in Alberta,
since thisg workshop was open to all such school administrators. Since
not all of these people attended the workshop,‘the potential sample

consisted of those who Intended to be present.

(b) Experimental Sample

The experimental sample was composed of those prin%ipals
and vice-principals who attended the workshop and who indicated their
willingﬂes% to participate in the Study. Forty subjécts participated

/*fa the study.

—~__

(1v) Variables and Relationshigs

The Investigation was restricted to a study of the relation-
ships between two major variables: organizational climate and
administrative behavior, In addition some investigation was made of
relationships within the several organizational climate milieus

‘tween leadership‘style and administrative behavior, between age
and administrative behavior,‘between experience and administrative
behavior and between formal administrative pPreparation and administra-
tive behavior. It is acknowledged that variables other than those
already mentioned may operate to influence administrative behavior.

However, consideration of these is considered to be beyond the scope

.of this study. o 5
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Organizational climate, administrative behavior and leadership

styles are multifaceted concepts.: For the purposes of this study,

Gt
‘

organizational climate was delimited to the followihg two dichotomics:
(i) permissive supervision climate versus close supervision climate

and (ii) innovation and fnitiativc cliﬁato versus adhercnce to rules
and precedents climate. These climate dichotomics are\similar to those
used by Fredericksen et al. (1968) in the study invoi;ing a population
of male exccutives emp]oycd_by the State of California in positions
ranging from forestry to prison service. The climate dichotémies

used were gi) global supervision versus detailed supervision and

(i1) innovations versus rules.

Administrative behavior was delimited to the behavior of sub-
jects as indicated‘by their responses to material in the In-Basket
Test. Leadership Styles were delimited to those described as task
oriented style and relationship oriented style as indicated by

subjects' responses to the Least Preferred Co-worker Scale.
V. LIMITATIONS

(1) The possibility that to some extent subjects may have

¢

behaved differentlyciﬁ response to theAIn—Basket Test than they would
on the.job may limit the generality of the findings. However, the
fact that the use of the In-Basket Test allowed for a more rigorous
study by makiné possible#(a) the assignment of subjects to particular
trea&ments and (b) greater control over the conditions of the'study

may compensate for possible limitations of generality to some extent.

o
.(1i) The holding of a National Postal Strike hampered the

distribution of notices for the workshop and this fact, coupled with

<
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the sub=saro weather on the day of the workshop at which the data for

the main study were gathered preventced school administrators from
places far removed from Edmonton from attending.

(1i1) The sample size (40 subjects in each case) may limit to
some degree the generalizability of the findings. Yet it is hoped
that the samples were sufficiently representative of the populatfons

from which they were drawn to allow meaningful generalizations to be

made.

VI. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

Chapter I has dealt with the research problem, with the
definition of terms ahdfwith the delimitations and limitations of -
the study. The following chaptef presents a review of literature
and reseafch related to the study. Chapter III provides'a statement
of the sub-problems and associateq résearch hypotheses:

The following two chapters are concerned with the research
design and methodology and statistical procedu;;s employed. Findings
and Discussion are presented in Chapters VI and VIT.

The final- chapter of\phe thesis provides a sﬁmmary.of the
study, its conclusions, and some indication of the implications of

the findings for the practice of educational administration and for

further research
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Chapter 11
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

The theoretical base on which the study rests; and out of
which the several problems and hypotheses were derived is .composed
of two main strands: (i) Orgnnizationa] Climate and (ii) Administra-
tive Behavior. Each will be discussed in this chapter. Since part
of the study was concerned with the administrative behavior of tagk-
oriented nnd relatlonshlp -oriented school admlnlstrators some
dlqcu351on of leadtrshlp styles will be 1ncluded Mention will also
be made of the development and use of in-basket tests, as the use of

N

an in-basket test to gather data was an important feature of the

study. . \

I. ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

It has long been recognized that the environment is an '

of the interaction of the organism and the environment. Yet Downey

et al. point out that

until recently, researchers had made few Systematic attémpts
to explore the influences of an organization's climate on the

behavior of employees (10:p. 149),

Attempts to Conceptualize Organizational Climate

The following deflnltlons exempllfy attempts to conceptuallze

organlzatlonal climate—g concept that Guion claimed is "one of the

11 N ‘ ' ‘
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fuzziest concepts, to come along in some time" (30:p. 121), and in
connection with which "there seems to be real confusion over whether
'climate' refers to an attribute of organizations or attributes of
people" (30:p. 121).

Downey, Hellriegel and Slocum claimed that

Organizational climate has generally been defined as an individ-
ual's perception of his work environment . . . It is a summative
variable intended to represent the individual's filtering, ‘

ructuring, and description of the numerous stimuli impinging
on him from the organization (10:p. 149).

In attempting a synthesis‘of the definitiQns of Gilmer (27),
Taguri (64), Georgopoulos (23), Géllcrman (22), Litwin and Stringer
(45), and Meyer (52), Pritchard and Karasick suggested that organiza-
tional climate might be defined as

a relatively enduring quality of an organization's internal
environment distinguishing it from other organizations; (a)
which results from the behavior and policies of members of:
the organization, especially top management; (b) which is _
perceived by members of the organization; (c) which serves as
a basis for interpreting the situation; and (d) acts as a
source of pressure for directing activity (56:p. 126).

Hellriegel and Slocum,'adapting‘conceptions presented by
‘Beer (3)? Campbell et al. (6), Dachler (8), and Schneider (60),
defined organizational climate as
a set of attributes which can be perceivéd about a particular
organization and/or its subsystems, and that may be induced

‘from the way that organization and/or itstsubsystems'deal with
"their members and environment (38:p. 2586).

Forehand and Gilmer defined the term organizational climate
as

the set of characteristics that describe an organization and
‘that (a) distinguish the organization from other organizations,
(b) are relatively enduring over time, and (c¢) influence the
behavior of people in the organization (16:p. 362).

Kahn et al. stated that much of an organization's climate

12
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consists of

those overarching shalts and shalt nots which govern the
~actions, imply the sanctions and in time permeate the souls
of organizational members (44:p. 150-151).

The definition of organizational climate used in theipresent
study is that proposed by Fredericksen et al., that is,

The climate of an organization . . . is a set of expectations or
understandings, held in common by most of the members of an
organization, as to a kind of uniformity in behavior that is scen
as appropriate in that organization: these expectations pre-
sumably result from perceptions of uniformities in behavior on
the part of the organization's members, from overt or subtle
declarations of policy on the part of the leaders, from a
uniform background of training and experience on the parL of

the members, or from some comblnatlon of these. Ultimately, the
climate presumably results from manipulations of reinforcements
or sanctions by people in positions of power and through
policies having to do with selection and rethtlon of

personnel (18:p. 73).

‘As well as providing a comprehensive definition of organiza-
!
tional climate, this definition, as Fredericksen has indicated,
suggests methods of representing climates in a simulated organization

(18:p. 73), and is therefore appropriate for the present study.

Organizational Climate as an Independent Variable

In thié study the focus has been on the use of two climate
dichotomiés as independent variables. 1In diSCUssiﬂg nrganizétional
climate research, the emphas%§ will therefore be upon those studies
which have employed organiz;tionél climate as an independent variable.

In a recent comprehensi&e-review of organizational climate
studies, Hellriegel and Slocum noted that "since 1966 there have beeﬁ.
intensive and diverse efforts to conceptualize,lmeasure and utilize

the organizational climate construct" (38:p. 255). Much of the

material in this section has been drawn from their review. A further

!
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source has been the work of Forehand and Gilmer (16).

In order to review and evaluate the research literature,
Hellriegel and Slocum classified the srudies into broad categories
according to whether organizational climate was used as an indepen-
dent, intervening or dependent variable. A summary of their review
is provided in Table 1.

That.organizational climate is related to job satisfaction
in terms of;interpersonal relations, task involvement and‘group
cohesiveness is indicated in such studies as those by Friedlander and
Margulies (20), Schneider (60), Pritchard and karasick (56), and
. Litwin and Stringer (49).

Numerous étudiee.have found a significant relationship between
organizational climate and job performance. Cawsey (7), Fredericksen
(18), Friedlander and Greenberg (21), Hall.and Lawler (33);.Kaczka

\
and Kirk (43), Pritchard and Karasick (56), Schneider (60), and

Schneider and Hall (61) have all reported relationships between climate
and performance. However, Hellriegel and Sdocum held that

the relationship between- performance and cllmate is not as

easily understood, or as pervasive, as the relationship

between job satisfaction and climate (38:p. 271).

Two traditions appear to have provided group experiments

relevant to questions about organizational climate (16:p. 367). The

first stemmed from the study of comméwmication networks. Such experi—
ments allowed -the experimenter to vary both the;pattern of communica-
tion and individuai‘positions in the pattern, in a sense actually
"creating” an organization (16:p. 367).

Forehand and Gilmer pointed out that the "human relations

tradition in management has prompted "perhaps the most exten51ve
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examination of the effects of organizational properties" (16:p. 367).

The simulation of organizational activities has been used in some of
£ . :
- these studies, For example Kidd and Christy (47) employed a simy-

3 A

lated air-traffic control centre in their investigation of the effects

of dlfferent supervisory practices on ; voductivity, Day and Hamblin
47<::>(9) used a simulated assembly line in their study of the effects of
_—\\ punitive versug non-punitive ané'close versus general supervision on

productivity (16:p. 367).
! 3
Simulation has been used most often for such purposes. as providing
a controlled context for training (Cohen and Rhenman, 1961), a
constant background for the observation of behav1ora1 pProcesses
(Chapman, hcnnvdy 'Newell & Biel, 1959), or constant conditions
“for the evaluation of individual performance (Hemphill, Griffiths
and FerLrlCLSLn 1962) (16:p. 368)

Frederlc,%en's‘l972 study was an exception in that environmental
conditions (in this case organizational climates) were varied in order
to study effects upon performancé (18).

With the exception of the Study by Hemphill, Griffiths and
Fredericksen (40) the research»mentloned above has been conducted
in 1ndustr1a1 contexfs. Studies embodying the construct ”organizaff

i

tional climate" have also been conducted in educational contefts.

Organizational €limate in Educational Contexts

" The attempt to solve the problem of 1dent1fy1ng what was meant
by the "atmosphere" or "feel of an organization leg wrlters such as
Halpin and Croft (36), Griffiths (28), Brown (5), Miklos (54), and
Randles (57) to llken the cllmate of an organization to the person-

ality of an individual and to imply that just as 1ndividual person-

'
-~

alities may be regarded as being on a continuum from opren to closed,

i



50 schools may be viewed as being on a climate continuum extending

a

from open to closed.
Halpin described an open school climate as follows:

The Open Climate. depicts a situation in which the members enjoy
extremely high Esprit. The teachers work well together without
bickering or griping . . . the principal's policies facilitate
the teachers' accomplishment of their tasks . . . On the whole,
the group members enjoy friendly relations with each other

The teachers obtain considerable job satisfaction and are ,
sufficiently motivated to overcome difficulties.and frustration.
They possess the incentive to work things out and to keep the
organization moving". Furthermore, the teachers are proud to
be associated with their school (36:p. 174-175).

He depicted a closed climate thus:
A Closed Climate marks a situation in which the group members
obtain little satisfaction in respect to either task-
achievement or social needs (36:p. 180).

The éttempt to identify and quantify significant dimensions

of climate resulted in the dévelopment by Halpin and Croft of the

N

Organizational Climate Description Queétionnaire (0CDQ) . It enabled

schools to be classified in térms of six typés'of organizational
climateé ranging from Open thfough Autonomous, Controlled, Familiar,
Paternal to Closéd (36). This'instruhent has geen widely used in
studies'relating to organizational climates in educational orgaunizar

tions. The results of some of these studies will be outlined.

| School Climate Studies. One of the first studies employing

the OCDQ was conducted by Feldvebel (11) who suggested that relation-
ships might exist between organizational climate and the socio-

economic status of a community and between organizational climate
-

and student achievement. No relationships between the global rating

of climate and either of the other variables were found. Miller (55)

in a later study concluded that organizational climate neither

28
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correlated with school achievement nor was it a significant predictor
of this variable. | \

‘Richens (58) found no significaht relationship bet;een climate
and size of school. Keis (46) also found no relatlonehlp between
climate and klnd or size of school. However,the found a direct
relntionship between degree of staff turnover énd climate.

Hérvcy (37) found no significant relafionship_between Cjimnte
and the classroem behavior of teachers, that_the Principal'’s influence
gin establishing climate may be less important than the dL51gn of the
,OCDQ assumed it to be. He a]so indicated that the prlnc1pa1 s
influence has some effect on length of teachers"tenure within the
school. Andrews (1) noted strong relationships‘between the giobal

clima%; categories and both Esprit and teacher satisfgction.

An examination by Hughes (42) of climate and innovativeness

central offices of districts rated hlghly non-innovative. ' . H

'

As 1@ result of his study aof relationships between innovative~'
ness, climate and the role of science co-ordinators Heron (41) found
a signlflcant relationship between the degree of openness of climate
and the extent to which 1nnovac10n occurred. He suggested that

4pr1nc1pal s characteristics associated with the establishment of warm,

i
.4

tolerant relatlonshlps with staff could be used as predlctors of the

extent to which innovations Occurred in a school.

b

The present Study was set 'in an educational context. The
. | .
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. Organizational Climate Variables

30

subjects were school administrators who for the purposes of the

1

S, | .
resecarch assumed the position of principal of a simulated school.

The independent variables werd‘two climate dichotomies, and the
dependent variables were categorics of admlnlstratlve behavnor

derived from responses to items in an in- basket test Details of

the rescarch design are provided in Chapter JIv.

!

The.organizational climate variables in this study were (i)

Innovation and Initiative versus Adherence to Rulcgy and Precedents

“

and (ii) Permissive Supervision &ersus (lose Supervision. The
characteristics of these variables have affinitjes with climate
variables in a number of previous studies—for example, the general-
c%ose supervision dichotémy which Katz, Macoby and Morse (4§) uscd

i .
in their study of office work groups; the close and punitive super-
vision the effects of which were investigated by Day and Hamblin (9);
the democratlc supervision in the Argyle Gardner and Cioffi study
(2); and.the“global—detailed, innovation-rules dichotomies in the
study of the érediction of organizational behavior by Fredericksen et
al. (18).

As stated An Chapter I, this study focussed>6n the relation- _

ship between orgaﬁiéational‘climates and administrative behavior.
II. ADMINISTRATIVE BEHAVIOR

Writers attempting to describe administration and/or adminis-~
trative behav1or have approached the problem of description from a

number of perspectlve%
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In one of the earliest attempts to deseribe administrative
behavior, Fayol (15) claimed that the cssential elements of managing
were planniné, organizing, coordinating, conirolling and commanding}

Gulick, in analyging the work of a chicf executive in terms of
its various functional e;ements, cotned the word “POSDCORB, " the

letters of which were the initial letters of the words planning,

-

organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting,
which together comprise a téxonomy of administrative functions or

[processes (31:pp. 3-45).

Various other writers have attempted to identify essential

elements of administration. The table prepared by Miklos (53:p. 2)

summarized components of the administrative process identified by

several writers.

: \ .
Focussing primarily upon’the behavior of individual actors,

’

Getzels has described administration as a social process in which
behavior is a function of both institutional role expectations and

the personality of the role incumbent defined by his need-dispositions

(24:p. 157). :
Hemphill (39) outlined administrative leadership within a
framework of group problem-solving, developing a theory of administra-

tion as problem solving.
Simon considered decision making to be the central fuhctioniof\

-administration, and viewed organizational behavior as "a complex net-

'y : . o

work of decisional processes" (62:p. 2200, claiming that "administra-
| ;

!
tive processes -are decisional processes“ (62:p. 1).

Griffiths also highlighted the importance of decision making,

>



TABLE 2

Components of the Administrative Process

Identified by Various Writers

Components
of
Process

Writer

Fayol Gulick Newman Sears AASA Litchfield Gregg

Planning
Organizing
Coordinating
Controlling
Commanding
Staffing
Directing
Reporting
Budgeting

Assembling
Resources

~ Allocating
Stimulating
Evaluating

Decision-
Making

Communicating
Programming

Influencing

X x X x x x
x x X X X
X X X X x
X x x x
X
x
X x x
X x
X
- x
x
x
X X X
7
x ‘ x
4
x x
x
x

From E. Miklos.

"The Administrative Process," paper presented at the

Alberta Principals' Leadership Course, 1968, p. 2.

32
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considering administration as essentially decision making. He claimed
i !
that "the decision-making process is the central process of administra-

tion" (29:p. 148), and that the decision making process is
not only central in the sense that it is more important than
other functions, as some writers have indicated, but it is
central in that all other functions of administration can
best be interpreted in Lerms of the decision-making process
(29:p. 121-122).

i

{
1

No single theory of administraéive bchavior seemed completely

adequate in itself to support the kind of inquiry propgsed for this
3

study. “The most usefui perspuctiyc relevant to the study appeared t&
be provided by the work of Simon k62) and Griffiths (29) wifh their
emphasis on the "portance of decision making, and the closely allied
perspective of Hemphill "(39) who viewed administration as problem:
solving. A‘z i

Related to these theoretical stances is research designed to

identify dimensions of administrative behavior by using in-basket

1

tests. This is outlined below.
In this study administrative behavior has been operationally
defined as scores obtained from administrators' responses to the

In-Basket Test.

Determining Dimensions of Administrative Behavior ™=

In a study which had as its prime obJectlve
To determine dlmen31ons o7 performance in the elementary school
principalship and thus t. Jdevelop a better und- rstanding of the
nature of the job of the school administrator (40:p. 91),
Hemphill, Griffiths and Fredericksen used 3 battery of four in-basket

~
tests—three ‘school in-baskets and the Bureau of Business In-Basket.

The school in-baskets were the J: ferson in-basket materials developed

33



by the researchers for use in this study. The Burcau of Business In-
Basket had been developed independently in connection with research
conducted by Educational Testing Service (40:p. 26~55) .

The sample consisted of 232 elementary school principals from
thirty-two school districts in the United States.

Responses were scored for content-—what was done—as well as
style—how it was done. Sixty-eight scoringicatcgorics were used.
Forty category scores selected for analysis were intercorrelated and
the resulting matrix factor analysed. Eight first order factors were
obtained. The correlations among these factors were also factor
analysed and two second order factorQ*enth]od "Preparation for
Decision" and "Amount of Work" were fdund. The ten factors were
interpreted by the rescarchers as '"basic concepts of administrative
performance in the in-basket test situations" (40:p. 147).

The first order factors were listed as:

Factor A Exchanging Information

Factor B Discussing with Others Before Acting :
Factor C Complying with Suggestions Made by Others
Factor D Analyzing the Situation

Factor E Maintaining Organizational Relationships
Factor F Organizing Work

Factor G Responding to Outsiders

Factor H Dirécting the Work of Others (40:p. 342).

It was suggested tﬁat these primary factors constituted ‘a
set of categories comprising a taxonomy of administ;ative behavior
(40:p. 342).
| In 1962 Fredericksen reported details of a study which he had
conducted using the Bureau of Business In—Basget with the purpose‘of

learning something abou he major dimensions of administrative

behavior occurring in the simulated job (17:p. 24).
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The in-basket test was administered to 335 people including
sub-groups of undergraduate students enrolled in a course in industrial
psychology, graduate students in business administration, government
administrators, business executives and army officers.

Similar scoring categories and scoring procedures to those
used in the school administration studyv (40) were employed.. As a
result of the analysis of the data, eight primarv factors and three
second order factors were identified (17:p. 14-24).

Fredericksen suggested that administrative behavior as
revealed by the data analysis of in-basket scores could be described
in terms of the dimensions Preparing for Action, Amount of Worl and
Seeking Guidance (the second ord r factors) and that it could be
described in greater detail in terms of the eight primary factors
£ follows:

Acting in Compliance with” Suggestions
Preparing for Action by Becoming Informed
Concern with Public Relations
Procrastinating
Concern with Superiors
Informality
Directing Subordinates
Discussing (17:p. 25).
There is a marked similaritv between the factors‘obtbined in
the study of the édministrative behavior of school principals (40) and
those identified by Fredericksen (17).
. In the present study the taxonomy suggested by Hemphill,
Griffiths and Fredericksen (40) has been used to provide major

categories of administrative behavior. Further detail concerning

the in-baskert categories is provided in Chapter 1IV.
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TI1. TEADERSHIP STYLES

The notion of task-oriented leaders and relationship-oriented
) o

Teaders as used in this study was devived from the work of FiedTer
and his 5ssocintc§ (12,14) who have conducted perhaps the most exhaus-—
tive series of.studivx on lcadership to date. P

Orpanizat innu—l theorists have long been intrigued by the
qu«ﬁfion of Teadership, and though attempts had been made to clarifv
the ;onvvpt and to produce an acceptable theory of leadership, reviews
of resecarch such as those by Haire (32), and NQGruLh (51) pointed ot
that results of the scarch for a satisfactory theorv had Becn dis-
appointing,.

!
\

"Great Man' and ”TrAit!Lﬁhcorics

Early rescarch concerning the concept of leadership’ tended to
adopt a biograpﬁical approach -and consisted of efforts to discover
what distinguished leaders from other people. This "great man" theory
attempted to identify leadérship'characteristjcs bv examining the
‘characteristics of récognized leaaérs. Such endeavours proved to be
disappointing, however. - Lipham notes that authorities in the field
concluded that some people wefe“”natural born leadérs” (48:p. 126).

"he emphasis shifted in the l920's fLom this biographical
approaci. tc an approach charaéterized by gttempts identify those
roits o:  ecadership which discriminate between leaders and non-
leaders (48). The assumption underlying this apbroacﬁ is that leader-

ship is "an essential innate capacity of the individual manifested

with equal fa;ility, regardless of the situation in which the leader

-
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 Linds himself" (48:p. 288).

Stopdill (63) pofnted out that this "trait" approach to the

study of leadership vielded negligible results and that the results
were of ten contradictory. Sanford (59) summarized the state of the
art as follows: /

From all these studies of the leader we can conclude, with
reasonable certaintv, that: (a) there are cither no general
leadership traics or, if thev do ¢xist, thev are not Lo be
described in any of our f..~iliar pPsVve ho]ovx(dl or common-
sense terms, (b) in a specilic situation, leaders do have
traits which set them apart from followers, but what traits

set what leaders apart from what followers will vary from
situation to situation (59:p. 5]) -

Eventual dissatisfaction with the "great man' and "trait!
theories led to a rcaction against these and to an emphasis on

situational factors. |

The Situational Approach \

This approach docs not maintain th&t personal qualities of
leadership are not important nor that situational factors necessarily

\

produce the required l%adorship. It 8upportsithe view that more must

be involved than ,.:st the leader and the group.

o

There is general agreement émong such writers as Gibb (26),

Halpin (34), Getzels (25), and Kare and Kahn (45) that leadership is

'

not something simple like a trait or a collection of traits and that
a great deal of confu31on Stlll surrounds- the concept ”leadershlp

Halpln states:

The behav1or of the leader and the behavior of group members
are inextricably interwoven, and the behavior of both is deter-
mined to a great degree by formal requirements imposed by the
institution of which the group is a part (34:p. 81) :

Similarly, Getzels et al. claim that



The nature of the relationship (between leader and follower)
depends on the operating ]undcrship—fuIIOWUrship stvles in the
particular social svstem (25:p. 145),

Katz and Kahn draw attention to the ambipuous nature of the
concept "leadership”—at one time it is the "attribute of a position,"

- s . .
at another time "the charactd dic of a person' and at vet another
24 >
Cev,

. . vl . . . .
time "a category of behavior. ' They favour the third Interpretation,
N Y

©

and stress the relational naturc of the concept—Ileader, followers
. . i . . C
and situation are part of a total setting, and all interact (45:p.

301).

Aspoects of Ficdler's Theory

A promising line of rescarch into leadership has been developed
' - -~
by Fiedler. He defined leadership as

an interpersonal relation in which power and influence are
unevenly distributed so that one person is able to direct
and control the actions and behaviors of others to a greater
extent than they direct or control his (12:p. 8).

The favourableness of the leadership situation is perceived
by Fiedler to be a relationship involving power and influence, and he
identified three major aspects of the situation which provide the
leader with these attributes that gbvern the favourableness or un-
favourableness of the situation for hif _"These are, specifically,
leader-member relations, task Structure, and leader's vposition
power" (12:p. 375).

Leader-member relations refers to the quality of leader-
member interactions and the extent to which the leader is accepted

hy the group. Task Structure relates to the way the task is

Structured and the extent to which :he ~1der can control the

®

.



operation by subdividing and coordinating the work. Leader position
{ .
power refers to the extent to which the leader can obrain compliance

with his directives and suggestions by virtue of the power invested

in his position by the organization (12:p. 143).
] ) ]

Using these three dimensions, Fiedler has classified group

Lask situnations as in Figure 2
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Figure 2

Classification of Group Task Situations
(Fiedler, 1967:p. 33)

Théyeight cells or octants are scaled from most . favourable to least

favourable. Oc¢tant 1 represents the most favourable.situation since
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A

groups in thig octant would have accepted and trusted leaders with 4
i ) A
‘structured task and high posititon bower. In Octant 8, on the other

hand, groups would hawve a leader who is not accepted, who has an

0

LA

dnstructurcd, vague taskl to perform and low position power. ;
Fiedler claimed that a leader's contributipn to group perforf_
mance aepends on both the style of leadoréhip (task—oriented versus
re]ationship—oriontcd), and the favou1ablencss of the situation.
Task-oriented leldcrs are thos% who obtain their satisfaction from \

\
task\cve

successfully completing th

ionship=\yriented

pPersonal relations with‘grcup members, while re
1 . . .

leaders are thosge whose eraiip s primarily orient?d toward

. - - . -

attaining a position of nce ard ‘hieving good interpersonal

relations (12:p. 13 and PP. “44-46) .

The LPC and Leadershi Styles
‘ The classification of leaders lhto one or other of these two
leadership style'categories has been done by-using the "esteem for the
Least Preferred Co-worker ) instrument (12:p. 41),  The respondent
is required to think of the person with whom he can work least wejl
and then to rate this person from bone to eight on the bi- polar adJec— “
tive scale. The LPC score is obtalned by sunmlng the item scores.
Accordlng to Fledler (12:p. 4b4-46), a high LPC score indicates
a leader who tends to be relatlonshlp oriented, while a low LPC score

W

indicates that a leader is task- —-oriented,

'he LPC score as "an index of goal or motivational hierarchy" (14:

at the risk of poor inter- N

40



p. 374).

The high LPC person has, as his primary poal, the establishment
and maintenance of close interpersonal relations; he needs to

be related and socially connccted to others . . . However, this
person docs not have to behave in this way when his goals of
being related are already secured . . . The relationship-

motivated hiph LPC person who has sccured his goal ‘of being
‘related to others will then scek the satisfaction of secondarv
goals . . . When the task presents no difficulties, the low

LPC leader will have pleasant, fricndlx, and considerate inter-
actions with his co-workers (4d:p. 374). '

Fiedler maintained that the effectiveness of the leader is

contingent upogAthe style the leader adopts with the gréup, and the

kind of group situation in yhich leader and grbup find themselves

(12:pp. 17-34}. Hnis "Contingency Model" (12) predicts that task-

oriented (low LPC) leaders perform best in conditions which are either
‘ ;

very fgvourable (Octant 1, Figure 2) or very unfavourable (Octant 8,

Eigure 2) and that relationship-oriented (high LPC)Ileaders peLform

best in situations intermediate in favourableness.

The use of the LPC scale in this study was not aimed at deter-

’

. . ! i .
mining whether support or lack of support for Fiedlerfs theorv could

be demonstrated using a sample of school administrators. It was used
for the ﬁurpose of partitioning the sample into two grouns (i) task-
oriented school administrators and (ii) rgla;ionship—oriented school
administrators so that an investigation of the administrative ;

behavior of these two groups within different organizational climates

could be made.
"IV. IN-BASKET TESTS

An\in—basket test is a situational test which simulates
important aspects of the job of an administrator. It
-consists of the letters, memoranda, notes of incoming
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telephone calls, and other materials which have supposedly
collected in the in-basket of an administrative officer
(19&1). ' ‘ ~

The suhject taking ‘the test is told that he i the new incum-
bent of a particular administrative position and that he is to dea)

with the materials whfch have accumulated in his in-baslket as if he

were actually on the job.

In the in-basket test used in this study cach subject was
‘ )

.instrugted that he had been principal of Jesse Stuart School for four
months and had been absent:for most of the previous week attending anl
administrators' conferenge., During his absence‘material had ga;herod
in his ianasket. Hé was now bac& on the job and ready to comménce
worg on the in-baset contents. Eachtsubject was instructed not to
pretend to be soﬂeone else but to bring_fo the tasks his own know-

1

ledge and to act as if he were really the principal of this school.

»

Development of the First In-Basket Tests

The first in-baskert tests were developed for the purpose of
evaluating the effects of instruction in the Command and Staff
School of the Air Universitv (lQEp. 48). Specifically the task
assigned to Educational Testing‘Service was

to study the desired outcomes of training in the Command and
Staff School (a part of the Air University formerly known as
the Field Officer Course) and to6 develop prototype methods to
determine how well these objectives (were) achieved (19:p. 1).

The test which was developed required the examinee’ to playv
four roles. oOn four different days he was'Commandihg Officer of a
fictitious Composite ‘Wing, Director of Material, Director of . ‘

Personnel and Director of Operations. He was provided with background

information about the 71st Composite Wing and about the Air Force base

1

N
?
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where it was supposedly located. In addition he rececived relevant
documents from the '"files" and the contents of an in-basket appfopriate
to cach of the roles (19:p. 23). | |
In preparing the in—basket instrument, the résearchers:studicd
the curriculum and thg objectives of the course so that "they could
discover what aspects of the behavior of the officers were exnected
to change ag a result of  the training they feceivcd. In order to
ascertain what observable behaviors students were exbectcd to exhibit
as a consequence of instruction, the researchers asked instructors to:
specify the7on—the—job activities which they wéuld expect students to
handle more cxbertly as a result of iﬁstruction. Out og the behaviora:
descriptions which were collected, a classification systcm consiéting
of fwelve categories was constructéd, six of the categories beiny
primarily iﬁdiQidual“behaviors—Jfor example, efficicent use of routiﬁes;
flexibility, foresight, effccpive evaluation of‘data——qnd the other
six~cakegories being primarily "interactive," that is involving
reiationships.with others. In constructing the evaluative instrument,

v

the major emphasis was given to assessing individual behaviors, in

pafticular the four categorieé mentio%ed above (19:pp. 2-4).

These in-basket materials were tested‘ig July 1953 using a
class of stgdents at the Commanq and Stafﬁ‘Shhool.' The results
indicated that |

the In-Basket Test (could) be scored with a reaso;ably higﬁ
degree of reliability, but that the present form ofzthe test

(was) low in content reliability (19:p. 23).

Thae-researchers felt thét higher reliability would probably

be obtained

by selection of the best problems, by development of Bette;

4



problems to replace those found to be unsatisfactory, and by
1mprovemcnt of the scoring categories and methods (19:p. 14).

In-Basket Tects in Industrial Contexts

There has been considerable use of in-basket tests in indus-
trial contexts both for the tfaining of personnel and for the assess-—
ment of caneidates' administrative performance. The uti]izetion of
such materials in this arca was semmarizcd by Loﬁez (50) and more
recently by Fredericksen et al. (18).

Following the development of the first in-basket tosts,
rescarch personnel from the A%erican Telephone and Telegraph Company
in collaboration with the research staff of the Lducational Testing
Service constructed an in-baskct exercise which'foeuﬁsed on the
position of districn plant manager. The exercise, designed for_phe

\
purpose’ of training candidates for middle management p051tlons was
w1dely used for the" tralnlng of executives. Fredericksen et al.
reported that versions of this in-basket for use .in training'progtams
were developed by other companies such as tﬁe Boeing Company, IBM,
The Port of New York Authority and Davton Rubber Companv Subse-

J

quently tralnlng in-baskets were designed by the University of

Michigan's Bureau of Industrial Relations and by the American Manage-
g ; ge-

ment Associa&ion (18:p. 69).

Much of the work in the area of selection and assessment of

/

personnel utilized subjective judgments of the verformance of in--

basket examinees rather than scores. For example, American’Telephone
l

and Telegraph Company s Personnel Relations Department used a tech-

'

nlque of 1nterv1ew1ng each examinee after he had completed the in-

basket, and then wrote reports describing his administrative

{
i
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performance (18:p.l69). i

| However, Lopcz (50) noted a number of companies . such as the
Port of New York Aupho;ity which used scoring mcthods‘and'scoring
catcgprics intended to quantify the.administfativc pefformandc of

|
examinees.

In-Basket Tests in Educational Contexts
Bergen reported that since 1959 simulated materials for the
pre-service and in-service training of school administrdtors have been:®

- AY

used by "scores of‘dniversity departments of%edUCationa] administra-
tion" (4:p. 1).

In that yuar‘the:University Council for Educational Administra-
tion, Columbus, Ohio released its first inébasket’simu]ationsL Sub—
sequéntly the Council made available several fu;ther packagésAof in-
basket materials set in the conte#t of the Monroe CitylSimulation

|
|

(4:p. 1). o

Since thé pgblication of the initial Monroe in-basket material,
a number of school administration in-baskets have been éompiled, for
example the Jefferson School District In—Bégket developed in fﬁe United
States of America by a research staff led by Hemphill, Griffiths and
Fredericksen (4), the Séhools of Mapleton In-Baskets developeq in
Australia by Walker, Rich, Teasdale'and McCaig (66, 67), and thé
Canadian‘ﬁdministrator Simulation Pfoject prepaged in Canada under the

editorship of John Bergen (57?

The Preparation of In-Basket Tests

To exemplify the process of preparing such tests, a brief

outline will be provided of aspects of the formative stages in the

45



o 46

dovvlopmcnt of the Jesse Stuart Principalship Simulation, produced

’

as part of the Canadian Administrator Simulation Project, and used

v
1

‘to provide a setting for the in-basket items utilized in the present

study.

Preparing the Jesse Stuart Principalship Simulation Materials.

The guidelines considered in the development of these materials
i
included ‘the following:

(1) An urban junior-senior high school should serve as a
prototype.

r

(2) In order to assure anonvmity, all names of places, locations
and organizations should be’ changed. The names within the
‘'simulation would not represent actual individuals in any
school or school svstem. |

(3) The amount of background material should be severely limited.

t

(4) Theé<simulation should be readily adaptable to a varietv of
instructional settings and purposes.

(5) In-basket problems should represent those considered to be

of importance to principals of junior and senior high @
schools (4:p. 2).

i
|

The name "Westpro' which suggested a Western\CQHadién province
was coined to desigﬁate the provinée within which'the simulated‘ééhool N
:as'situatcd, and "Chimo"-—a Canadian Inuit word meaning "let's be
friends”—;was chosen as'the name.for the capital city of the province
of Westpro; " Names for the échool and for all personnel wereiinvented
by the study team. ‘ '

. Data bank magerials organized under the categorieé of General,
Community, Administrati&e, Curricﬁlum, Staff, and Stu&ents, were
Ecompiled. These'méterials which were partly adapted from existing

school systems and partly invented bv the désigners of the simulation

materials included a set of color slides depicting’the location of
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Jesse Stuart school and the schaol itself, an accompanving commentary,
informatiﬁn concorninﬁ the province, education within the province,
the city, And the school svstem. >In addition such items as teachers'
handbooks, excerpts from administrative regulations, a staff list ﬁnd
-a handbook for students was pfovidod._

Principals of junior high, senior hi'gh, and junior-secnior high
SchﬁolsrthrOUﬂhout Alberta were invited to submit "on the job"
problems which ;hey had encountered. From these submissions in-basket

items were written for inclusion in the simulation. Bergen reported

that
Major contacts were principgls who had receptly a
Alberta Leadership Course of School Principale=gntd
particivated in in~basket simulation exeycises”

AN

Cw

."’

o T
.

.. Various kindgfgf supplemental materiai¢sucﬁlé$7 V ,; ‘G 4 ‘_El: .

problem analysis and forms indicating the'disp;siéion bﬁnigﬁgﬁékct

itemé were also prov?ded.'-Finally, instructors' manuals wvere written.

Though some details of development differ, the process of struc-

turing the settings and supplying appropriake items for tHe several
school in-baskets has tended to follow somewhat similar pé;terns.
T&pically, detailed descriptions of a mythical school and school
_district are provided, and in~bésket items designed to elicit the
behaviors that persons responding to these items might'bé expected to

displgg‘?n the job are then written witldn this context.

' - ) :
The Use of In-~Basket Tests in Research

- Comparatively limited use has been made of in-basket test

research into administrative behavior. Details of two major studies

-

(17) and ?40)‘have already been presented. Aspects of a third study

P



will be mentioned here.

This study which had as its primary focus the investigation of
"interactions of personal and situational variables in the prediction

of performance"” (18:p. 71), was reported by Fredericksen, Jensen and

Beaton (18).

The sample consisted of 260 male excecutives emploved by the °

State of California in a variety of position® "ranging from Jorestry
to prison service, and from heads of departments . . . to people at a

middle management level" (18:p. 74). The simulated job used in the
.

in-basket exercise was that of Chief of the Field Service Division of

N the Department of Commerce.

A sceries of tests of cognitive abilities, biographical queston-

-~

naires, and personality inventories provided the predictor wariables
. TN N ¥ )
N

for the Ty, N

e
. e
st :dy included the use OR a 2 x 2 treatment desipgn
\

featuring rwo -limate dichotomiGs: inncovation and originality vs.

rules and standard proce ures, ‘and global rvision vs. detailed

les were manipulated. The dependent

B of these v

supervision.

variab were in-basket scores.

It was found that

zero-order correlations b?tween predictors and performance
factors (were) quite Iow for the entire group of subjects:
no correlation (was) higher than 0.22 (18:p. 252).

The performance factors which were identifiajxuné similar to

those found in previous research using in-basket materials. The 10
inp g

—__——_ffljacéofgf;;;e named as follows:.

Productivity
2. 'Acts in compliance with suggestions |
3.~ Interacts with superiors



. Thoughtful analysis of problems

Plans and discusses

Defers judgment and action

Interacts with peers

Orderly work

Informalitv

Accepts administrative responsibility (18:p. 243).

SR - R - N

In considering the effects of climates on the maans of the
dependent variables, the major finding was that "the mean Productivity
score is significantly affected by the consistency of the climate

. . . . 1 . .
conditions™ (18:p. 244). Productivity, representing the amount of
work accomplished during the in-basket exercise, increased when

. . . 13 ’ : / » )
climate conditions were consistent and decreafed when inconsistent

climate conditions prevailed (18:p. 245).
SUMMARY

This chapter dealt with literature and rescarch related to tﬁc
tudy. This was done in four sections: (1) Organizationél Climate,
(ii) Administrative Behavior, (iii) Leadership Styles and (iv) Inr
Basket Tests.

In the first section attempts to :conceptualize organizational

\

climate were mentioned, and studies which featured organizational - .
climate as an indepeﬁd;nt variable weré outlined. Research concerned
with organizational climate in educationa% contexts: was presented and
- the results of some school climate studies'providéa. The affinity of
the organizational climate variables Bf this study with those in ;
number of previous studies was péinted out. .

After outliniﬁg a samqle of attempts to describe administratipn

and/or administrative behavior, it was suggested in the second section

that no single theory-*seemed completely adequate to support the kind

[ X3

. o
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of inquirv proposed in this study. It was also sugpgested that the

most useful perspectives re.evant to the study a, cared to be those

v

proposed by Simon, Hemphill and Griffiths. Resecarch aimed at deter-

mining dTmensions of administrative behavior, using in-basket tests
\

»wWas summarized.
In the third scction mention was made of the historical progres-
sion of attempts to examine the concept "leadership." The progression

through "Great Man" and "Trait" theories, to theories with a situa-
. , |
tional'cmphasii, to the work of Fiedler was traced. Aspects of

Fiedler's theory were presented. The notion of task-oriented and
relationship-oriented leaders was introduced in conjunction with -a

Hscussion of the Least-Preferred Co-worker in: rument.

= The final section bepan with an outline of the development

_ “of phe first in-basket tests. ' This was followed by a discussion of
EE &

}the use of in-basket tests in both 1nduutr1al and educational con-
Ve A
texts. The proceqs of preparing in- hﬂgket Lusts was dealt with, u31ng
the Canadl ﬁAdm1nlstrator Simulation Project as an example. ' The

s section cqncl@ﬂedwwith a summary of a further study exemplifying the

~euse of in-basket tests in research relevant to this studyv.
) . :

o ~
‘,l; , > o . . s
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SUB-PROBLEMS AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

.For the purposes of analysis, the central problem concerning
the relationships between differgnt organizational ciimates and the
administrative behavior of school administratJrs was resolved into
a nuﬁber of more specific researchable sub-problems and derivative

|

research hypqtheSes‘aé follows:

Sub-problem 1: Will school administrators in a permissiveé super-
i

vision climate behave differently from school administrators in a
close supervision climate? ‘

}
X

Hypothesis 1.1: That the behavior of school administ:atorsvin a

permissive super&%sion,climatg will be significantly different from

the behavior of sbhool administrators in a close supervision climate.

Sub-problem 2: Will school administrators in an innovation and

 initiative climate behave differently from school administrators

[y

in an adherence to rules and precedents climate? »
' {
<

Hypothesis 2.1: That the beﬁaviof of school administrators in an’
: |

innovation and initiative climate will bevsignificantly different .
| .
from the behavior of school administrators in an adherence to rules

and‘éﬁgcgdents climate ' i ' ]

Sub-problem 3: Will school administrators in compatiblé climates

;

A Y 56 ‘ ‘. :



behave differently frrom school administrators in incompatible

climates?

Hypothesis 3.1: That the behaviof of school' administrators in

i

—
compatible. cllmates will be 31gn1flcantly differfnt from the behavior,

of school adminlstrators in 1ncompat1ble cllmates

Sub-problem 4: Will task oriented school administrators behave

differently from relatibnship 0 cnted school administrators in

different organizational climates?

Hypothesis 4.1: That in a permissive supervision climate task
oriented school administrators will behave significantly differently

from relationship oriented school administrators.
. : &
B 4

Hypothesis 4;3: That in a close supervision climate task oriented

school admlnlstrators will behave 51gn1f1cdnt1y differently from 2

relationshlp oriented school admlnlstrators

Hypothesis 4.3:  That in an innovation and initiative climate task

oriented school administrators wiI} behave sigpificdntly differently

from relationship oriented school administrators. 5

EzpotheSis 4.4 That in an adherence to rules and precedents cllmate

i

task oriented school admlnlstrators will behave 51gn1ficantly differ-

ently from relationship oriented school administrators.

. : -~ 1 . .
- . . ‘ \} Y
ggggthesis 4.5: That in compatible jtimates task oriented school

admlnlstrators will behave signiflcantly dlfferently from relationship

|

oriented school adminlstrators

,\
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Hypothesis 4.6:

That in inc?mpatible climates task oriented school
administrators will behave significantly differently from relationship
oriented school administratbrs

Sub-problem 5:

W11l older school

administrators behave differently
-

from younger school administrators in different Organizational
climates?

1
1

Hypothesis 5.1: That in a permissive supervision climate older
school administrators will behave g?gnlflcaut]y differe

ntly from
y0unger school admlnlgtrators

-,

Hypothesis 5.2:

.Th

C'.‘.

at in a close supervision climate older school
administr

ators will behave signlflcantly dlfferently from younger
\school administrators

~ |
Hypothesis 5.3: That in an'innovation and initiative' dlimaté older ‘
school admlnlstrators will behave signlflcantly dlfferently from
younger school admlnlstraASr

0‘54}-\
. . \ .
Hypothesis 5.4:

That in an adherence to rules and precedents climate
older school admlnlstrators will behave 51gn1f1cantly differently from
younger s%hool admlnistrators

Y

Eybothesis 5.5:

That 1n compatlble climates older. school adnfinistra-

tors will behave significantly dlfferently from younggr school
administrators.

i
Hypothesis 5.6:

That in incompatlble climates older school admlnls—

i
|

trators will behave signlflcantly differently from younger school

i
Q
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administrators. ror

Sub-problem 6: Will experignced school administrators bchave differ-

ently from less experienced school administrators in different

organizational climates?

Hypothesis 6.1: That in a permissive supervision climate experienced

administrators will behave significantly'differéhtly from less

experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.2: That in a close supervision climate experienced
édministrators will behave significantly differently from less

experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.3: That in an innovation and initiative climate

experienced administrators will behave significantly differently from

less experienced administrators.

»
a

Hypothesis 6.4: That in an adherence to rules and precedents climate

experienced administrators will behave significantly differently from

less experienced administra&s .

Hypothesis 6.5: That in compatible cIimates expericnced administra-

tors will behave significantly differently from less experienced
administrators.qx;- - . .

v e
J "

Hypothesis 6.6: That in incompatible climates experienced adminis-

trators will behave sighificantly differently from less experienced

administrators.

!
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; : i
Sub-problem 7: Will school -administrators with considerable formal

preparation in ‘educatifonal administration behave differently from !
school administrators who have little formal preparation in educa-

tional administration? "

Hypothesis 7.1: That in a permissive supervision climate school

"“‘. . : . 1 . . ’
adminis&%?ﬁ&rs who have considerable formal preparation in educational

1

administrators who have little formal preparation in educational

administration.

Hypothesis 7.2: That in a close superwision'ciimapc school admin-
, : ST e |

istrators who have considerable formal preparation in educational

administration will behave significangly differéntly frdm\SChoolm“%m,

administrators who have little formal preparation in educational

administration.

Hypothesis'7.3: That in an innovation and initiative climate school
administrators who have considerable.formal preparation in educa-

tional administration will behave significantly differently from

.school administrators who have little formal preparation in educa-

tional administration.s

C
St

Hypothesis 7.4: That in an adherence to rules and précedents climate

-

sc%ool administrators who have considerable formal preparation in
\

eduéational administration will behave significantly differently from

school administrators who have little formal preparation in educa-

'

tional administration. 5
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Hypothesis 7.5: That in compatible climate schools administrg

who have considerable formal preparation in educational admin stration ’
. : : RN

will behave significantly differently from school administrators‘who

have little formal preparation in educational administration.

Hypothesis 7&9: That in incompatible climates school administrators

-

who have considerable formal preparation in educational administration
[ ]

will behave significantly differently from school administrators who

have little formal pPreparation in educational agmfhistration.

-
1
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Chapter 1V

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
: |

I. RESEARCH DESIGN

@+

Factorial’design is the structure of research where two or
»moxe dndependent ‘variables are juxtaposed in order to study
thei;lﬁadependent and interactive effects on a dependent
variable (8:p. 325). ’ ’

»

In this study a 2 x 2 factorial design similar to that used

by Fredericksen, Jensen and Beaton was used (Figure 3) (S:p. 75).

1

. ' SUPERVISORY CLIMATE

g Permigsive " Close
M _ Supervision Climate Supervision Climate
Innovation
L G ‘and :
? L Initiative | A B
I Climate
- S
M
T A
R T Adherence
A to Rules .
T'E and ¢ D
1 Precedents
v €limate . ; ,
E - . : .

‘Figure 3

-
The Research Design

~

(i) The Independent Variables

The independent variables were two climate dichotomies: (a)

Innovation and Initiative versus Adherence to Rules and Precedents

T e U

i ' 5 - .
and (b) Permissive Supervision versus Close Sepervision. Both

variables were manipulated. )
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The first”gf the two climate dichotomies was labelled

M

"Adminigdtrative Climate" since this had to do with the ndministrator's
being innovative and displaying initiative versus adhering r; rules,
regulations and standard procedures. The second climate dichotomy was
termed "Supervisory Climate" since this had to do with the denrée of
, .

monitoring by supervisors—in this case chiefly the school super-
intendent—which was exercised over ;he sehooi administrators' work.
This latter dichotomy wés concerned w;th a minimal amount of monitoring
of adminisg;ators’ work,‘and the permifting of génsiderabie freedom of
action versus a‘close monitoring of administraters' work bf sup;r—
ordinates. )

Fﬁgbre 3 indicates that the two climate dichotéhies overlap
to yield four tréatment comﬁinations. Subjecfs were randomly assigﬁed
to groups so that there were four groups of subjects, each.group
containing ten sﬁbjects. Group A‘(cﬁrresponding to cell A.in Figure

R S - . .
cterized by permissive super-

3) was presented with a climate
A - B NG
vision and the encouragement of innovation- and initiat?Ye.y‘Group‘B
was presented with a climate éharacterized by cloSquupervision and
[/ .
the encouragement of innovation and initiative. Group € worked within®
a climate in which supervision was permissive but where adherence to
rules and precedents was stfessed, while Group D ;as presented with a ’
climate featuring close supervision and adherence to rulés and |
precedents. |
Following“Fredéricksen, Jensen and Beéton, subjectsiassigned

to Group A and to Group D were considered to be in climate combinatious;

that we- tible—that is, permissive sypervision combined with

N
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'

‘e

innovation and initiative, and-cloéc supervision combined with

, "’ .
adherence to Fules and precedents.  Subjects assigned to Group B and
sl ! .

to Group C wcﬁq'donsiderqd to be in climate combinations that were

incompatible—'tkat is, close supervision combined with innovation

ana initiative, and pgrmissive supervision combined with adherence to

-
3 -

. 3 1
rules and prcécdents (“:p. 2447,

- » . ' )
Adli) The Depeifdent Vdriables

e These ‘were scores based on various categeries of behavior -
| L .
revealed by the subjcct§” responses to the items in an In-Basket Test.

J

The scores were obtained frém the written records made by subjects in

.response to the problems presented to them in the In-Basket Test.
e ,

' ' 11. METHODOLOGY

’

(i) Data Collection

& v bid .

- Fredericksen proposced seven met ods for measuring outcomes of
experiments in social or organizational psychology viz.: .

1. Solicit.opinions

2. Administer attitude scales

o
-

3. Measure égowledge
4. Elicit related behavior
~ ' 5; Elicit "what-I-would-do" behavior
’ 6;‘ Elicit'lifelike behavior
i 7. HOb;erQe real—iife‘behavior (S:p. 37).
Of‘thesé éeve}al méthods "observe real-life behavior" seemed
- té‘be aperéﬁ}iatg for data collectiop in the presentfstudy. Howéver,

it was clearly apparent‘fhat sysStematic observation‘of a sﬁfficiently )

~ v .



,:!s unlikely to be met, s

’ D r. Xty e
L .
]argo sample . SLhOOl admipistrators' on-the—job behavior was‘bcyond

S éﬁ; >

the power of the writer in the time available for conducting the *
~ A
& ‘

study. Furthcr, as Frederick et al. pbintr0ut, in a real-life

situation opportunities for the display aof behaviors onc wishes to

observe may be rare. Moreover, they may never appear in equal

numbers or in similar contexts for diffcrent subjects (5:p. 43).

Also, it is desirablg for experimentdl purposes that testing con-

“ditions be standargized. In the real~life situation this criterion

Y.

©1

The'méthod employed in‘this study was the si*th method identi-
P G R
fied by Fredericksen—-"elicit life-like behavior." . This suggests the

Y

use ¢ mulatigns such as fn-basket tests. The use of an in-basket

a

test dvercomeS'ﬁﬁe kinds of'difficu}ties outlined above. Moreoverz

:the nﬁ? of <%g’a test prov1des opportunltles cquallv and in. slmllar

contexts for a 1 SUb;ects to display- the klnde Qf behav1ors the
“ . °

T researcher wishes to observe. . o . .

In orde? to test ti#, proposed. hvpotheses the follow1ng data -

i

were required: ‘data indftatlng admlnlsmaatlve behav1or of, schpol

‘ administragors;ddaCQ about‘lcadc:shgp styles of-schbol administrd%ors;
. Q . -

~ oy - j . , i e .
data relating“to 'age, years of experience and extent of'forﬁ%%iﬁ%&p— ,

N R « v V . ‘ \P’}J“
aration in educational administration. ’

N

(ii) The Pilot Study S

Ya

Data for the pilot study were obtained at the Alberta Leader-
ship Course for'School Principals sponsored by the Un&versity of
Alberta and held at The Alberta School for. the Deaf, Edmonton from

July 7-18, 1975. ‘

65
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When registratiome forms wcrﬁ sent out to otentlal ici—
8 Qs p C

antﬁ prior}to the dbmﬂencement of the Ioadership Coursé, the

) AN -
o

rdirectox ai%bwed the reséﬁrcher tao 1ncludé an appeal for people in

' .
> »

“the field i,e. princip & nd viee—principals, to send in afl outline
of a- probfgm or problems thev had encountered in one or more of the

»

~f0110wiﬁgvnreas: currlculum, .staff, parents, students,é?&ntral

off}ge "commuhieatlonr other arcas\hf your ch01ce ggppendlx L). It -
R

! \, '
"was¥felt that the In Baskot Te‘st~wou'1d bc mor?‘
rcallstlc if the problems . it Coutained ware
w ¢
P : S - p ‘
From the requnses to this appcal 12 in-basket items.were
. . » [

aimﬁqlaﬁ]m&m,

d from the field.

written. 1In some cases two or more isﬁ,jeWt were suggested were - |
) . . (R . o e
3 . 3

combined to form one item. w
v . \ ,
{y

The othdr 8 in-basket items were drawn from_fhe desse Stuart

'Junior—Seﬁior Plgh School Princ1paléhip Sﬁmulatlon whlch 1s part of
. Su
anadlan Admlnlstrator Simulation PTOJCCt, 1972 (1). ]
.-‘ () N N . )
Suggestions for items in this Slmulatlon Project had” also v 2J;L
c3 : L n’ ’i.

‘from people in‘the Q&eld and than wrltten up into, in-
s N R

t@e

- vbasket items. g L 2 ? T » B
W N :‘ It couId Be said then that all. oﬁ the 20 1n—basket 1tems in .

“ . a

J
.the In-Basket Test used 1n this s&udy represent problems that were | .

h

s ! @
actually engountered in the field & g : f\

~3
(353

a 2 ) .-

On July 8, 1975 the researthr presented an In- Basket work—.

.

shop dur1ng which the In“Basket Test was admlnlstered to voluntarx >
;part1c1pants. Fé;ty subjects agreedrtd participate\ The' subject$ /” .
came from variohs districts, divisions 3pd counties in Alberta.

Appendix K provides a list of the dlstricts, divis?ons or counties

s

from which the participants came.

* . .
: 4




"y

voluntary partlcipants Forty subJecgs agreed to particlpate The TNy

“in- bask$t items were the same as those - uaediin Ehe,pilot study

condltlons on the day of the worgshop the sample was not as repre—

‘sentafive as the _one obtained for the pllOt study . The maJorlty of .

>

.(iv) Assignment of'Subjects to Groups-

~

67

L
Each of. the particip ~also completed an’ LPC instrument .
ind Professional Data:'questionnaire i

X ‘
and a Biographical, Position

(Appendix D).

. . ~'~ -
T 4 : S

-\ o
. . Y .
(11i) The Main Study v ‘<£4

¢ : ’ '- L .f’- ’ -

Data for.the main studv were obtained at a School Adminis- o 7
N .

trators' Workshop coaducted by Lhe researcher at' the Capllano Motor

Inn, Edmontor. Thc workshop was sppnsored by the Greater Edmonton e - K

Reg;onal of the Council on School Admiantration

A
&

LS
On September 4 1975 the researcher submitted to Dr. E.
- >
Ingram Vice President Reglonal Counc1l on School Admlnistrationwa R

-
IR

proposal fpr a workshop for school admfnlstrators (Appe&dix I). This~;

proposal was accepted by the Regdonal Council and the workshop was
N . ' ) ‘e -
held on December 5, 1975, L ) > .

W . ~

!ﬁhﬂing gﬁe‘workshop the In- Basket Test was adm1nlstgxed to
A & LRy ¥

e

Due to the conditions mentioned in Chapter I 1. e‘ﬁche R B

nationhw1de mail ![rike prior to the w0rk§#bp and the s%b XBro S ‘,9513

-

13
K4 g "
the partlcipants were from the Edmonton area Ho%r, there“'were

>
s " - 4 N .
T . -

LAY
some from other parts of Alberta (Appen<lx l) Seng

Again, each participant completed an LPC instrument and %
0 AN ] ’
Biographical' Position andafrofessional Data questionnaire. : -
| BT \ . N

)

-

In Bk thebpilot study and thé,main”study the procedure used,

. v . i .



A

‘C), Biographical‘ Position and Profession Data Questionnaire' ..

68
- ) ¢
for assigning suﬁjects to each of the four treatment groups was. as

follows: ’ .

1

-

‘Prior to thgmﬁessﬁgn'at which data were gathered, a number of
: RLS . . : X
packagcs of material'had'béen prepared. Included in (these materials

s \

were Gencral Diréctlons to Particlpants (Appendi% A), The In- Baskqt
§ il v o
Test (Appendix B), the L¢§§t Preferred Co-Wo- ker Rating Scale (Appendlx

(Appendix D), Form“Y Checklist of Behav: r: (Appendix E) and 4 number

of blank sheets of paper for recording - rtheh detai]s of subjects'

L

courses of action in response to the in- basket problems
.

" Each of the packages of materlals'Was labelled: Al . . . A1,

LB .*. B20,C21 . 4. C30wD31 . . . DAO. In-addition, there were

paekaées labelled E41 . . . E60. ThevpackageS‘A%b* D40 were.sbfead
» . ) > ©
3y v S

out at random on a table. As subjects entered the/room they seiectedt

- *

: \‘:,? "i' t ' LA » »
a package of materials. Later they were informed that the 1etters o -:;4%“
¢ T

¥ o S
A, B C D 1ndicated ‘to wh1ch group subjects had been assigned. These
(. i
letters dorgespdaded he fourﬂtreatment‘combinations in the resgérch

A .&. Ca ) _ oo N - >
- L] . ) L

. de IR0, . o - - . S E

A . 5 )

oy

»

i o
¥ The category E was. 1ndluded1?‘ case more than fortv subJects

K

. v

\
0

attended the workshops, or some subJects who attendedtthe workshops

[X 4

did not wish to Qartrc1pate in the resedrch study. It was intended

‘
Qpat subjects in thlsgcategory would work through the In-Basket’

s re’t ¢

<exerclse and participate in. subsequent group discugsiogs but that

) ]
' the data they prov1ded wop!i'not be used in’ tha study \

' ?
\ . . o"'t' Q‘ P ‘» 'j
,{. . T. - . - ‘ i \ N 0 «cq
(v) Varjetions in Climate SR .

' g

\ . . '
AN : A s

Ll
. . . - \

'y . Before suBjects divided into their assigned grouns, and after



v

the scene for the In-Basket Test had been set by means of showing
color transparencies and presenting backgroundwmgterials relating to
the district and school within which the subje%?@%ou]dvbe working,

the researcher advised participants that each administrator would be

\‘(
v

-working within a particular "climate" and that, in responding to
Y

each In-Byshet item, it was important that subjects kept in mind the

particylar cli ate in whioh they were supposedly working.
°After spbjeets proceeded to their as-igned groups, a group
leader established he clihate miljeu for each group by reading  to

his group a statement outlining the climate for that group (Ampendix
: e ‘

F). S Bl

In order to reinforce the subjects' perception of the cMmate

. e
Lype, a letter frém his sﬂgpol superintendent was included in each
’ §ugject's In-Basket materialsl(Appendix G). e
- . ) vl

v.," w..

1‘ - a‘ﬁ‘ #i

The Jesse Stuart Junlor Senior H1§h Schbol Princ1palsh1p

Y

-t ‘

Simulat#gn (1972) prepared at the University ofAAlbcrta under the g .

editorship of John J. Bergen was used to prov1de the setting for the
¥

In-Basket Test. The twenty items used in the test appear in Appendix‘

B. As mentioned previously, all o€ the i'.ms reflect actual probleﬁg

" -

encountered by school administratq!atin the fleld ) ‘i .
p) . ‘ ‘ e h . - .‘n :
Development of the In- Basket Test. 1In developing the In- >
v o

Basket Test a grid used by Hemphill, Grlffiths and Fredericksen (6)

i - - was employed ' This. grid was based on two analytic frameworks
-

developed by Livingstone and Davies (10) and by Katz (7). ¢
et f"

PR b P N N
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\

;' * the school principalship as follows:

\; -shlpsigﬁan on—Maintalning Funds and Faci ﬂt;es On. the Skills ’
\ . -~ . A N .

i
|

\

‘

t
)

Livingstone and Davies suggested that the job of a school
\ . $7
administrator divides into four majotwparts:

T

.

(1) improving educational opportunity; (2) obtainlng and
developing personnel; (3) maintaining effective interrelation-
ships with the communitv; and (4) providing and maintaining
funds and facilltles (6:p. 47) "

ra
Katz (7) emphasizing what a person does in an adm1nistrat1ve

-

position, developed a three-skill approgch to the work of admin%&tra—

tors: : ) s ) 5*

heads: it may be contrasted with technical sklllgg gv
tLr th people versus WOrklng w1bh things.

"

1. Technical skill ;

2. ;Human §killpu\

3. Concepewal skill (7:pp. 33-42).

Hemphill, Griffiths and Fredericksen related‘these skills to

-

1. Technical skill involves specialized knowledga and abillty,

including the methods, processes, procedures, or hniques .that _
& the principal would need 1n order .to carr§>out his duties as® lgn'
principal : “‘ﬁ

- 1

S o : .
2. Human skill involves ablllty to work éffectively as a- -roqp
‘member and to. Eplld cooperafive effort w1th1nothe Kacultw s

N - s
> - +

¥ .
' 3. . Conceptual skill involves abilétv to see the organdzation
as a whole; it includes" recognizing the 1nterdependence of each
un1t and ‘how changes in one unit affect all other units” (6:p. 47).

' Y
*‘The grid was formed by putting these two schemes together so

-

(3

70

that the four tasks were qglthe vertical axis amd‘the three skills on -

s

the'horizontalxaxis (Figure. 4).

In shoosing items to represent each of the twelve cel of -

N .
the grid greater emphasis was placed on.

sks of-Improv1ng

Educational Program, Developlng Personnél nd.Communlty Relation-

-



L A

& - \.

A

Té&ﬁniqal

SKILLS .

R
Human

Conceptual

S Community Relhtionships -(R) .
- : \

\\ (T) - (H) N (C) ‘
\ RS S 7
Educationyl Program (EY\ ET EH EC W;
kY *
‘I 1 ] ‘l "; 19;0 \ do .,
A - Developing Personnel}(P) | PT PH PC "
s LY - - S

*RT« RH “ RC.
[ \ AN v Yo
‘\‘ : ‘_;,-'»\ )57 ﬂ“:""l’
Matntaining Runds R . é )
- ‘Facilities (F) | ¢ AL o ke
- = -‘ : ‘.‘ ~'>-” ﬂ" ~4.

(Adapte

<

d from Hemphill, Griffiths a

i
»

“Figure 4 .

Skills-Tasks Grid

~

Sha Ny
AT

-

o

N

nd Fredericksen, 1962:p. &7)‘ oy
i o

e

71

@i,
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, .
v

,“ 60 cmphhsis given to each of the cellq reflects the w

‘ A R ’ i - ' 41’ » :
importaia‘ 513 to’ eaeﬁ by t%e ﬂesearcheryln the light of his
twenty-se s g’i’% -e‘xperlence as a school administrator,‘and also

proportionate allocation of items in e area as

PR :
an advisory group of school administrators consulted

approkimatds ‘}

‘recommended
by Hemphill, Griffiths and Fredericksen in relation to their study of ri&

\administrative performance and personality (6:p.» 49).

* Figure 5 shbws the distribution of in-basket items in the -

Skills~Tasks Gpid. \

¥

@ SKILLS BT
- . X * v
Technical Human Conceptual Total
J . A} :
Impr9v1ng Educational 2 2 2 6 ,‘-'
Program .
T . |\ .
A" Developing Personnel 1 .3 1
s T
K Comméinity Relationships 1 4 o1
S Q . : . B N :
' Maintaining Funds and 1 1 ’ 1 .
Facilities [ :
. : % E
5., 10 5 20
S A\
Figure 5 : ' A
. . o -
Distribution of In-Basket Items in - .-
‘ : Skills~Tasks Grid - c :%&%g“
: o - ' : . ﬁm‘l } W
Classification of ‘In-Basket Items. The- following is a brief REERRS

1 n M )

descr1pt1on of each of the twenty in-basker. 1tem i o 31fied accordlng;

7to ;he 12 cells of the grid shown in Figurezﬁ. The names assigned to

célls are tHKose used by Hemphill, Griffiths anq Fredericksen (6).

-~ . . - \

J



Cell

Item

Cell

Item

o

Cell

Item

CcAl

Item

ET:

No.

11

14

EH:

NG.

12

16

EC:

No.

PT:

No.

15

- Cell

Item

»

PH:

No.

1

Education program.

[

Educational Program - Technical Problems

| <

' (

4 '
Letter from Departmérdt of Secondary Education requesting
, |
information about new science program. |

!

Letter from a doctor concerning an exanination of a student.

Educational Program -~ Human .Problems

Request from a staff member for a discussion of evaluation

procedures. . i

. '
Request from a staff member ﬁor permigsion for students to

attend a "restricted adult" movie.

—

Eduéational Program - Conceptual Problems
N

14 . .
)

% } }
. ) . .

"Memo fromxa sq§ff membar who uashes more class time to be

&

allocated to her subject

L]

Memo from a st.‘f'méhber_who wishes to develop an Outdoor
. o \ .

¢

Developing Personnel - Technitcal Problems‘

T
Notlflcation from the executlve secretary of the Teachers

Fqgeration of a grLevance against the principal.

Developing Persopnel - Human Problems

v .
;

Memo frem ;hé vicgrprincipdl concerning .confilict between

\

staff members\

- o
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Item

Cell

Item

Cell

dtem

|

No.

13

RT:

No

18

RH:

No.

5

10

20
e

Cdrﬂnity Relati'onships -~ Humhn Problems , &

a

Mcmo from the vice- prlncipal about the refusal of a staff

"y

member “to attend departmedtal meetings ?Rd to. féach the new

N

ScC 10nce course.

Letter from a stafff for's wife regarding her husbaqd.

.Developing Personnel - Cdnccptual Problems

~— e

. ]
Memo from a staff member concerning supervision of classés

in connection with field trips.
e

Community Relationships - Technical Problems

kY

Télephone'call from police department regarding a drug:raid

and the questioning of students.

|

Letter from a petent protesting about procedurgs used én

selling 1unches to children. . ‘

1

Telephone callAfrom7the}chairman of the PTA who suggests a

meeting of teachers and barents be called in order to get

-

more parent participation in school affairs.

‘Telephone call from a parent stating that her ;son has been
o0 arer

Iy

. t : . o
wfongly accused of someghing he did not do and threatening
- - i
T . i ~¢
to withdraw the,child from school. e

Letter from a pirent .protesting about her son's suspen31on
N .

P ‘
from schpol and complainlng about a teacherigiconduct.

-

."‘ 5 /
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Cell RC:

Item No.

Cell FT:
Item No

17

{:) Cell FH:

Item No.

4

“Cell FC:

Item No.

K 19

<
. that

the

Dy

b

..f%f chgt her child be promoted
w‘))

i,
% maLhematlcs

Mnintainijyxd}nlds and Facilities ~ Technical Problems

“
-

- Letter from the superintendent concerning a meeting of

principals to discuss overcrowding in the district's high
Q ' ‘

schools.

Maintaining. Funds and Facilitics - Human Problems

-5
% ' ! ?

" Letter from the student council about the need for a swimming

pool and ‘mentioning the possibility of a student strike.

Malnbalnlng Fund€ and lacllltles - .Canceptual Problems
,&'!.:7 : . b
. K ' . . . &
Letter from a theatre group requesting permission to give a

13

-

lunch hour performaﬁce and prqm191ng to pay a commission to

S &
school fuﬁict R ¥,

Validity of the In-Basket Test. FreMericksen et al. point out

. * . 1““ i
i ' . - i

A

validity of a simdlatlon . depends largely upon the S )

extent to which subjects in exper1men§§ involving simulation

However,

respond tq{}roblems and social influences in a wayv that
cﬁaracterizé% the%; typlcal“ behaviox (5: p 65)

one cannot bxpect perfect’ corresnondence between behavior in
. g o N ' “
simulated 51‘uations and t@at in real llfe sinceé not even in real.
- e , | e
v '.g’ - ) '

- ) . .
T ' o ]
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!

i

situations is a person perfectly consistent, as he plays roles v
appropriate to various contexts (5:p. 65).

It is possible also that bias toward giving responses that .

i

~the subject considers would be most socially desiréble, those which
show him ™in the best light," may be present in responses to an in—‘
basket test. It could well be that: in responding to the items in
an in-basket test, the subject may try to solve as many problems as
ppssible,‘to trv to show good judémcnt in solving them to prove that
hetcan do well in coping with thelproblems'confrontiﬁgjen administra-
tor. 'Frédericksen%!t-al. drqw attention to the fact'thar presumably

this is also whatjﬁg would be likely to attempt to do in his real
)

job (5:p. 63). ,5
!

%2

7]

If one cd¥ld show that a measure of performance gained from,

the In-Basket T;%% correlated with some analogous measure of perfor-
‘ @ ;}: " . ' ) . .
mance in the n;al job, then the question of the valiyity of the

simulation might be settled.

) In attemptlng to valldate in- baskeL sgores, Hemphlll

N\ LI

uﬂriffiths and Frederlcksen (6) in their study '"'to determlne dimensions,

“of performance in Lpe elementary school princioﬁlship” (6:p. 9) used

v

ratings efi the work of the in-basket respondents by ratetrs such as

. . )
he subjects' superiors and’by teachers. However, in most cases
correlations between ratings and in—baéket scores were low (6:p. 243-

248). Further, there was 1fttle correspondence betWeen* superiors

s

and teachers' rmpressioﬁs of a given principal (6:p. 355).

.

Frederlcksen et al draw attentlon tg the fact that Y

*. 'since the items in the rating scales were chosen before the
in-basket sgoring procedures were worked out, there was only
fortultous correspondence in definitions of behav1or

- \".t -

- . .
- Voo ES . i S
. a ry .

tgih
K
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categories (5:p 160) ‘ - SR

\

This would appear to have had a pbssible bearing on the fact that

correlations between ratings and in-basket scores were low.

-

Hemphill et al. suggested the following possible explanations

v

0f the findings of little or no correspondence between superiors{"‘
and teachers' impressions of a given principal:

1. The judges evaluate the same performance diffcrentlv

2. The judges consider as relevant, for purposes of evalvation,
differemt types (dimensions) of performance. | :

. The ju@ﬁes have different; opportunities to observe different

) arcas 8f performance. 0 I .

"The diffefent research instruments introduce different

errors.or biases into the reports of Judges (&p. 356).

In their: research study using a sample of civil servants,.‘.‘
-

Frederlcksén et al also empléx‘ed ratmgs as crmria for validating
9~ G

, 1n-basket-scores. Their ratang form was dev1sed so that the categorles
&

*

. Fs : -
T of behavior on the ratlng forms corﬁﬁéponded w1th "12 first- order“ﬁ%—

basket factors,. . . plus the second ordér factor of product1v1ty"
; 7 , ’ )
(5:p. 160). Ratings of subJects performan e on the JOb wer@ made by

subjects peers and by. thélr Superiors
- NP

ot . .
R S
'superiors, and correlatlons between rat!ngs and 1n@%asket scores wer0¢‘ ’

qu1te 1ow (5: p. 161- 163) \Qhe authors claimed howeVer, that yhile :

G’ .
¢ the ‘low correlations did

yalidity, the reSuits couLd not be
» - | 3 .

t performance meaSures to be
.l

interpreted as provingv

o

“~

-V terpretation could begthat doubt
PO r ﬁvx .
',was cast on, the validity - o( the ratlngs (5:p. 163) A g

‘f‘::,, 1nvalid( ey suggesfe

In the present study, the researcher considered u51ng ratings

7 . 1
by superordlnates, peers and subordlnates However, the study is
. /

‘concerned with the relationships between different organizatiogal

—



climates and the administrative behavior of school administrators
within those climates, and the study was so designed that an experi-
mental situation was established within which measures of administra-
tors' behavior In specified climates could be obtained. Attcmpts to
usce ratings of subjects' on-the-job behavior to validate ip-basket
scores would not be of value since the possibility of all subjccts,
nsglgnud at random to particular climates in the experiment, operating
within the same climates on the job, woula appear to be remote.

However, the idea of using ratings was discarded primarily ‘
because ﬁho chief conco}n of‘fhc rescarcher was to obtain data about
the behavior of subjects within this particular experimental setting,
It was hoped then on the basis éf these findings to speculate about
the behavior of subjects on the job. Therefore, the behavior of sub-
jécts in’the narticular experimental setting was the pfjm% concern,
and the degree of match between subjcetsl/ﬁn;the—job behavior and

P .
their behavior in the experimental set{ing was of little concern.

In order to gain some measure of validity éf'Ehe in-basket
test, the test ﬁif submitted to a panel of experienced schkool adminis-
trators enrolled in the,déctoral program in educational administration
at the University of Alberta. There was unanimous agreement. among
these expert judges that the problems in the in-basket test were such
that they accurafely represented problems likely to be encountered by

school administrators on the job and that they were likelv to elicit

2

a range of administrative bchaviors’thﬂﬂayed by school administrators

on the job.
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Reliabilitv of the In-Basket Test. One scorer scored the odd-

numbered in:bnskot ftems for each suhjectvnnd anothey scorer scored
the even-numbered items for each subject. The same scorers scored tﬁc
responses in both pildt and main studv, Rc]iabilitibs were computed
'betwocn\scoros on odd- and even-numberced in-basket items, using the
Kudhr—Richardson—?O formula. The reliabilities reflect both consistency
of subjects' performance and the amount of agreement bctweeniscorors,
The reliability for thé pilét study was 0.938 and for the main stuiv
. - ' {
.0.939. As an additional verifi&ation of rcfiahility the Spearman-
Brown and the Alpha coefficients were computed for the pilot study.

Reliability coefficients of 0.9302 and 0.9375 respectively were

obtained.

Instructions to Participants, Participants were instructed
I I

to begin at item 1 and to deal with cach item in order from 1 to 20.
They were advised thaf there was a time limit to the exercise and’
tWat they should deal with as many items as possible in the time
allowed, giving due consideration to each item, but not dwelling too
long on any one item.

They Qere further instructed that, if in'their_opinion the

» TN

solution of an in-basket Froblem required that a Ittter or memo be
written, then they were to writ; in point form the substance of the
letter or memo. If they decideq that a telephone call needed to be
made then the substance of the mes;age waé to be given in point form.
If an interview or meeting was called for, then the substance of the

Proposed meceting or interview was to be given in point form.

Form Y (Appendix E) was to be used as a check:ist of behaviors.

79
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This would be supplemented by the material outlined above.

Subjects were instructed that they were to assume rationality—
that 1s assume that all the people with whom they had contact as
principal of Jesse Stuart School would behave in a rational manner.

They were also instructed that the In-Basket Test was to be

s

done on an individual basis.

A copy of General Dircctions to Participants mav be found in

Appendix A and a copy of Form Y in Appendix E.
i

The In-Basket Categories. The major category groups A. Px-

changing Information, B. Discussing Possible Action, C. Complying

with Suggestions, B. Analysing the Situation, E. Maintaining Relation-
ships, F. Organizing Work, G. Responding to Outsiders and H. Directing
Others are those comprising a taxonomy of administintivc behavior
developed by Hemphill, Griffiths and Fredericksen as a result of

their stﬁdy of the dimensions of administrative performance of school
principals €6:p. 342). To this the researcher added one further broad
category viz. 1. Making Decisions.

Within these major categorv groupings various categories of
behavior were listed. The categorics arv similar to those used .by
Hemphill, Griffiths and Fredericksen (6) and'gyJFrcdoricksen;vJensen
and Beaton (5).. Some categories thqt were inf;equcntly used were
deleted.

In. the pilot studv 49 categories were used (Table 3). 1In the
main study 44 cat. ..ries were used (Table 4).

The categories '"shows courtesy to subordinates," "shows

courtesy to peers,'" "shows courtesy to superordinates,' "shows courtesy
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TABLE 3

Categories of Rehavior Used in Pilot Study
: /

LA

Behavior Category

13
14
15

16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23

sks for information
sks for.}nformntion
sks for information
Gives information to
Gives informatior to

Gives informat ..on

. EXCHANGI§§_1NFORMATIQ§

from subordinates
i
from peers
from superordinates
subordinates
peers

superordinates

Explains actions Lo subordinates

Explains actions to peers

Explains actions to superordinates

Communicates face to

face

Communicates by writing

Communicates by telephone

DISCUSSING POSSTBLE ACTION

Discusses with subordinateg\

Discusses with peers

Discusses with superordinates

C. COMPLYING WITH SUGGESTIONS

Follows lead by subordinates

Follows lead by peers’ .

Follows lead by superordinates

« ANALYZING THE SITUATION

Perceives. major problem

Avoids unwarranted assumptions

- MATNTAINING RELATIONSHIPS

Interacts with subordinates

Interacts with peers

Interacts with superordinates



Table 3 (continued)

Behavior Category-

24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41
42

F.

43

44

45

46
47
48

49 -

.

shows courtesy to subordinates
Shows courtesy to peers

Shows courtegy to superordinates

ORGANLZING _WORK

Schedules decision for same day
Schedules decision for éame or next week
Schedules decision no time specified
Delegates completely

DZlegates partially with control
Delegates partidlly without control
Plans follow-up or feedbnck

Makes tentative plans only

Makes final plans

Follows pre-established stru;ture

Initiates new structure

RESPONDING TO OUTS IDERS

Asks for infermation from outsiders
Gives information to‘0utsiders
Explains actions to outsiders
Discusses with outsiders

Follows lead by outsiders

Interacts with outsiders

Shows courtesy to outsiders

DIRECTING OTHERS
Gives directions or suggestions

MAKING DECISIONS

Involves subordinates in deci%;on making
Refers to superordinates
Requires further information before deciding

Delays, postpones, tgmporizes

82



TABLE 4 .

Categories of Behavior Used in Main Study

Behavior Category

A. EXCHANGING TNFORMATION

1 Asks for information from subordinates
2 Asks for information from peers
3 Asks for information from supcrordina;rs-
4. Gives information to subbrdinates
5 Gives information to peers
6 Gives information to suherordinatcs
7 Explains actions to subordinates
8 Explains actions to peers
9 Explaing actions to superordinates
10 Communicates face to face
11 Communicates by writing
12 Communicates by telephone
B. DISCUSSING POSSIBLE ACTION
13~ Discusses with subordinates
14 Discusses with peers
15 Discusses with superordinates
C. COMPLYING WITH SUGGESTIONS
16 . Follows lead by subordinates
17 " Follows lead by~peers
NG
18 Follows lead by superordinates
D. ANALYZING THE S1TUATION
- v
19  Perceives major problem
20 Avoids unwarranted assumptions
E. MAINTAINING RELATIONSHIPS
21 Interacts with subordinates
22 Interacts with peers

23 . Interacts with superordinates .



Table 4 (continued)

Behavior Category

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40

41

42
43
44

F. ORGANIZING WORK

Schedules action for same day ®
Schedules action for same or next week
Schedules action no time specified
Delegates completely

Deleéntos partially with control
Delegates partially without éontro]

Plans follow-up or feedback

Makes tentative plans only

Makes final plans ]

Follows pre-established structure

Initiates new structure

RESPONDING TO OUTSIDERS

Asks for information from ousiders
Gives information to outsiders ’
Explains actions to outsiders
Discusses with outsiders

Follows lead by outsiders

Interacts with outsiders

DIRECTING OTHERS

Gives directions or suggestions

. MAKING DECISIONS

Involves subordinates in decision making
Refers to superordinates

Decides unilaterally

-
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to outsiders” were discarded since it was too difficult for scorers
to determine from subjects' responses whether these behaviors were
occurring. In order to simplifv scoring, the catepories in the

/ : [ s
section 1. Making Decisions were altered to Involves subordinates in
decisfon making,” "refers to superordinates” and "decides unilaterally, "

»
14

. §£2I315Lljfl_hlfﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂi_J}Tﬁ" Scorers were briofﬁf by the
researcher and were also given a set of written instructions (Appendix
H). The same scorers were uscd in both the pilot studv and the main
study. As reported carlier, in both studies one scorer’ soored theé
odd-numbered in-basket items for cach subject and the ‘other scorer
scored the even-numbered items for cach subject.  The rescarcher ?ctcd
as overscer of the whole scoring operation.

Scorers transferred the data from Form Y (Checklist of
Behaviors) to master score sheets. for each subject (Appendix M) then
added to these sheets the results of their scoring of each subject's

- 'S
written responscs to in-basket items. If the behavior specified by
a scoring category occurred in an in-basket response, the scorer
entered "1" in the appropriate cell. TIf such behavior did not occur
in an in-basket response, the scorer entered "0." When all in-basket
}tem scores had been entered on each score sheet the rows were summed.

If a scorer were in doubt about whether or not the response to -
a particular in-basket item indicated that a partiéular behavior
either did or did not occur, a panel of expert judges consisging of

the two scorers and the designer of the In-Basket Test (the researcher)

was constituted to decide the issue. . .
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(b) The Least Preferred Co-worker Scale

This measure developed by Fiedler indicates whether a leader
is relationship-oriented (higthPC) or task-oriented (low LPC). Tt
has been used in studics conducted with a wide variety of groups bv
Fiedler and his assqciatcs 2y (M (4)-nﬁd specifically in school
sftuations by such researchers as MeNamara (12) (13), MeKague (]]2
and Lavery (9).

In his ini{inl studies Fiedler used an interpersonfl percep-
tion or attitude sgoro as a predictor of group bcrformancc. This
score was arrived at by asking the leader to describe his most-
preferred and lqast—preforred co-workers. The leader was asked to
think of all those with whom he had worked and then, on a 20 item

, , v,
eight-point bi-polar scale to describe the person with whom he could
work best and then the person with whom he could work least well.

Two scores were thus derived, the first an ASO or Assumed
Similarity between Opposites score and the second an LPC or Least
Preferred Co-worker score. The ASO was used in Fiedler's earlier
studies (1951-1957). However, he found that the LPC scale alone was
as reliable as the original ASO scale and the LPC instrument was much
simpler to adﬁinister (2:p. 44),

The LPC instrument asks the respondent to think of the person
with whom he can work least well, and then to rate this person from
one to eight on the bi-polar adjective scale (b:p. 41).Y There are
usually sixteen to twenty scales suéh as the following:

Pleasant 8:7:6:5:4:3:2:1 Unpleasant

Friendly 8 : 71L.6 54 32 1 Unfriendly.

In the present study sixteen scales were used (Appendix N).



Scoring the ]i‘i-‘iL_Il‘?_",‘;‘;Lf_""“(l‘,‘:L“_L“.‘,‘ rInstrunent.  The instru-
ment was sScored by summing the ratings piven the lonst—prvfcrrud
co~worker on cach of the scales. A high LPC score indicates g I(wnicr'
who ténds to be ro];ltionship—oricnr('d, that is he is concerned
primarily wich tstablishing pood inter-personal realtions. A low
LPC score indicates a leader whose style is primarily task-oriented
and who obtains hig satisfaction from performing the task (4:p. ba-40),

In accord with previous researeh using this 'scnlc, hipgh LIC
leaders were defined as those leaders scoring above the median on the
scale and low L%C leaders were those scoring up to the median. In
the pilot studyv, therefore, high LPC leaders were those scoring above
58, while low LPC leaders were those scoring up to 58. In the-hain

study high LPC lecaders were those with scores above 52, while low Y.PC

leaders were those with scores up to 52.

(¢c) The Biograghical, Position and Professional

Data Questionnaire »

This was a questionnaire administered to participants in both
the pilot study and the main study with the Purpose of obtaining
information about the respondents’ age, sex, position, type of school,
years of experiénce and the extent of formal training in educational
administration (Appendix D). For the purposes of testing the hypgthe—
ses in this . study the following data were used: age, years of experi-

ence and extent of formal training in educational administration.

=
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Chapter ¥

ORCANTZATION OF DATA, AND STATISTICAL
PROCEDUTES
This chapter outlines the methods of orpanizing the dntﬁ
obtained from hoth the rilot studv . thé main studv, and the
techniques which were emploved in order to test the hypothesces.,
~he procedures for orpanizine tlie data and the ty’bs of statistical

®
techniaues used were the same for both studies.

q
I. PREPARATION OF COHPUHFR CARDS

. The methods used in scoring the in-basket tests has already
been reported in Chapter IV.  When ‘score sheets had been completed
scores were transferred to Data Punching Forms. Trom these forms
p .

computer cards ‘were punched and a rescarch data deck was generated.
The punched cards in the data deck were encoded with the fd}iowing
information: details of subjects' ages, administrative experience,
extent of fornal preparation in educational administration, LPC
scorcs,:anj jn-basket test scores.

The data were arranged into four sroups (A, B, C, D) corres-
ponding to the arrangement of subjects in;n the four treatments of the

research design. FExisting computer programs wer: n-nd in the data

analysis.
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11. STATISTICAL TECHNIOUES EMPLOYED

The }vnoarch hypotheses have been listed in Chapter TIT. A
summary of the hypotheses in terms of Mriables, sample size and tvpe
of sample i{s provided in Table 5. : »
The statistical methods used to test the hypotheses proposed
tn this study were t-tests of the sipnificance of differences between
means, one way analysis of variance and the Welceh t prime adjustment
of t-tests for uncqual variances. ) i
. The pnravar{S t-test was selected to test the significance
Qf differences between means since it was considered that the
assumptibﬁs upon which the technique is based seemed likelv to be
adequately met. FEssentially there are two assumptions. Firstly,
the distribution of the varilables iﬁ the population from which the
sample is drawn ig assumed to bé normal.
Examination of the data discloscd no gross departures from
normality. Further, Ferguson (1) points out that
The empirical evidence suggests that even for quite small samples,
say, of the order of 5 or 10, reasonably large departures from
normality will not seriously affect the estimation of probabilities
for a two-tailed t test (l:p. 187).
In this study two tailed t-tests appeared appropriate for

testing the hypotheses, all of which were non~directional.

The second assumption is that the population variances are

P

assumed to be equal. To test for equality of variance, one way
analysis of variance employing the F test was used. If the hyvpothesis
of equal variance was rejected, the Welch t-prime test was apolied.

r

The Welch modification makes an adjustment in the number of

[ONENP S

degrees of frcedom and allows for the tésting of the significance of

[EY
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the difference between means when the variances are not homogenecous,

thus prhviding a correction to the t-test results.

117. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

\

Throughout the analysis of the data the 0.05 level of confi-

dence was set for the rejection of the null hypothesis.

v

IV. SUMMARY

This chapter reported the methods of data organization such
as the preparation of computer cards and the details of the informa-
tion encoded on the cards in the data deck. An outline was given of
the statistical techniques used to test the hypotheses. These were
the t-test, one way analysis’of vatiance and Welch's t-prime test.

A summary of the research hypotheses in terms of variables, sample
size and typclof sample was provided. The level of confidence for

‘the rejection of the null hypothesis was given.
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Chnprbr VI
FINDINGS FOR THE PTLOT STUDY AND THE MAIN STUDY °
I. INTRODUCTION

The first section of this chnpper‘prescnts relevant details
of the respondents in the samples for tho.pilot‘study and for the
main study. This is followed by thg presentation of the findings for
the twenty-seven hypotheses Sét out for the study. The findings for
the pilot'study are prescnted first, followed by the findings for the
main study. For easc of reference the sub-problems and the research

sotheses derived from them afc restated.
I1. THE SAMPLE RESPONDENTS

Forty school administrators participated in the pilot studyv
and a similar number of school administrators participated in the main

study.

Table 6 indicates the distribution of the school administrators

respondents and for 70 per cent of the main study respondents. Sixty(

by age. The age category 30-39 accounted for half the pilot study
/

per cent of the pilot study respondents and seventy per cent of the

main studv respondents had not yet attained forty years of age and

were for the purposes of this study classified as vounger school,

dadministrators. The remaining members of e3ach sample were classified

as older school administrators.

<
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TABLE 6

Distribution of School Administrators by Age

Age (Years)

Number of Administrators

Pilot Study

20-29
30-39
40-49

50 and over

Total
Main Studv
20-29
30-39
40-49 =

50 and over

Total

4

20

14

40

28

10

(3]

40

97
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Table 7 shows the distribution of school administrators by

vears of experience as administrators. Forty-seven point five per cent °

f
of the pilot study respondents and 70 per cent of the main studv

respondenté had occupied the position of principal or vice principal
]

for a period of 5 vears or more and were classified as experienced

school administrators. The remaining respondents had occupied such
positions for a period of less than 5 vears and were classified as

less expericenced school administrators.

-

The distribution of school administrators by amount of formal

~ N .

» S

. .
preparation in educational administration is shown in Table 8. Of the
pilot study respondents, 6.5 per cent had completed fewer than three
formal courses in educational administration and were thercfore
categorized as school administrators with little formal preparation
in educational administration. The corresponding percentage in this
» 3 A . -v‘ I
category in the main study was 47.5 per cent. The remaining subjects
in each of the studies had completed three or more such formal courses

and were therefore classified as school administrators with consider-

able formal preparation in cducational administration.
IITI. TFINDINGS

Pilot Study Findings

<

Sub—p{oblem 1

s

This, research sub-problem conccrr ' the administrative behavior

of school administrators in a permissive sup " n climate and. in a

. close supervision climate, and was stated as f

Will school administrators in a permissive s - sion climate



TABLLE 7

Distribution of School Administrators by Years of
Expericnce as Administrators

Years of Experience

Number of Administrators

1-2

-4

5-6

7-8

9-11
12-14

15 or more

Total

1-2
3-4
5-6
7-8
9-11
12-14

lS'éf/pofe

Total

Pilot Study

b1

10

40

Main Study

~J

11

I F S RN

40

99
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TABLE 8

Distribution of School Administrators by Amount of Formal
Preparation in Educationalt Administration

Number of Formal Courses in
Fducational Administration* Number of Administrators

Pilot Study

L

0 : 7

1-2 . , 18

3-6 10

7-9 2
10 or more 3 \

Total 40

Main Study

0 6

1-2 13

. 3-6 14

7-9 2

10 or more ) 5 <

Total . L 4 40

* FEach half-course was counted as one.
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behave differently from school administrators in a close

supervision climate? b
Findings for‘*Hypothesis 1.1 S
Hypothesis 1.1: That the behavior of school administrators

in a permissive supervision climate will be significantlv
different from the behavior of school administrators in a
close supervision climate. .
Significant differences between the two groups were revealed
bv the analysis (Table 9). The close supervision climate group had
higher mean scores than the permissive climate groﬁp on the
following major categories of administrative behavior:
A. Exchanging Information
B. Discussing Possible Action
C. Complying with Suggestions
D. Analysing the Situation
I. Making decisioﬁs
and a lower mean score on the major categéry H. Directing Others. The
mean scores of both groups on this latter category were low.
Significant differences between the groﬁps were also found on
the following sub-categories of behavior:
A.6 Cives information to superordinates
A.12 Communicates by telephoﬁe
B.1 Discusses with 3ubordinate§
B.2 Discusses with peers
C.3 Follows lead by superordinates
D.1 Perceives major problem

E.3 Interacts with superordinates

G.5 Follows lead by outsiders

I.2 Refers to superordinates
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The close supervision climate group had higher mean scores
than the permissive climate group on the following sub-cateporics:
A.12 Communicates bv telephone
i B.1 Discusses with subordinates
~ > .
C.3 Follows lead by superordinates
D.1 Perceives major problem e

E.3 Interagts with superordinates

ers )
G.5 Follows lead by\outsiders.

The mean ycores of both)\groups were verv low for the following

sub-date&pories:

E.3 Interacts with superdrdinates
I.2 Refers to superordinpates
A.6 Gives information £ superordindtes
B.2 Discusses with peer
G.5 Follows lead by outsid
The high Standard Deviations ass“iated with the scores of
the close climate group indicate a wide dilkpersal of the scores of
this group about the mean.
e two groups were

Since significant differences betwzer

‘discovered Hypothesis I[.1 was confirmed.
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Sub=problem 2

This rescarch sub-problem related to ch administrative
. bebavior of school administrators in an inmgvation and initiative

climate and in an adherenre to rules and etcedents climate, and was

stated as follows:

. . . .4 . . . . :
Will school administrators in an 1nmnovation and initiative
climate behaQe differentlv from school administrators in an
adherence fo rules and precedents climate?

I'indings ffor Hvpothesis 2.1

Hypothesis 2.1.  That the behavior of school administrators in
wovation and initiative climate will be significantly
difffrent from the behavior of school administrators in an
"rence to \tules and precedents climate.

,O/shows that significant differences between the two
grOHp;‘wero found only on the following SUb—categorigs:

B.2 Discusses with peers

B.3 Discusses with superordinates

C.3 Follows lead by superordinates.

The adherénéc to rules and precedents groun had a lower
mean score than the innovation and initiative group on the first sub-
category mentioned above, and higher mean scores on the other two
sub-categories. In éll cases) however, the scores of bbth groups
were very low.

Hypothesis 2.1 was confirmed to this very limited extent.

Sub-problem 3

This sub-problem was concerned with the behavior of school
administrato;s in compatible climates and in incompatible tlimates

and was stated thus:
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Will school

adminintrntors
diffvronLly

in compatibie
from school

climatesg
administr

behave
ators in incomp

atible climateg?

]
f_&nﬁings for vant‘hosij 3.1

vaornigis 3;1'

compatible
behavior of

3. That the beh
climates wig be
school

avior of school
significantly dif
administrators

adminfstratorg in
ferent from the
in incompatibje climates,
Table 17 indicates that significanb“difforenc

¢s between the
two groups were

discovered on the fol]owing major categories:
. w, i
D. Ana]ysing the Situaridn

. F. Organizing Work.,

I
.

The incomp group had highe

atible climatoes I mean scores than
the compatible climates‘group o1 both categoricy, The scores of
the former group were widely dispersed about the mean.

Perceives major problem

F.9 Makes final plgﬁe.

Scores op both sub-c

ategories 1in both Broups were re]

atively
s and scores tended to be widely

low dispersed.

Limited Support was found for Hypothesis 3.1.

Sub—groblem 4

The concern in this sup

behavior of task oriented - ’elationship oriente

ed school administra-
tors.

It was Sstated as follows:

Will task oriented school admini

relationship oriented school adn
zational climates?

Strators behave

differently frop
inistrators in d

ifferent organi-

Six research hypotheses were derived fronm this sub-problen.
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Findings fo_r__llvpothvsm: 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, /o._(v_

Hypothesis 4.1. That in a permissive supervision climate
task oricnted school administrators will behave significantly’
differently from relationship oriented school administrators.

Hypothesis 4.2, That in a close supervision climate task
oriented. school administrators vill behave significantly
differently from relationship oriented srhool administrators. 3

>

Hypothesis 4.3. That in an innovation and initiative climate
task oriented school administrators will behave sienificantly .

differently from relationship oriented school administrators.

Hyvpothesis 4.4. That in an adherence to rules and precedents
climate task oriented school administrators will behave
significantly dlffclontly from relationship oriented school.
administrator§:

Hvpothesis 4.5. That in compatible climates task oriented school
administrators will behave significantly differentlv from
rclatlonbhlp oriented school administrators

N .
Hypothe®is 4.6. That in incompatible climates task oriented
school administrators will behave significantly differently
from relatlonbhlp oriented school administrators.

No significant differcnces between the mean scores of the
two groups emerged. Therefore Hypotheses 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and

4.6 were not confirmed.

Qualification of Findingsf Sub—problem 4
. : 1

Though>it had been hypothesized that the administrative

behavior of task oriented school administrators and relationship

oriented school administrators would be significantly different in
v
the several organizational climates, the data did not support this

hypothesis. No significant differences were detected in either the

major categories of administrative behavior or the sub-categories.

é

It is possible that these findings accurately reflect the



administrative behavior patteins of these kinds of school administra-
»

tors. However, another possibility emerges when one examines the

subjects' LPC scores (Table 12).

TARLE 12
Least Preferred Co-Worker Scores—Pilot Studv
24 S 49 . ‘ 58 68
31 51 59 - 69
32 51 N 60 71
33 52 i 62 72
40 ' 53 63 74
40 53 65 74
43 54 66 76
46 56 . 66 , 76
46 56 - 67 77
48 ' 58 68 96

Although for the purpose of partitibning the sample and in
accord with previous studies, those seorés up to thg median score were
.termed low LPC.scores and those above the median Qere termed high LPC
scores, only one score was greater than 77. It might reasonably be
argued, theﬁ, that the great majérity of scores are in effec; low
LPC scores so that it is possiblc‘that both experimehtél groups could
be considered to be composed of task oriente- ~chool administraggrs.

If this were the case then one would expect .that no significant

differences would émerge.

Sub-problem 5

The fifth research sub-problem was concerned with the adminis-
trative behavior of older‘scpool administrators and that of younger
school administrators in different organizational climates, and was

presented as follows:

110
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!

Will older school administrators behave differently from younger
school administrators in different organizational climates?

From this sub=-problem six research hypotheses were derived.,

f!lﬁufﬂﬁi_ﬁﬂﬂ Hypotheses 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6

~Hypothesis 5.1. That in a permissive supervision climate older

school administrators will behave significantlv differently
from younger school administrators.

No significant differences were detected between the groups.

Therefore the hypothesis was not confirmed.

Hypothesis 5.2. That in a close supervision climate older schoo
administrators will behave significantlv differently from ‘

younger school administrators. \

Significant differences between the groups werc found on the |
major category C. Complying with Suggestions and on the sub-categories:

' A.1 Asks for information from subordinates

'
i

C.1 Follows lead by subordinates
i F.4 Delegates completély
G.3 Explains actions to outsiders (Table 13).

The younger group had Higher;mean scores on the major category

’

and on the four sub-categories. Scores for both groups tended to be

relatively low, with both groups scoring very low on F.4 Delegates

.

complotely.

LS

Limited support was found for the hypothesis,

Hypothesis 5.3. That in an innovation and initiatiye climate
older school administrators will behave significantly differently
from younger school administrators.

No significant differences were found. Therefore the

hypothesis was not confirmed.
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Hypothesis 5.4. That in an adherence to rules and precedents
climate older school administrators will behave significantly
differently from vounger school administrators.

- No significant differences emerged. Therefore the hypothesis

was not confirmed.

-

Hypothesis 5.5. That in compatible climates older school
administrators will behave significantly differently from
younger school administrators.

A significant difference between the mean scores of the groups

e an

. R -
was found only on the sub-category F.4 Delegates comp]eto]f?kj(Table

The mean score for the younger group was higher than the mean

~score for the older group. The scores of both groups were widely

dispersed and were very low.

“~Very limited support was found for this hypothesis.
y p

Hypothesis 5.6. That in incompatih climates older school
administrators will behave significantly differently from
younger school administrators. .

No significant differences were found. Thercfore the hypothe-

sis was not confirmbd.

Sub-problem 6

This sub-problem related to the administrative behavibrtof
experienced school administrators and less experienced administrators
ana was formulated as follows:

Will experienced school administrators behave differently from
"less experienced schoal administrators in differentvoyganiza—

tional climates?

Six hypotheses were derived from the sub-problem.
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‘"were not confirmed.

findjngs_for Hvpotheses 6.1,_ﬁf2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5,_6.6

Hypothesis 6.1. That in 'a permissive supervision elimate
expericenced school administrators will behave significantly -
differently from less experienced school administrators.

I

Hypothesis 6.2.. That in a close supervision climate experienced
Aypothesis 6,2 ]
school administrators will behave significantly differently

from less experienced school administrators. L

¢ That in an innovation and initiative climate
experienced schoal administrators will bLehave significantlv
~differently from less experienced school administrators.

va_gt&lmsj s (L' 3

“YPOQDSEii_Q;if That in an adherence to' rules and precedents
climate expericenced school administrators will behave
significantly differentlv from less experienced school adminis—
trators,

'HonthSis 6.5. That in compatible climates experienced school
administrators will behave significantly differently from less
experienced school administrators.

|
Hypothesis 6.6. That in incompatible’ climates experienced
school administrators will behave significantly differently
from less expericneced school administrators.

No significant differences between the mean scores of the

groups emerged. Therefore Hypotheses 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6
/
/-

Sub-problem 7

This sub-problem was concerned with possible differences in
the administrative behavior of those administrators with considerable

formal preparation in edugpational administration and those with little

formal preparation in educational administration.
It was stated as follows:

Will school administrators with considerable formal preparation
in educational administration behave significantly diffcfently
from school administrators who have little formal preparation in
educational administration?
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Again, six hvpotheses were derived.

Findings for fypotheses 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 1.0, 7.5, 7.0

Hypothpsj§ 7.1. That in a permissive supervision climate
school administrators who have considerable formal preparation
in cducational administration will behave significantly
differently from school administrators who have lTittle formhl
Preparation in educational administration.

Rable 15 indicates that sipnificant differences were found
only on two sub-categories:

.

'+ A.3 Asks for information from superordinates

B.3 Discusses with superordinates,

However, mean scores for both groups were very low,

Very limited support was found for the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 7.2. That in a

close supervision climate school
administrators who have considerable formal Preparation in

educational administration will behave significantlv differently
from school administrators who have

little formal preparation
in educational administration. :

No significant differences wére found. Therefore this

hypothesis was not confirmed.

Hypothesis 7.3." That in an innovation and initiative
school administrators who have consider
in educational administration will behave significantlyv

differently f{rom school administrators who have little formal
preparation in educational administration.

. climate
able formal preparation

} Significant differences between the groups were found on the
following major categories: |

E. Naintaining Relationships

F. Organizing Work ' | )

and on the following sub-categories:

A.1l Communicates by writing
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A. 12 Communicates by telephone

E.] Interacts with subordinates

F.h Delepates complotely

F.10  Follows pre-~estabtished structure. (Table 16)

In all cases where sipgnificant difffrcnvcs were found, the
group with considerable fo%mn] preparation in educational administration
had ﬁighor mean scores than the groun with little formal prvpnrutiop in
educational ndminjérration. Except for the categorv F. Organizing
Work, scores of both groups tended to be low.

Limited support was therefore found for the hvpothesis,

Hypothesis 7.4. That in an adherence to rules and precedents

climate school administrators who have considerable formal
preparation in cducational administration will behave
significantly differentlv from school administrators who -
have Jittle formal preparation in educational administration.

Significant differences between the groups were found only on
the following two sub-categories:

A4 Gives information to subordinates

G.3 Explains actions to outsiders. (Table 17)

In both cases the group with considerable formal preparation
in educational administration had a higher mean score than the group
with little formal preparation in educational administration. The
scores for both groups on both sub-categories were verv low.

Very limited support was found for the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 7.5. That in compatible climates school administrators
with considerable formal preparation in educational administration

will behave significantly differently from school administrators
who have little formal preparation in educational administration.

Significant differences between the groups were found onlv
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on one sub-category: F.4 Delegates completely.  Scores for both
groups were very Jow.  (Table 18)

Very little support was therefore found for the hvpothesis,

Hypothesis 7.6. That in incompatible climates school adminis-
trators with considerable formal preparation in educational

administration will behave significantly differently from school
administrators who have little f{ormal preparation in educational

administration.
No significant diffetrences were found. Therefore this

hypothesis was not confirmed. - !

Main Studv Findings

; » 4

Sub-problem 1. Will schoo] admlhlstfators in a permissive supervision
climate behave differently from school administrators in a close
supervision climate?

Findings for Hvpothesis 1.1

Hypothesis 1.1. That.the behavior of school administrators in a
permissive supervision climate will be significantly different

" from the behavior of school administrators in a close sur-rvision
climatc.

Signffican; differences between the two groups were found
(Table 19). The permissive climate group haa higher mean scores on
the following major categories.

B. biscussing Possible Action

E. Maintaining Relationships

F. Organizing Work

H. Directing Others.

The close climate group's mean scores were higher than the
permiséive climate group's mean scores on the major categoyies:

C.‘ Complying with Suggestiqns
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Analysing the Situation.

The scores of the closec climate group tended to be widely

dispersed on all these categorics.

Of the two groups, the permissive climate group had higher

mean scores on the following gub>categories:

Al

“ ‘, ’,

Asks for information from subordinates

A.10 Communicates face to face

B.1

D.2

E.1

F.9

H.1

\
Discusses with subordinates

. i .
Avoids unwarranted ‘assurptions
. \u
Interacts with subordinates

Makes final plans . A

|
Gives dircctions or sugpestions.

The ‘close climate group had higher mean scores than the

1
permissive climate group on the following sub-categories:

A.3
A.5
‘A.6
C-3
D.1

E.3i

Asks for information from superordinates
Civés information to peers

Gives information to superordinates
Follows lead by superordinates

Perceives major problem

\
\ '

Interacts with superordinates

The mean scores 'of both grours were very low on the sub-

A

categories:
A.3
A.S
A.6

E.3

Asks for information from Superordinates
Gives informatian to peers
Gives information to superordinates

Interacts with superordinates.

The scores of both groups tended to be widelv dispersed on
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the sub-categories A.6, C.3, E.j, while the scores of the close
climatb'group tended to be widely dispersed in a}l sub-categories.

Since significant differences were found, the hypothesis was
con'firmed.

D

Sub-problem 2. Will school administrators in an innovation and
initiative climate behave differently from school administrators
in an adherence to rules and principals climate?’

Findings for Hypothesis 2.1

Hypothesis 2.1. That the behavior of school administrators in
an innovation and initiative climate will be significantly
different from the hehavior of schosl administrators in an.
adherence to rules and precedents climate.

Table 20 indicates that significant, differences were found

only on the following sub-categories:

F.7 Plans follow-up or feedback

F.10 TFollows pre-established structure

H.1 Gives directions or suggestions.

The mean scores of the adherence to rules and prccedents

group were higher on éll three sub-categories though differences

between the mean scores of the two groupSJWerc not great.
: N2 .

.

Sub-problem 3. Will schdol administrators in compatible climates
behave differently from school administrators .in incompatible
climates?

Only very limited support was obtained for this hyvpothesis.

Findings for Hypothesis 3.1

V4

Bypothesis 3.1. That the behavior of school ‘administrators in
compatible climates will be significantly different from the
behavior of school administrators in incompatible climates.

I A number of significant differences between the mean scores’
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of the proups were found. (Table 21)

The compatible climates group had higher mean scores than the
incompatible climates group on the following major categorics:

B. Discussing Before Acting

E. Maintaining Re]stionships

G. Responding to Outsiders.

The latter gréﬁp had higher mean scores than the former group
“on the following major cétegorjcs:

D. Anélysing the Situation

F. Organizing Work

H. Directing Others.

fhe scores of the coﬁpatib]e ciimates'gﬁ0up tended to be
ijQly dispersed, particularly on categories B, D, F, G and H.

Higher mean scores were obtained bv the compatible climates
group on the following sub-categories:

B.2 Discusses with peefs

F.3 Schedules action, no tdme specified

G.3 ExpLains actions to outsiders

G.4 Discusses with outsiders

G.5 Follows lead by outsiders
while the iﬁcompatible climates group obtained higher mean scores on
the following sub-categorics:

D.2 Avoids unwarranted assumptions

E.1 Interacts with subordinates

F.7 P.. » follow-up or_féedback

F.8 Mar - tentative plans only

F.9 Makes final plans
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H.1 Gives directions or suggestions.
. . .

Again, scores of the compatible climates group ,tended to be
very ‘widely dispersed. The scores of the incombatible aroup were
widely dispersed on sub-categories B.2, F.3, f.R, G.3, G.4, G.5 and
H.1 /

Both groups had very low mean scores on sub-categories B.2,
F.8 and G.5.

Significant diffcronce$.wuro found. Therefore the hypothesis
was confirmed.

Sub-problem 4. Will task oriented school administrators behéve

differently from relationship oriented school administrators in
different organizational climates?

Findings for Hypotheses 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, bob, 4.5, 4.6

Hypothesis 4.1. That in a permissive supervision climate task
oricnted school administrators will behave significantlv
differently from rclationship oriented school administrators.

Hypothesis 4.2, That in a close supervision climate task
oriented school administrators will behave significantly
differently from relationship oriented school administrdtors.

-

Hypothesis 4.3. That in an innovation and initiative climate
task oriented school administrators will behave significantlyv
~ ‘differently from relationship oriented school administrators. -

Hypothesis 4.4. That in an adherence to rules and precedcntg '
climate task oriented school administrators will behave
significantly differentlv from relationship oriented school
administrators. '

Hypothesis 4.5. That in compatible climates task oriefited
school administrators will behave significantly differently
from relationship oriented school administrators.

Hypothesis 4.6. That in incompatible climates task oriented
school administrators will behave significantly differently
from relationship oriented sehool administrators.




Significant differences were found only on one sub-category
for hypothesis 4.1 and on oné'mnjor category for hypothesis 4.2.
(Tables 22, 23)

In a permiésivc supervision climate the relationship oriented

group had a higher mean score than the task oriented group on sub-

.

category F.3.Schedn action no time specified.
In a close supervision climate the task oriented group
revealed a higher mean score than the relationship oriented group on

the major category E. Maintaining Relationships.

Very little support was therefore obtained for Hypotheses

kY

4.1 and 4.2

<
4.5 and 4.6. These hypotheses were therefore not confirmed.

Qualification of Findings: Sub-problem 4

A Similaf-qualification as that proposed f{or sub-problem 4 in
the pilot study must also be noted here. Table 24 shows the Least
Preferred Co-worker scores for main sghdy respondents.

It might be argued that the great majority of the scores
might be termed low LPC scores-and that therefore in effect both

groups were composed of taskgoriented school administrators. As

~

mentioned in the pilot study findings, if thisjwerg the cdse one would

. ; -7 \
. expect that the likelihood of significant differences emergine would

be remote. If significant differences did emerge they mav not be

attributable to the relationship or task orientation of the subjects.

No significant differences were found for Hypotheses 4.3, 4.4,

135
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Sub-problem 5. Will older school administrators behave differantlv from
younger school administrators in different organizational climates?

-

Findings for Hvpotheses 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6

Hypothesis 5.1. That in a permissive supervision climate older
school administrators will behave significantly differently
from younger school administrators.

Hypothesis 5.2. That in a close supervision climate older school
administrators will behave significantly differently from vounger
school administrators.

vaothesis'S.B. That in an innovation and initiative wclimate
older school administrators will behave significantlv differentlvy
from younger school administrators. [ :

Hypothesis 5.4. That in an adherence to rules and precedents
climate older school administrators will behaVe_significantly‘

1
differently from younger school administrators.
!

Hypothesis 5.5. That in compatible climates older ‘school
administrators will behave significantly differently from vounger
school administrators.

..

Hypothesis 5.6. That in incompatible climates older school
adininistrators will behave significantly differently from younger
school administrators.

Very few significant différences were found. . The groups
differed significantly on the major c%tegory E. Maintaiﬂing Relation—
' ships' (Hypothesis 5.1), with the younger group reco;ding a higher
, . N
mean score than the mean score for the older group. : (Table 25)

Significant Qiffergnces wvere fouqd between groups on the major
cétegories E; Maintaining Relationships aﬁd H. Directing Others (Hypoth—
esis 5.3). 'On both of these categories the mean score of the younger
group was h%gher than the meaq‘score of the older‘group. (Table 26)

Ver&;ﬂimited confirmation of Hypotheses 5.1 and 5.3 was

| :
thereforé‘obtained;

No significant differences were detected for Hypotheses 5.2,
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5.4, 5.5 and 5.6. Therefore these hypotheses were not -confirmed.

. ) »

,Sub=-preblem 6. Will experienced school administrators behave

differentlv from less experienced school administrators in
different organizational climates?

Findings for Hyvpotheses 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6

Hypothesis 6.1. That in a permissive supervision climate
experienced administrators will behave significantly differently
from less experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.2. That 4in a close’ supervision climate experienced
administrators will behave significantly differentlv from less
experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.3. That in an innovation and ‘tiative climate !
experienced administrators will behave sigp. cantly differently
from less experienced administrators.

. Hypothesis 6.4, That in an adherence to ri. and precedents«

climate experienced administrators will bej, ve significantlv
differently from less experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.5, That in compatible climates experienced
administrators will behave significantly differently from less
experienced administrators.

Hypothesis 6.6. That in*inqoﬁpatible climates experienced
administrators will behave significantly differently from less
experienced.administfators. ' :

‘No significant differences were found for‘Hypothescs 6.1 End
6.3f These hypotheses were not confirmed.

Table 27 indicates that thekgroup of less experienced scbool
administrators had higﬁer mean scores than the group of experienced
school administrators on the major céfegory H. Directiné Others and
on the sub-category A.10 Communicates face to face (Hypothesis 6.25.

Only limited support was therefore obtained for the

hypothesis.
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Table 28 shows that the less experienced group had higher

mean scores on the major categories A. Exclanging Information and
Ve
!

B. Discussing Possible Action and on the sub-category A.10 Communicates
face to face (Hypothesis 6.4).
Only limited support for this hypothesis was obtained.

Limited support was also obtained for Hypotheses 6.5 and 6.6.

.

Significant differences emerged on sub-categories A.5 Gives

information to peers, D.? Avoids unwarranted assumptions and G.3

Explains actions to outsiders (Hypothesis 6.5). The mean scores were

higher for the experienced group on sub-cgid -2 and G.3 and -

IR
|

for the less experiegnced group on'9ub—ca§ Scpres for

-, . .
. - ~
both groups were very low on A.S‘ando¢ 7). '
- :—- ot . (7 - 3 ; "ﬂ' ". /. - ‘ )
The testing of Hvpothesis 6.6 reye? ﬁpﬁifﬁcanﬁidif(er—

ences between the groups on Haior category B. Discussing Possible
Action and on the following sub-cateporics:

A.l Asks for information from subordinates

A.10 Communicates face to face

L ] : .
A.12 Communicates by telephone
B.1 Discussgs with subordinates. (Table‘BO)
The less éxperienced group. had higher mean scores on all of
the above sub-categeries and on catégoryv B. Scores of the experienced

group tended to be widely diSperéed on sub-cétegories A.1 and A.10.

by

Sub-problem 7. Will school administrators with considerable foimal
preparation in educational administration behave differently from
school administrators who have little formal preparation in
educational administration?
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Findings for Hypotheses 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6

Hypothesis 7.1. That in a permissive supervision climate school
administrators who have considerable formal preparation in
edpicational administration will behave significantly differently
frqm school administrators who have little formal preparation in
edudgtional adwministration.

Hypothesis 7.2. That in a close supervision cg#mate school
administrators who have considerable formal preparation in
educational administration will behave QLynlflC1ﬂt1V differentlyv
from school administrators who have little formal preparation in
educational administration.

e

Hypothesis 7.3. That in an innovation and initiative climate »
school administrators who have considerable prgparation in
e@ducational administration will behave significantlv differently
from school "administrators who have little formal vreparation in
educatiomal administration. ‘

[

H&pothosi% 7.4. That in an adhercence to rules and precedents
climate school administrators who have coensiderable formal
preparation in educational administration will behave significantly
differently from school administrators who have little formal
preparation in educational administration.

‘Hypothesis 7.5. That in compatible climates school & -ini:'rators
who have considerable formal preparation in educationa. admin stra-
tion will behave significantly differently from schoo! admingstra-
tors who have little formal preparation in educationa’ '
_admlnlstrqtlon.

1
Hypothesis 7.6. 1lst in incompatible climates school administra-
tors who have .onsia-rable formal preparation in educational
administration will bhehave significantly di%ferentlv from school
administrators who have little formal preparatlon in educational
administration. .

°
]

No significant differences were found for Hypotheses 7.1, 7.2

and 7.5. These bypotheses were therefore not confirmed.

Table 31 shows that on the sub- categor1es’

©

@\11 Communlcates by/wrltlng
Ry 7"“ :

[

gles aCtIOH fOI‘ same or . next week

K

SR .
Fblloﬁs-léad by outsiders

148

ST

s ,(A;;



b

149

»,»L

-
*3s93 awrad-3 yoiom wLu Aq parjTpow sanyea un
L TUOTIBOTITPOW YdToy Aq paisnlpy,
omoo.o AT IR 9.7 %1 . 88'T T0°% 9¢°¢ 9t "0T mﬂﬂmumumwmcm?mmmﬁowo £ I
6¢00°0 VAN ARY 66°LT £ET 1 9¢ T wqrﬂ - 9€g ~€19pTsIino X
_ g T -~ 4q pesal smoTTo4 G'H
6T%0°0 L61°¢ IXANAL «HLm ) 91°¢ wm.m 00°¢ . A9em .
] - ! IXau 10 awes 103
’ UOTIDE $IINPaYI§ g4
96¢0°0 1A 7091 wq.wffw L% 6877 o duritam
) ' £q sajedTUNUWOY, .
’ , q .m&MH v
N L
) o= _ . sat4edajeo—_qng
,m mw,h ~- s V SeJUBI3IJTP JUeDLITUlTS. Oy
. . SR E . SaT103938) 10lER
- aﬂ RIS - - —~ :
Aaﬂmmwoauv 3 e 3P ¢ "hdd 's T alQ gt 916D Uwok 9100g ,ue3y . I0TaeYyDYg
. d -4 uot.vaedaig uotieaedaxy
] ' Trvwaoyg TewIo .
\ 972317 9T1qeI9pPISUO) "
. !
™~ . ’ b
- (0T = N) : ) ‘

pue uorienod

UOTIBIISTUTUPY TRUOTIB N1 M1’
TooySs 30 3Is3] 394seg-ul oy3'™

45vzum uTey) AmumEHHu 9ATIBIITUT

1) voiju uumHCHEv< TeudTIIBonpy ur uorjeaedsig

1ewioy uﬁuuau LHSVmubumuuchH PV TOOUDF, JO $31025 uEay ayil pue
Jeyedaag Tewiog 9TQBIapPTSUOD YITm S103eIISTUTWPY
S uea

)

&

W 34Ul ur mmucvamuaa ay3y jo muﬁmua«acwam Jo s3say

nﬁm dT14vL

N

k-3



I.3 Dccides unilaterally
significant differences were found and that the group with considerable
formal preparation in educational administration had higher mean scores
than the scores of the other group. Scores of the latter gréup were
well disperséd on sub~cafegories A.l1, F.Z and G.5. (Hvpothesis 7.3)

Table 32 indicates that significant differenccs vere found on
major category A. Exchanging Information and n sub--ategories A.4
Gives information ™ ubordinates and A.6 Givc "mation to super-
ordinates (Hypothesis 7.4).

Scor€s for both groups tended to be low and widely dispersed-

on sub-category A.6.
{ - i
The group with gonsiderable formal preparation. in educational
- «
administration obtained higher scores than the scores of the second

ot
group on‘category A and on both sub-categories. ‘
There were sienificant diffe%@rces between the scores of the
two groups gn only one sub-category wH%n Hypothesis 7.6 was testgd.
The group with little formal preparation in educational
administration had a higher mean score than the group with considerable
formal prepaxation in educational administratiop op\sub—category Al

Asks for information fr. subordinates (Table 33). The scores élvthe

latter groupvwere widely dispersed.

150

Only very limited Support was obtained for Hypotheéésv7.3,

7.4 and 7.6.
-~
' ¢
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Mean Number 6T Itehs Attempted

w! Y

. .
[R] TR

Table 34 indicates the mean number of items attempted by the
- - .

four groups of subjects (A, B;.C and D) in the pilot study and in
A

)

the main study.
In the pilot sthdy the highest mean score was obtained by

Group C; followed in order by the'scd%es of Group A and Group D.
|

Group B registered the lowest mean score.
In the main study Group A obtained the highest mean score,
followed in order by the scoreb of Group C and Group D. Group B

: ‘ \
recorded the lowest mean score.

IV. SUMMARY
‘ 2.

Details of the samples of school administrators who partici-
pated in the pilot study and the main study were provided.

The findings for the twenty-seven hypokheses set out for the

study were presented. The(findings for the pilot study were presented

pey

frrst, followed by thc,findings for the main Study. )
&)

An analygis of the'fihaings for the hypofheses of the pifét

»

| IS

study revealed confirmation for Hypothesis 1.1, and limited support

for Hypotheses 3.1, 5.2 and 7.3. Very limiteq'support wss noted for

Hypotheses 2.1,‘5,5, 7.1, 7.4 and 725. ﬁypotheses 4.1, 4}2, 4.3,

4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 5.1, 5.3, 5.4, 5.6, 6.1,'6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 7.2

and 7.6 were not confirmed. ’

v

An analysis of the findings for the hybotheses of the main

étudy demonstrated confifmation forvapothgses 1.1 and 3.1, and only

1imitedlsupport for Hypotheses 6.2, 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6. Verv limited
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TABLE 34

Mean Number of In-Basket Items Attempted

Pilot Study Main' Study
(N = 40) (N = 40) ¢
Group A !
(Permissive Supervision, 12.2, 18.9
Innovation and Initiative)
i
Group B . ‘
(Close Supervision, 9.5 . 12.8
Innovation and Initiative) '
o : - '
Group C '
(Permissive Supervision, n 15.0 18.7
Adherence to Rules and B ‘ S '
Precedents) : e 5
r u
Group D : : :[ N
(Glose Supervision, 12.0 15.8
Adherence to Rules and i »
Precedents) F

B

Total possible items - . 20 . 20




support was obtained for Hypotheses 2.1, 4.1, 4,2, 5.1, 5.3, 7.3, 7.4
and 7.6. Hypotheses 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 5.2, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 7.1, 7.2

and 7.5 were not confirmed. -

‘ |
The mean number of in-basket items attempted by the groups of

subjects in the pilot study and the main study was provided.

1

In Chapter VIT the findings presented in this chapter will ﬁe

discussed in detail.

- .
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Chapter VII
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
I. INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter the findings for the pilot study
and the main study were presented separately. In effect, the main

~ study was a replication of the pilot study, using a different sample

1

as a data source. In this chapter the findings for the various sub-
|

problems in both studies are discussed, with emphasis being placed on
those ‘tendencies which emerged as common tb both studies.

I1. DISCUSSon

\ '
.

.

.

Sub-problem 1

Will school administrators in a permissive supervision climate
behave differently from school administrators in a close
supervisién climate?

The results of both the pilot study and the main study

.
i

indicated that. thelgwere significant differences in the behavior of

school administrators in.these two climate types.

-
v

Major Categories

- Jn_both studies, school administrators working in a close
2 S S o . )

supervision climate obtained higher mean scores than school

s

administrators working in.a permissive supervision climate on the
major categories Complying with Suggestions and Analysing the
Situation, and lower mean scores on the category Directing Others.

”~
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\

Both groups had low mean scores on this latter fdtegory in theypilot
study. Thé mean score of the permissive climate group on the cggegory
Complving with Sugéestions tended to b; low in both studies.

The scores of both groups tended to be widely dispersed on‘

these three categorlcc in the pilot study, while the scores of the

-!ggzdose climate group tended to be well dispersed in the main study.

Sub-categories

The following tendencies were common to both studies:
(1) The close subervision climate grouns' mean scores were

higher on the sub-categories Follows leéd by superordinates, Perceives

4

major problem and Interacts with superordinates. On this last men-

tioned sub-category the mean scores of both groups were very low.

The mean scores of the permissive climate group on the sub-category
' : |
Follows lead by superordinates were also very low.

(ii) The mean scores of both  groups were very low on the sub-
category Gives information to superordinates. e
N .

Mean scores on the sub-categorv Discusses with subordinates

i - . .
. '

were higher for the close climate group in the pilot study yet. higher

for thé permissive climate group in the main studv. One might specu-

~
late that at least a partlal explanation for this mlghy-be provided’

5//b\r the fact that the sample for the pilot study was more geographically
\
-
representative than the main studv sample which was predc antly

metropolitan in composition, though there is no empirical evidence

to support this kind of speculation, d



Conclusions Cy

5

Conclusions from the findings for sub-prgblem 1 migh

’
'\ . ’

summarized as follows: . ’ \\

\

- \

(i) The administrative behavior of school ndministfators in
a permissive supervision climate is significantly different from the
behavior of school administrators in a close supervision climate.
(1) School administrators in a ciose supervision climate
fe&ded to comply with suggestions and to analy;e ﬁﬁe situationjmore
than: school administrators in a pgrmissive supervision climété tended
to do.
(iii) School administrators in a permissive SUpervision.
climate tended to direct‘ofhers more than school administrators‘in a
.
close supervision climate Sgnded to do.
! (iv)»School adminiétrators in a close supervision cliqate
9 tgnded to,fgllow the lead by supéfordinates more -than school admini:—
w Ctrators in a permissive supervision éfgmate tended to do.
(v) School administratoys in‘a close supervision climate
tended to perceive the méjor problem more than SChOOi administrators
in a permissive supervision climagé tended to do.

’ b
(vi) School administrators in a permissive Supervision

climate tended to follow the lead bv superordinates véty infrequently.‘

(vii) School administrators if a close .supervision climate

and in a permissive supervision climate tended. to. have very little
interaction with superordinates and tended to give information to
. .

superordinates to a very limited extent.
i . i
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Sub-problem 2

Will school administrators in an innovation and initiative
climate behave differently from school administrators in an
adherence to rules and brCCedQnts climate?

The findings of the pilot study and the main study indicated
that there were very few significant differences in the behavior of
school qdmipistrntors in these two climate tvpes. There were no

significant differences on the major categories, and, although there

»
.

was some evidence of significant differences between groups on three

sub-categories in each of the studies, mean scores tended to be low

‘and no tendencies toward significant differences common to both

[l

studies cmerged.

Conclusions .

v

It might be concluded from the .findings that:
(i) There tended to be very few differences between the

administrative behavior of school administrators in an innovation

i ' X

and initiative climate and the administrative behavior of school-
Y .

administrators in an adherence to rules and precedents climate.

\

- Sub-problem 3

Will school administrators in compatible climates behave » )
differently from school administrators in incompatible climates?

Major Categories

In both studies sigpificant differences between the groups
) T . : )

~were found on the major categories- Analysing the Situation and

Organizing Work. The group working in incompatible climates obtained

\ Y
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:highééymean scores on both categories. The scores of both groups iw
the pilot study tended to be fairly widely dispersed, while in the
main study the scores of the compatible group were widely scattered.
Significant differences also emerged..on the categories
‘Discussing Before Acting (compatible climates group mean higher),v
, e
Maintaining Relationships (compatible climates group mean higher),
Responding to Qutsiders (compatible climates group mean higher) and
©

Directing Others (incompatible climates group mean higher). However,

these occurred only in the main study.

~

Sub-categories

In both studies the incompatible qﬂimatés group obtained a

-
r

higher mean score.on the sub-category Makes .final plans on which -
significant differences were found between the groups. Scores of the

compatible climates group in both studies were widely scattefed.

i

Scores of both grou rer relatively low.

In the main idy, though scores on the sub-categories were

not high, there.were indications that the‘inéompatible climates group
Ktended to avoid unwarrantedoassumptions, to interact with subordinates
and to plan followfup or feedback to a.greapgr extent than did the
bb@ﬁ%tible climates‘grédp, while this latter group tendéd to disgusé
withlgggrs, to schedule action with no tihe specified, and to éxplain

actions to outsiders to a greater extent than did school administrators

in incompatible climates.

Conclusions

The following conclusions might be drawn from the findings for



o

ey

.

A

e . 161

.sub-problem 3:

o i (1) The administrative behavior of school administrators in

\
*compatible;c]imntes is significantly different from that of school

.
y

{administrators in incompatible climates. d

. (11) School administrators in incompatible climates tended

) * Iy

_to analys the situation and to organize work more than school
. ' . i }
. c . 2 \
administrators in compatible climates. \

(i11) There was a tendeucv for school administrators.in

¥ h T

incompytible ¢limates to make final plans more than school adminis-

.

trators in compatible climgtes tended to do.
: T

‘ ' . ‘ i ! e
some limited ecvidence to suggest that school # .

B

(iv) Theré waé

'-adminiatratofswin compatible climates tended to discuss before acting,
- . ' g ! . . . S »
to maintain relationships, to respond to outsiders to a greater extent

)

than did school administrators in incompatible climates and to direct

others to a lesser extent fhan did the l(tterwhroup of school

_~administrators.

! L A Sub—prdblem 4

Will task orienmted”school administrators behave diffferently
frgm relationship oriented school administrators in flifferent
-ofggnizational climates?" )

No significant differences common to both studies émerged.

/

Conclusion

(1) The administrative behavior of task oriented school
. ) : I . :
administrators and that of relationship oriented school administrators
in different organizational climates .is not.significantly different.

However the strong qualification previously mentioned should
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be ‘borne in.mind.,&jhat is that it could be argued that in both studies

task oriented schoolﬁgfministratprs were hedvily predominant in the

samples. -

Sub-problem 5

< Will older school administrators behave dlfferentlv from younger,
o school gdmin1qtrators in’ d]fferent organizational climates?

C .
:

No significant differentes common to both studies were

_detected. .

o - . , .

. In the pjilot studv there were some indications that in a
o : . W

!

close supervision climate younger school administratoréltended to
C e
qs\ fot informatiott from subordinates, to follow the lead by sub-

Qprdiﬂa@@s, to~delegate com?letely and to explain actions to outsiders

pEin T

3

5 i} L
i to'glgbeater extent than did older .school administrators. However,
athe gg}ﬁence7was.slight. . ‘ .

: ‘ ° . .
In the main study, the findings suggested that ip a permissive

=
‘v

superv151on cllma€% and in an 1nnovation and initiative cllmate

\

-younger school gamlnlstrators ﬁﬁhﬁed to maintaln relatlonshlps more

r.'
»

than oIder school aﬁmlnlstrators did. - In the latter tyDe of cllmate‘

youngtr ‘school admlnlstrators dlrected others to ag\fgiﬁér extent than *~

s } '\g)\u‘ .
did the older school admimistrators. : >

Conclusions
The fqllowihg conclusions are indicated by the finaingsf.
(1) There were few differences between the administrative

behavior of older echool administratorsAand that of yqunger school

administrators in different organizational climates. .

+
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LWt )
}#) . CEQ) There was spme limited evidence *to suggest that in a « !9”

@
R

permissiveJSquxvislon climate “and in an innovatlon and initiatjve

¥

limate younge # nool administrators tended to bes more concerned
+. than older school administrators with maintaining relationships.

»
(iii),Some limited evidence indicated@phat in an innovation
W .

‘ . and initidtive climate yannger €chool admgnistrators tended Lo direct
. =

.
others more than oldbr‘school admlnf‘ aorsg did.

' 4
¢ o
.~

. rr
» .

‘¢5<w: SﬁhiproblemAQ
e ’ . ¢ ‘ . '\)4;’

» A - . . .
Will experienced schoolqﬁl rators behave dlfferently from
less experienced school adm

Pators in dlfferent orgagléatlonal
- climates? .

. . V,g
K

No significant differences that wgre common to both studf@@! ~
,d

<
‘ . 5 . R . oo ‘ -Y'g\s'
were found. : :

. CT ]
NS . o

B - O, - - * A
L Findings of the main“study suggested that 1d a close super- . )
kA q |

.v1sion climate less experlcnced school adminls;rators tendedgﬁ}%dlrect

,_‘.a‘.t

# .

. [
- R LT }f?ﬁ'r
,ot ers and to’ gommuq;cate fgce to face to a- greater extent than “did

- - o ' *
( N . '
. th xperienced scr\el admlnlstrators. L 2o 7y -
There were aLso 1ndicﬁtions in th1s study that less ex o g

; & o @ Ly NG
school adminlstrators'éxhlblted the fdilow1ng behav1ors more thx

‘~,, »-
\. » » .

@
. Q . P

- experiegced school admlnfgtrétorS' : o ' . e

S Adherence to Mujs and Precedents Glimate : ‘ 6#
A (f) Exchanginé information ! .

0 - P ) - 2

(1i) Discussing possible actiaon, : T i

(iii) Communicates feee to face. U o7

Incompatible Climates

»
B .

(i) Discussing possible action z‘ - h
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3

(i1) A“- for information ff?m subordinates
(11i) Communicates face to ¥aqe

oL . ) » .

X (iv) Communicates by telephene; -

W,

-

(v) Discusses with-subeﬁdlnacts. - ; -

In compatible c¥inmates the evidence suggested that the ,7 .
’ . ,. . * q.' L
.experienced group avoided unwarranted assumptions more often than
» ' e ’ o

. - | -

i
the less experienced group did. S

~ . . ) o . N

e o Since the above findings-emerged only-in the main study, it

Tis considered'that they provide only'limited exidence thet experienced’

A SChOOl admlnlstrators behaved dlfferently fromvless exper{eh;ed school ~

fl v [ e ».‘“

administrators in different organiz&tiona&fclimates.
e
[ Y - . - .
- o
T ‘ P
Conclusions “ ’ >

e L B
2 ’

«

W

‘ﬁf . (1) There is only limited ev1dence to supgest that o 7 ;
PLRER . '&‘.
experlenced school adm%plstraton§4%ehave dlfTerentlv ﬁﬁnm‘éess

experlenced school admlnlgtfékozé in different organizatlonal cllggfesﬂﬁ

[N

(1i) There was some 1im1ted evidegge to suggest that in an gﬁ&
adﬂLrence to rules and pr@d&dentq climaﬂe Léps experieneed school A
> -

adm;nlstrators exchanged 1nformat10n, discuss%g possible action and 5

.

communicated face 'to face to a greater extent than did expeu'
Zf ¥ A e :

</

administrators. $, AR
’ (ii1i) Limited e idence in tcated thit ia incompatible climates
) : ce kcarea H ne - mat
less experienced sbﬁeol administrators tended to discuss possible NI A
- w0 . . " i . \‘ - ) ) - A
. - » . . . .
. action, to fsk for information from subordinates to communicate face

t

. o |
to face, to communicate by telepkone and to discuss‘vith'subordinates/}

ik S -
(iv) Limited evidepce suggested that in qompﬁtible climates

v

more than ekpefienced administrators did. . : o \ ) ////
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=

experienced, school administrators avoided unwarranted assumptions

]
4

more often g@hq the less experienced school administrators™did.

A | N

e Sub-problem »

. .
4 R
ot ' v % ~ .
. - 1

Will séﬁool admlnlstrators with considerable. formal preparation
in educétlonal administrat ion behave differently fr0u_,:"001 :
*administratars who have 1 :tle formal preparation Y
administration? w

-Significant differ CS comﬁon to both studies appeéfed only

d ‘ .S

on the followihgqubfcateguries:4 ‘ _

Innovation aid'Initiative Climaté |

sCQmmﬁnicages byiw;iting {

: .ﬁAdherence to Rules and Preéedénfs Climat¢

¢ Gives informatipn'fg‘suﬁordinateé: ' © N

,Jn‘both cases, the group with considerable fgfmal pxeparatlon -
in educathnal adminlstratlonyobtained hiéﬁer meaﬁoscorgsa i}ﬁg{l -

2

ggndenty‘was for scores to be’ relatlvely low.

iu ‘ 8 ’ s o ) ) Ca .
s .Q¢ Jomé conclusions guggested by pilot study f;ﬁdings are as
L] " N

ot

EeS

< v - L] v
N

follows: ¢ s S o

(1) In a perﬁ‘?sive supervisioh cllmate neither group tended

. \ A S

to ask for 1nformat10nsfrom 3uperord1nates nor; to discuss with super-

] . -

'ordﬁnatesq

4 . .. ’ . : . ‘ ’ ]
*(ii) In an innqvation and initiative climate school

adm1n1$trators wigh cgn51derable formal preparation in educational
e o

. b o~
.mlnistratioa tended to. organ‘ work more than those with 1little Y

" N 4 ’ » 3

formalApreparatiOn in educational adminfstration.
. g ; S .

Some conclusions suggested by main study findings are as

-

‘4
i Ty,

. o
-

\ -
S
e
3

\ B
follows: ,

4

wc



(1) In an innovation and initiative c¢limate qchool ‘adminis-

|“~3‘ X

trators with considerable formal b ration in educational administrag-

!

tion tended to dcgidc unilaterally more often than did the other group.

(i11) In an adherence to rules and nrecedents climate school

u administrators with considerable formal preparation 1in educational

i

administration tended to exchange informition more than those with

litele f?rmal preparation in educn!ional administration.

1

(iii) In incompatlble climrates school administrators with

v t

little formal preparation in educntlonal admlnletrqtlon tended to ask

for infor@ation from subordinates more than thosc_wifh considarable

! Iy
formal preparatlon in educati onal administration. . e :
. W
- %' . . .
: 3 jg. ' \
..~ Conclusions

P

l(i) There were few significant différences between the

administratlveJ bci}m& .of school admitustrators with lﬁs:Lderabl‘ s

~2n
formal preparati&%@!ﬁhdducatlonal adm]nlstration aﬁd the a431n19trat1ve

‘x . 4 !
w 2 L

behav1or of school admi%lstrauprs wifh little formal preparatlog in -

educatlonal adminlstratlon. o ya ’ .

(ii) In'ap innovation and initiative climate‘school'adminis—‘

>l

trators with considerable formal preparation in educatianal administra-

4

tion tended to communicate by d'ltlng more thaq those w1tﬁ)11tt1e S

) R s S ‘
‘ . 4
preparation.‘ | ; qm&w . - " \‘>:. o

2

(111) In an adherence to rules and precedents cllma%e school -
. 4

admlnistrators w1th considerable formal preparatloﬁz1qkeducat10nal

admlnlstrat1on tended to give information to subordinates tf

extent than did‘thqéé with little. formal Preparation in e

" ol
g

‘@ administzation. . , -

~

a greater

P) [ 4

VL e i -, Yo oty B .. S o -3
0 ey e wr .‘W-‘a’ "'--. ) . R AT Ql;‘ s
- . M

/
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‘an 'innovdtion| and initiative climate.
| v

S 5
(iv) There wagﬁsome limited evidence to suggest that in a

permissive supervision climate neither those with considerable formal
preparation in educatlonal aq‘}nistration nor thoso with little formal

preparation Le&ded to sqg& informatilon from Superordinatcs nor to

\
discuss with them. -~ . -

o : o
(v) Liqtted evidence indicated tendencies for school ‘?4

: 3
administrators with considerable formal preparaﬁton in educational

N

administration to orgahlze work morc than those w1th little formal

e '
preparatlon in educational adminlstratlon and also to decide uni-

g
laterally more than the latter group. These tendencies occurred in

(vi) Limited evidence suggested that in an ‘adherence tdd -

" : \ Y
rules and precedents cllmate those w1th {pn31derabic prepqratlon in
.-‘{, ¢ \p - 4 ¢
% v . iy d ~ v

educatlondl adminlstratlon tended . to qxchange 1nformatlon more than

those with llttle formal preparaﬁion. .
2 Y FOR
(vii) There was\limiped evidence iq%%ch

)

> a tendency in

| ’ -~ . - E re LY ' ' “ X
incbmpatible climatés for schogl administrators With consideerﬁiéa\

"formal preparation in educatlonal admfhistrat1on to ask for informa-

\ 3

tion from subordinates more often than those witQ‘Iittle farmal

pzéparation in -educational administration.

' & 4 ’ ”’ i

Mean Number\of Itcms Attempted

Vo

. ’ C e B Co R gs o
. ‘S} .- - LEN. \ g - . \
. , ; LA A A 1

_.b‘ . “- . ‘ ) S Q

The data for the mea number of 1n~basket items q‘tempted

»

<, 167
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incompatible climate—obtained the lowdst mean score. \\

In both studies Group D working in'a climate characterized by
~ * L ' '
close supervision and adherence to rules and precedents obtained the

\
next to lowest mean score.

T

In both studies the groups working in permiss:.e sopervision
L

clé@ates,‘that is Group A. (permissive supervision - .’ " enC(ar:ﬁement
v w - N N .

v “ o . . ,
of innovation and initiative)sand Group C‘Gbermissixv supervision
. ‘I .'o - N B
1

with adherence to rules -and precedents) obtaiped the highest and the

next to highest mean scores though the order.of the tm01grd6ﬁs’ mean -

R R 3’(
, 2 \ .
scbres in the pilot study_,y” C followed by A, and ’1n the main study it

. e

e

~ 3 ! ¢'~ N .
A followed by C. *ﬁ . o _ * T
. - : 3 oo .

> ) -y ' -y »

Conclusions o .
R — \ v Y e ’ . . . v

B “)
items at choé} admlnlstratqrs wofk1ng in dlffeEEnt

Fae

oL, O .
q S R 1 ; Lo
SN L N R

(11) The mean numbcr of in-basket. 1tems attemptgd waSahlghest

L e . KR oy T

qe,

for school admlnl strators worklng in per31531VG superv1s&on cllmates \

.

(iii) The mean number of in-basket items ettemptedeas lovest '
4

for school admlnlstratorq worklng in close superv151on cllmates
\‘ ) - ’ ‘ w N ' . ‘ %,
. o :
<o . IITI. SUMMARY - '
: ¢
A discu§510n of the- flndgpgs for the sub Droblems in the pl]Ot
A R

;study and the main studv was presented Slnce the main study was in

effect a replleatlon of the pllot study usi nh a !;fferent experimental

sample,\ln drawing conclusions from the flndlngs emphasis was placed

d LN
on those tendencies whlch werérfound to be common)jq_both studies.

: . Y »
L Y . ~ -

’“Eh) There were éifferences between thc ‘me am - fhumber of “in- o IR
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- \

sy sv \ ’
Ay Canglusions derived from the findings associated withethe

éégggggﬁBéprob]ems were poi}ted. Where conclusions gerév,

' C?f:w?: I - - & ’

fiﬁdings ffoﬁ;only,one of the studies, it was suggesfed \
A . K .

A S iB provided only limitedievidence of thq.tendencies described
conclusions. ‘ : N

s\ . .

g’ The followimg major conclusions were drawn: w

: (i) The administfative_behavior of school administrators iﬂﬁi

a permissive supérvision ¢limate is significantly-diffe;ent from '

the behavior of school administrators in a close suvervision
climate.

(i1)  School administrators in a close supervision climate
tgnded to comply with suggestions and to analyvse the situation
more than school administrators. in a permissive supgrvision
climate tended to do. Lo

L . s
(iii)' Schéb1 admini§trators in a permissivd Supervision
climate tended to direct others more than school administrators
in a close supervision climate tendbd to do. e

(iv) School administrators in a close supervision climate
tended to follow the lead by superordinatys more
administrators in a permissivé supervision clj

1

]

. i
(v) Schoal administrators in a close

° tended to perceive the major problem mere than ‘& adminis-
trators in a permissive supervision climate tended ts-do. v
o . oo

(vi)ASchool adminisiratbts in a, permissive supervision
climate tended to folloy. the lead by superordinates very
infrequently. o \

(vii) School administrato s in a close supérv¥ision climate
and in a permissive supervisiod climate tended to have very
1lit¥le interaction with superordinates and ténded to give
information to superordinates/to a very limited extent. -

(viii) There tended to be very few dﬁfﬁerences betwden the igﬁJ
administrative behavior of school administrators in an innovations: *
and initiativesclimate andettn administrative behavior of school
administrators in an adherencc to rdillsand precedents climate.

: (ix) The administrative behavior of school administrators
in compatible climates is significantly different from that of
school, administrators in incompatiple climates.

' ' . 2
\ - ; : . ©

-~ v -
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provid%g limited Support were drawn.

lowest for school administrators working in close supervision

. | 1700

(x) School administrators in incompatible climates tended
to analyse the situation and to organize work more than school
administrators in compatible climates.

(%1} There was a tendency for school administrators in
incompatible climates to make final plans more than school
administrators in compatible climates tended to do.

(x11) The administrative behavior of task oriented school
administrators and that of relationship oriented school admiﬁis—
trators in differeént organizational climates 1is not significantly
different., (This conc%psion is subject to.strong qualification.)

behavior of older school administrators and that ef nger school

administrators in different organizational climates, |
- . N

(xiii) There were few differences between the (Wnistrative
u

(xiv) In an innovation and initiative climate school
administrators with considerable formal preparatioq,in educational
administration tended to decide unilaterally more often than: did

- the other group.

(xv).In an innovation and initiative climate school
administrators with considerable formal preparation in educatjional
administration tended to communicate byfgriting more than those
with litgle such preparation.

(x&ix In an adherence to rules and precedents climate
chool admihig;rators with considerable tormal preparation in

educi®ional administr8tidn tended to give information to sub- i
. p

7‘ordiﬁate§\toﬁb,greater extent than did those with little formal

preparation in educational:administration. .
reparation &
@&di) There were differences tween the mean number of in-

basket items *attempted by school admin stratdrs’working in
different organizational climates, . )
Ak |

(xviii) The mearr number of :n-basket items attempted was
highest for school administrators working in permissive supervision-
climates? ‘ . %g' '

{x1x) The mean number of in-basket items attempted was

climates.

+ In addition a number of conclusions for which the findings

. .~

'

In Chapter VIII entitled Gummary, Conclusions and Implications |

v

a coﬁplgze_summbry of all conclusions will be provided. A ‘ L



e ' Chapter VIII

%3

\3 e .'*, R
SUMMARY, @MBUSIONS AND IMPLICAT {ONS R
4,

IMMARY OF THE STUDY v

between different kinds of-organizational climates and the'administra—
tive behavior of scho?lqédministrators.

A 2 x 2 factorial rescarch design was used. The independent
variables were two climagc dichotomieg: (a) Innovation and Initiative
versus Adherence to Rules apd Precedents and (b) Permissive Suver-

'yision_versus Close Supervision. - Both variables were scores based qh
: Gariggg categories of administrative behavior.fevealed;by the sub-

[ : § ' .
jects' responses to the items on an In-Rasket Test.

N “"' . A

The Conceptual Ffﬁmework
The theoretical base for the study was composed of t&o%main

\strands: (i) Organizational Climate and (ii) Administrative Behavior.

Théofies, conceptualizatiéns and research associated with these two

dimensions of the study's underlying theory were discussed. °Theorv
) : Y
and reqearch relatlng te leadership stV1es were also presented, since
-

part of the study was concerned with the administrative behavior of
- . 4 N R M - .

task oriented andﬂrelationship oriented schoel administrators.» The

e development of in-basket tests and their use in research was also
LY . - Y‘
discussed, since in this study an in-basket ﬁgt was used to gather
. " . ’

VR i

ce
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data about dministrativg behavior,

gl
/ .
The Major vaothe§g$ and tie R@search Hypotheses ! ¥ R
Aq"\ " GO 54{& » ' &,
In drder to ha1or hypothesis which suggested that

>

diffcrentes in organizatlonal climates would be accompanied by differ-
e

ences in the administrative behavior of school administratqrs, seven
sub—probiéﬁs were éeyelopcd. From these SUb—ptoblems twentv-seven
reseatch hypotheses ;ere.generated for testing. 1

Q \ .
Instrumentation and M thodology '

Instrumentation. Administrative behavior data were gathered

o

byAméanqpof an in-basket test ¢ontaining twenty problems, all of

5

: . . .
which reflected situationsvactually\encountered by school adminis-

172

trators .in the field. Subjébts assumed the position of principal 6?5%%55

a simulated school, and responded to the in- basket problems as if tﬁgz

«

were actually on the job. Scoreé were obtained f'or w major "}‘,.@;

&F - u\’

e

categories and for a number of sub-categories of administrative &hﬂi""
- : : O : o

bqbav1or.ﬁ> ‘ ‘

Leadershlp stvle défa were gathered’ by admlnlsterlng the

e %,

Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale to participants in the study Data

about SUbJeCtS age, position, years.af experience and extent of {1

formal tralnlng in educational administration were ‘compiled from:

-

responses toasa Biographical, Position and Profgzsional Dagg Questiong « s

naire. _ , - ‘ _ N

- > _x ) N

LGN - :
- j,é?é Experimental Samples and Data Collection

Pilot Stuai. Data weai gathered fer forty school admlnlstra—‘

o
tors yho at%fnded the Alberta Leadershlp Course for School Prlncipals

b



~ e

‘sponsored by the University of Alberta from July 7-18, 1975. The

\\\ subjects came from twenty-six districts, divisions or counties through-

\ :

N out Alberta. . .

. ‘

Main Study. Data were obtained from forty school administrators
AJ ) .

who attended a School Administrators' Workshop snonsored by ‘the

[ .

Greater Edmonton Regional of the Cooncil of School Administration
and held on December 5, 1975.

w Due to the effects of sub-zero wvedther and a national postal
strikztgonly eight districts, divisions ot counties were represented.

e

’ The mégority of the subjects came from the Edmonton area.

] .
A Statistical Treatment After scorers had completed the

\ g
-
Pe

scolgng of subgects reaponses to the in-basket test, the scores were
,

\ 4 o
. -
y w he

.ttgnsforrcd to Data Punching Forms, computer cards were punched and

’ v

research data decks were generated. Exlstlng computcr programs wer%mkl

-

used in the data analysis. . o

o ' . 8 ~ P
Statistical techniques employed to test for significant

~

différences were t-tests with the Welch t-prime modification for

—~tests of unecqual variances and one way analysis of variance. J

v

.
Reliab®lity coefficients were computed between scores on odd

and even numbered in-basket items, yielding results of 0.938 for the

-t N

_pilot study and”0.939 for the main study. * -

A measure of the validity of the in-basket test was obtained

H

by submitting it to a pafiel of eXpert Judges. - ’ o \\

“Throughout the ana1y31s of the data a significance level ofgg

05'was maintained for the acceptance of a research hypothesis.

R - Ve -
- - S I . ’ . S
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I1. SUB-PROBLEMS AND CONCLUsioys

'
“

Sub-Problems

The following sub-problems were developed: -

(1) Will school administrators in a permissive supervision climate
behave differently from school administratemss Yn a close
supervision climate? )

(2) Will school administrators in an innovation and intitiative
climate behave differently from school administrators in an
adherence tg rules and precedents climate?

} (3) wil1 school'gdministrafors in compatible climates Behave
N ~ differently from schooldadmipiﬁtrators in incompatible climates?

£ . ’ ’ ’
(4) wWill task oriented school adminigtrators behave diffjrently
from relationship oriented school administraaﬁfs in different

organizational climates?. . v
. >

—y

: . ¢ . » [ : -

(5) Will-older school.a@ministﬁg{brs_behavo-differently from
younger éﬁ@pol adliinistrato in different orgdmizational
climates? -+~ 5% ’ T M

1
MY

(6)‘Will'experiendbd.schbol administrators beQ8mé Pifferently from.
less exberiendgﬁﬁsdhodl administrators in different organiza-, L
tional cdlimatife . - S , ‘ . ‘ >

(7). Will ,school administrators with considerable formal‘prepargtion .
" in educational admini tion behave differently from schoel
adminigtratore who ha Mittie formal Preparation, in educa-.-
‘tionél'adminisprqtion. : oo y

“'.m}l

4

5

_— - S, s 3
"7 Summary of Conclysgions SR ‘gtg g

.

7% . >
. B " - 4 |

. L . , o ]
. As a result of testing the research hypotbesesyderlved from

T

o ; . ’ - ’ -. R !
the seven sub—groblems, conclusions were drawn from findings common to

tudies. Thgse areJreﬁpresénted Rere, followed by

both pilot g
| the findings from one or other of the studies
3 : . ’ X .

conclusions

W
;X: .

’r ‘gfht not ﬁé&h. - her group of findings w&e as follows:
’ ‘ . P Yo . o

< : S : g
(i) The administrative behavior of school administrators
in a ‘ermissiVe supervision climate is significantly different from
the behavior of school administrators in a close supervision :

.climate. y
L. . N

(M) School administrators in a'blosa supervision climate »
tended to comply with suggestions and tovanalyié the situation _
more than school jadministrators in a permissive ‘siper®ision . R
. . i N : {

¥ “ S ‘ ‘ N

5_-1’5
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climate tended to do.

(iif) School administrators in a permissive supervision
climate tended to direct others more than school administrators
In a close supervision ¢limate teaded to do.

(1v) School administrators in a close supervision climate
tended to follow the lead by superordinates more than school
administrators in a permissive supervision climage tended to do.

(v) School administ rators in a ¢lose supervisfon climate
tended to perceive the major problem more than school admingc-
trators in a permissive supervision climate tended to de.

(vi) School administrators in a permicsive sur 0 {on
climate tended to foll;ffthv lead by superordinates very

infrequently,

(vii) School administrators in a close supervision climate
and in a permissive supervision clinate tended to have verv
little interaction with superordinates and tended to give
information to supcrordinates to o very limited extent.

(viii) There tended “to be very few differences bet.o. o the
administrative behavior of school administrators in an inunovation
and inftistive climate and the administrative behavgor of school
administrators in an adherence to rules and precedents climate.

(ix) The administrative b avior of school administpntors
in compatible climates is sigpAticantly different from that of
school administrators in incofipatible climates.

- (x) School administrators in incompatible climates tended

or

to analyse the situation and to organize work more than school
administrators in compatible climates.

(x1i) There was a tendency for school administrators in
incompatible climates to make final plans more than school
.administrators in compatible climates tended to do.

(x1i) The administrative behavior of task oriented school
administrators and that of relationship oriented school adminis-
trators in different organizational climates is not significantly
-different, (This conclusion is subject to sttong qualification.)

(xi11) There were few differences between the administrative.
behavior of older dchool administrators and that of younger school
administrators in different organizational climates.

(xiv) In an innovation and initiative climate school
administrators with considerable formal preparation in educational
administration tended to decide unilaterally more often than did
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the other group, ‘

(xv) In an f{nnovation and initiative ‘climate school
administrators with considerable formal preparation in cducational N\
administration tended to communicate by writfng more. than those
with Tittle such preparation. ' T

(xvi) In an adherence to riles and precedents elimate
school administrators with considerable formal preparation in
cducational ndmjnistrntiqn tended to give information to sub-
ordinates to a greater' extent than did those with little formal
preparation in educatiogal administration.

(xvii) There were differences between the mean number of in-
- basket items attempted by school administrators working in
different organizational climates.

i (xviil) The mean number of in-basket items attempted was
highest for school administrators working in permissive supervision

climates,

(xix) The mean number of in-basket items attempted was
lowest for school administrators working in close supervision
climates,.

The conclusions listed below were derived from the findings

from either the pilot study or the main study But not both. It was
» s B
suggested therecfore that only limited evidence was found for the

presence of the tendencies described in these conclusions.,

\’> Such conclusions were as follows: —

(i) School administrators in compatible climates. tended
to discuss before acting, to maintain relationships, to respond
to outsiders to a greater extent than did school administrators
in incompatible climates and to direct others to a lesscr extent
than dig the latter group of school administrators.

(ii) In a permissive suéervision climate and in an
innovation and initiative climate Younger school administrators
tended to be more concerned than older school administrators
with maintaining relationships. ’

(iii) In an innovation and initiative climate vounger school
administrators tended to direct others more than older school
administrators did.

(iv) Experienced school administrators .el:ve differently
from less experienced school administrators in '_fferent
A
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orpanizational climates.
) ~

(v) In an adherence to rules and precedents climate less
experienced school administrators exchanged information, dis-
cussed possible action and communicated face to face to a greater
extent than did experienced administrators. . '

(vi) In incompatible climates Tess experienced school
administrators tended to discuss possible action, to ask for
information f{rom subordinates, to communicate face to face,. to
communicate by telephone and to discuss with subordinates more

«

than experienced administrators did, v
(vii) In compatible climates experienc®&d school administrators

avoided unwarranted assumptions more often than the less experi-
enced school administrators did. )

(viii) In a permissive supervision climate neither those
with considerable formal preparation in educational Wdmiaistratios
nor those with little formal preparation tended to seek informa-
tion from superordinates nor to discuss with them, .

(ix) School administrators with congflderable formal prepara-
tion in educational administvation tended' to organire, wvork more
than thogse with little formal preparation in educntjd&nl adminis-
tration and also to decide unilaterally more than the latter
group. These tendencies. occurred in an innovation and initiative
climate, ‘ . )

(x) In an adherence to rules and precedents climate those
with considerable preparation in educational adminigtration
tended to exchange information more than those with little formal

preparatioh. - - _

(xi) In incompatible climates schoel administrators with
considerable formal preparation in ~ducational administration
tended to ask for information from subordinates more often than
those with little formal preparation in educational administra-
tion. .

\
.

ITI. IMPLICATIONS ~

The findings and conclusions of this study have a number of

-~ .
implications for _le practice of educational administration. They

also indicate a need for further research.

.
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Implicationg. for the Practice of
Educatjonal AdministrntLpQ

. »3 .
ince this study examined behavior in a simulated job, a note

of cautiod'must be sounded against uncritical attempts to put into

.
\Brnﬁii:c administrative procedures that might appear to be worth-

’ . ‘/ ’ I3
while an the Yasis of the findings and conclasions which have been
. ,
N

‘reported., » reasons for performing the studv by making use of

in<basket mator%a]s and simulated organizational climates were (i)
the difficulty of conducting “wo esearch by observing ”oﬁ the job"
behavior and (ii) to cnable grecter control over the conditions of
the stddy, thus making possible A more ripgorous study.

Caution should also b; exercised iq generalizing about the
effects of the organizational climates since strictl; speaking these
climate.conditions would be applicab onﬂy to those organizations
that established their organizational cl¥pates in a similar manner

\

Nevertheless, bearing thesc cautions in mind, the findings

fo that used in the study.

and thé éonclusions drawn fromthemsuggest a numbor of implications.

Perhaps the most obvious implication is .the need for super-

/
ordinates such as Superintendeng: and-contréf office personnel as
well as school administrators themselves to be aware that the
administrative behavior of school administrators is likely to differ
in different types of organizational climates. For example,- the
findings suggest that the administrative behavior of those in
\\ﬁiimates yhere the supervision is permissive is likely-tgpbe different

from the administrative behavior of thosc who are closely supervised.

If there were more widespread recognition that types of

e
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. i
organizational climate may bear the kinds of rﬁlationships to

-~

administrative behavior that the findings of thiis study suggest,

perhaps the funttioning of educational orgaiNzathns may be improved,

and the dysfunctional effects of employing certsdn supervisory
techniques which might result in establishing certain types of
organizational vlimutos,'might be' avoided.

Other %mplications'are concerned with the management of
organizational climates. . Presumably a decision would have to be
made by those in authority in an orpanization as to the kinds of

-

administrative behaviors tbat are preferred and the organizational
climate so managed as to produce the desired outcomes.

‘ i For example the findings implv that if it is thbught desirable
that schosl administrators comply with suggestions, analyse the
situation and follow the lead by superordinates then close super-
vision'seems appropriate.

The findings concerning the number of adminictrative problems

~
attempted indicated that the meaé'nuéber was highest for school
administrators working in permissive climates and was lowest for
those working in close supervision climates. The incompatible climate
combination of close supervision accompanied by the encouragement of
innovation and initiative produced the lowest mean score of all four.
' -

climate types.

One coulJ;%peculate that if an educationél organization such
as that in the study has a permissive supervision climate the number

of administrative problems for which solutions are attempted is

likely to be higher than if a close supervision climate is fostered,
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and that thé incompatible climate type above with its apparent ~\\$2
ambiguity of expectations is to be avoided.

In the light'o( implications coéncerning the management of
organizational climates, a further implication 1s that if an aséess—
ment of the kind of organizational climate currently operaging in
an educational organization could be made then a lead may be obtained
regarding the occurrence or lack of occurrence of certain administra-
tive behaviors. A further speculation might be advanced that a

-

change in the organizational climate may be accompanied by chinges

in.aspects of administfative behavior. .

Implications for Further Research

One question which arises following an examination of the
results of the present study is wvhether similar results would be
. .
found if the study were conducted with other samples in the same
population or indeed in other populations. A partial answer has

been provided in the sense that in the rescarch reported in this

thesis the main study in effect replicated the pilot studv, using a

x
“~

different sample of school administrators, and a number of findings
were observed to be common in both studies. It mighf be argued

therefore that such findings could with caution be applied to popula-

.

tions with similar'parameters. However, if strict conditions of
statistical inference are observed, then all that can be said is
‘ﬁmt the findings apply only to the population under study. VIt is
Suggested therefore qhat there ;s ut#lity in replicating the study

within other populations in order ‘to determine whether the results of

this study are repeated.

e .
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The findings of this study jhave fndicated the possibilicty
. ¢
/ . .
that differing organizational climates may ﬁnve important relation-

ships to the administrative behivior of school administrators.
Further investigation of the relationships between these variables
should prove valuable for the practice of educational administrniion.
Tﬁv conc%usions of the present study provide a lead to a aumber of

possibilicies for such further research.
>

Comparatively limited use has been made of in-basket tests
in such research as that reported in this studv. TIn view of the
difﬂécultius encountered in studying the "on the job" administrative

behavior of schoolvadminixlrators, it would seem that the simulation
A8

of school organizations and the use of in-basket materials offers a t
valuable means of gathering information about such behavior. Further

research designed to improve school in-basket tests as instruments

for eliciting a range of administrative behaviors, and research

emploving such instruments to investigate aspects of administrative

[y

behavior would scem to be valuable. -
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-GENERAL DTRECTIONS TO pﬁiTICImm‘s

Please do not make any marks on any in-basket items. These arce

costly go reproduce and will be used agath.

ided and on the

. ., .
Please do all your writing on the blang paper pro
Form "Y" but do not destroy them. At the conclusipn of the session

these

you will receive further dircction with respect

In working the exercise, begin at Item 1 and doa. with cach item
in order from 1 to 20.

There is a time limit to the exercise. It is not "likely that you
will complete all items. Deal with as many as possible in the time
allowed, giving due consideration to each item but not dwelling too

long on any one item.

If in your opinion the sotution of an in-basket problém requires
that a letter or .memo be written, then write i”-POiIBLJZYJQ the
substance of the letter or mcho. 1f you feel that aAtolcphonc call
needs to be made, give in point form the substance of the message.
If you feel that an interview or meeting is called for, then in’

point. form give the substance of the proposed interview or meeting.

Assume rationality. That is, assume that all of the people with whom

YOu have contact as principal of Jesse Stuart School will behave in

a rational manner.

The in-basket exercise is to be done on an individual basis. During

the last section of the session, small-group discussions will be
held. During this part of the exercise you will be able to compare

and contrast your solutions to the problems with those proposed by

your colleagues. However, no altcration must be made to youxr own
\ .

individually arrived at solutions.

When using blank paper, please write the in-basket item number before

recording your course of action, letters, -memos, ctc.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION ‘ ,
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SETTING

Today is Monday, June 2. You{ Adrian Prime have been absent
from schoql for most of the previous‘week attending an administrators'
conference. During your absence material has accumulated in your
"In-basket." You have about‘two houfs to take care of fhe work which
has accumulated while you were away.

Having been principal of Jesse Stuart School for fourxmonths,
yYou have some acquaintance with the job and with the people of the }
school and the community.

So now, Adrian, you are on the job and rcady to commence work

on the contents of your "In-basket." .

194



195

10-81200-0¢  "A01g z z o5t 3 s (SSTW) *9 ‘UBT8H ‘SSO¥D
20-8£100-€9  Joig L 01 ‘pa‘g ‘ry-y NW/ s (SSTH) "0 ATeW XTI
ao-ommwwmywm « “3oxg s €z PI'W S , W ure T ' NYWZIOJ
€0-S¥SZT-0L  * oxd T T "s1k ¢ 9z s ] € uyor ‘aNAwaad
11-0¥2062-99 ‘3013 14 L . "pEtd TE S | (SSTW) YInd ‘LiaNNNG
LEOO-0L wWTId3UT T T ‘pa'g Tros'H og W "3 PIOIeH ‘NMO¥E
60-8€T12T-59  -3oid g 8 "Pa‘g {°03'g  6¢ W ‘W uyor ‘saa
ST-121€0-Ly ~ -301g 1 1 VR Tp s ﬁ (25) U3t w
T00T-TL wWIxd3ul 1 1 YW §¢ s’ /Ammﬂxv *d 898 . OHNIAN14
10-S€£1190-85 - Joxd € A v'3 +drg ‘-pa‘a. o€ W - N 31990y ‘1Sdd
p0-6£T€2~59  “3oig 4 8 ‘pa‘g  pe s (SSTW) -d 3jsuer ‘syaad
¥0-LZ¥TZ-5S  *30id v . obe PA'E fVE pp W ToeUDTI ~ ALLANDSVE
ZZ-TYLOST-L9 - "301d 9 9 ‘pa‘d 9z s susy ‘xaNvd
JO-9£€0€-¥9  -joxg L 6 "0s'g gt K maIpUY ~mmmuwm
93POTJT3IaD Tooyoss 12301 . uoT3ecnpy 8by snje3s sureN
STyx urt Te3Taen

3ouaraadx3d jo saesgx

JddYLS TYNOILDNILSNT

TOOHDS INYALS ISSAr

47 LSIT JAJYLS



196

ZL8T-TL wTaajul ¢ 6 'sak ¢ gg S (SSTW) BusaxI ‘IYvadaols
LO-Z¥10€-69 *3oag v 9 PAtE €€ W ("SIW) epusig ’‘MATALVELS
.LVu €0-6v82T-0L  "3oid € £ v'd 9z x. "D STIRUD ‘ATHOOS
LY60ET-TL “aoag z Z ‘sxk ¢ gg ) (SSTW) ¥ ®dTuelL ‘HIIWS
L1-ZyLSe-8g  "301g S S ‘v'd 67 W - (°saW) v Ayjzozoag ‘HIIWS
T0-0v20vT-0L wTIa3jux € S "OSTW 1¢ a ("SIW) TITL “TIVKS
YY-0€66TT1-65 *3oag L vl ‘pag Tv W IBTARX ‘NOSJWIS
LO-9%LTZ-69 "aoxg v 1% "SIA £ g7 S "1 PTOI®H ‘FAONAS
vYeE-vvL060-89 *A0xg S S 'sik ¢ 4z W ‘ (*sSap) Vz suer ‘ITYOINGS
No-ovmow,mm .woum £ 8 ‘pa"g ‘-0s°9d  O¢ W M uy-C ‘NASSOy
L0-9ZTTS0-TL  -301g S Z1 ‘Pd "dra f-vtd Ly W , . el msoumn ' SASOW
mooquw wTI83uUI z Z ‘3rdd pe S " -a PIRUSTY ‘SNINVEW
LO-LETTT~-T9  ‘*3oag Z1 Z1 PAW mM\\)i///ﬂﬂ{;J. .wvnom ‘ SONVIWOW
90-vTI0T0~%Y  raoag Z1 62 o YW LS W PTRPUCQ ‘ISTVTIIVA
LB86T~0L wWTId3UT ‘H 1 ‘p3 -dta Nostg g S -*q uudag ‘saNor
S0-Zv6L0~-L9  ‘A01g T L ‘Pad'd {°¥'g 62 S N g PTeI9S ‘SNILSIH
, /// . >
83ed1JT1319) To0yos Te30L. uotjeonpg sby snjeasg , 3uweN
STY3 ur Teltaey

90uaTIadx3y Jo saeag

i



197

14

(*SaW) euy3zzsg ‘ysozursy

(*saIW) stastep ‘33eMD3S
‘Y buebyTom ‘3xsqI07T
3II3QTY ‘uatey

WeTTTTM ‘unuus)

sswep ‘uosdutg -

(SSTK) Kxen ‘sTeqey
STOT ‘sSawep
(*saw) ueop ‘ueioy

(SSTW} °r e3IT™M ‘33005
(SSTW) u®aTy3ex ‘XoTazeq
(SSTW) as3TUUaP ‘butussiog

‘Y sawep ‘Aozeq

‘ asany Tooyss
s /

~ UeRTPO34ND BTILDIAFRD
3 sueTpoasn) Jue3sIssy
uRTPO3lSN) pesy

JURRTNSUOD *A°Y.

JuelsTSsy AxojexoqeT] 32Ud IO

SUBTIPAQIT] JUP3ISTSSY
Jex3stbHoy

R ge)

Axejaa0ssg

P

Iabeuey ssauTsng

IYNOTILINdLSNI-NON

Soustiadxz JO siesx

.

EETRTS »

60-Sb20vz-TL ‘302148 Z S ‘PI"gd 9z S (SSTW) "D 92TTV “MOTHOX
Bm,mm -3014 Lt €€ pavE fven SS W "“1°0°€ ‘HONOHM
10-2€121-25  -joig 6 12 55w 7y g H PTRATYSIY “TL1THM
SO0-bv12Z-1 b ‘3018 « 174 1T ‘P39 {-os-g 6b C W ,NUﬂHm 34141 NoA
10-v£821-05  -jozg - €1 ‘pI'g s 'MW ("STW) STZ0Q “WHWD NwA
8600-GL WTIa3UT 1 S ‘pI'E  pe s (SSTH) "5 ATT®S ‘SSASWALS

\ mumoﬂuﬂmeu Tooyss = Tejor uor3RONpPy by snjejs ‘aureN

STyY3 ufg Te3TaeR



RIBSSIA
To: /[./L/t( o/
. tC(L PR 'C‘
/V
ote: //L/(
Tl A
. J/‘J{; E dha ]
(7/. f/\(, ./.'1(4,«((,\?-,/&,—
. < /
aledey T e

/t/»ffc{',

From;

(»c A,

JosePl /,/ Ao 7
Ao v

/1
\/,Lé/

’
. i
Kf\ MRS AN Y VS 4

V4 .
[’ P (/ e / ) /
Ler~f ¢ Ly ‘Cf\l/

/. . : T
% Al (e
AR

2N 4 Catys

I'd . ‘ '
7/7\k/ ,Jf/\ oA _,/L <t ((Q-‘/ ‘
/‘Lﬂu(/’\,q S //\ (et fL/rC/

STHART JUNTOR=SE 10T 116Gy

Véc/ x
(A

S NS é - d( - '1/( {xe ('C/'{d- .

(’n//

L//\ e
e i ctn <
lg‘/}'( ool s &y of

Ot g /t

/( ((7\_‘,)

/(,Vlj/wtz ((/( ,/('_/(’./( )\/

L//((J (¢
. [//\C,‘ /(\((\/

1TCN RGL 198

Memo ,
SC100L

{() {A—(,/\:/ ﬁ) ./tﬁ’( L ((Z«G v /c/&'«( <[.://

./é'.l'((.‘v(zr.'/ A

el
, \Z(»(,~f)'w /(" '(t( N ('/(.’( (1

. /
/74( .’(16*((.02—\_4 /

//t//\/j /C'/ (')1(1,\_(,,/ ol /""k/_-r"

¢ //\/AC e ((/ /L ((( &
/7

2R A

QAR A4 ANl {‘(/ <L

e L(([ / /'/\‘/ 7< ‘ 7">\-(/ L’//‘- s ~
Ve ;o .r/. °
é‘ N L /“‘;‘(/'( Coor
v 7
(;J/(. ,J—(C/{'_,
/ 2
A Al - /uf{ ;\,‘C/ r//w(/:,('/

_,/."’14/71 4 (

/' . 7 ) . ¢
'/,"L(’E,/(@,\, o C(L Zéx (¢ r/p -J-
J / /
/

~'-//vz’»’({v« LAV a’/ @

/
O A

/(/( 2N

&SIl

S SINLL

(‘,’L.(L_/ (RIS N

(i<§e ‘((//,,t/ /
UL v o, g Z‘tm //C(i-a//
> :

ATCCA /(/‘ o



ITEM G, 2 - ’ 199

pone .
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17CM 0. 3
56 Ontario Drive,
Chimo, Westpro,
May 26,

»

- Dear f'r, rime,
X

I have a family of four boys and a girl, Three of my boys
and my daughter attended Jesse Stuart 'ligh where they showed themselves
to be excellert students, All ofthem now have very good jobs. I'y youngest
son Tony is in Grade 9 at your school. Recently his-ilaths., teacher informed
me that Tonszia&od ahilify and was not performing well, so he might not
be promotecd, This would be a reel disgrace/for our family, 1 insist that

’

Tony be promoted,

ours sincerely,

PN T wnen

. , ' M. Jurner (lirs,)

200
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Jesse Stuart Junior-fenior iligh
‘School
May 29 .

<

Qeor fr, Frime,

24

At to-day's muotihg of tha StUdént Council it was unanimously
deciced to l'ring te your notice again the need for a swimming pool for
tre school., Ctudents feel very strongly about this issue. Some deleggxes
suggested that students ougnt to consider staging a stirike until trhey et
assurances thal a pool will be Luilt, 1lowever, it was decided not Lo take
suct action until we had ayain discussed the matter with yc Could you

maet come of our mem! €rs Lofore our next meeting? (
] - . : =

J

Yours sincerely,

% /CQ&L’QJM\/'
G

e UWalson

(Chairman)
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TELEPHON'E monn

.

JESSC START JUNTOR=SESTOR HIGH SZaooL

-
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Y

from: S

Date: Q‘{;\,L/f 2

4

.Time: S22 20 /0/71,/
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12.

12.1

12:2

o)
EXCERPT FROM THE SALARY CONTRACT

.

Clauses related to instruction and supervision time

Ny

Teachers shall not be required to give instruction for
more than twenty-five hours per week. Instruction is
deemed to be any activity that is clearly a part of or-
directly related to the curriculum as defined by the ‘
provincial department of education. )

Teachers shall not be required to supervise students in
activities not related to their teaching for more than
five hours per week.

The total assigned time for each teacher shall not exceed

twenty-eight hours per week.

P2
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Momo
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1TEN KoL 10

TELEP-OUE INTEARIPTIN

_ "tr, Prime, this is Jemnifer. 7rg. Stepchuck wantis to speak to you

urgently, Ghe says her son has bec wroncly eccused of something he

e

did not do, and she says she wents aw apology or sha will withdraw her

son from school, 3he sounds pretty uptioht so I thougﬁt 1td bette?

interrupt you." - )



ITEM NO. 11

CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD
Chimo, Westpro

Ofg<ce bﬂ the Superintendent

May 26

~Mr. A. Prime

Principal

Jesse Stuart Junior- Sen1qr
High School

Dear Adrian:

Your new.science program seems to be getting a mixed
reaction from the parents in your community to judgé by the
éomwents at the board meétfng on Friday last.

-Could you prepare a summary of the innovations to date,l
and an evaluation of its strengths and weaknesses for the méeting
of 3June 13 ¢ J

S1ncere1y,.

/ﬁ&iz Q ;((

J A. Pupil
Department of Secondary
Education

209
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Memo

JESSE STUART JUNIOR-SCRIOR HIGH SCHOOL

To: L/?Q% L,/&/Z«oomw : ,
From: Qoz,('m/ u/é@w,ﬂ/ | t
Nate: “1712/76227/ ngé)
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MZ‘ L 2 e Ai uz/
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/

28 Spruce fvenuae,
Chiimo, tiestpro.

lay, 27.

Dear i'r, Prime, i .
I would be most grateful if you could spare some time to

discuss a rather serious matter with me. Could I come end seeo you next

P 3
wWednesd.y aflernoon? I attend classes at the Yniversity of Uesipro during

the week, Sut our Wednesday afternoon class has been cancelled, so I could

come then if this is convenient for you, ' : >

Sincerely,

G Bt

Joan Best (frs.)

Infornmation for In~"esket participnrt: “otert Dest has been on staff for

3 years. A few teachers have breucht to your attention that he ras recently

teen spending "a lot of time" with Sue, an attractive frace 10 student,

w
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Dr. S. Ranada Tettler Puilding .
Or. P2, Sullivan . ' Central plq}a
Chimo.’

Tel. 432-0412

Mr, A. Prime,
Jesse Stuart School,

Dear Tir,
On the hasis of my examinatidn of Lynn-Ann Boronnais,
I recommend that she uithdgqﬁ from school for the time “eing. She is
t
most unhappy in the present situstion and learning throuch correspondence

or with a tutor would “e more beneficial at this tima,

Yours truly,

Raﬂada,| - \'-



ITEM NO. 15

WESTPRO TEACHERS' FEDERATION

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIOE SECRETARY

May 27

Mr. Adrian Prime

Principal o .

Jesse Stuart Secondary School (Registered)
Chimo, Westpro N

Dear Mr. Prime:

RE: WTF Receipt of Grievance

This letter; will serve as official notification to you,
Mr. Adrian Prime, that a grievance, of a serious nature, has been
placed against you. In order to guarantee against reprisals, the
anonymity of these individuals will be safeguarded by this office.

You are also hereby informed that an investigation team,
comprised of selected administrators from this province, will be
chosen, made aware of this grievance, and, in the course of the next
two weeks, will determine the validity of this particular-claim.
They will also be responsible for suggesting remedial solutions to
the Executive in the event that you are found gquilty of this charge.

You are obliged, as a member of this professional federation,

to give the investigation team every assistance and to do nothing,
that would, in any way, hinder or affect their examination of the
situation. You will receive word of their arrival in due course.

K.T. Bealer
Executive-Secretary

ya mgaw

I1-15 - .

213
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\ 214
DISCIPLINE BY-LAWS OF THE WESTPRC [kA: HERS' FEDERATION

Whenever it appears that a member has been guilty of unprofessional
or unethical conduct:

(a) any member or group of members may request in writing an
investigation. :

(b) any person or group may lodge a written charge of
unprofessional or unethical conduct.

The request for an investigation or the charge shall be mailed
or delivered to the executive secretary of the Association and
shall set out the nature and the particulars of the complaint.

Upon receipt of a request for an ipvestigation or of a charge

of unprofessional or unethical conduct, the Provincial Executive
Council may, and upon receépt of a written charge shall, direct
that an investigation be conducted by an investigating officer
who shall not be a member of the Discipline Committee or its
secretary, provided that the member whose conduct is under
investigation be informed of th# ction and also be informed

5
of the investigating officer’ recommendation.

The investigating officer sh
investigation to the executid
executive secretary.

11 report the results:of his
€ secretary or the assistant

If the investigating officer's report indicates that there are
grounds warranting a hearing by the Discipline Committee, the
Provincial Executive Council shall order the said committee to
hold a hearing and, if no prior charge of unprofessional or

.unethical conduct has been lodged, shall formulate such a charge.

The Provincial Executive Council may demand from any person or

"group lodging a written charge of unprofessional or unethical

conduct, and before directing the Discipline Committee to hold

a hearing, a reasomable sum as a deposit to cover the necessary
costs and expenses, Jand, in case the complaint is found to be -
friVolous-or,vexat'ous, the deposit may be so applied; otherwise
the deposit shall™be returned to the person or group making the
same. . -

.Where time is of the essence, the functions of the Provincial

Executive Council under subsections (3), (5) and (6) of this

by-law may be performed by any one of the president, past president,
vice-president, execytive secretary, or assistant executive
secréfary of the Association, whose decision shall, however, be’
subject to review by the Provincial Executive Council.



(8) The Provincial Executive Council, on recommendation of the
Discipline Committce, may pay to a member against whom a charge
of unprofessional or unethical conduct has been found to be
frivolous or vexatious such of «the costs incurred by him in his
defense as it deems just.

(1) Whenever the DisciplinS/CommitLee has been directed to hold a
hearing, its secretary shall in accordance with the provisions
of The Teaching Profession Act cause to be served on the person
whose conduct is the subject of the hearing and upon the
complainant a notice setting forth the date, place, time and
subject matter of such hearing.

(2) In setting the time, place and date of such hearing, regard
shall be had to the convenience /of the committee and all
parties concerned. ‘

The committee may at the expense of the Association employ legal
counsel who shall assist in the presentation of evidence and shall
admise the committee upon questions of procedure and law, but who
shall not be present during the committee's determination of the
guilt or innocence of the accused. ) ‘ A

I3

The secretary of the Diécipline Committee shall cause a record of
its proceedings to be taken. ’

For the purpose of procuring the attendance of any person as a wipness b
before the Discipline Committee, the committee or any member‘tﬁereof,

or the secretary of the committee, may cause to be served on' such

person a notice requiring him to attend before the committee and to

produce such documents as he would be compelled to- produce at the

trial of an action at law. Such notice shall be served in the same

way and shall have the same effect as a notice requiring the atten-

dance of a witness at the hearing of a trial at law and the penalties o
in the'case of disobedience to any such notice shall be as provided

by The Teaching Profession Act. _ ‘ .

N

(1) In the event a person who is found guilty of unprofessional or
unethical conduct appeals to the Teaching Profession Appeal Board
in the manner provided by The Teaching Profession Act the delivery

‘ of a notice of appeal shall serve to suspend the operation of the
Provincial Executive Council's disciplinary action and any action
taken by the Minister on the recommendation of the Provincial
Executive Council until the final determination of such appeal
or its abandonment.

.



(2)

(1)

(2)

Upon being notified of the delivery of a . .. .ce of appeal the
executive secretary shall forward to the regilstrar of the
Department of Education a copy of the record &f proceedings
before the Discipline Committee, the transcript or notes of
the evidence adduced, the exhibits filed, the'committee's
report to the. Provincial Executive Council and the Provincial
Executiv. uncil's decision.

1
Any party to the appeal shall upon re¢c sest and upon payment
for same at the rate of twenty-fiv o ts per page be furnished

with copies of said documents.

-

Unprofessional conduct shall include bfoaches or violations of
the Code of Ethics or excessive or flagrant breaches of the WIF
Standards of Profesgsional Conduct. '

Without in any way restricting the generality of subsection
(1) hereof, every member shall be deemed guilty of unprofes-
sional conduct who: ' :

(a) wilfully takes, because of animosity or for personal
advantage, any steps to secure thedismissal of anopher<$
teacher;

(b) wilfully circulates false reports derogatory to any
fellow teacher or to any other person directly associated
with education in the Province of Westpro;

(c) maliciously, carclessly, irresponsibly or otherwise not
in fulfilment of official duties, criticizes the work
of a fellow teacher in such a way as to undermine the
confidence of the public and pupils; .

' . '  J

(d) where he is one of a local group, bargains on his own

' Behalf on quest ns affecting each and all members of

the group;

(e) is addicted to the excessive use of intoxicating liquors

of the excessive or habitual use of opiates or narcotics;- !

. 216

(f) has been convicted of an offence under The Juvenile DeZinqhents

Act or an indictable offence under the Cfiminal Code.
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JESSE STUART JU'TIC?‘—'SE MICR HIGH SCHOAL
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CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOGL FOARD
Chimo, lestpro

Office of the. Superintendent

May 30

fire N, Primé

Principal )

Jesse Stuart Junior-Senior
righ School

Dear Adrian,

A meeting of Secondary School Principals will te held op
June 6 to discuss the problem of overcrowding in some of.our -igh Sehools.
1t would te helpful if Principals brought to the meeting irnformation re.

t .
present and anticipated enrolments, current bussing arrancements, anticipated

staff recuirements. . .

Sincerely,

P

I.M.Hyer

Superintendent,



ITEM NO. 18

TELLPMOIE 1PE7D

4 JESSC STUART JUNICR=GEIIIGR HISH 5C GUL
To: \‘/O’LA/ %W\,M

From: ;

Dete: /4,%/ 2
Time: ;)2 24 /ﬂ/’)v .
Please call telepnone NO. sesesocossccccccs

»

Will call 8898iN ceeeeeoceannes '
MESSAGE: /(/(,;‘/\/(/C(/ /,,M/ /64»«.4«// /(l—f»s/ 47/{9—(,7;/ .,/,(LAA,"/Z/
W,WW;‘?I/. e ppotecs Alpl Al
\j/ //M/c«x/ A tciels A T /75{,(/(/ //L,(/A/C/‘b«(/
~/4A/w//va-c</;/(éua? /LMV; oo ﬂxﬂ /J/(/M — e
A et T [0\//7 Al 7/ W g x/(,z(qf

C lail i ,4Q{L4;/é/ ,4§$7Q¢«/c/ 2 ov /47/7~//.'

sy

Received Jy é j

ey
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ITEM MO, 19
THE_LITTLS MWl THCATRA GROUP -

16 Aspen Avenue,

Phone 434 7398
) Chimo, Westpro,

Nay, 26¢

Dear Principél,

Our company will be visiting schools in your area during

the last wesk in, June,

We would like to give a lunch hour performance lasting -

approximately 40 minutes at your school. Admission charge to the performance

'

will be E0 cents (staff members free)., Ue pay a generous commission of

25% of takings to Schdol Funds.

Resppetfully yours,

-
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ITEM ¥NO. 20 ' '
‘ :.‘ ‘ 'O )
oy, » E7  Tallixser, Sl
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LEAST PREFERRED CO-WORKER RATING SCALE
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LEAST PREFERRED CO-WORKER RATING SCALE
' Y

Individuals differ in the importance they attach to the traits
of co-workers. Such differences may be significant in team-work. Please

[y

give your immediate, first reaction to the item below.

Think of, but do not name, the person with whom you can work
least well. He or she may be someone you know now, Or someone you !
knew in the past. He or she should be the pefson with whom you would
have the most difficulty getting a job done.

Use the follpwing items to rate this person. Indicate your

ratings by circling the appropriate number on each itqn.

2

Pleaéant ——Be—i-=T7==:==f-=:1==5-=:1==4-=:==3-—:1-~2-—:1-=1-- gnpleasaqt
Friendly ——8——:——7--:f—6——:-—5-4:-—4——:--3——:-—2-—:*—1—— Unfriendly
Rejecting " -——l——:——2-—:'..——‘3--:——4-;:——5--;3-.—6-—:--7——:——8—-‘- Acc.epti'ng
Helpful --8—-:——7——:-—6——k—-5——:;-4——:—-3——:——2——:--1-— Frustrating ¢

Unenthusiastic =-1-=:--2-=3:==3==:==4==:==5==:——f-=:~=-7-—;~—8~~ Enthusiastic

Tense o lemiem2emimm3mmmmdme 1em§em o= i —=T--:--8o- Relaxed
Distant -—l——:—-2-j:;—3f—:—-4—-:*—5—-:-—6-—:——7——:—— -- Close-

cold elem oo ioi3emiomBlmiiaBemiomgom:==T==:==8-= Warm
Cooperative ——8—-:--7—-;--6-—:—-5--:--4——:-—34—:——2:-?——l—— Uncooperative .
Shpportive -—8-—:-—7——:——6-—:——5-—:—-4——:—;3—-:—-2-—:4-1—- Hostile_
Boring '--l—-:-—2—-:—-3:—:—-4——: :——7—;:4—8-— interesting
Quarrelsome —=l--im=2mmim=3mm i m—4-- :--7--:--8-- Harmonious

Self-Assured —~8-=:1==T=-F e i==5--: :=-2--:--1-- Hesitant

Efficient ~=Bw=im=T==;=—f==:i==5-—:=~4~= 1 -=3-=:~=2-=:--1-- Inefficient
Gloomy " e=lemi==2-=i==3-=i-=4==:==5-=:—=6-=:=-7--:-=8-- Cheerful
Open , ——Bemi=mTmmmmfmm i==5== t==4m=:==3-=1==2-—:-~1-- Guarded

a i

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE
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BIOGRAPHICAL, POSITION 'AND PROFESSIONAL DATA

Name:

Ade {check category): 20 - 29

<30 - 39

40 - 49 .

50 or over

Sex (check category):. Male

Female

Present Position:

Name of School:

Address of School: ' ’ ' ‘_

Typevof School (check category) : Eléhentary

Juhior High

Senior High

Other (please specify)

Total number of yeérs in present position:

Total number of years employed in educatfon:

Total number of years}as & principal and/or vice principal: |

Number of years of teacher education: -
Number of years of formal edugatioh in édhcational administration:

Number of formal courses,in educational -administration (count each

"half coursé" as well as each "full course" as one)




APPENDIX E
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FORM Y CHECKLIST OF BEHAVIORS

L A

i __In-Basket Item Number
N Y[ 23Tl o] 7 TeTe Tnofii]az]13]74]1s

Ask for information from subordinates

Ask for information from pcers

Ask for information from superordinates

N -

Give information to subordinates

Give information to peers

Give information to superordinates

Explain actions to subordinates

\ Lxplain actions to peers

Explain actions to superordinates

Communicate face to face

Communicate in writing N

Communicate by telephone .

ae v '

Discuss with subordinaLA.

Discuss with peers j
I
I

Discuss with superordinates

Follow lead by subordinates

Follow-lead by pcers

toliow lead by superordinutes

Py S —

Schedule decision for same day

Schedule decision for same/or next week !

Schedule decision no time specified

Delegate completely

Delegate partially with control ) - |
v

T s
.kDelegatc partially without control

L

llow-up or feedback ) B

Follow pre-established structure

Initiatg new str Ture

Ask for information from outsiders

- Give information to outsiders

Explain action to outsiders

Discuss with outs: ‘yrs

Give directions or suggestions

Involve subordinates in decision making

Refer to ﬁfpcrordinaces ]

Decide ?é{iaterally A N ' i

/ N
-
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ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATES
GROUPS A, B, C AND D
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Organizational Climate - Group A

The organizational climate in which you will be working is one

characterized by permissive supervision and the encouragement of inno-

vation and initiative.

n

This means that YOu, as principal, have considerable oppor-
tunity to exercise your own discretion ia dealing with matters
relating to y0ur school. For example, you have freedom to determine

how Department of Education policy amd/or School Board policy is -

Bl

implemented freedom to determine how decisions are made and how tasks

érg carried out in your gchool. Your performance is not closely
monitored by your superordinates (e.g. your superintendent aﬂd/ér
Central Office personnel).

In addition you are encouraged to be innovative and to display
initiative. Creativity and originality in the solution of problems
are'fbsteréd. It is expected that therq!will be minimal reliance by

" you on rules, regulations and standard procedures,

229
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Organizational aQimate - Group B

The drganizational climate in which you will be working is one

characterized by close supervision. However, at the same time innova-

:tion and initiative are encouréged.

This heans that you, as principal, can expect your performapce
to be closeiy monitored by your superoréznates (e.g. your super-
" intendent and/or Centralvoffice personnel). You can expect frequent
visits from your superingendent who will on these occasions discuss
-with you in detail aspects of your séhool's operation. You will be
expectea to notifx the superintendent in writing should you introduce

”

any/innovations in such areas as programs, scheduling, class groupings, .
ﬂﬁ\\\\fg;ching methods, etc. v |
Though supervision is close ¥0ou are nevertheless encouraged to
be innovative and to display initiative. Creativity and origihality
in the solﬁtioﬁ of pfoblems are fostered. It is expected that there

will be minimal reliance by you on rules, regulations and standard

procedures.
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Organizational Climate - Group C

.

The organizational climate in which you will %e working is

one characterized by permissive supervision but at the same time

adherence to rules, precedents and standard procedures is expected.

This means that your performance as a principél is not
closely monitored by your superordinates (e.g. your superintendeqt

anad/or Centra Office personnel),

However, you are expected to follow closely rules and

regulations, precedents and standard procedures as guides to action.
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Organizational Climate - Group D

' The organizational climate in which you will be working is one

1

characterized by close supervision aGWd adherence to rules, precedents
~

and standard* edures. , ) {

2 (Y
el . . .
This meafis that you, as principal, can expect your performance

to be closely monitored by your superordinates (e.g. your super-

intendent and/or Central Office personnel). You can expect frequent

visits from your superintendent who will on these occasions discuss

with you in detail aspecfs of your school's operation. You will be
g™
expected to notify the superintendent in writing should you wish to-

make any changes in such areas as_programs, scheduling, class groupings,

teaching methods etc.

You are expected to follow closely rules and regulations,

precedents and standard procedures as guldes to action.

Al



APPENDIX G
LETTERS FROM SUPERINTENDENTS REINFORCING

CLIMATE CONDITIONS A, B, C, D
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NOTE TO IN-BASKET PARTICIPANT: Do not respond to this item. It jg meant

to indicate. to you‘the "climate" within which you are working.

CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD
Chimo, Westpro
Office of the Superintendent
May 30

]
Mr. A, Prime . . R
Principal
Jesse Stuart Junior-Senior
High Sehool o
Dear Adrian,

You will ne doubt recall our telephone conversation shortly after
you commenced duty at Jesse Stuart High. . I ;ndicated then the kind of
organizational‘climate" we try to develop in our system.’ I tﬁought iﬁ
may be.useful if I put some of these expectations in wrlting for your

guidance. ' , v g o

Basically, we emphasize“ perm1551ve supervision and the encourage-—

Nl s

ment of i vation and initiative. This means you have considerable
freedom o: zion and should.feel free to try new Programs andrteaching
methods which you feel a;e worﬁhwgile, to search for ffesh approachee to
educational probiems, to find new and better ways of doing the Job.

You can expect plenty of opportunlty to. perform the job in your

Own way. - , i : (;
Best wishes for agsuccessful stay at Jesse Stuart. .

‘ + .
Sincerely,

(I.M. Hyer). -
" Superintendent
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NOTE TO IN-BASKET PARTICIPANT: Do not respond to this item. It is

meant to indicate to you the "climate" within which you are working.
. . .

)

CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD
Ch;mo, Westpro
Office of the-Superintendent

May 30

Mr. A. Prime .

Principal .

Jesse Stuart Jynior-Senior-
High School

~ 1]

Dear Adrian, N

e

You will no doubt recall o;:\telephone conversation shortly after

}
i
i

you commenced duty af Jesse Stuart'Hldh I indicated then the kind of

"organizational climate" we try to develop in our system. I thought it
[ ‘ ‘ ’
/ . . .
may be useful if I put some of these expectations in writing for your

~

guidance. .

Ba51cally, we emphasize close superv131on and the adherence by

pr1nc1pals to rules, regulatlons and precedents
We feel that it is desirable<that there be frequent céntact and
communication between Central Office personnel qnd‘our principals. In

Other words, we liln to know exactly what our principhls'are doing.

It is felt also-that pr1nc1pals should place considerable

rellance on rules, regulatlons and standard procedures. After all, these
are the end products of many years of experience, and should~prdvide

reliable guides for action.

Best wishes for a successful stay at Jesse Stuart. :

Sincerely, -

1

(I.M. Hyer)
Superintendent
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NOTE TO IN-BASKET PARTICIPANT: Do not respond to this item. It is meant

l

to indicate to you the "c¢limate" within which yoﬁ are working.

CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD
Chimo, Westpro
Dffice of the Superintendent
+ May 30

Mr, A. Prime
Principal
Jesse Stuart Junior- Senlor

High School

Dear Adrian,

o

You will no doubt recall our telepHone conversation shortly after
’ ’ r .

You commenced duty at Jesse Stua:fgﬂigh. I indicated then .the kind of

"organizational élimate" we try to .develop in our systém. I thought it

~
-

may - be useful if I put some of these expectations in writing for your

guidance. :

3 i

Basically, we emphasize permissive supervision, yet at the same

time the importance of rﬁles, regulations and precedents is stressed:ﬁ

R .
O This means that your ﬁork.will‘not be Cclosely monitored by : T
Central. Office personnel.. However, it is felt:thaf principals should
place considerable reliance én_rules, regulations and standérd procedures.
After all, these are the end products of many years of experlence, and
- should provxde rellable guld;nce for action. ‘ - i '
Best wishes for a successful.stay at Jesse étua;t. |

' : Sincerely,

(I.M. Hyer) ’ ' j P
Superintendent - (;7.



237

-

NOTE TO IN-BASKET PARTICIPANT: ' Do not respond to this item. It is meant

;

to indicate to you the "climate" within which you are working.'

CHIMO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD "
- Chimo, Westpro |
Officé of the superintendent

' Mdy 30 . :

Mr. A. Prime ’
Principal X o
desse Stuart Junior-Senior

High School N

Dear Adrian,
. ) -~ . \ . .
You will no doubt recall our telephone conversation shortly after

You commenced duty at Jesse Stuart High. I indica;ed then the kind of

"organizational climate" we try to develop in our systém. I thoﬁghf it

may be useful if I put some of these expectations in writing for your
guidance. e , -
Basicélly, we emphasize close supervision, yet at the same time

innovation and initiative are encouraged. - We feel that it is desirable

that "there be frequent contact and communication 5etween,Central Office
personrtel and our principals.

In other wordg, we like toiknow exactly what our princibalf are
doing. However, we don't wish” to stifle the seafch‘for fresh approaches

to educational problems and the finding of new and better ways of doing

]
i

the job. _ - . :

Best wishes for a sucééssful stay at Jesse Stﬁaffg

- I

Sincerely,

’ (I.M. Hyer)
Superintendent
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INSTR%STIONS FOR SCORERS

E GENERA

f£

One scorer will score the odd numbered in-basket items for each

3 . \.
subject. Another scorer will score.the even numbered in-basket

L]

items for each subject. The designer of the in-basket exercise
will oversee the whole scoring operation. )

. i 4 ' . ‘
Forty-four scoring categories will be used to score each in-basket

item. These categories are shown on the score sheets and are also

listed below.

With the exception of the category Number of Items Attempted, each
category on the score sheet will be scored as fdllows: If the

behavior specified by a scoring category occurred in an in-basket

. response the scorer will enter "l1." If such behavior .did not

occur in an in-basket response the scorer will enter "0."

If a scorer is in doubt about wheﬁher or not the response to a
particular in-basket item indicates that a parﬁicﬁlar behavior
eithe: did or did not'occur, a panel of expert judges consisting
of the two scorers and the desigder of the in-basket exercise (the
researcﬁer) will be cénstituted to decide the igsue.

When 511 infbasket item scores have beén.entered én the score sheet

the scorer will sum the rows.

THE SCORING CATEGORIES--GUIDELINES FOR SCORERS

A. EXCHANGING INFORMATION

Asks for information from subordinates--Does the subject's response

indicate that he seeks information from his subordinates?

;v
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lo.

11.

12.

'

240

Asks for information from peers--Does the subject's response indicate

that he seeks information from his peers?

ve

Asks for information from superordinaﬁeS“Does'the %ubéegt's response

1

indicate that he seeks information from his Superiors? A

Gives information to subordinates--Does the subject's response

indicate that he gives information to his subordinates?

Gives information to peers--Does the subject's response indicate

that he gives information to his peers?.
' e

Gives information to sterofdinates—-Does the subject's response

indicate that he gives information to his superordinates?

Explains actions to subordinates--Does the Subject's response

indicate that he explains his actions to his supbordinates?

N
|

Explains actions to peers—-boes the subject's response indicate

that he explains his actions to his peers?

Explains actions to superordinates--Does the subject's response

indicate that he explains his actions to his superordinates?

Communicatcs face to face--Does the subject's response indicate

o

_that he communicates face to face?

)

Communicates by writing--Does the subject's respoﬂ%e indicate that

he communicates by writing?

- Communicates by telephone--Does the subject's response indicate

t

that he communicates by telgphonef

—nt ) ) \



13.

14.

15.

16.

L]

17.-

18.

’ 241

B. DISCUSSING BEFORE ACTING

Discusses with subordinates--Does the subject's response indicate -

. / i

that he discusses with subordinates the  issue/s raised by the in-

<

basket'item?

Discusses with;peers--ppes the subject's response indicate that he

discusses with beers, ile., other principals the issue/s raised by

the in-basket item?

. . - : . - . !
Discusses with superordinates--Does' the subject's response indicate

. i - v N
RS T Y
- : o D
s ' 4 N

Follows lead by subordinates--Does the subject's response indicate

that he adopts advice and/or suggestions offered by subordinates and

uses this advice and/or suggestions as gquides to action?

T
Follows lead by peers--pDoes the subject's response indicate that he

adopts advice and/or suggestions offered by peers'and uses this

advice and/or suggestions as guides to action?

Follows leads by superordinates--Does tﬁe subject's response indicate
thaﬁ he adopts advice and/or suggestions offered by superordinates

and uses this advice and/or suggestions as guides to action?



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

242

D. ANALYZING THE SITUATION

Perceives major problem--Has £he'subject shown by his response to
the item that: he has perceived the major problem? Has he considered
N
bdth short term and long term implications of the problem? 1Is his
diagnosis of the problem accurate? Is he focuss{ng on the major
issue/s and not on less crucial peripheral issues? ﬁg&g: .The above
questions will be discussed by the researché}.aﬁ& scorers privr to
the scoring. The researcher wili idéntify for each in-basket item
(i) the pajor issue;s, (ii) the lohg term and the short term

4

implications.

Avoids unwarranted assumptions--Does the subject's response indicate
that he avoids making assumptions which are not warranted by the

information_preéented to him in the in~-basket exercise?
\ : S ¢

i

E. MAINTAINING RELATIONSHIPS .

Interacts with subordinasii::gggS/tEE/;;;;;;t's response indicate

that he maintains organizational relationships by intéracting with

subordinates--does he involve them in discussions, seek their advice

or approval, try to do~what would please them?

Interacts with peers--Does the subject's response indicate that he

maintains organizational relationships by interacting with peers--

does he involve them in discussions, seek their advice or approval,
try to do what would please them? ~—

a

Interacts with superordinates--Does the subject's response indicate

that he maintains organizational relationships by interacting with



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29,

- 30.

J . L
7 . .
243

superordinates--does he involve them in discussions, seek their

advice or approval, tfy to do what would please them?

F. ORGANIZING WORK
‘ ’ | ; ~ ' ~ )

Schedules action for same day--Does the subjectbindicate that he

has scheduled the decision for the same day?

Schedules, action for same or next week-—qus'the‘subjebt indicate

~

that he has scheduled the decision for the same week or next week?

"\

Schedules action no time spec¢ified--Does the subject Yndicate that

he has scheduled the decision but has specified no time when .the N
- l ) \ ' ’

decision is to be made? : ' ' \

Delegates completely--Does the subject's response indicate that he

delegates responsibility to subordinates completely? ~ s

4~.\

Delegates partially with control--Does the subjétt's response

- indicate that he_delegates partially to subordinates but maﬁetains

some control over ;ﬁé deqisionfmakihg and requires some feed back?

' : s : . '
‘Delegates parff:&ly without control--Does the subject's response
FOm .

- v

-indicate that he delegates partial reépénsibility to suborﬁiiates

without any'contIOl in the area which has been delegated?

Q . .
Plans follbw-qp or feedBack--Does the subject's response indicate

that he plans follow~up ynd that he arranges for feedback to reach

him so that hé can evaluate th¥iresults of planned courses of action,




M ]

31. Makes tentative plans only--Does the subject's response indicate that

he makes'tenhative plans only and .ot definite final ptans?

v
’

32. Maké§ final plans~-Does the subject's response indicate that he

makes definite final plans?

33. Follows pre-established structure--Does the subject's response

indicate that he adheres to pre—eétablished structure, i.e., he

relies on cu-tom and precedent; he uses "normal channels" of
. .

- y . . : 3 . - .

“communication; he utilizes only formal staff meetings and other
-

already existing committees, etc.? . L

34. Injtiates new structure--Does the subject's response indicate that

,/%e is innovative; that he does not rely solely on pre-established
/ : »
structure as outlined in #33 but initiates new structure in response

to particular issues.

~

RESPONDING TO OUTSIDERS . -

‘

"gTAéks for information from outsiders--Does the subject's response

“indicate that he seeks information from outsiders?

6. Gives ;ﬁformatlon to Qut51ders—-Does the subject's response indicate

.nf'

_,.

that he 91’\1%5 1nfo;maéivon~g§f out51ders?
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39. Follows leads by outsiders--poes the subject's response indicate

~ that he adopts advice énd/or suggestions offered by outs uers and

uses this advice and/or suggestlons as guides to action?

40. 1Int ra33§7w1th outsiders--Does the subject's résponse indicate that

he maintains organizational relationships by interacting with

. ] ) . '
. outsiders-~does he involve them in discussions, seek their advice
. ~

" ' or approval, try to do what would please them?

\ H. DIRECTING OTHERS B /*)

( - |

41. Gives directions or suggestions~-Does the subject's response indicate

o

that he gives directions or suggesti09§ to subordinates and/or peers

and/or superordinates and/or outsiders?

Y.

I. WMAKING DECISIONS

42. Involves subordinates in decision making--Does the sub_uct's .esponse:

" indicate that he involves subordinates in decision making? 4

1

. X! o
43. Refers to superordinates--Does the subject's response indicate that

. he refers the matter to Superordinates for decision?

A

44. Decidés unilaterally--Does the subject's’ response indica;% that he

decides unilaterally, i.e., that he makes decisions without
conéultation?

o . P

ed--—Count’" the number of in-basket items attempted

' Number of‘}ﬂhgs

;;{.? .
by the su@;gp?k fEntEr the ;otal number attembted at the foot of column_

K 5"‘
Note: . slﬁbe eath Scorer w111 score either odd or even pumbered 1n~basket _

items agd@ﬁgi botg he maximum . score possible for each subject is 10. ‘[
' K . . : B . 3

-
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E Department of Educational
- : Administration,
- The University of Alberta,
P . 4 September, 1975.

Dr. E. Ingram, .

Vice President,

Regional Council on
School Administration.

Dear Dr. Ingram,

I refer to our recent. conversation concerning the possibility

~0f my conducting a‘wof -hop for school principales ice-principals

in November.
- A8 you know, I am in the second year of my doctoral program

and am eng ed in work for my thesis. The work‘isicoﬁcerned with an

invesﬁiéation of relationshiﬁs Sgtween organizational climate and
the admiqiStratiye behavior of school a;minist£ators; I am using
In-Basket exercises:to{obtain data on administrative behavior. ‘

It would be very Hé%pful to me %5 I could use_the responses
of workshop participants as sources of dgta‘for my thesis. .

. I see the workshop, then, as being 6f benefit to the school
f ) : | ! ‘
administrators who participate in it, since hopefully it will provide

them with valuable insights into administrative behavior, and also it
3 > A - N -

would be of benefit to me ' - providing a means of gathering data fagg

my thesis, _ - S y '
A

I 'wish therefore!td bmit thg following proposal:

Proposed ngkshop-

“~

' The workshop would be entitled "Pertinent Problems for the

Principal’ and would be an In-Basket Exercise Workshop of. one day's

~

dyration.

'u

w | _ - ' , ..



The In-Basket Exercise simulates important aspects of the job
of an administrator. The iteme represent many kinds of incidents which
may occur in thevaverage school. The parcicipants will be placed in
an environment which repfegents reality They will attempt to solve

’

the administrative problems’ posed by the In-Basket items, and: will
later;exchange ideas on methods of solving the prdblems——comparing and
critically examining solutions, methods and administrative assumptions

underlying proposed solutions,

Proposed.Program

Sessions could be arranged as follows: ..

1st session (approximately 1 hour)—Introduction. Compietion of‘fofmé.
— /

.9, Setting the scene for the I@‘Bﬁfket Exercise.

Coffee Break.

Coffee Break.

i | ' o ' & _,\

'Final session (10 to 15 minutes)-—concluding remarks.

Miniﬁum number of participants desired: 50.

Maximum number éf_participants desired: 60.
-
I hope that this PTOpPOsal meets with the approval of yourself

and the other Council mgmbers.

Yours sincerely,
”7

ﬁq V‘Lq/ ﬂ/tom p

./ '

o - l' . / ,
(Merv. Batchler) v .
P ./, o L

Al

1
2nd session (1% to 2 hours) —Working ehe InjBasket Exercisé..
| | Lunch. ' . ‘ ‘ . 2
3rd session (1 to 1% hours)—Small group discussion of In-Basket 7
probleﬁs. ‘ L
- [
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APPENDIX J

DISTRIBUTION OF MAIN STUDY SUBJECTS BY DISTRICT,

DIVISION'OR COUNTY

»



Distribution of Main Study Subjeéts bxlDistrict,
Division or County

)

District, Division
or ‘County-

“

1

Number of Administrators

/

Edmonton Public
Edmonton Separate )
Spruce GroYe

St. Albert , - -
Fort McMurré} |

Sherwood Park

Leduc

Ardrossan

Total T f

16

14

H .

w - 4k
B Iz
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APPENDIX K
DISTRIBUTION OF PILOT STUDY SUBJECTS BY DISTRICT,
&r -
~ DIVISION OR COUNTY
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s

Distribution of Pilot Study Subjects hy District,
: Division or County

. District, Division

L
Y

“'. or County ' : Number of Administrators

———

Calgary . . L ) 4
Calgary %epérate o 1
Acad;a o ~ 1
St. Albert w L 2
Barrhead . ) 1
Lethbridge 1
Médicipe ﬁif 3
fdrty Mile 1
Two Hills 1
%trgthéona 2
Strgthéona Tweedsmuir 1
Migh Pr;}rie‘ 3
Sexsmith' . 1
Parkland - | ‘ } 1
St. Paul | 3
Edmonton 4
ionnyville' 1
Biggin Hill 1
GroQgrdalé‘A 1
Giénde Prairie 1
Lacombe ) 1
Foothills - : MR |
Beaver . . ' 1
Ponoka ‘ 1
- Fort McMurray 1

1

Athabasca

Total ' 40

¥
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SAMPLE OF PRQBLEMS SUBMITTED TO THE RESEARCHER FROM THE FIELD
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SAMPLE OF PROBLEMS SUBMITTED TO THE RE%EARCHER FROM THE FIELD

Parents and Students: .
28rents and Students

June“13, 1975

Dear (Sir):

. I wish to object strongly to my children being branded
before being fed. After they paid their money they should have
been given a food ticket

My children are not liars, nor thieves, nor P.o. W.'s, nor
cattle. - They don't need a hot dog ba?dy enough to have their
hands - -Stamped,

Each one of them has been pjpnished for taking part in this
ignominious act. They should have nown better
Should this ever heppen agldin we have inétructed them to tell g
the commandant to take the hot dog, drink and branding iron and put
them in the unoccupied Space between his or her ears.
7y

. e
“ .o ‘ Yours truly,

("An" Angry Parent")

The above, verbatim, was received from a parent of three

children in the school. The school stamp was used to identify the e

- 8tudents as they picked up their quota at the concession stand.

1 . . : |

Staff:

r

[i) A very obvious split In teaching philosophies agd social

N
views exists between the older and 20uﬁger staff dembers, creating

‘frequent,conflictS. This is revealed in dress, staff “oom behavior,

expectations of students, and standards of teacher performance
(ii) A problem arose between a new male teacher (Joe) and an’

elderly female teacher (Mary) A confrontation arose one day when

. R S‘o
Joe, while talking to some students, was verbally attacked by Mary as



i

’ Y
ibeing "too soft," letting the students have 2ffﬁiiwéy etf

258

t
' 1
A

the students were in the school when they shou i haye ﬁe@nrsent
°U§5ide. The fact that the students had not bee&\seﬁt outside wag
5n1y another example of\his "siding with the kids,"ladd thus making
it tougher on the other teachers who were trying ito uphold the rules

©°f “the school.
® .
Joe vehemently denied the charges and a heated verbal exchange

between the two occurred. Joe stormed to the offige to see the !
PIincipal and lodged a complaint against Mary as a result of the

tregtment he had received from Mary.

Luryicylym:

Specialist in g, school (science person for example) wants

,
g

MOrq class time for thei:'subjecf. Some of staff do not fegl it is
[

Jusyyfied at the expense of other éubjects. How would you reso.ve

thiy problem? = "@ 1



