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ARG THACT '

A . .
Froedlier's Conlingoency voici of Leadorsh; Dobtiochivos
L )
ness was testod in two sampldads of ol orentary S0, o) D,ooane

P .
I3 R ) . e

A
: .
) Y v B ; e » ',':l]_ «d o A

f : . V. - -
tnglish+spealing and one Uronch-spoeakiineg,

model  rolates the effocuivone o of Cles v o bo s Dot o=
act ion between the loader'g persenal b Sshiiby g Lo and

4 -

the favourability of thoe Leadovship st tien oo onoe T oade s,
. @ »

gpe'study wias primarily desitoned to re—-{oor Che
) .

Contingency ricodel in clementery schocls. n aadition,

teachers! perception of principal powor W heesareds Mo aeh-

3

ers ratced principals relatively hicgh in rowoer, o

combined with the assumption Lhai che Eaii of Eha sebe ol
: - /

group is relatively low in structuxe, allowod the oot ing
of the model in iwo groups for each of tha rFronfy an i Lish
samples, one in which the leaders perceived that they wvere

. ’ . .

accepted by the group, and tHe cther in which Lhoy wereoivaed

4

themselves as less acaepted. The schools wore rated in

IS .
effectiveness by district office- supervisors., The rélation-
ships predicted by Fiedlef's theory, between leadernship

gy ' ' . : . :
style and effedeiweness, dere no{ found in the precent siady,
. ’ .
' , ] . L .
. . : 5 4 , .
‘However, in the Frénch schoqls, a relabionsh)n was

. A

: : .. ‘o o ' . ~
found between leadersHip qtyle ofidh® principal and iovour-
, o 5
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Style ot Fronen R R L I N T N R TeE A A REIRTIVIR RTINS “that
oF gl ish poincipals, the latior Doty o re diroc! ivo.

Preneh Loachers oo {uog g\ffll\‘igh‘f:& Lo bo signifiocarnly

shreolleagues.  Faugl)ish

o . -
Teass poworful than dJd irheir enJli

A

I

and Pronch Drincivals were found to supervise their staffs

. , AT . . Y .
Froenchspoincionals corrunicatsd more Wil their

stafts, both in person and via the school inlcorcom Sy5tem.

’

English principals prescribed teaching rmethods more than did

Preneh principals.  wWhile there was no apparent cultural

",
7
source for thesc difforznces, it i tentalively suggested -

Lhat they may boe relatoed o dliforonces in other faclocs
. ¢

. ' ) ' . . . ‘
walch may themsoelves have a\cultural basis: Forench principals

- ~
. ~
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e ggrean are b s e v e bhan g poglish orincinals;
g lioh teachors fooce boss Grof cnniengl Lraintag Lhan do

¥
Sopercodve principals (o have

SUopowor o than do Bag) isho b achors.

Diviorences in the oo

orvisory boehaviour of male and
Cowale priacipalg wore founsd in Ll tnglish samploeos.  oemale
pranciphls oo o directive than were males and had more

satloficd sraffe in Lthoic sohools.
k >

TU was conclwiod that the Poadoership variable in
p .

Predlerts theory way have significance for school of Soer ive-

ess. o Ths Turther use, however, should be accdwpanied by a

~

more elabovate detinition of tavourability o¢f the situation,

taking into account at least some of the variablos sugygcsted

1 -

tn this study, sheh-ias the Socio-ccomwmic distirict in which

f ; . N Y
the schools are located, tHe degreoe of professionalization
] . . _ :

'

Ol

'dlt the stalfs, and sex-congruence of principal and staff,

tpe
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM }
) ' : I. INTRODUCTION

The present study was primarily concerned with the

problem of leadership style appropriate in the elementary‘

,school, a problem of general interestAgk\the field of

o

educatiogal administration. - o \
This ﬁ}oblem centres upon which of several possible

approaches tq supervision is most appropriate for the
/ : i

/ M

principalship, or in which situation one approach might

be more
)

effective than another. - Is the p;incfpal to be a |

° directive, rule-enforcing héqd of ‘a team ‘of relatively =~ ¢
' passive suiordinates? gb’is he to be the most knbwledge-.
0 N LU . . .
i abié membéé‘of a géoup of professionals, engaged in adVising
.ghem:'métivétiﬁg thgm.anq éﬁpportinb them in what' is

- generally agreed to be a creative, potentially anxiety-
N s ‘ . . - LT {-

-# 0 . L ' L

laden tagk? Or are there situational factors which would

determine whichvstylé would be most appropriate?

. The role of principal is generally agreed to be one

of.§$pervision. The implication of this view is, ofténzj

W E ' , S e

an overt bearer-of organizational ,°
. i

‘that he is not be be
o B /,!*

5 P )
,power. Yet principals in many systems are required to
5o : "

8 e - : ’
i - o ‘
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4
supgavise Lhetr teachers acuively by frogeently visit iag

Qa:;s;romrxs, giving prdagogical divections and assessing

Leachier performance.  These two sets of expectatioas may
- ) . “’ l
scem to be incomdatible. Yot thorve is little evidiace

N . > .
that thiseis indend the case. [L may well be that in som2
]

schoosls a highly directive principal is regquired to achiieve

the cocrdination that is essential fot asproductive school
L, ‘ . \ '

\

-

othaer situations a*diiferent

N

proyram. Tt may be that in
approach, more poirmissive and supportive would be called

“for. and thore is, of course, bhe possibility that in

' L s . .
any given school the principal weuld be cooected to be

directive on som2 OCcaslcis or glusucs, pormicsive on otherd
or t;.v;ry his stvle depending on the iadividual with wnom
he is dealing..flt is further §qssible that all of these
factors vary with culture ﬁuch that PFrench principals

’ i

behave and are expzoted to behave Jdiffercatly from their

English colléaédes.

-

The stﬁdy was secondarily concerned ‘with this A
- t"‘:l "’ ‘ * .;\"‘

' 2 . . .
5ssibility” that leadership style and its correlates might
- L . ‘ '

_ ; .
vary with culture: | ‘re the circumstances which dictate a
’ 5.

schools? Are directive prijicipals, for example more

a

-successfnl }Q;Rxench schools ‘tiian in English schHools? 1Is

y

!
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+

/!

the attributed power of principal; in Erench schools
higher or lower or the same'as that of principals in

-
English schools? If such differences -exist, it w%ll be
impo;tant that they be taken into congiAeration in the
allocation of staff to schools or administrative units

comprised of individuals from both cultures, a development

likely to occur in the near future in Montreal schools.
II. PURPOSE

The purpose of the present sﬁudy was to test the

apg}icability to elementary schools of a theory of leader-

ship effectiveness which was developed by Fred E. Fiedler
of the University of Washington. (5) The’theory had prev-
iously been applied with some success to elemsntary schools
in Alberta by Vincent McNamara.(10) (11) The present study‘

sought to confirm the applicability of Fiedler's model

’

’

by testing it in two samples of elementary schools, one
English and one French, in Montreal.

Inm addition to testing the theory, this study also

{ N [} \ . .
I3 » a 3 . -
exam;ned the incidence of.ocacurrence .of certain suapervisory

>
behaviours of directive and permissive elementary principals

(leaders), as.defined by the theory. _These were supervis-

ory practices identified by MéNamara as being associated

-



[N -

with directiveﬁé&s—permissiveness of principals. (10)
v \
In his studies, McNamara made certain assumptions

Py

«

o AR R . . .
about the formal power of elementary principals, assumptions

.

which sdbsquentlﬁiabpeared queastionable in the light of
his findings. The present study measured the power of

K3

elementary principals as it is perceived by teachers,' the

presumed subjects of this power in schools and applied the

thebry in the light of this measurement. '

<

. . &
The final purpose of the study was to examine the

®ossibility of cultural differences in the perceptions

and behaviours of French and English princibals and

teachers.

IIT. THE PROBLEM AND SUB-PROBLEMS

\ i y \
THE PROBLEM
o i
The purpose of the study was to replicate, with
~ y

minor modificationsf a previous application to research//
. ‘ / ‘
in school leadership of a measure of leadership style 4
(LPC) which has been demonstrated to have high va;idity
adq;reliability. Besides McNamara's studies of principal
ieadership, the attiﬁude measure used has beéﬁ;employed

successfully to predict the effectiveness of leaders in

small laboratory groups; and perhaps more importantly in

'

4



@ wide range of real-life ¢rganications.
~ t
.. The present st dy 1nvestigated the relationship

Ay . . .
betwoen the attitude Neasure, msteon for Least Proferred,

L3

o -

|
[
1
Co~worker (LPC), and the efgectivonvss of schoonls - the
-
basic relationship proedlicted from the Fiodler theory.
o ! . !

A4

| . " .
It also examined the relationship between LPC and the

behaviour ot principals, specificglly the incidence of

supervisory practices ‘of pormissive and diroctive principals.

4

principals was moasuroed

“The Leader Position Power (EPP)Aof F

by gauging the teachers' perceptich of his power directly,

rather than by asking outside ewperts to cstimate 4iis
, . : 2 . o .
pswer 1n comparison with othec lceadershiv pasitichs in

other organizations. Differences botween the two oullural

roups were souygnt and their implications examin.od.
= Ay

THE SUB-PROBLEMS | \

(1) Do principals in elemeatary schools cnjoy
: | ¥ o |
high Position Power, or are they relatively powerless

. 1in this respect so that they‘mustxnﬂy upon parsuasion,
rather than the abilitg to coerce, to affect the behaviour
) N '
of their staffis?
(2) Are there spacific supervisory behaviours that

characterize tho§e°principals who exhibit the‘personality

trait or attitude measured by Esteem for Least-Preferred

. . . !”,

‘



5

(3) o opranciml control style thin indepoeadent
variable dnflurncing schonl ot foctiveness, conlingont upon

the principal!s poreeption of staff acceptance pf him?
; /

(4) s theve ditlorencos hetween the style of © s

wrineipal lowd rghin and supervisien found in Pronch and
r ) { ; .

-

Eaglish elomcntary schools? Do for ewemple, the two typoes
£ ' .

: - . - . - !
of Teader (high and low 6LPC) bohave sikilarty in French
and Injlish schools?  Does the occourrence of these .
leadership styles have the sam: relatiowship to offoct Lye-
ness u both school systoms? . T

s .
v, SIGNLLUICANCE OF il PROBLEM
After soeveral decades of rescarch into principal

leadership, it can be said that we are still some distance

ot

from the ability to use empirically derived knowledge of
the many factors that determine eoffective leadership in

the allocation of personpel to the post of principal or

‘to the desgription of the role expactations appropriate

to it. Comnentators are already predicting the disagpear—

.

ance of the principalship unless something is done to give

clearer direction to its potential as a lewdership position

in the full sonse of the torm.(2,i23) Onc.of the reasons

advanced for this ?Qatc of affaivs ik tﬁ% growing demand



"—8,- 7', 7
of teachors for power, which is linked to tho growlh of -
professional compotonce. and ils concomitant scnse of self-

relinnce. (2, 123) (14)

~

[f the principal is to be something more than a
. . A . .

Tocal manager concorned primarily with the routine tasks
of managemnant, the gquestion arises as to what style of

Teadership 1s most appropriate for his position. This is
' - . : V- o
not a problem pocaliar to cducational administration; theor—

Lsts in general administration have bhoon concernod with it

»
o X

for some time.(16)

McGrathh and Altman aatect tivo principal arcas of

S ) ;

éoncgntquiun wirtich have boen the feocus of m?sﬁ psycﬂologﬂ.
ical rescarch in the arca. (8)" They po;nt oul that these
have b=auen lab2l1led aﬁtocrntic,>authoritarién, task -orient-
ed and initiating on the éBe’hada; versus democratic,
ejqualitarian, povmissive, group~orivn§ed and Considgrate
on_tho other hand.  These polaritiés-a?e reflécted in a
varicty of ways in which lbadefsﬁip isldescribed.

The Ohio Sfafe Leadership studies ha&é reduced

o | » -

leader bzhaviour to essentially two dimensions: "Consider—
ation" and "initiaﬁi&é Sﬁruéturg” which reflect McGratﬁ
‘and‘Altman's suggos;ea‘diéhotomy.(iB)_ .

. i

Cartwright and Zander haves also described leadership



.

in terms of two sets of'éroup functions, namely Group
Maintenance and Goal Achievement.(l,496) The Group Main-
tenance function includes behaviours such as keeping inter-
personal relatiéns pleasant, resolving disputes, pr&viding‘
encourégement and stimulating.self—direction. The Goal
Achievement function includes behaviours such as keeping
members' attention on the goal, developing a plan, evaluat- '
& =

ing'g%e guality of work done and_making expert opinion '
availaﬁle.

While there is seemingly wide agreement of the poss-

. : 4
ible fq§ﬁ§%of leader behaviour, the question of which form

is predominantly called for in a given group situation and

hence still remains to be answered by emqirical investigation.

4
D

.Theorists offer a variety of propositions which might be

tested in such investigations. For example, Etzioni pro-

wpo?es that the need for close supervision will be less as

% |
the participants in an organization internalize the norms
of behaviour of the organization. (4,3487) o Y.
Q . ./-- s+

' {

Peabody, in a study of authority‘in-thrée organiza-

1

~tions, found that a larger proportlon of teachers perceived

the ba51s of authorlty in the school to re51de in thelr -
professignal'competence;than did either welfare workers or
policemen. (11,129) _Tﬁg pfincipal ranked second as a source

| ' o
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ot authority in the schools studied by Peabody, and ran
4 ’ .

his scheol "democratically".

%
o

MacKay's finding that certain aspects of bureaucracy
such as the use, of hicrarchical authority and reliance

on written rules and procedural specification were related

¢

to decline in productivity, reinforces the belief that

schools are staffed by professdonal,s in Etzioni's scnse. (9)
Moellex, on the other haﬁd, found that teachers in
schools characterized by a greater degree of bureaucracy N

had a grecater sense of power than those in less bureaucrat-

ic schools. (1l1l)
. These findings, which seem to conflict with one

another, indicate that effective leadership is related to
[ ‘- ' ‘
factors other than. the degree of internalization of norms

' i ) s
by the participants. 'For example, McNamara found that

effective elementary schools were those in charge of,

directive pfiﬁcipals, whetre these: wgre accepted by staffs,
. o : NIARN :

\

régqraless of the level of commitment of the staffs.(10,192)

| The méael-&sed by Mcﬁdﬁara in his studies was one
“dévéloped bﬁjFﬁedAguiFiédlér At the'UniQersity of Illinois.
'It:i§ th€gffu;t §fvﬁéé?ly tWéniy-years of‘leadership'sﬁqdy
with aJQ;aé}Vag{ﬁéy'of or§aﬁiz%ti6ns.(5)(6}  Thevﬁbae; jgﬁ
'prdp&seslthe‘glasSifiéétidn of Qrégnizatidns‘in~terms of -

.- o
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favourableness cf~the situation for leadership and hence

of the suitabiiity of directive or permissive leaderehip.
The group dimensions that have emefged from these studies
as being important have been: leadef—group relations, the
complexity of the group task, and leader-ppsition power.

Instruments for the measurement of these dimensf&gg
have been developed and have proven useful in a.k%?e variety
of organizations, including echools, in the case of the
McNamara studies already cited.

The most important of these meashfes,the}leadef?s '
degree of direcfieeness-permissiweness, is ascertained
thcough the Leest Prefefred Co-worker ,(LPC) Instrumeht.
The quallty measured by this 1nstrument is a. stabiecbne

that has been shcwn to be related to the degree qi@dlredtm

LA

ivene -'a leader and to the effectlveness of g;e gqéﬁbrf

. ‘ " PRI
Nigent on the leader s acceptance by the group. ﬁx
. R *4
The present study’ employed these 1nstrumentsﬁhw1th

cony

‘a modlflcatlon of the use of the instrument de51gned to

measure the posxtlonvpower.of‘the leader, together’with

instruments that have been developed for),end used in

schools, to examine the conaition% govercihé effective
; >

~ supervisory style and practice in certain,MontreaL element-

ary schools.

a
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V. DEFINITION OF TERMS, ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS
AND DELIMITATIONS
o

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Sup=rvisory behaviour. This refers to the principal's

behaviour in thelsupervision of hi's staff; that is, the

‘'regular activities by which he supervises 'in the school. .

~

Directive supervision. This is a style of super-
vision that i's managing and directing. The directive

suparvisor is less concerned with his relations with the
4 K

&

" group than in coordinating task-relevant aspects of the
_ , 3 v . e

group situation.(5,138) ‘

Permissive supervision. A style of supervis;on

‘that is manifested by the desire for good intefpersonafu
. S . "\; \ - T

relations. Permissive leaders &re Iéss concerned with
10 sive lea SFe 1288

-~

- direCting‘ana»controliihghﬁhe activiﬁie

'xéfifhe group
membgrs on task—relevant_matter$115,138). B

N

Effectiveness. 'Is defined as the suégess of the
~ school, relative to other .schools. Effectiveness was judg-

ed by the rating of each SChool by a system supervisor,_
“in terms of its bvér;511~successfcompa;ed with other schools
in the system familiar to'the }éfegjy

Effective-permissive principals. Werg considered

“

Lirto be‘thOSe whose scﬂéoiéfwerevratedfabove the median
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on efféctize?éss and whose scores were above the median

on LPC. -ﬁ# /

by

Effectlve-dlrectlve principals. Were those whose

schools wé[e rated above the medlan on effectlveness
{
/~ .
and'Whosepscores.on‘LPC were bhelow the median LPC score.
E | 0
ggoug Atmosphere (GA). The degree to which the

principal feels accepted by the group and relaked and at -~ . -
ease it his role. This was measured by the Group
Atmosgphere instrument, completed by the principall

ﬂgLeader position power. The amount of power attach-
ing to the offlce of the pr1nc1palsh1p,regard1ess of which
'ﬂ .
1nd1v1dua1holdsthe office. Thls was measured by the
\

Leader Positio Eower (LPP) instrument completed by the

staffs of the schools. It 1scpnstruedaas,1nc1ud1 is

- power Of prOfessional competence as well as his wer to

. ; | [ : . : : ! ' >
manipulate rewards and punishments.
SrpRLet ‘ .

LY -

'ffEnq1&sh-Catholic schools. .Are elementary schools
v T X .
; .

in whieh the primary language of instruction is English
5 AL R

and thehbrofessed“religiah is Roman Catholic. Teachers
and principals in these schools have been educated in
) Bt . :
‘ : - T ) l

similar sbhddls themselves, trained in distinct Teachers

. R 9 X ,"': : . | ) ) . o s
Colleges, and are supervised exclugively by persons of
‘their langhage and religion. '
, N L - :
?‘ AN R . L r.

Y
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. “f , S
French-Catholic schools. Are elementary schools in
. . v 9 ) -
which the primary lamngyage of instruction is French and @ |

S - | -
the professed religibﬁ is Roman Catholic. The‘majoritﬂl?

B . / ) .
of teachers and principals in these schools have themselves

“been educated in such schodis, have becn trained in distinct

[N
E Y

. } ks -, ;
Normal Schools and are suparwised by pbrs%ns of their own

religion and language. a v

SSUMPTIONS

(1) It was assumad that the LPC instrumen: measures
a ﬁréit or attitude which can be modified, if at all, only

after a great deal of/ftraining.
| - ' .t
: | o
: 3 )
(2) Task structure in-elemzntary schools was
assumed to be low. .

L

(3) 1t was assuméﬁ}thaa\thé educational product
: ., ',‘ ~ E . .

s

is,lamong'other things{ a'group prdduct'depénding on the
“r - . T : . ,‘ ‘, . s é ’

interagéiod between staff and principal. | J
- : “ o [ )

(4) IF was assumed that the‘sch@ols«and principals

l & A | - o ! e V .
in the sample aregpotentially equivalent in terms of eff- =
gctlveness.‘ ':‘. ' . S Lo

ceat :
‘}ﬁ }$(5) IL was assumed that the judg%mnnts of school

3

uystem SLp“LVLSOfS are valid. andlgelldble mcasu;es of the
effectlveness of the schools 3udged - / - T

Sy .

v

" (6) It was asgumed that the leader pQBItTnn-pgwenmwm“w;
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instrument is a valid measure of this dimension.

" LIMITAT IONS . o

(1) The most-serioqs limitation of the study is

Ak

phq‘effectiveness ratings of the schools. Such ratings

‘ . .
are far less -reliable and valid than those used by Fiedler

in his studies: ratings such as team scores _or company
. g .

i b

profits. Not only are they based on less readily defens-
ible criteria, but in this particular case, were based on " |
the judgement of individuals, each of whom was familiar .

) . 4 ..
with one segment of the;school system in particular. How-

-

ever, all of theﬁe 3udges have served for many years as

“ B S~

g}qﬁentary school teachers and school pr1nc1pals in the

g,
5 ”

-, , .
Mbhttéal Catholic system. They have thﬁs been pgrfession—

ally socialjzed in'the‘same system and so could be'expected

to hold in common many views as to the nature of ‘a good

:%

(2) The measures used in the study are relatlve

éﬁementary school in that system.

[

ohly. Effectlveness pe;missiveness, and power will be

high or 1QW‘in relation.to that of others in the system,

8
9

* The least effective schools, for example,’may still'be

._""J

ﬁvvvery.geod'schoolss' ' - @
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DELIMITATION

y

The study was limited to all the English elementary

) AV
schools and to a sample of 68% of“the French elcmentary

-

schools“of the Montreal Catholic School Commissio?.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

I. SUPERVISION J

‘The need for supervision of participants in organ-

-

izations stems from the organization's need for control.
L] L4 /
A

control is defined by-Etzioni as "the formally institution-
alized mllocation of rewards and penalties to enhance com-
"pliance with thgir'négﬁs, regulapiqns, and order."(lO,éSO)
That orgénizations need control is attributed to the heé—
erogeneity of pﬁe human participants.(7,1) More spééif-
ically, Argyrié attributes the neea for control to the
necesSity to coordihate and direct the activities of spec-
ialists workind ;t molecular tasks so that they mesh
“'ﬁeifégffgély to achievé the ordanization's objectives. (2,34),
In other words, organizations need to hefine the behavibur
of théir participants so that a certain degree o:r uniform-
ity may be achieved. Perhaps the commonest way organiz-
D

ations a?tempt to achieve a desirable levelef control is
to carefully structure the relatibnshipsvbetween £hé
supefvisors and those superViséd"from top to bottom of

&

the organization. Etzioni believes this arrangement to

be, in fact, the most central element of theg@rganization-
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- \
al structure.(10,650) Once such structure that has beeh
important in the development of organizalional theocy 1is

burcaucracy.
SUPERVISION AND ORGANIVATIONAL STRUCTURE

Max Weber, in dcfining theg "ideal Type" of bureau-

\

cracy spelled out its characteristics in some detail. The
follecwing four of these details are particularly relevant

to the problem of ntrol in organizations.(51,329-330)
(1) A con¥inuous organization of official functions
bound by rules. .

(2) A specific sphere of competence. This_ involves'
(a) a sphere of obligations to perform functions
which have been marked off as part of a system-
atic division of labour; (b) the provision of

//- the incumbent with the necessary author ity to
carry out these functionsy; and (c) that the
necessary mzans of compulsion are clearly de-
fined and their use is subject to definite
condjtions. :

(3) The organization of offices follows the prin-
ciple of hierarchy; that is, each lower office
is under the control and supervision of a
' _higher one. :
T A .
e ~I(A) The rules which regulate the conduct of an
| ¢ office may be technical rules or norms. In
~ both.cases, if their application is to be
fully rational, specialized training is
nécessary. )

Weber believed an eorganization so #haracterized to
. ¥

“be rational because’' it meant the exercise of control on

=
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the basis of knowledge. (51,339) Weber expected that appr-
eciation of this rationality would result in the “"consist-

ently rationalized, methodically trained and exact exec-
[¢]

ution of the received order, in which all personal critic-
ism 1s unconditionally suspended . . ."(51,341)

J%écause of its comprehensive nature, the bureéu—
cratic model has served as the starting point for the
empirical investigation of real organizations. Subsequent-

ly, researchers found that not all of the characteristics

.

of the "ideal type" were necessarily functional. Various

authors posit similar hypothetical reasons for the diver-

gencies found. TheseAggﬁfbe classified on two bases:
(1) The nature of the organization. Kate and
Kahn summarize this position when they point out that:.

The military model adopted in industry

and extended with the devélopment of machine

technology,‘seemg.to us-t6 be overrational-

ized and urged by its proponents irrespective.

of organizational nature.spurpose and surround-
! ing conditions. There a those who demand that
every section of life and every organization
be businesslike. (3,214) < s

Corwin believes that it is because the problems of
schools have beén defined as éimilar to those"q;‘factories,
for example, that‘schools are assumed to réquire similar‘
modes of cantrol.(8,432) . A '_,‘5

Etzioni proposes the idea that it is the control
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structure of organizations that differentiates them. His
basic premise is that the greater the degree of internal-
ization of the norms of the ;rganization, the less the
need for formal provision for the control of the éartic—
ipants.(11)

(2) The behaviour of participants. Gouldner has

»

remarked that Webgr failed to weigh the possibility that
a bureaucracy's effectiveness ?r‘other of its cgaracteqr
istics might vary with the manner in which rules are in-
itiated, whether by impdsition or agreement.(24,20) March
and Simon, feviewing the«findings of Gouldner and others
suggest that the "exact execution" referred to ia the quot-
O »
ation from Weber above, was not found in these studiés
because "there is a widely held cultural norm of independ- f/
énce in decision;makiﬁg\thét makes at least pro f§rma | |
participation in decision;making a éondition for the
-acceptance of decisions. . ."(42,54}
’Rosengren refers té the non-structural measures used
‘ | oo . .
in an organization to achieve control as "strategies of
administrative ieadership and influehcéf;z48,l4l) These
behaviours have also been_referreé to'%é supervisory

“'styles. March and Simon suggest that supervisory.styles

' LT N : . S
may be ranged along a continuum: at one extreme, decisions-

4 v
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are made by the supervisor and communicated to the workers
without prior consultation; at another extreme, decisions
o )

are made on the basis of free and equal discussion. (42)

These twqysuggestod means towards the attainment

of control are not mutually exclusive. Rosengren suggests

that

|

While structural arrangemants may desine
the limits within which participants must act,
the potertial for supervisory influence
allows discretion as to the boundaries within

which incumbents may raek, (48, 142)
. - ‘ 3 .
i
What remains to be diiscovered empirically are the

determinants of appropriatefhehaviour within these bound-

aries in terms of the effééliveness of thé organization.

SUPERVISORY STYLES

t
Katz,AMeccoby and Morse distinguish between close
~———84pervision and general supervision. The directive, close

Supervisor/specifies exactly what each person is to do

‘and wh

1 gives detailed explanations of slightly different
pro dﬁres; is producﬁion—sentredﬂ(Bl,l7~29)

- Blau and Scott offer'a similér d;scriptioﬁ‘of a
supervisory style which they éﬁaracﬁérize-és authoritar—

v .

ian. (6, 148) o ‘L

Halpih describes the style of supervision of

i
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principals who score high on Production EﬁphasiS. Suqh
a principal is likely to schedule the work of his teachers,
check their subject matter ability, cbrrect their mistakes,
talk a great deal and enéhre that they work to fuii“.\ |
capacity,(27;3f) ‘”' BN
It has already been §gggested that this style of

ieader;hip may not be appropriate in all circumstaqces;
The earlier.quotation from Mgrch and-Simon suggestsrthat,
in our culture at least, workers néed to.have the feeliné
that they are participating iﬁ decisiOnS abqut tﬁeir‘work“_:;
Argyris proposes that the'insistence on organization#ll
control conflicts wiéh:the individual's need for independ-:
’ encel%B) Maréh‘anp Simgntagree:

If ﬁhe maintenance of ego énd status
position is. important to- individuals, the
‘more detailed the supervision the greater will

be the number of alternatives evoked of a
non-organizational character. (42, 54)

Sohe empificé1 findings‘have-borne out thé‘dysfunc-
tional effects of closé supervision. Thﬁs; Gouldnér found
that directive ¢control led to worker'reéentment and
less effective.gqal aftainment.(24,l78)v“Katz; Maccoby
and Morse similarly found that supervisors oE‘Ieés effic;
ient units were,mbré aifective than supervisoré of mbfégA

efficient units in an office situation.(31) On the other
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haﬁa, Blau and Scott found that authoritarian SUpP2rvisors
led groups that were as effective as those led by less
authoritarian supcrvisors. (6, 163)

March and Simon offer one tentative exgi?nation for
these conflicting findings; They suyggest that the effect
of the closeness of supervision may‘depend on the complex-
ity of the task relative to the worker's ability. (42,55)
_In simple terms they seem to be suggesting that given a
complex'task and a relatively incompztent person to per-
form it, more directive supcrvision by someone who under-
stands the task will achieve better results.( This implied
relationahip betwcen the nature of the task, whether rel-
atively complex or simple would seem to be predictable froms
the Weberian model of bureaucracy,. Rosengren, in a recent
study of Mental hospitals found jd$t such a relatiohship:

The absence of a body oﬁ reliable kriowledge
makes orderly specialization Qf ‘tasks hard

to devise; consequently, task h551gnment becomes

unspecialized and employee confirol a structural

problem . . .. 1In specialized- 03p1tals the
control of employees appeared to\be achieved
through structural means . . .(48,160)
Rosengren suggests that where there is difficulty in
specifying thelactivities to be carried out, structural

control of the parg}éfaants' behaviour will be replaced f”4

or supplemented with éupervisory control.(48,l6l}

v
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II. BUREAUCRACY AND SCHOOL SYSTEMS™ - _

It has already been indicated that all organizatfnns

must make some structural provision for the contrel of

their members and that within a given structure there re-

‘'

mains the possibility of this control being reinforced by
supplementary styles varying from directive to permissive.

School systems no less than other organizations need a

control .structure of some sort; 'that is, an arrangement of

e oA
v
T

. the supervisors and supervised in some fashion to assure
that the goals of the system are realiééd. At pﬁe same
time, given the ratheF indetermiﬁape. béoadly def ined
nature of the task, it might be eﬁpected that, as in thé
case of\RSsengred's hospitalsttﬁi24,supra) less reliance
-would be placed on structural cantrol than 6n supérvisory’
control.:;Given further tgé profeésional ﬁraining of
teachers, that is, theif competence in thé'task, itlmightrf‘
be expeéted that a permissive style 6f‘sdpérvisioﬁ’wouid

be more effebtive than a airective style.“The evidenqe

on the first question giperally tends to ;onfifm tﬁe'bgliéf
that school Syggems are bufeaucracies‘ /fhe evidence.on

tﬁé;question of supervisory styles is not so'clear.

kg, . ,
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THEORY

Charleé Bidweii o}fegs some possible reaéons why
school systémsch;ght be essentially-bureaucratic.in form.
First, the schooi system is responsible for a-uniform
product of a certain guality. That is, it sets a minimqm

level of student accéwplishment which means that the system

must devise consistent mesthods of assessing the ability
S ‘ ,
. ,
of its students at variou§ﬁétages of their school careers
; NS _ ‘
. -

\.

‘and con isteptamrocedures fo?\socializing them according

to the nts. This meaﬁE\that\procedures must be

select  listica11y on thé‘ﬁgounds of variable

i g N
e. Second, socializing‘children and adoles-
‘ B - N S

\ . ' . - A N
t roles is a massive and complex undertaking.

. He sugges} \at a< the length of schooling has increased[

re has become more compléx, the coordination

..Bequential, moves more and moré to-the center of school-~
. ' : ' ‘ W
' system adminiétration;(5,972-973)

Anderson éogﬁﬁrs.wﬁenwhe hypothesizeS‘that:

. . .bureaucratic controls will vary in- F

versely with the amount of supervision glven

“ to subo-dlnates. In those occupations such
ing, where it is dlfflcult to closely
- lower subordinates, it would be ex- ‘
t-management would resort to the o
fing function of rules and attempt .




¢z

to control behaviour from a distange. :Thus
rules would be expected to prollferate so that
a spot-check system could be used in super-
v131ng employee behaviour. (1, 15}
Anderson further develops propositions about the nature
. / o,
of schools and teachingrthat would lead one to expect a

-

bureaucratic control structure in school systems. However,
there is in the literature a good deal of a priori reason-

ing that would lead one to conclude that the bureaucratic

control structure and its concomitant of close supervision,

whether remotely by an elaborate system of rules or more

imhediately by directive supervisory practices, is'inappro-
priate for school systems. These arguments ¢generally . \
rest on the consideration of the nature of teaching as a

“ -

profession. jProfessionalism is generally as%umed to imply

that the employées have the required tnalnlng to allowlthem

to operate autonomously in the.peg;ormance of the task,

.

.

and are thus less 1n need.of dlrectlongfrom l1ne control~~

. Et21on1 goes so far as to syggest that "1n full-

’ [

fledged professional organlzatlons the staff-professlonal

»

Llne admlnlstrator correkatlon is reversed "(11,81) How-
. "'"h

gever; he points'out that for a varietyﬂofgfeasOns, includ-

N

1ng the relatlvely short perlod of QEacher traln;;a$\3hat

prlmary schools, at least, are better Q%gked upon as

- . .
. . N ¥

sem;fprOfessional.112,88)

A4

e
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Bidwell expresses the view that -

The intzinsic nature of .teaching runs
counter to the bureaucratic principle of
school organization and %that, paradox1caliy,
to perform: adequately 1in his office the
teacher is forced to violate the rules of
performance. (5, 1005)

These views, en the one hand that schooi;ptructures,,

appzar to have many of the characteristics of-bureaucracies

and on the other ﬁahd that they are staffed by'prﬂfession—
~als who need autonomy, can be fo@ed throughout the

literature. Empirical evidenc¢e on these subjects is just

beginning to make 'its appearance and to the present reports
2 ‘ , \
are conflicting on several points.

~ 1

RESEARCH FINDINGS , ' e

o

. -In 1965 Bidwell repofted that

Therxe is no EXlStlng study of the prevalence
or 1nc1dence either of bureaucratic structures
, or processes in school systems or of their-
>consequences for school- -system operatlons. 2
) Nor has there been any adequate work on the
interplay of bureaucratizatio§ and'profess-_'
ionalism in schools. (5,992) ° I -

»
-

?@iertheleie, there have been a few recen£ studlee on the
S subjeqt and some of the findings are 1nterest1ng in what

they imply for the examination of supe;visery style end k
m»some:qf the?variebles‘thatAmayibe,iﬁveiQed in itsxstudy.

12

‘;;‘f~s*?ﬂ=gﬂoellér‘found that teaghers‘ sense of pdwex'wasv
L e— T — ’ : R ' o

A ) e [
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positively related to Purecaucratization. On the other

. . ’ . ’,
hand, "'their sense of power was lower in those ‘5chool SYS—
tems characterized by an arbitrary repressive style of
administration.(5,456) MacKay' found that bureaucratic

schools were less producgivéﬂ(36) Robinson found that

. /

schools varied in their structure of burcaucracy as meas-

ured on a six-dimensional scalo-and&?hat whereas principyls

’
~

desire less of those bureaucratic characteristics (rules’

procedural specification, impersonality) which reduce the
S o \ ‘
nced for independent tdacher performance, teachers them-—

]

. @ , -
selves 8esired morg

7) However, Robinson's study cast

L]

some doubt upon whether the classical model, of bureagCraéy

-

is suited to schools.. The research on bureaucratization

of schools and school systems is sparse. The rescarch Qn
‘ i

-teacher professionalism-is a little more pyenﬁnfgfg

©_ Washburne found that teachéers thought of themselves

.
N 8%
Y, "y

.asﬁpfofessiona13=who by right should have enjoyed auton—‘.vj

a .
~ i

omous discretion over teaching activities, and felt-that

they were hampered:by‘administrators who severly restridted
Ol » L ’ . . . . " - -
their autonomy and specified both the\goalg and the proced-

urgs of instruction.(50) Peabody found.that teighers more

e - s

e

r

_than-either policemen or welfare workers found the basis

-4 4

Qf,authority'in their owdvprofessiqnalfcompetencq rather

Id

Wik
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’

than elsewhere in the organization.(46,129) Rebinson
also found a Lfend to indicate that schools "with high
staff professionalisT sco;es de-emphasized hierarebicel
authority,’rules, procedural specificaeion and imperson-
ality. (47)

v Bidwell suggests that though school systems probably
have‘a'need_for some sort of structural control“system,

there are reasons why thls would be expected to be a "loose"

system "8chool systems must opera%? by'coocdinating, in

the interests of sequence and uniformity, not simply spa-
tially dispersed, but Structurally discrete and relatively

independent sub—units."(5,976) This is the situation that
‘ w
Robinson found in his iﬁudy; Schools dlffered significant-

ly in their forms of: bUreaucracy along the six dlmen51ons

measured.(47) It has already "been suggested that where

strdctural provisions for control are llmlted prov151on e

i3
p \ '“

w1ll probably be made by sqme fonm of more 1mmed1ate super-

"v151on.’ The.form appropriate for schools has not been

v

; extensively} investigated.
Becker found that teachers did not accept the.

official authority‘of prk cipais as legifimate in the

-

areas of curriculum and in{truction, but’ expected the |

principal to base his supeQVi jon of these aspects of the

‘ y N !F.
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5 Y )
task on professional competence, giving constructive
criticism rather than orders. (4) Z1olkowsky found that
teachers who worked under effective principals felt that
they had a greater share in decision-maiking. (55) McNamara
found that effective schools were led by more dircctive
principals, but that this "directiveness" did not consist
in the mere giving of:orders; on the contrary, such prin-
cipals not enly directed staff attention toward instruction-
al matters, but also involved their staffs more in discuss-

’ N

ion ‘and decision-making about these matters. (40) -However,

this felationship between effectiveness and suparvisory

-style was 'found not to be a simple one. The relationship

- .

)
was contingent upon the staff's acceptance of ‘the principal
as lcader.(40,142) An understanding of this and other
findings in the McNamara study requires some comprehension

of the model used by him in that study and applied again

in the present study.

ITII. THE CONTINGENCY MODEL OF LEADERSHIP

EFFECTIVENESS

McNamara applied a model of leadershib effectiveness
to elementary schools in Alberta in two studies,(40)(4l)

This model had been déve@oped by Fred E. Fiedler over a
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period of years and led to the eventual development of
his theory of leadership effectiveness.(5) It has been
widely tested since in a great variety of organizations
with mixea rosults.(l85(43) It has been widely heralded
by professional reviewers of the literature as a potential
Ariadne's thread by which we might lead ourselves out of
the labyrinth of inconclusive trait and situational studies
in leadershipi(30)(23)(28)

Basically the theory proboses Ehat leaders will be
effective if they possess a cortain trait or attitude
ap?ropriate in a given kina of situation.” That is to say,‘
some leaders tena to be directive, others permissive and
in qertaih situations a difective leader will be moré
effective fhan a pefmissive leader. Directiveness and
parmissiveness are measured by an intrument that gauges
a leader's esteem for his least-preferred co-worker. The
éituations for which one style will be particularly

/\ﬂppropriate aféfdefined in terms of the leader's perception
of the group'sygcceptance of him, the-strgcture.oﬁ the
task in which tﬁéy are mutuaily engaged, and the leader's
position pdwér. Kgach of these factors is defined'quitq
carefully and the;instruments for their determfnation have

been refined over'g\period of years, mostly in real-life
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situations.

LEADERSHIP STYLE

v . ¢

The instrument used to determine the leadgr's stylé
as darective or permissive, is called'the Least Preferred
Co-worker (LPC) instrument. The current form follows
Osgood's SeMiﬁtic Differential, with scale sheets contain-
ing twenty bipolar-adijective items. Each of thesclitems J
is scored by a range of numbers from elght at the most
favorable pole‘dowﬁ to one at the least favorable poie.

t
The score is obtained by simply summing the 1tem scores.
Fiedler reports that for various samples means range from
63.8 to 82.6; low LPC scores run from 24 to 44; high LPC

scores range from 82 to 114. (15, 46)

Stability of LPC ' ' .

Fiedler reports studies of the §tabilityiofx
LPC over time. (5,50) The test-retest correlation with
a sample of Air Force officers wasl\EB, for example.
. Gruenfeld reports a correlation of..85 witﬁfa»sample
of university students over a period of fivé weeks.(é6)
McNamara re-tééted 24 elementary séﬁool pfincipals

after nearly two years, at a different stage of the school

3 : : ‘
ﬁg&ar and using a different LPC scale and reports a correl-
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ation of .45, which was significant at the -0L level. (41,179)
Meaning of LPC | |
While %ome rescarch has been done on the mean-
iny of LPC scores, Fiédler states that

.these jébres have been extremély
resistant todj;meaningful interpretations
which relate them to personality traits
and to consistent behavior patterns. For
many years we were in the psculiar position
of having a score which seemed to correlate
with nothing but group performance. (15, 46)

"-

To date, searches for the meaning of LPC scores
have generated a few hypotheses. Fishbein , Landy and .°
Hatch examined the possibility that High and Low LPC
leaders may behave diffengély because they differently
; ceive the demands of the sitiation and act in accord—
ance~with their perceptions.(20) They concluded that
leaders who differ in their esteem for their leasc prefer-
" red co-worker are notZ%ifferentially effective in a given
* situation because they perceive the demands of that
"situation?in diffqre?t ways. (20,466) Other stﬁaies have
demonstrated a‘consistent but moderate relationship between
LPC and'cognitivg complexity.(lB)(4i) These studies in-
dicate that high LPC persons are able to discrimid;pe more

finely among the behaviours used by others than were low

LPC persons. Mitchell hypothesizes that fhkis greater

!
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cognitive complexity of the high LPC person in his percep-
4 : -

tionof co-workers as well as groups, reflécéé his concern
for interpersonal relations in order tb achieve need satis-
faction. (43,262)

. Whether LPC reflects an attitude, cognitive complex-

xity or differential frames of reference in interpersonal
perception, high and low scéreé have been éssociated with
different behaviours. (14,53-57) ' 'ﬁ:‘

LPC and Behaviour ‘ R

Fiedler‘reports that the most~important clue
tO‘the-iﬁterpretation of BPC scores comes from studies which
show that the behaviour associated with high and low LPC
scores systemat}cally channg as the situation becomes
more difficult for the leader. For exa@ple, high LPC
\discussion leaders made more proceduralrremarks and
non&task—relevantvcomments irrespeqtiye of thgfp%easahtneés
of £he situation in diséussion groups. Low LPC féaders
' madevmore_remarks having to do with the elaboration of

ideas and-4howed higher fates of;éctivity in straingd
groups. Summarizing these findings, Fiedler believgs;that

R . ey .
the scores seem to be motivational measures.. High LPC

0

scores indicate relationship orientation and motivation

to achieve persohal recognition and prominence. "Low LPC
)

AN
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scores appear to indicate task orientation.

There is evidence from other sources of the
difference between High and Low LPC leaders. Gruenfeld,
R;nce and Weissenberg also found High LPC leaders to behave
in a less Dominant, more Accepting and more Tension
Releasing manner than Low LPC leaders.(26,104)

\ )

McNamara found that High LPC principals differed
from Low LPC principals in supervisory pfaétices. Low
LPC principals made longer classroom visits, called teachers
to the office more freQuently‘and prescribed teaching meth-
ods more. Higﬁ LPC principals did not employ guch_seeming—
ly permiséive practices as allowing teachers to initiate
more matters at staff meetings or appointing.more staff -
committees. They were, however, éiqnifiéantly more active
during classroom visiﬁations. (40, 128) .

Yukl, using a specially designed form of the LPC
instrument in four different groups;;EOUnd-a éignificant
correlation between LPC and Initiation of Structure and
Considerat;on és measured by thé*LBDQ. ‘LPC correlated
positively with Consideration and negatiVely with Initiation
of Structure. (54) _‘ ;

; .

, . P
McKague found significant correlations between LPC

and Production Emphasis, Thrust and Conéideration, using
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the 0OCDQ. These were interpreted to mean that low LPC
principals tend to behave in a manner which émphasizes
production and yet promotes member satisfaction. Such
principals were controlling and managing in their relations
with others and expected a high level of performance from
them. At the same time, they displayed a great deal of
concern for teachers as individualsworthy of éoncern.(38,109)

r These findingsseem to support Fiedler's own general
conclusions aboutlthe differences between High LPC persons
and Low LPC persons. Leaders scoring high are generally |
more concerned with establishing gédd,interpersonal
relations than are those scoring low. Thé members of
their groups tend to be,loWer ip'anxiety, get alonq better

.with one another and-are mofe&satisfied te be in the éfoup.
{15,45) This indicates to'Fiéd#er that H?gﬁ LPC leaders

are concerned with habiﬁg’qQod’ﬁngerpersonal re;atiqns

and with g;ining Promiﬁencelaﬁd’self—es£eem from chese
interperééﬁal relations. This leads ﬁhem then to increase
their interpersonal interaction iq éitua;ions where the
satisfaction of these nee@s‘is thrééte;edh and theiﬁ'congernf
for ﬁhe task will be coﬁmeﬁsﬁrate'witlltheir dﬁtaininé‘sué—-”
cessfullnterpersonal relatiohs "in lts performance (15 46)

Low LPC leaders' unde lylng need may be to succeed
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in the task, but the behaviour he engages in to achieve

-

success may differ from situation to situation. In one

set of circumstances low LPC leaders may elaborate ideas
|

and give directions, in another they may seek direction¢§

Vil

and orientation. (15,54)

GROUP AND TASK DIMENSIONS

The Contingency Theory coﬁceives of the favourability
of situations for tﬁe leader as being ;nfluenced principally
by three factors. In order of importance these are:

(1) Leader-member relations, (2) Degree of task structuré,

(3) Leader's position power.(15,143)

Leader-Member Relations

. !’ T e Q

In the original studies conducted by giedler, th%s
¢

variable in the situation was measured by an index of
sociometric choice. However, in later studies, an effect-
ive reflection of the relationship between the leader and

" other group members has been obtained by having the leader

rate the group @&mosphere (GA). The instrument used to

o

measure group atmosphere is similar to the LPC instrument.
) L ’ . ]

The leader is asked to rate the group with which he is-

\

_ working on items such as friendly-unfriendly, cooperative-

i
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.
-

uncooperative, tense-relaxed and the like. The score
indicates the degree to which the leader feels accepted
by the group and relaxed and at ease in his role. (15, 32)

Fiedler regards this as the®most important dimension of

the situation because

The leader who is whole-heartedly accepted
or who inspires complete a unquestdoning
loyalty in his followers ne&is no signs of
rank and no organizationally gzranted powers
to get his men to do his biddihg.(15,29)

Empirical studies have tended to support the import-
/ v o ' ’
ance of this varigble as measured by the GA instrument as
a mediator of leader effectiveness. Williams and Hoy report
a study of forty-two elementary schools in New Jersey
in which they employed the GA instrument and found that
Regardless of whether teacher loyalty
to principals or group atmosphere was used
the results were almost identical - . task-
oriented principals led significantly more
effective schools in favorable situations.
In less favorable sit¥ations, correlations between
leadership style and effectiveness were in ~ -
the opposite direction. (52,67)
q%éNamara éonclud!% from his study of elementary
schools that the interpretation of the GA measure as an
index of group accéptance_of the leader appears to be
validated in that staffs in high GA schools, much more

than staffs in low GA schools appear to identlfy pr1nc1pal

effectlveness, and thelreown satlsfactlon appears to be

s
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rincipal effectivenesa(40,l30) e
_iate the relationship between LPC¢ and
ess in the direction predicted by .the

the leader poSit;pn power of principals

schooli
model, a;
to be hi- 143)

éKague found no signifiéant'rélationship

: teacher behaviour as measured by the OCDQ.

overall, .he find that in high GA schools there was a

significant ré“tionship between LPC and Disengagemeﬁgrfu

Hindrance and it . (38, 100)

Altho nd GA ratings are: provided é; the

same individglf, evidence from a number of sources initially "

indicated that they are not SOrrelated. Fiedler reported
a non-significant median correlation of -0.18 between

.leader LPC and GA scores. (14,313) McNamara reported.a

£
w .

non-significant correlation of 0.28 between the two variables

-

in hig first study.(40,123) "However, in his second study
hé presented soﬁe evidenqe tgé@vthese fiédings méy“stem
frém.thé use of'a test of linear relationship totmeaﬁufe
'whattis iﬁjfact'a cufvil%péar relétionship énd,that the GA
measure ﬁay be particulagly usegul-forvshort;ﬁerm grgups,

' but5l¢ss uséful_for long-term.groups where attitudes.to

théﬂleader may have had time to become épparent to him.
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He suggests that \High LPC leader will rate his group

\ \ ‘
A i . .
ifferently from a Low LPC leader, depending on what each

perceives his group's attitude to him to be. (41,192)

Degree of Task Structure

The theory holds that the nature of the task
as structured or unstructured determines the leader's in-

fluence to a oonsiderable eftent. Fiedler summarizes it
this way: ", . .the structuﬁhd tasrxis enforceabie while
\
the unstructured, ambiguous task is difficult or impossibleﬂ///
dEo enforce."(lS 28) * \fhf ) CL

Task structure is determlned by haﬁlng the task

\
\

scaled on four dlmen51ons: (1) Dec151on Veélflablllty,

[

or the degree to which the correctness\ii\the dec1sxon can
t

be demonstrated f;r example by appeal \authoglty,
(2) Goal clarity, the degree to which the requlrements of
\

AN

the task are clearly stated and known to the\group‘«mémbers.

(3) Goal path multiplicity, the;degree to which the ‘task
'Ean begsolved by a variety of procedures. (4) Goal

\ t .
’spec1f1c1ty, the degree to whldh thére lS more thah one

@ y

correct solutlon.(lS,ZS) USLng the Fiedler. scale for the
determination of thisrdimensiOn, McNamara found that in -

the opinion of experts, the Task Structure of elementary
: , ; e i .

\ »
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schools was 1ow.(41,2o7).. e

o

Position Power

This is defined as ". . .the degsee to wﬁich the
position itself enables tﬁe leader to get\zjs group members
to comply with and accept his direction and leadership."
(15,123) It is the{efore related to French and Raven's

concept of legitimate power and reward-and-punishment

{:__ '.\: -
power. (21,156) This variable is measured by a checklist
of some thirteen items in the form of quéstions, such as

"Can the supervisor supervise and evaluate subordinates' jobs?"

"Can the supervisor punish or‘rewardfsubordinates on his |
L] ‘ ) . ) "

own?" The score is the sum of "yes" answers to these .
’:k.“” ;:‘ L . -, . . )

. ¥ ":- - . . B . -
questions. In many instances this -dimension has been -

easured by people famlllar with, but out51d!kthe group
'} ,
@I
belng“studied ‘This practice vas no doubt dlct';ed by the-

fact . th many "of the groups studled by Fledleri?sd ,.mg

,-.,xw

Eince dlspersed“By*theNtimgmghs_mgigl_as such was - applied
ST e S ‘ . &
to them. 'f*f*~a s L | o _

r—

3 McNamara had only: part1al suqcess w1th out51de

- raters of the p051tlon power of gégﬁﬁtpats; Ia.his second

s - . . - . v

,study)‘his”hypOthesis that elementary’school principals - -

rated high-onfpositiohypowé; Was,fejectéd.(4l,210[ ’In‘i
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_}férfirsﬂ study, however, his findings of the relationship

between LPC and directiveness led him to suggest’ the re-
I )
jection of his original assulmption that the leader position

-

power of eleméntary principals was'low.(40,151) In short,

r

the evidence is 1inconclusive and appecared to justify an-

other attempt to measure this dimension, @n attempt that

~

was made for this study. f

CLASSIFICATION OF TASK GROUPS

When the gfqup—task dimensioné discussed above have“
been meésupéd; sftuations may then be located according to
their positions on these dimensions. (Figure 1)

Thg octants in the model are numbered in tefms,bf
deqréasiné@avourability of the situations for leadership.
Thus éctants 1 -,B/fépreséht Fhe situations most favQurable

to the leader. 1In each of these sftuations; the leader

o
s »
B

%

enjoys good relations with his group. In the first, how-

»

ever, he énjoYs as well high position power and the ad-
g e . ) "a . <
vantage of dealing with a task that is highly sttuctured.

_In the second, while the task remains highly structured,
. . . 4 ) * .

. .the leader has less gositidﬁ power. In the third the group

is involved in a less structured task, but the leader has .

h{gh position power, which partly compensates for thié

wd
- r
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difficulty. Octants 4 - 8 vepresent situations that make
it increasingly difficult for the leader to influence the
group. This decrease in favorability of the situitions
for the leader is tabulated iﬂ Figure 2 wiﬁh the style of
leadership appn?priaté to cach and the median correlations
between stylé‘(LPC score) and cffectiveness as reported
by Fiedler. (18)

—-—r— -T — e e T ——

Octant - GA TS LPP Leadership‘ Median rho
Style
1 High | migh | High Task .52
2 lHigh | High | Low Task -.58 3
3 High | Low High Task . ~-.33
4’ High | Low Low' | Pebple +.47
5 | Low High | High " Feople +.42
6 l Low | High { Low (none) (none%
7 | Low Low High People +.05
8 Low Low Low Task ° ~.43
) N _.t __ .
FIGURE 2 ' :

CLASSIFICATION OF GROUP TASK SITUATIONS ON‘ THE BASIS OF
. ‘ THREE FACTORS a’-
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LPC-EFFECTIVENESS REIMTIONSHIPS

The classification system illustrated in Figure 2
was developed by Fiedler on thebasis of twelve studies

which yielded 63 relatibﬁships between leadérship style

e

4
and group performance. These relationships were used to

s

iﬂductively derive the predictions of the contingency model
by a procedure of allowingﬂﬁhe median correlation for each
octant to represent the‘predicted value.(15,196) Leader
effectiveness is defined by Fiedler in terms of group per-
formancevon the primary assigned.task. In some situations,
effectiveness so defined is relatiQely easy to measure;
number of direct hits by a bomber crew, number of basket-
ball games won, total yearly sdles and the 1like. .With
other tasks, reliance‘has to ngplaFed on tﬁe estimation
of competent judges; as in creative writing, for example,

and as in the first McNamara study as well as the present

study.

[
e
-

The relationship between leqdershiggstyie and ef-
fectiveness as contingentr upon the favourableness of the

group task situation is illustrated in Figure 3, adapted

from Fiedler.(15,146) Points on the inverted-u graph

v SR . ‘
which fall above the midline (correlation of .00) indicate

a positive cggrelation between leader LPC and group

A

SO0 LT ' ' "
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performance. That is, quups updcr relationship-oricented
leaders (high LPC) tended to perform better than ;roups
under task-oricented leaders (low LPC) . Points below the

T
midline indicate that groups under task-oricnted leaders
performed.better than groups under more considerate’
relationship-oriented leaders. Each point represents the
median correlations betwcen LPC and effectiveness of many

groups 1in each octant except Octant 6 in which nuae of the

groups studied appeared to belong.

CO-ACTING GROUPS AND THE CONTINGENCY MODEL

Fiedler distinguishes between interacting, co-acting

and counteracting groups. The second type, co-acting

~

groups, have not been extensively studied, but is certain-

\

\

ly an imporgant type of group, as Fiedler points out:
PR
The ktulk of leadership literature has
dealt with interacting groups. These
correspond most closely'with the classical
definition of the group as a set of indiv-
iduals who interact in éursuit of a shared
goal. Yet a substantial proportion of
groups in our society - parhaps even a
majority - are co-acting in nature. These
are groups 1in wQich each individual performs /
his own job‘in'félative independence from his
coworkers. (15,220)
N \

A typical example of a coacting team is found in

bowling in which one team member at a time steps forward

-
. L}
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to bowl his inning. He contributes to the group effect by
adding his own score to that of his teammates. Fiedler
pqints out that analogous situetions exist in a business
organization where each representative may be assigned to
a different terri;ery, and in many industrial concerns
which operate on an individual piecework basis.{(15,220)
Another clear case i1s the traditional scheol with each
teacher having chafge of one grade, physically sepafa£ed
from the oeher teachers in the school and from the principal.

Fieale% at one point believed that because ihe

leader of a co-acting group would be likely to interact
separately with each member of the group, such groups could
be considered as a set of two-man teams with conseqguences
for the predicted relationship.between LPC and effectiveness.
(15,220) However, in a recent report of twelve studies of

< .
groups that were'classified by judges as co-acting (includ;
ing the McNamara study (40) and three other studies not

conducted by Fiedler and his co-workers), he conclude&“that

the distinction between interacting and co-acting groups

1 Y

was not necessary. (18, 146)

"7 IV. APPLICATION OF THE THEORY TO SCHOOLS
]
- In order to prediet relationships between leadership

.

R
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2

style and effectiveness for any inen group, the latter
must be located in one of the cight octants in the model.
Sincé -the lecader-member -relations are determined in the
course of the study by means of the GA instrument, only

the task Struct;re and leader position power are determined
independently before the study. fhus, fpr example, it may

' be determined that a particular group is engaged in a high-

a

ly’ structured task and the leader has high position power.
1%

In such a case, that particular group will fall into Octant

or Octant 5, depending upon whether GA is. found to be high
or low. If GA is found to be high, it would be predicted
that é directive leader would be more effective than a
permissive leader. If GA is found to be low, it would be
predicted that a permissive leader would be more effective.
(See Figure 2,p.45, supra).

The problem for the ihvestigator then, 1is to deter-

mine whether the task is structufgd and whether the leader

[

]
5

has high or low position power. In the case of schools,
the power dimension is less easy to determine than that of
task st;uctufe.. In the preSent study, only task structure

was %ssumed as given on the basis of McNamara's previous

T
'y

judgement by a panel of experts; it was assumed to be low.
The leader position power of principals was décided upon

y
™
-

‘
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after gauging teachers' perceﬁkion of this dimension.
This mean} that schools could fall into Octants 3,4,7 or
8, all of which represent groups with low task structure.
w»\

V. CULTURAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOUR

Fiedler remarks in a report of a study carried out
in Belgium that "The performance of heterocultural groups
is today of considerable importance: It is especially
critical in the large number of countries which have¢#
culturally‘aﬁd linguisté;ally diverse populations. These
/include « . . Canada . . ."(19,238) 1In this particular
study, Fiedler was concerned with cult%ral heperogeneitf
as a source of stress stemming from the difficulties of
inter-communication. Another possible source of stréss,
however, may be differehces in behaviour and expectétions
within different cuitural éroups. ‘

/
Maurice Farber points out “with some emphasis that

—— — e e ——

that one might erect_gg find a particular character

(3

! structgfe."(l3,81)‘.Ralph Linton indicates hov these behav-
ioural peculiarities of national groups might be mediated:

~ Between the national environment and the
individual there is always interposed a human
environment which is wvastly more significant.
This human environment consists of an -organ-
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ized group of other individuals, that is a
society, and a particular way of life, which
is characteristic of this group, that is a
culture. (33,11)

An example of the effect of this intervening human
environment is to be found in Lambert and Klineberg's study
4 V .

of the formation of natidnal stereotypes. Cemparing samples

of English and French school children from Montreal (as

-
-

well aé children from other nations), they indicate that
French-Canadian children see themselQes as similar to
European French people, whereas English-Canadian children
see themselves as similar to Americaﬁs and other ﬁpglo—

Saxon groups. (31)
A particularly important part of the human environ-

ment to which Linton refers is the family."Mailhiot, a

]

leading'French—Canadian social psychologist, arguves that

an individual‘'s relationships with leaders, and authority
relationships generally in adults, are influenced to a

large degree by relationships with ‘parents in childhood.

4

(37,200)

Elkin reviews the iiterature on the famil? in Canada
and concludes that the French-Canadian family has unique
characteristics:

In contrast to the family in English Canada +
‘the French-Canadian family has always been a
distinct entity with a distinctive culture. The

-~

~ o~
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Canadian Family, by virtue of its language,
contacts, commercial relationships and
immigration never lost .contact with the

family of England and the United States.

The French-Canadian family, however, developed
independently add originally. Two factors //
"were especilally important. First, with the
sudden halt in immigration from France, the / P
French-Canadian families were left to them-
selves. Second, the French Canadians always
saw themselved in sharp opposition to the
North American.Anglo-Saxon culture that sur-

rounded thém. (9, 66) //)
AN

Garigue offers evidence that what Elkin says of the

/
French-Canadi&n family remains true in a modern urban

setting. 1In a detailed study of the French-Canadian family

he found that'many of its structural characteristics such

as kinship patterns remained intact in the cities, and
b

he attributed this to the retention of a traditional value
system. (9, 369)
In view of what evidence there is, Mailhiot believes

that we can expect the French Canadians to differ from
J
'English Canadians in important ways:

The French Canadians coastitute an ethnic
group of whose social-psychological character-
istics we unfortunately know little enough.
‘Nevertheless taking into consideration certain
sociological data, historical considerations,
'and relying on everyday observations, it is
legitimate to think that we have here a distinct
culture which determines tovsome\extent the
behaviour, the perceptions and the attitudes
of groups or of individuals. (37,201) ‘ o
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‘Mailhiot goes on to report work being done with groups at

“the University of Montreal. It became apparent over time,
‘ Bl

,hF says, that certain persons were simply unable to operate

"i% his experimental groups:
{ It became apparent that the integration
of an individual into a work group (and truly
imto any“group oriented to the achievemenu of
a task) is largely dependent on the quality

; and number of identifications which he has

"' ‘ established earlier with authority figures.(37,199)

ot

’

‘ dnd further: ' _ ) ¢

! Our research on the influence of antecedent

groups revealed that the family milieu is

truly the place where the proto-type of

\ interpersonal relations and gspecially relations
to authority are estaﬁlished9(37,200)

!,Temoanipg the lack of social-psychological knowledge of
- French'cCanadians, Mailhiot nevertheless expresses the
¥ . .

L

pelief that "we have a distinct culture which determines
. to a certain extent the behaviour, perceptions and attitudes

“of groups or of individuals.(37,201) . }
fj, Tremblay, reviewing the liﬁerature,on the French-
(| Canadian family, describes its transition from a "tradition-

‘al" family structure to a "modern" family structure in

Quebec. In the traditional family there was a\disﬁinct,/  ’
. : _ A

authoritarian head: the father.

Y -

He had been himself subject to the orders
and will ‘of -his father until his ‘death and he
acquired his status of authority after having

~z ./ LT ‘ o *
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fully demonstrated his capacitiés by his

spirit of work and initiative . . . His orders
were taken as sacred and were not to be e
discussed. (9,214) e

i e

He points out that contemporary studies of the family do .
not unequivocally support the hypothesis that the French-

o , - ' ‘
Canadian urban family has become more "democrati®l, reinforc-
g 1- . B

ing Gariguefs yigw (p.52, supra).(49,217)

Yackiéy and Lambert, engaged in ongoing studies
at MGill University in the social psychology of French
and English Canadians, believe that the French-Canadian

family can be considered father domiﬁant.(53) They also -
3
Ar®
have found French-Canadian fathers to be moté actlve

socializers of their children than English—canadian fathers

’

and pqins out: L
!
The ramifications of this contrast, if .
found to be reliable ang valid, could be areat,
since the differences in mother-directed in
contrast to father-directed child-rearing could’
express itself in various aspects of’interpepggqal
behaviour both within and beyond the family.$34,231)
3 .

e

iEmpirical comparative studies of differences between
French and English Canadians remain scarce. One such,

however, lends some credence’to our‘expectation that

\

jghére might be differences between thejtwo cuiﬁuralégréups.
.ﬁenderson and his co-workers report that in a study of.

o o S ’ _ h - : 1
100 English-Canadian and 100 French-Canadian adolescents,

e
S
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there were significant differences #n esteem, social interest,
complexity, group identification and identification with

father, mother and parents, in all instances lower scores

-

being reported for the French-Canadian subjects. (29.147)

They concluded:

) N Overall, these dlfferences sugdest that the
English-Canadian adolescent, shows a more respect-
ful attitude toward the other person . . . The ‘

- French-Canadian boys in the present study, .
though, while less respectful, appear to be more’
authoritarian in their attitudes.(29,149)

And: .

: ' An additional difference between,the

- two groups is that the English scéres for

somplexity are higher than those of the French.

A higher score- for complexity . . . seems:

- on the basis of earlier findings, to indicate
greater intellectual competence as shown in
positive relations to reading and to problem- e
solv1ng (29, 149) o

In the llght of this ev1dence it was"proposed to

examine the Engllsh and French samples“of schools separate-

(S

-
ly amnd to compare the two groups on the various meashres

v

used in the study.
4

. - °SUMMARY

~ -

The literaturé feviewed 1nd1cates that the style

f"‘

of supervision approprlate to a gLven organization lS <

probabl& a function of several factors that are measureablé.
Among these, .group atmosphere, task structure and leader ¢
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4

position power have been isolated and studied by Fred E.

Fiedler and othcfs. _These studies have suggested an
arrangement of these factors into a model from which pre-
dictionsabout leader effectiveness can be made . This.model
has been found to be applicable to elementary schools,if
the leader position power of principals is assumed or

demonstrated to be  ;high. It was theréfore proposed to

measure the position power of principals éirectly through

the.perception of teachers and to re-test the Contingency

N o
Theory on the basis of what the power finling indicated.

-

The literature fuarther suggested that cultural
differences between fFrench and English 'schools might be

expected and that the maih instruments used in the Fiedler

°

studies were particularly adaptable to the study of groups

-~ .
.

of different cultures. It was therefore proposed to

examiné the culturaﬁ samples separately for such possible

.

differences.
1t was finally proposed to define principal LPC
. -scores in terms of £gpical sﬁpefvisory practices of

principals in khe French and .English systems.

.

/ . '
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CHAPTER III
I. RESEARCH PROCEDURE
INSTRUMENTAT ION

The study was conducted using instruments that had
been used principally in non-school situations as well as

instruments used previously in -educational research.

THE LPC MEASURE.

This is an interpersonal perception measure yielding
leader personality scores which have consistent%y related to
group effectiveness in studies‘conducted with a wide variety
of groups exc;uding sghools, by Fie@ler‘and his éssociates(S)
and specifically in séhoolé by,McNéﬁara.(9)(10) The scale

used in the present study may be found in Appendix A.

The instrument as it wag)used in this study is a re-

e e
=

.finement of whét was originally a measure of "Assumed Sihilar-
ity Bétween Opposités". The lattegrQere érrivgd at by asking
the leader to describe the most- ana leastﬁﬁieferréd co-work-
. ’ Q .

er he héd known. However, it was subsequently found that the
LPC scale aloné was just as reliable as the original ASO

’ . . : o
score and the instrument itself much simpler to .administer.

(2,44) TFiedler also reports that a score based on twenty
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items yiclds split-half reliability of xﬂx(4,44ﬁ:

In most studies the score was obtainc(i })ysﬁasking the
lcader to thing of Qll the pcople with whom he had ever worked,
not merely those with whom he worked at the fime of the rat-
ing. This was also the approach used 1n, the preSont‘study.
The scores ®fe gbtaincd by simply summing the ratings giveﬁ
the 1e§st—pﬁé&¢rrod co-worker on each of the scales in the
instrumoné!~ In the present study, as in previous research

|

using this scale, high LPC lcaders were defined as those

scoring above the median on the scale, low LEC leaders as

' .

thosg scoring below the median. .

THE GROUP ATMOSPHERE MEASURE

[y
P

This is taken to be an indication of the level of
personal relations between the lecader and group members., e
It was-obtained by having the leader asses; his group using
scales similar to thfe LPC sgqles. The score ié the sum of
the ratings on each of the scales. A copy of the instrument
used in the present study can be found in Appendix A(‘

‘Baplier studies by Fiedler and his associatés_attémpt~
ed to mcasure the leader's acceptancé%g§fhis gfoup socio-
mefrically. However, it was subsequently asserted by Fiedler

that the present GA instrument proved just as effective as

the sociometric method in measuring the degree to which the

’ ~
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leader feels accepted by Lhc.group and relaxed and at.ease
in his role, according t; Firedler. (4, 32)

Fiedler has found that low GA scores are the exception
rather than the rule in most groups, but that even so this
is a partigularly important dimension in quer&ting the
effoctiveness of thekéruup.(4)(3) Because of the relatively
small range in sGgores, the common préctice 1s to usec the
upper and 1;weg thirds in order to establish Ewo groups, one
high and one low on this dihcnéion for predicting effective-

.
ness according to the model. 1In the sample used in the
present study, GA scores ranged from 40 to 78-6n a possiblé
80, much like the narrow range found by Fiedlwg. HHigh GA

As?hools in the,present study were, thérefore, those in the

top third and low GA schools those in the hottom third of

.4 the distribution.

SUPERVISORY PRACTICES

- o
These are specific, quantified manifestations of the

principal's supervisory behaviour. The quostionﬁaire used

‘in the present study is a repg'duction of the one modified

by‘McNémara and used successfully in his stuak¥?f elementary
o o @ 9 :

schools.(9) It is an adaptation‘*of the scale devised by

o

! ,7Z‘lkkowsﬁy.(12) The adaptations were largely in view of‘the

}

differences to be expe’cted“ certain supervisory practices

» . ' N ]
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in elementary and high schools.

Principal LPC scores were compared with the reported
frequency of each practice. Scale scores from onec to six
on frequency of each practice as reported by staff members -
were summed for eachjprincipalhand averadged to provide an
approximate basis for rank orders to be compared with rank
orders of principals onJLPC scores.

Reported frequencies for each prgctice were also com-
pared with effectiveness ratings of schools.

Finally, the scales were used to examine the differ-
ences between effective permissive prigcipals and effective

directive principals.

THE POWER INSTRUMENT

T . - .
This instrument consisted of a series of eleven ques-

tionsbased on Hunt's questionnaire which was reported to

have been found an effective substitute for the origgbal
, e

[
N
&

18-item Fiedler instrument. (4) (7) The instrument was5not

given a title that might indicate its nature, but the quest-

o0
.

‘iod&\yere included in the teachers' questionnaires as ®imply .

a‘supplementary series about the position of principal in

the school system. The score @as the sum total of the number

) .
of "yes": answers given. The ¢riginal scale used by Hunt
. , ;

v ~
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og)

contained thirteen items, but the answers to two of the

3
Van
. - \[ . . . 0
questions were known for principals:” they cannot promote or

demote teachers on their own in the Montreal system, and they
do have an official title, so these two questions were not

included in the questionnaire. The word "principal" was
- \ e

isubstituted for the word "supervisor" used by Hunt. A copy
/

- of the instrument as used in this study :én be found‘in App-

endix B. |
There is some confusion about the operational defin-

ition of LPP. Mitchell et al. suggesf that the original
cutting\point was the median, and point out that this p;act-
ice is open to the obvious criticism that the median is like-

ly to Qe shifted from study to study so that a situation of
& o

high position power in one study could possibly aﬂpcissider—

ed to be low position power in another.(11,257) However,

Hunt, whq\first used the 13-item version of the scale adapt-

9

}ed for his staﬂﬁ of three{orggnizqtions arrived at nis scove
b& dividing the total "yes" answers by the total number of ’

' quesktions to arrive at a percentage sébfe. ';n his three
Mstudies, all the positions examined had higﬁ power, the

scores ranging from ,77% to 92%.(7)‘.fn’the absence of a

P
4 s

2 v ST, ) . ’ . .
standard by whieh to compare the’mean LPP ratings of principals

o m & % .

FERL A * -
Pal

by teachers, it was decided that a mean scqre of 7 or more

o

€

®
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"yes" answers to the eleveh}questions would be interpreted

o -
as high position power. The cut-off, therefore, using Hunt's

meéhod is 64%:; npt as high as the lowest fig%re in his studies,
but indicating in effect that teachers would perceive prin-

cipals as being able to do well over half of the actions

indicated by thé& items on the scale, all of which are pra#am-

—

ably measures of power: N

When the mean score on the LPP inst;umeﬁt for .both
French and English teachérs was calculated, it was found
to be 7.56 "yes" answers. While there was an appreciable ¢
difference between the French and’@nglish'means,(Chépter VI)
they were both over the average‘of'7 "yves" answers decided
upon as denoting high pdsition power for principals in the
present study. The mean forvpower for principals inlthe
"7§French'8chools was 7.26 énifhat for English principals waé‘
.'7.973 6sing Hunﬁ'slsystem‘of-convertihg to perceqt, the’
tygsg averages were: 68.7%7 66.0% ang 72.4% for the combined

g e
L . . . .
es, the French sample, and the English sample respective-

1.
- . L i

.SCHOOL RATING

- _Thé schools were rated by Distriq’!Direéféfs“af the .
" 'school. system. . These are district supervisorsf ehch -respons~

d v

v

PR
. w

.\ .
. L
‘ s ’ v .
; L ‘
e ¢ - .
g il . .
. . . v '
e o

w
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ible for all the schools 'in a given gcographical area of the

city. They were asked to rate the schools on a six-point

- . :
Likert-type scale. While it is clearly more difficult to
rate the effectiveness of schools as‘compared, for example,

to rating the accuracy of military or Othcr_tCams, McNamara o

nevertheless found this instrument to discriminate among

schools. (9) A copy‘bf the scale used in the.afesent study

can be found in Appendix O.

TRANSLATION . CoL e

Translation of the instruments from English into

*

French was done with the assistance of twod bilingual graduate

. )
students from Quebec whose mother=ténguevwas French. They

both had an appreciébla_knowledge of the instruments and
L L S \
a sufficient knowlcdge_oﬁ the-French sé-ools in Quebec to

allow them to ﬁfﬁ@e-thatﬁﬁhe general meaning of the question-.

. - ’ C gy .
naires would be the same in these schools as'’in. the English
& . “- ‘.' - . . P

schools. Professor Fiédler'éisb,éenl copies of the French

v
v

- LPC and GA instruments used in the Belgian study and’thése il

7
/

were found to béfcomparablefto the translations used in this

4

studYZ‘ -  ' S : o ‘ o
5 \"i:' : R | o B //



JHE SAMPLE
Ity
The present study was carried out with a sample of
titty-sone elementary ?chools of the English language and . .

P

. ' ) \ -
sixty-nine French elementary schools. These r@presented

89% and 68% régggltively of all the elemertary schools in
the system. In cach of these schools, the principal devotes
ty ) A

. - .
full time’'to administrative duties. The' average staff sisc

rt

was 16 excluding the principal, but usable returns were

.

received from an average ot 14 teachers per school tor tbtals

of 714:English teachers and 898 French teachers.

A11 of the schools are loéatgd in the City of Montreal

and are admimistered by the Montreal Catholic School Commission.

/

4 . .
DATA COLLECTION

& " : . o
: } R -
; ‘ : . o

Aftex obtaining the agreement of administrators of

. . :
the sewven regional districts involved an e two teachers'

- . s . ’ . . '
unions, to proceed with the study, questionnaikes were sent

) . - ,
to all the elementary schools in the system, with indtructions

~and stamped return envelopes., A follow-up letter was sent twd

’ -
=

weeks later.ié Ehpse.who haé not returhed their materials.
. BrincipalS-were.asked to'complete the princjpal's
. . ) (4 . . . “ .

: : ) e ‘ s .
questionnaires, the LPC instrument, as wellias the Group

5 ® . . ‘
.Atmosphere scale. - : L . ' " 1
. . . ) N ) i . l.‘ lﬂ - .
e KR : . B o ' ' -
“A 8 . R N .‘ R I. ' . - ;s *
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Schools in the conple we ¢ coded and school otticials

~—

1

asked to rata them on of Cocbivene oo, Phe coding systen was
. ! . . - .
devised to assure part telpants of anonyiity.,

3

Teachors in the 5chools woere asked Lo conmblete the
\ i

,
questionnalres on principal power and supervisory practiees

as well as to supply some information about themselves.  Their

‘

é
anbwer sheots woere returned in a scparate kfivelope from that

of the principal, by « teachor designatod by the statbf.

’

DATA ANALYSTS
L] l &P

Principal Cards

A ¢
"Responses ot principals to their questionnaires

& : .
wiere recordad and computoed by hand as woere tho'.':c ol the
) . - P &

LY
};‘

effectiveness ratings.by school of fi%ials, and trarsferred :

.

to computer cards, one card for cach principal ‘containing;

The school code number

. : '

N

A .
Language of the d¢hool ‘/ ‘
‘ -\ ,' ’ .. . . . ' N
a - (2 t

. i . 4 . .
Sex ot the principal |7 " 9

‘ R Y ' ’ » !
Length of time he had been a principal
. - '
“ Length of time he had been prircipal of that school |,
Principal LBC score - y i
' - . T )
«Principal GA rating > .

‘f Mean”LPP rating"of that dchool by teachers
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Size¢ of the school statt
School effectiveness rating
Teacher Cards
Responses ot teacher s were transfc&kcd from specially
designed IBM scoring sheets to cards by machine, cach card
recording:
The S(rh@(ﬂ‘ code number @
The tecacher code number ’ | /
The GA rating of the scho@ .. o,
Teacher rating of principal supervisory practices
Teacher rating of satisfac}ion
Teacher's yéars_of training
. ) . _ | |
Computer peoyrams were employed to yield the following

information about eqch school and its principal, which was
. v

, Lo ( - . -
then recorded om a third computer card:

- . X . N < .
Mean supervisory practice scores for each item

-

Mean teacher rating of satisfaction

19

‘ Mean teacher rating of principal position power

-

» ‘.

Statistical Treatment of the -Data-

4 .

The Pearson piodgct—moment correlation coefficient '}

-

was calculated to meaéﬁre the relationship between LPC j»

and effectiveness;(l,97),,While Speérmanlrho had been used,

. * - [ .
: . LI ]
often in previous studies, Glas and Stanley indicate that

L]

. with the adwent of the electrbnic comphtei, there 1is no

g

»
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v

longer any reason to make this calculation on unranked
data. (6,176)

Differcnces bctwoeg groups, as between effective and
&neffective principals, for example, were examined using
thett—test for significance of difference between means of

independent samples/(1,268) The bosic assumptions for the

~

use of this test, of normal distribution , approximate equal-
1ty of variance within groups and approximately'equal n's
were met. The normal .05 level of significance was set for

the acceptance or rejection of hypotheses, a-pne-tailed
o
test being used. for directional hypotheses and two-tailed

test for non-direétional hypotheses.
L N )

II.- DEVELOPING HYPOTHESES

L3 \ -
It was originally proposdd to test the relationship

v

betweén principal's leadership'style and school effectiveness
y " i o o |
' by applying to schools the model succtessfully used by Fred

E. Fiedler, ralled the Contingency Model of ‘Leadership ,

. -
! -

Effectiveness. (1) (5) To test thisjmddel the‘groups being

studied must bé located in two of eight possible octants .
for which.the model predicts the relationship between leader-

Ship style and effectiveness. ' The octants are defined by

o

-, - -

three factors: Group Atmosphere (GA)., a measure of the

a
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principal's perception of his accbptance by the Jroup; Task

'

Structure (TS), operationally defined in Le!ps of Goal Clarity;,
Decisipn Verifiability, Solution Specificity and Goal Path

iultiplicity; and Pinally Leader Position Power (LLPP), the

a

extent to which the positicon of the leader itself embodies
power over group members.,

In terms of GA, groups can thérefore be located in
the following ﬁairs of octants, the first in gach pair

being the high GA condition, the sccond being the low GA
. [ J
condition: 1 and 5, 2 and 6, 3 and 7, 4 and 8: the TS and
LPP ¥imensions mﬁﬁching for each pair. For example, fS and
N )

ILPP in octants l@uﬁ 5 are high.

The nunber of possible matching pairs is, reduced onage

$ .

~the TS for the particular task.of the groups being studied
is established. McNamaravhas established thaﬁ'TéFk Strdéture
ikn%elementary schools is low in‘the estimation of a panel
of exper@s in'educatién, in ;omparigon with other group
tasks.reported in earlier'stqdiés.(IO) This ng TS was
‘ ‘ \

. assumed for the present study. Therefore, elementary schools .

or 2 and 6,

"éannot be located in the pairs of octants 1and %
£ . v | N
ere TS is by definition high. _ “
o \ A ’ o ’ i . "A
Which of the remaining tz? sets .of octants,” 3 and7
~ . ¢

r 4 and 8 will be chgsen for testing the theor depends on
ther LPP is judgéd to be high or 1ow‘respectlvely; a
e . . . . .

o~

< \
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MoNanara was unablde to achleve a cloear-cut of;t_iI%lt ¢ of whetho:

the position p(~wc> o! principals was high or lo(.v'. {(10)  He
. i ‘

used the Systen of rating by out side experts.  The preseont

study cxamined the perception of toeachers of the princi al'y
f
d

power ol posilion.  The-conclusion was reached that principals
of elementary schq@ols in the system ctudicd had high Lpp.

(P.69, supra) Elcmentary  schools were, therefore, located

in octants 3 and 7 for purposes oﬁ prediction.

N ' ) g ‘ .(
RETESTING THE CONTINGENCY MODET, |

\
Piedler's model predicts that when GA  is high for

this kind ol group (Octant 3), effectiveness should relate

*

negatively 'wi.th LPC. The mpedian correlation of studies in

. . _ . ‘
the development of the model was found to be 20.33 for this

octant. (4, 142) - In Octaht 7., where GA 1is-low, foectlveness

-

is predlcted to Correlatc pOSLL\Iv‘e‘]Jy with RPC, t.he mgﬂ‘tan

reported correlation being +0.05. (4 142) The first hypoJ-— :

" . §

esis derives from Lthese expected correlations. \

< « .
..

-

It was intended at the beginning that the theory

should be examined independently® Therefore, separate

- . - ' - b



St heges were gonerat od for cach of Uhe adltural Gronps.,
Hopoth s T
(1) Directive principals (low LPC)Y in English schools
-

* Wikl be in charge of more of Loctive school s and

\ \ : v : :
Cbemissive principals (high LPe) will be in ):}1<1r<;e
~ / .

-

of less otfoctive schools where the vrincipials
fecl accoptad by their staffs (high Ga) .

(H) Pevmissive principals (high LPC) in English schools

will be in charge of more effective schools and
_ . . . i N
direclive principals in charge of less offective
schools where principals do not feel ac¢oepted by
thelr staffs (low GA)
. {’/ﬂﬂ J ’
Mypothesis TT.
- -k\ . ) . - .
(a) Dirocctive principils (low LPC) in French scheals
will be incharge of more offcetive schools and
‘permissive principails (high Lpo) will be in charge’
‘ i less effective schools whore the principals
.G : ) . Ve )
frel accepted by their staffs (high Ghv) . "
(b) :Permissive principals (high LPC) in French schools
> . M
, . k » » .
. :
will be in charge of more effeoctive schools and
s ) P . .
e . | v e
directive principals in charge of less effectiva
' © - . . ’ ’ ’
- schoels where principals do-not Feel accepted by -
o . . « - , \ A ‘ - [ 3
. ‘thelr staffs (low GA). ' - e
- y . . .
hd - -
. 4
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SUPERVISORY "BEHAVIOUR QF_‘. ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS
MclNamara found that the Ziolkowski instrument, as ad-

apted for the former's study (9) defined the behaviour of low

—p

LPC principals better than it did that of high LPC principals.

It was proposed to replicate this test of the relationships

’

betwe%p LPC scores and the items on the Supervisory Practices
”

.Questionnaire.l

McNamara found that in general, low LPC principals

Al

tended to be mofe task-oriented and to employ more directive
éupervisory practices than high LPC principals, such as paying
1Qngbr classroom visits,‘gﬂling:tea;hérs to the office more’
greQUenFly, and prescribing téaching methods to @ greater

" extent., Permissive supervision appeared to be the equivalent . |

of a general lack of activity on thé part of the principal. .

& Hypothesis III

(a} Principals above the median LPC will tend to be

’
b those, who manifest permissive supervisory\behaviour,

ro. in English schools. . . _ii. ﬁé

(b) Principais below the medfan LPC will tend to be

thpse who manlfest dlrectlve superv1sory behavidur

L B4 Y . o ..

ot , .qgl e . '
; ' ‘1n Engllsh schools. SR +

v

lSupervxsory behav1out, in hypotheses IIT thrOUgh b's was
measuredfby the Superv1sory ‘Practices Questlonnalre (page 147 ';Jﬂ
enfra), an adaptailon of the Zlolkowskl 1nstrument.
' "',, L2

.
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Wwill t« 1d to be

SUPLLVLISOry bhoehav—

Hypothonis v

(a)  Principals above he
those who mant foot P
lour, in 'y cch sChools,

(1) Principals

'$

meNamara

grincipal’

eifective

a

that principats

on instructicnal mattoers and

(9,114)

moreo.,

Hypothoy

Principals

:

those

iC/U r,

P
S 'of more

sChools,

who

also

ot effective Schools placed greateor

Ls Y

in s

.

+

boelow
mani fost
Ln French

tound that

regardlogs of

chools‘

cliectivg $8hools

I
>

abovoe

ness will bc'di(feréntiated

below the median by gredtct

. mattersg,

+

Hypothesis
Principals_in Fri

,lgffectiveness

&

in Engliéh

vI .

s

schools

AY

'

of schools below the m“dlan by

1nerucLlon51 matters.

o fﬁ,

K

Lhe median
dircetive

schools

certain

LPC will tond to be

supervisory behav-

practices distinguish

® e

trom principals of Tess

) o
LPO scores, particul AL‘I.}

.

caphasls

encoucaged statf participation

’

the median in efféctiven

’

from principals of scheols

-

. N .
omphaiﬁs on 1nstructional

°

nch Sthools qpovo che medlan in

e , N

Wlll be dlLforendeted fro"ﬁrincipals4r

.
B
N

greaLer emphd;lq on
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-

Hypothesio VI .

Principals in knglish schools above the median in
effectiveness will be ditferentiated from primcipal:,
' ¥

rd
of schools bLoelos the maedlan by greatoer reliance on

v

, participitory leadership.
Hypothesis VIITT : .
: f : .
Principals in French schocls.abave the median

L4

in cffectiveness will Do dliferentldtod from principals

L

of schools below the median by greater reliance on

~— ~ .

p&ﬁticipatory'lcadcrghip. )

~

Finally MCNamara also found that among the more eoff-

- . - [
. . . « ] ' 2 <
ective schoolv, principals scoring low on LPC were also-#ere —
. - ) - a
. -r L
. . , : £ et
directive. o ST : '
. . I Lot
. i vLtoe
. , . 3 A D
YQ()U’) sis IX - . e ‘

'Among prggcxpals of those English ‘schools rated aBove
14 .

the medlan in ffethveg&ssﬁ&(h@se pr1nc1pa15 scorlngo

low on LPL wxll gé;dxsﬁiﬁgulsé%d by -the employmeqt of

- . d};ect;ve superyisory’p;abticé&. o . '
. Hypothesis X - L. S o \
‘ . . . X

Among principals of‘those;French sch¢bﬁ$ tated aboye'

¢ -

- “ : - - ‘ . -, - Pd :
the median.ln effectiveness, those prlntlpals scorlng

N v

I'ow on,LRE Wlll be dlstlngulshed by the employment of

- b PN - .
. * 15 - N
'dlrectlve superv1sory practlces. : .
- . <~ i .'4
[ . - . .
/ : S ;

£
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THE WO LINGUISTIC SAMPLES

The Montreal Catholic School Comuission gporates public

-

schools for those citizens who profess the Roman Catholic
faith, but for both ]an@ﬁups, French and English. While the
two groups, therefore, share one common aspect of culture,

a common faith, they nevertheless differ in languaac, which

@

. B . .
1s a perhaps morg impoftant aspect of culture. Morecover, the

English schools opz2rate in some iso&gtion from the French
' ~ J . o

school s, not.only physically, but organizatiomally. ‘They are

+ - ’ ' i : L4

under the direction. of persons who themselves were educated 4

3

almost ,exclusively in English schools and m&ny of whom have

come from other (English—spea}ing) parts of Canada and.from

other countries. The French-Canadian schools are operated
_ Al R : )
by’ French-Canad4ians, which is to say persons who have been’
raised and educated in French inqbuebec. There is no doubt
that these two groups are quturally distinct,;

There is to date no data specifically .on the guestion

. 1
. ' ‘
° i

of French and:.English Canadian attitudes. to leadership. A

majer study of the subigct prepared for the Royal Commission

.

of En
~ f , S ' ‘. \
not yet avarlablerw However, there are sbmevgréunds for the
e o . 5

‘expectation that people of diffefent,c&ltural grbups behave

t

Naine

g " = ’
G*Auclalr Gliles A. and William H. Re¢ad. Attitudes of
2 1itudes
Ftench and Engllsh Canadlans Toward Industidal Leadersh;p.‘

LY Cs

iry on Bilingualism and Biculturalism f% unfor%udately

LI

L 3
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diffcﬁ%nrly and share different attitudes.

o At the time this study was proposed, there wais no

[y

reason to expeet differences between Fregch and English samplgs

in all of the . variablés ‘included in the study. There did,

. \ _ -

however, app@2ar to be gounds for supposing French-Canadian

® . y o . - L .
.ol !

tgachers might perceive the power of principals differently

»

. Iy . , _
W dn English-Canadian teachers. Much of the literature rev-

iewed in Chapter I1 accents the relationship of French-Can-
adians to‘éuthority figures, and suggests that these. relation=

.-whips are different. from thase of their English Counaiymen.

e N . .
Because of this expected difference in the perception
_ : : \
~of principal power, it was expected as well that French- . "\
4’, » . ' ‘A . s v N ' ©
Canadian principals would supervise their staffs in a -manner. | -
.' - . . , . . ’ | . . 'Y T
»different from kEnglish-Canadian principals, but not specif-
icélly that they would use more or less directive supervisory
practiceéss .
~ - ri :
Hypothesis XI ’
. j ‘ \ . . 3 ’ - B -
That FrenchAC adfanﬁand English-Ganadian teachers. o
[ ) ‘»""“ ‘ ‘ ' ' L ’ hd
_—(jil\not differ in their percepti?:/?fvprincipal o,
4 . ) . ) . g 4 « L LY
. " - . o " L | . .
posfition /power. - .» _\ o o . a
I,“ " - "’ A ‘ vw’ " i . : .‘ ‘. o
% Hypothesis XII . S '
. ' That Fréhch-Capadian and Ehglish+Canadian principals -
- " will not differ in their employmént of sBupérvisory N
. ‘practices.. = . S e )
’ : } 4 .
L ¢ oo S, ‘ ' o ’Cﬁi‘

. PR Y * . ) " ‘
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CHAPTER * IV : ' L
A v
. . . ' . v N
TESTING THE® HYPOTHESES DERIVED Gl
¢ R FROM. THE CONTINGENCY MODEL .
A Do . o ' o L
N\ The present chapter examines the results of testing

N . [ -
hypoéheses I and Ilg tests of Ficdlex's Contingency Theory

a ‘ “ >
]

in schools.’ Hypotheses III through X, which deal with super-

visofy{behaviour.are examined ib Chapter V. Hypotheses X1 »
? . N . . : -
. PP . - ) : i
\ and XIIs_testing for cultural differences are examined in
PR ', s ’ ’ . . R . t, : : !
"“5 1 i Te -« CES 4
v “t}‘]a(p-ti?l:fv‘[' . . ' . T e
LI % U - ' - . o
?X.v’- ~ - e e ~ ' HYPOTHESIS 1 ¢ oy
A f T . . b ',. . ' - A )
- w- This first hypothesis is derived fram Fiedler's
. N 4 “

"‘.4 [ e . ) , . ) . .

' tontingency*Model of Leadership Effectiveness. The model

_r R . f

pfedilcts that qu schools logated.in octanf 3 (high GA), -
n ‘ B .

>

1

] ) : ¢ : . 5.
directiveprincipals would be more effective l@aders and that
. N . - N & R *
for schools located in octant 7 (low GA), prmissive principals
" o ‘ - |
would be more effective leaders. 1In Chapter III it was
) established that thesg were the qppropfia}é‘octants'for test-

‘U

ing the schools in the samples.

[

S
THE ENGLISH SAMPLE

The findings oh the test of Hypotheses I (a) and 1 (b

& - .

_ : , I
are presented in Table I. The model predicts a.negative cor-

relation bepwe§n LPC and effectiveness under hi%h GA and'a4 =
A N , \
‘ t

.« . . Vi : R { ~

S o Vo . .
. ‘ B - 4
M . .
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osltive correlation under low GA. The hypothesis is reiject-
P )

~ed.  Not only 1s neither corrclation significant at the .05
N A

level, but the signs of the correlations are~opposite to

those predicted from the model.
\
TABLE I

APPLYING THE CONTINGENCY MODEL TO

ENGLISH ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

e

LPC Correlated with System Rating ot 5School Effectiveness

Group Atmosphere (GA) Level Correlation N
e g - ’ \
Schools undifferentiated on Ga ~0.08 51
: \
Schools under high GA . +0.08 16
Schools under low GA . -0.18 20

4

THE FRENCH SAMPLE ;

] . N .
Table II presents the findings of the test of
. - :

~ * ' . 3 ‘
hypotheses II (a) and II (b) which predicted negative cor-
" relation between LPC and effectivendss in high GA schoocls
o\
and a positive. correlation ugder low GA in the French-Canadian

sample of schogls. ©nce again the hypothesis is fejected.

L-

\@he correlations do not reach a .05 level of significance,

althougﬁ one of the signs is in the direction hypothesized,

that for the relationship between LPC and effectiveness under
i . . *
\

- -t

\N
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TABLE IT - , L
APPLYING THE CONTINGENCY MODEL- TO

FRENCH ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
’

>y

LPC Correiated with System Rating of Scﬁbol'Effeqtiveness

71_ - - —_—
Group Atmosphere (GA) Level Correlation N
. . ' )
l'\ —_
Schooels .undifferentiated on -GA ~0.08 68
Schools under high GA - -0.02 24
Schoolé under low GA -0.13 20

~-

’

* This failure of the model to predict the relation-
ship between effectiveness &nd LPC for elementary schools

deserves some comment.

Predictions from the'Model : ’ 4

-~

Twel&e studies reported by Fiedler yielded 63 relation-

\‘§h{ps between leadership style and group effectiveness. These

L . i
. ) . . - C .
» relationships were used to inductively derive the predictions

of the Contingency Mqgdel. The median correlation for each

octant represented the-predicted;value,~as‘illustrated in

Figure 3, page 48 above. Graen and“%is co-workers in a
report of two labbratory studies tésting the model, argue’
. , e

that these poin;spredicfions from the model are not inter-
kaat® ) o .

-

» : r
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- i o
pretable, since the vatiances of correlations within octants

is often without an apparent central clustering of values.
. A - . .
(1,196) Their study was an explicit examination of the

hypothesis that the variance within octants was due to fac-

-

' b

tors not specified in the model. Two indepepdent quﬁps with

two experimenters at different times, worked on similar tasks

4

with similar power arrangements. Predictions from seven of’
4

-

the ‘eight octants of the model were able to be tested. In

the first of the experiments, two of the seven signs o> their

~

correlation coefficients were Opp&Site to those predicted by
. L= ‘ b
the model; one of them in octant 3. Nong of the correlations

were significant. In the second experiment, only iwo of the
' A Lo . L. o . -
seven correlations were in the direction hypothesized, one
e~ w‘ ’ / ’ .. b

of them in"octant 3. They concluded that their studies not

only lend evidential disproof to the continqeﬁcy model, *but
/ : . . ) '

alsé indicate that.it may not\be,sgmmarizing‘meaningful and

stable relationships. (1, 200) _ . .- ;'

In -another laboratory study de51gned to analyze the
v/’_;" \;lg P
relatronshlps among’ the#varléﬁles 1n the Contlngency Model
e 3'5 .. o
Fishbein, Landy and Hasch,found that the four main variables,

LPC, GA, Task Strtctﬁre and Leader'Position,Power,,and all-

. »

thelr 1nteract10ns aCCquped for between 7. 6% and 17 87 of
- the variance in supjects' belfef,qpout the way the mos;i}

' effectlve leader;should behave. (6 462) f ' i s .

o . = ~
».‘ .

R . -

/
!



/ -~ constitute in themselves a disproof.of'the model,

-

. et . ¥ ‘;

89 1
1 N N . ) i * - e
These studies are worth mentioning, not beq?use thew%

LA

but becauge

o

* . . ) . X - N
they underline some of the possible causes for 1ts, failure. N

‘ v - B
The Fishbein, Landy and Hatch>study suggests the possibility
.—/ : .

that a ggeat_man§ other‘factors, in's outweighing the four -
B he - ’ . *_"'/ N - © : : - .
- model variables may afféct the effecgivenqss of a group. N

The Graen study suggests the~pdss£bi;ity that the mod@i it-

self may not summarize meaningful and starle relationships.' E":

) FigLIerv‘in answer to Graen et al., suggests that é%pecially

in laboratory studies, fﬁadequate.manipulation of the vari- 7
’ ’ \

’

ables may also account for the failure to achieve significant
results.(4,202) - | T,
‘Keéarding the present study, it is diffi€ult to say .

whether the manipulation of the variables was-adeﬁha;e. Given

time hnd.aceessibi;i%&. for example,fit might be preférable
Y P ’ . '

to have the investigator-Qggsewgiﬁéfore'and during the

compdgtiqn of the instruments. It would also be useful to

[

‘ R o _ o _ :
have a more objective measure of effectiveness of elementary
. . o . +

é%hoéls than the one that was available. It is also felt

intuitively that the Fishbein suggestion of the presende

of‘many other factoxs affecting group outcomégumight be

‘e paftiCularly applicable'in organizations as cémplek,and,ﬁulti—

ﬁiﬁeted_as schools; factors such as socio-economid location are

discussed later in this chapter. But wiﬁﬁfrééardApg the S

%
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,study (7, 123) However, in his second sgudy, he foun& an

Des
t

. LT . , i 90.
remaining possibillity, that the‘variables\of the model may

*

not summarize meaningful and stable operations, somz evidence

exists from the present study..

vy ..

Assumpt tons about’ the variables of the Contingency Model

v e _ - -

a f

Independence of the variables has been at least an

.

implied assumption undérlyihg the Contingency Model. Table
III summarizes the significant correlations found améﬁg seV—‘

»

I . - , .
eral of the variables of the model and other variables\in

St ’

the present study for the English and French samples. Onlly’

‘ ' ’ - ‘ 13 . ‘ )
those cdrrelations which were signlflcant at the .05 level

)
y

in either of the samples are reported. (p 91) \\

-

Group Atmosphere >_ K ¢
Fiedler reported that GA,.although it is determingd by

T
-

. having the leader rate his group on'a semantic differehtial

k P

instrument like the LPC instrument which determines his

LPC score, is independent of LPC. The particular study he
'AWJ 3 ‘ - VL : ‘ .

" quotes was of a short-term, ad hbc group. (3, 32) McNamara

réported ﬁﬁe‘two measures to be independent in his first

'S

\

apparently cufviixnear relatlonshlp among LPc, GA and Effect-

&
.

1veness 1n the comblned samples and aallnear relatlonshlp

ﬂbetween,LPq,and,GA in some sub-samp}es.(8,19l) ThlS led h1m

. (* v ‘ ‘Q:L '. . . )
t,to'expressthF need for caution in its use' as a-measure of

- v ) ) S e "‘T_’:;".:: A ‘ . : 24 R T v ! . o~
: s . O - : : -'.\fi,,

L
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[ CPABLE JITI
L .. . .
\N'-I‘ERCORRE]L \TIONS AMONG VARIABLLES
. - A h N
********* TR —_:_._.T..::::_’—:_—’::_'—'_i;‘_—_‘;z-—,t:::: —=====
,Qorrelatioée:
. A
Engli‘ (n:51) : french  (n:68)
t ) ' : [ w )
Variables** - GA LPC "LPP GA LPC LPP
Yp "1 .0.30% 0.32% | === || 0.25% 0.09 | E,‘
v - ¢
T ?
GA .- - -- ——= -- -—-
LPC ( 0.23% - - 014 - -—=
EFF --~ ~0.15 -- == - 0.29%

p(-05

YP:
EFF:

-

the

System effectlveness rating of the school.
LPC, GA and LPP; As used in the Fledler model .

favourab;Lity‘ofothe situation.

Time the pr1nc1pal has/been pr1nc1pal of that school.

The signifieant correl-

ation found in the English sample in the presént study appears’

- to confirm the limited usefulness of GA.as a measure of the

prfncipal‘s‘acceptance b& his staff.

~

.

To further.compllcate the lnterpretatlon of GA it

was found

5.

‘i both the Engllsh and French samples

-to be

-

related to the number of years the principal had ‘been prineu

cipal;of his school.

2

2

It ‘seems llkely that as a pr1nc1pal gets

er

to. know his school and- Btaff over.a perlod of years, he finds

.
-

l,t—\

e

- .

3

s

-

1 3

S
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them more accepting of him as’ a leader. The beginnihg

. principal ‘may find, as’McNamara suggests, that the situation

of starting in a pew Séhéoi'may be rather stressful and the

-,

" staff appear less accepting qf-him as a leader.(8,187)

Leadership Style

Since LPC was also related to -time in the, English’

sample, it would appear that this, measure may not be as

stable.over time as has been suggeSted else&héfe, Other -
evidence that’lenas weiéht to. this as a possibiLity:is
discussed in Chapter V. Nst only/%oes ﬁhe Eﬁglish prinéiéél
appear to modify his attitude to his group és he works with
them longer, but his leadership style a[ measured by‘LPC

‘is appafentiy modified as well. ,Why thil'relationship hetween
'LPC and time in the school is not found in the French sample
remains uncléa;. Tﬁe means of xQe,teéure of thé two groups

as principal in the particular school were not signfficantly'

different.

v

Leader Position Power

¢ , , o
The' LPP of elementary, sghool principals remains

problematical. It was ingfcated earlier that McNamara, using

judges' ratings, did not’ achieve unanimity on the guestion.

Fiedler's four judges, in théir examination of McNamara's
: ¢ ex R
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* - . " . . 4 * 4
.

first studyﬁ assessed principal position power as high. (5, 144)
P . p p P b

However, they also located schools in octants 1-and.8 of the

model, implying, although not directly stating, that the task

% . ' * . .
sstructure of schools is high. This may have been their

:decisiﬁn.because correlatian of .75 has been found between
task structure and LPP andvFiedler beiieves that it may be
a very general relatioﬁship.(2,153)

Before Locating schoois in octants of the model in

the present study, the p&fition poxer of principals was
. : A ) : )

measured by asking teachers to assess it. It was believed

' \
that if teachers. perceived principals to be high in power,

then we could confidéntlylattribufe high power to them for/

* purposes of testing the model. That is, it could be assumed

that principals could use their office to achieve the compl-
) A,
iance of the group. E?owever, the significant relationship

.

found between %PP and effectiveness\in the French sample

might lead us to believe that teachers were rating thi}r own |

.

principdi\fiﬁher than, as was hoped, rating principals in

» ' 2 ,

general. No differences in, other variables or in éuperézggéyd
practices were found however, between SChbpls“}ated high on

. . . - ’.‘; “‘ ’ . . N
effectiveéness by their supervisors in the system and high in =

péWer hy fheir'teachers, ‘ "& .

TablelV (p.94) offérs some idea of where teachers
. v o
« perceive principals' power to lie. = Less than one third of °

M -

i . = ~ ° . .
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‘ TABLE IV
_ L
LPP AS~PBRCEIVEQ1?Y TEACHERS

« -

94

el

10

11

"»hlS own

. teachers

- .

"jobs under him, but requlres teachers to

'teachers " e

'KﬂOWb both'his!OWn and teachers' jobs so‘.»
that he could. finish their work hlmself e
”lf necessary -

Authority to recommend reward and punish-
ment of teachers to superiors

Authority to reward or punish teachers on

Can recommand promotlon or demotlon of
teachers

Special knowledge allows him to decide how
teachers- are to proceed .,
Aﬁthority to gqive teachers a genera} idea
of what they are to do

Authority to spec1f1cally instruct teach—
ers on what they are to do

Important part of his job &s to motivate

Important part of his job is td evaluéte

teachers .
. . ‘ - &

Has a great deal of knowledge about the
do them : Co-

Has authorxty to- superv1se and evaluate’

i
4
.

-
.

-——

% uYes"

ENG | FR| ALL
73 | 69 | 71
17 | 31| 25
o1 | 87 | 89
55 | 33| 57

N\ s
96 | 95 | 96
57 | 61| 59 .
89 .87 | 88
87 | 63| 74
l 66| 531 59
g9 | 87 | 88,
79 | 67 | 72
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the teachers in the samples ‘perceived pringi:als as being -
. . , -

wn (ité&m 2).

abBle to reward a punish té@chers on their

-

Less than half pexceived him to have special knowledge which
. ) \

‘allowed him t% decide how they were to’ proceed on the job,
(item 4) . Not much more than half perceivgd him to have the

authority to insfruct them on what they are to“do (item 6),
or.thought principals had a great deal of knowledge ‘of the

teacher's job (item 9). Principal power seems to reside,
in, the perceptiqh,of‘teachers, in the ability to recommend
\ v . .

promotion or démopion (item 3), to give teaahers general

instructions (item 5), and to evaluate teach=zrs and to

:
s

supervise their work (items 7 and . 9) .

H¢Wever, if teachers have these perceptions of the
L., e .. ' .
principals' power, thep principals 'do appear to have what

Fiedyér describes as "some~f§te control over his ‘members"
7 Q : ) . V

4 ‘ .
(5 139), but not nearly as much as, say, factory foremen

o% mllltary leadersq Nor does this partlcular klnd of power

L '

r/seem partlcularly,approprlate for ﬁpe pOSltlon of pr1nc1pal

Psycho—Educatlonal'Cllnlc and offers some 1ns1§h£s 1nto the
role of the pr1nc19a1 and.its, power (9) F}rstrof,all,,he
o ' E
concludes that teachers are "loners" (9.113) - This has impl-

j lcatlons for the prhncipal s role 1n that he must dgal with

D -

[
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L 4
teachers on an individual basis, in a one-to-one Situati®n.

This is the type of group that Fiedler .classifies as co-
acting, and Fiedler concurs in the judgement that séhools

N ) . . . . . ,"
are co-acting rather than interacting groups.(5,145) - However,

R

the more important ramification of the teacher's aloneness,
more imp A

according to Saramnson, is that principals are recruited frgom

) s , . )
the teaching ranks themselves and have become socialized to

.

| the'idea of the independence of the teacher. When princlpals
found Sarason. and his colleagues achieving success in chang-
lngrteachtr behaylour‘ln a helping role, they" dlsplayed some
tanx1ety Whlch they expressed with the statement: "You are

do'ng what I am supposed to be doing."(9p$26) Sarason goes
o ' : PR . . .

on t§ point out that the principal has ﬁﬁﬁ§ restrictions

placed by Lhe culture of the school on his ablllty to affect ¢

-

change andn&s therefore probably much less powerful than\ls
generally believed, nor does he‘possess the training to do’
'.what.the Yale;clinio members-Wereydoing.(9,l26l .Besides

R '\
trainihg in interpersbnal relatious the kinds of fhlngs that WIL

tg

‘_prlnc1pals do to- have lnfluence requlre expertlse ‘as well.

Thls seems to be the klnd of _power that teachers 1n the'

- )
.. -

. present study 1east percelveé prlnc1pals to possess Judglng

L R ¥ )
"from the relatlvely few p051t1ve re3ponses to ltems 4 6 and 9

.

'}'Ln Table IV._ Moreovery to exercise thlS'typé of“influence’

g
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o

) . . s - .
on a one-to-one basis, there must be contact betwezsn the
N - A

principal and the teaoherﬂ
Sarason found a jreat recluctance on ﬁhe”parp of prin-

cipals to meet teachers indiQ;dualIy. He 'was shocked to find
. - , ) .

‘that principale visited classrooms only'once or twice in a
, two-week period and then onily for a period of from 2 to 10
: P , .
minu@es.(9,126) Results of thefpresent study indieate’that'

ih Montréalischoole, principals had visited teachers' clabs-,

rooms on an .average of a little over once.betyeenuseptember
: ' o .. - o~
and April, stayed.for, between 15 and 20}min@tes'and éar}ed
. * . s .:i,_‘t‘,'a‘ . .
teachers to their 6ffices . to discuss tedching matteérs on an
..» v v . . 4 X ‘v_ ‘\' » A" Lo (i +
A ! . i
- ‘ average of between once and twice’ in the same period. None

< '

of this‘data gives us Much real confidence that prinéipal

power is high or that the 1nstnument t:pj|§ measure powq; is
- . / .

reafxy discrlmlnatlng enough for appllcatlon to individuals,

“
&

which hay’be the }cind Of study of;principal power that needs

- v . . " .. (Y . - . N ‘
~ to be done in order to rel‘ate;f*"_hlead,e'r_ebip style to effective-

. a4 . .‘ A. ) 4' - ‘. . .4‘

ness. . i o | | .

S PO ‘ ' o : S T
LPC of the French Principals and Favourability of the Sftuation

g

. ‘ B . - Lo C e
©

*  The Fiedler theory predl.cts a- relatlonshlp betWeen

C e

. : Ga RS .
~ _ .the 1eadersh1p styl,e of the le'ader and effectlveness of t‘he‘-

A

group contlngent ,son the favourablllty of the SLtuat:Lon such ;
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. ) . . N . \ 7
that in very unfavourable situations, directive (low LPC)

’

leaders will be more effective. There were interesting data

from the French sample in thes present stud}"to,suggcst that
[y - !
this may be the case in that sample, using a modified defin-

-

B .

ition of favourability.
As the data from the French schools were being tabulated,

it became apparent that there was a refé;ionship between the
code . number of the school and the LPC scorefof the principals.
. . CL - \
() Schools werg numbered in ascending order on the form and as
‘ these numbers became larger, the LPC score appeared to be
L o, : ,
slaller. Aftest of the relatiofship produced a,coefficient

K of -0.40, which was signiﬁicant'at the .008 level. -

Kn examination of the French school numbering indicat-
‘ o ) - . - g
* L4

" ed 'that these schools.w%re numbered from east to west in the

< {

b4 -
cdity® The most gbvious devélopment as one goes from west to

east in Montreal is the increasing population density ahd)'“?
. . s . ~ A

d -

' ' r
“ the décreasing socio-gconomic level.
. ) . i

[ N

.Four of the five major administrative French regjons

», <

of the territory of the Montreal Catholic School Commission

.- o

i
4

~E - o
..are each divided inte two sub-regions.’ The fifth region is
| T ’ ) : .

- 2
w

a

.infa‘newly developed suburb in the north-eastern part of the
PR ’ ) . ’(x

. b o . ° . .

"+ city,, from which relatively few returns. were received. It

" .

i I\» . . . .
g Mg%'hot°included.in the following analysis, .since i: was
¢ R 4 \ .

a

-
Y e

'Un;ikely that the income data from the 1961 census which-

- . -t . <
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A

‘

wereus<d to derive the socio-economic level of the districts
wguld be rclevdnt for this fifth district in 1968. Data were

"gathered on two very gencral indices of socio-economic level
. : - Ty ' .
of each of the ¢ight remaining sub-regions. These were

~

« .
annual fa™ly inccome and avegage monthly rent. A Spearman

J o . } . .
rho rank-order correlation of these two indices yielded, as

would be e;pcéted, a coefficient. of .90, significant beyond

. .o
N A}

the .01 level. 1t was descided, &heg,‘to use the singie in-

dex of family incomz to explore the possibility of a statist-

‘ical relationship between socio-economic level and LPC score.

.

N Table V presents the ave}age family income and rank
for each of the sub-re€3jions andgthe.mean iPC scores of thef
principais in that region, and their ranks. Region 1A
is locdted in the extreme westefn end of the city. Region
4B is located in the center ?f the cify.' The Spearman rho
coefficient of correlation between the ranks on income and

5

ranks of LPC wis 0.65, significant at the .05 level(2,305)

“Thére is a.possibility that socio-economic level is a kind

of measure of the favourability of thevleadership situation.
) . ¢ . N
It is commonly bebigved,for example, that schools in lower

socio-economic areas are tougher" to handle than those in
higher socio-economic areas It may well be that administrat-
ors of the’syétem.vknowing this: to be the case, or~at least

believing it to be so, tend to appoint'directive leaders as

d . .
a



/

principals to such schools, or at least principals theif

believe will be directive. St \

-

PABLE V
] . LEVELS OF INCOME AND PRINCIPAL I,PC SCORES

IN EIGHI FRENCH DISTRICTS

———- = e ToTam oo
District Mean Income¥* R Mean-LPC R

1A $6i72 2 107 1.5

1B 6872 17 107 1.5

.

2A 3503 8 94 6

2B 4168 7 96 .5

3A 4481 6 100 4

3B 4880 3 101 3

4A 4657 5 76 8

4B 4763 4 81 7 ,

‘*Sgafée: l9€£_§é;sus of Canada, Bulletin CT4, B

"Population and Housing Characteristics
by Census Tracts, Montreal." Ottawa:
D.B.S.,1963.

‘ .
This finding led to a further examination of the

differences among the sub-regions. The result of a kruskal-

Wallis analysis of variance among groups(2,331) is reported

®

“in Table VI. Not only did the eight éubfregions differ on



i .
.. . < v

101

mean LPC, but on mean GA, mean LPP, and teacher satisfaction.

,4‘2
' TABLE VI - !

v,

5 lANALYSIS' OF VARIANCE AMONG

4 ; 4

.EIGHT FRENCH DISTRICTS

Vaniable H DF ‘
LPC : 14.9%% 7 )
. N ) - . : -
“GA - 15.4* | 7
*
" LPP 14 .2%% 7
_ satisfaction 16,2+ | 7
**p (.10
* /7
p\ .05

/

In genéral, principals perceived their staffs as less
\ A o )

accepting of them in the lower socio-economic regions, were

perceived as having lower position power, &nd had " less _
5 : ‘ ' -
satisfied staffs. These last can be constred as defining/
: _ ‘ : 2

relatively unfavourable situations for leadership. As wéuld
: . ' ' ) o . ‘a
be predicted from the Fiedler théory, they were apdeed in

bharge of directive (low LPC) principals.
This relationship of LPC to the-socio—eCOpomic41eve1

'did not appear in the English sample. However, it will be

~seen- in Chapter VI that

s

‘the mean LPC of English principals
. 3 - . . .
’ '?'
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t .
was significantly:lower than that of French principals. If
: !

;he'sufmise'that administrators choose directive principals
“for difg}g;1£ schools is plausible, then the question of the
chio;e&ondmic 1§vel of the English.schools arises. No data
were readily available on this question, bu; it 1is generally
known that the majority of the students in_ihe English sys?em
are the children of immigrani groups who 'rank below French
Canadians in soc¢io-economic level. Ift may be then, ﬁhgt the
heterocultural nature of th; stud;;tg (and to some extent
;the staffs) of these English gcﬁooléé and their low géciq—

economic level combined make them as difficult to administer

as the poorer Frenchtganadian schools. It could 5e for this
R . .
reason that the principals appointed to these schools are

generally more directive, as méasured7by LPC, than the

' French-Canadian principals.

SUMMARY

This chapter examined theyoutcd%eoof,testing the
.”Cbntingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness in two samples

of'eleﬁthary.schools. The_pajor‘hypothesis that leadership

>

'stylevwoufaube related,negagzbely to school effectiveness where
the principai feltaaccepted by his staff and wouldgbe related

positively'to schéql gffectiveness where he did not, was

rejected for both samples.,
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Possible reabons for the rejection of the hypotheses

‘were discussed. The first of these is that certain of the.

3

variables, assumed to be 1ndependent were found to be cor-

J »
. X

related, notably LPC and GA. The second'reason was that these

i ’ s

. / ’
same variables appeared to fluctuate over time so that théy
¢ F

-

may not be as stable as the theory suggests. Finally, th?,

. . .

¢ . . R * .\' . 7.
question of leader position power of the:pr1ﬂc1pa1‘was raised.

While teachers pefceived principals ‘to be powerful in tegms

of the instrument usea to measure tHis variable 1t4§s quest-

[y

1onab1e whether the kind of power they have is such as to ‘make

. > [
their job of influencing teachers easier. This has implicat~-

2

ibns for plaring schools in appropriate octants of ;he‘modelk

If principal .power was in fact low, then schools would be

-

. . | 4
tested in‘'octant’s 4 and 8, rather than in octants 3 and 7. °

] -

. The failure of this test of the Coﬁtingency Model does

not qf itself constitute airejection of the theory. Howeyer,
K . R s )
with/the findings of McNamara it ralses questlons about the

appllcablllty of the theory to schools It appears that the

—
Fledler deflnltlon of the favourability‘of a group for the

L3

pr1nc1pal as leader may be much more . complex to define for

4

"~\\schools than in terms of task structure, leader position power .

-and'groupvatmosphere. Evidence was'presented that the socio-~

AN

economlc level of the séhool district may be another lmportant

”factor in deflnlng f@gourablllty. | »%;“*
v . .

e

b
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« ' CHAPTER V

4

SUPERVISORY PRACTICES OF
. . 0\ * . - .
" ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

. ’ .
;

This chapter presents the outcomes of testing eight
h&potheees;concerning the sayeﬁvisory practices of English
and French elementary school principals. In Chapter II (p-35)

the'general kinds of behaviour associated with high LPC and

) L]

low LPC leaders were examined. The supervisory practices N
which teachers were asked to report on in their "schools were

fhose~contained in the instrument adapted from Ziolkowski's

S

instrument. (Appendlx D) Items 1,2 and-3 are defined as

permissive practices; the remainder as dlrectlve practices.
G _ | \ -
HYPOTHESES III AND IV - . -

The flrst hypotheses regardlng the behaviour of prln-

'

c1pals uere derlved from the theoretlcal expectatlon that

hlgh LPC pr1n¢1pa1s were perm:LSSlve :nd low LPC prlnclpal(

'were dlrectlve. It waswexpected ‘that pr1ncxpals scorlng{
| .above the medxan on LPC in each of‘the samples would dlffer

‘ln*the klnds of superv1sory practlces found in thelr schools

' . )
S

from pr1nc1pals scorlnq below the medlan .on LPC Mean score

. L

: on each of the teacher-reported practices were computed for

~ .

LI . »
-« ‘ . . .
o . . . .
B < . o .
N
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. c
each school. T-tests were appliea to e;amine the differences
'bétween the mean scores oflpermisgive and directive principals.
Table VII (P-lO%) summarizes the findi&égtof the test of these
hypétheées in the English and FrenEh samples.

The hypotheses are rejected in both samples. .Elemen-

tary principals scoring above the hédian on LPC in neither

.
\

- sémple demonstrétedjgreater use of the three permissive prac-
tices (iteﬁs 1l - 3) than low LPC principals. Nor did low LPC
principals demonstrate any g%eater use of the directive super—y
_visgry pracﬂices (items 4 - ll):

‘ - '
HYPOTHESES V AND VI

[}

The seéond set of hypothesés concerning supervisory
beﬁaviqur were that certain supervisory practices were like-
ly to be ;sed by effective‘principalsh regardless“bf their
permissiveness or directiveness. 'Spécifically, thaE’more

effective §rincipals would place greater emphasis on instr-

uctional matte;z (item 4), in both the Ftench and English"

samples. Table VIII summarizes the findings for both samples.

The hypotheses. were rejected. No supérvisory practices

,wdisgingui%hed between permissive and directive principals.

*



TADLE VIT

4N

PERMISSIVE vs DIRECTIVE PRRICIPALS

ENGLISH AND FRENCH SAMPLES

[ ]

107

Supervisory Practices

Permissive -

»

1. staff initiation aé.meetings 0.62
2. Teaching-curriculum committees 0.46b ] 0/66
'3. Teacher share in decision-making 0.06 . PlQb ,
o - ‘ /,//’
| ) Directive . ; ,/ ’
4. Enmphasizes instructional matters 0.20
5. 'Visita to cléggigoms 0.05
6. , 9£ claééégom visits 0[47
o
7. vity of principal in visits 0?¢S~
8. In?ites‘to office re teaching 0.38
_'9; Prescribes teaching ﬁethods ~ 0;49 ‘
10. Intefrupts 1;s§§ns‘via P.A. 0.09 0.19
11, Apbliesvsréssure;ﬁo work hardé: ‘Q.OB, 0.85
»-‘»h'szzel,cés n's:37,32

o

. ;
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TABLE VIII
- EFFECTIVE vs INEFFECTIVE PRINCIPALS
. v f"‘%
. ‘ENGLISH AND FRENCH SAMPLES o
Supervisory Practices : -1t English t French
[}
¥ Permissive ~ o
1. staff initiation at meetings - 0.12 0.20
..2; _Teaching-cprriculum committees - 0.12 0.26
_ | _ s .
.3. Teacher shére in decision-making] 2.08* 1 90.17 A
T R VY
¥ =
T Directive
4. Emphasizes instructional matters| 1,53 . 0.16
5. vVisits to classrooms 0.88 0.33
’6. Length‘oflclassnoom visits_ o 0.14 , 0.11
7. Activity of principal in visits 0.967 .1 0.05
8. .Invites to office re teaching | 2.08* - | 0.11
9. Prescribes teaching methods 1.29 ,‘  0.17
10. Interrupts lesson via B.A. . f> 1.70 . | 0.45
F 1), hppliés'preséure to work harder 0.65 - | 0.48
e *p gos .. - n's:32,19 n's: 42,27
. . B R o s
» ". ‘ -
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® P - HYPOTHESES | VII AND VIII - :
o N ' ‘
A ; ‘ S

:j.further hypothesized that effective principals

woul'd put greater emphasis on participatory. leadersth than
would lneffectlve principals (items 1,2 and 3). Table VIII
'r.

summarizes”the findings for both samples. There was only
jariees " -

partial éapport for this hypothesis inasmuch as effective

principals in English schools did allow more decision-making

by teachers (item 3). They also invited teachers to'the

office more frequently to discuss teaching\matters.

s . HYPOTHESES Ix AND X
| o _

‘\
\
Y.
h flnal hypotheses on supervrsory practices were
. /Yﬂ < - ‘

" | A
that in the more. effectlve schools : principaIS~scoring be~
'N ‘

: low the median .on LPC would use more directive superv1sory

practlces (ltems 4 to 11). Table IX summarlzes‘the test of -

. 2oy - :
these. dafferences for both the English and French samples. ~

fhe hypotheses are rejected for both samples."In
P .

f&ct the\slgnlflcant dlfferences between the ‘two groups were

£ v
A . \. N . .
opp031te to the general predlctlon.‘ In the Engllsh sample,’

perm1551ve pr1nc1pals of elementary schools lnterrupted‘

‘ L3

v (i : : ‘
lessons on- the P A. systgm more than dld dlrectlve pr1nc1pals o

b . .
(item lO)...ﬁd the French schools, it was the permlss1ve

‘were peroelved as«applylng morefpreSsuref(itEm"ll)@

pr1nc1pals dh

s .
el Q Dt
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L

\ X /
EFFECTIVE-DIRECTIVE vs EFFECTIVE*PERMISSIVE'
ra - N /
P ‘ PRINCTPALS -
Supervisory Practices t Engpish, t French
. ) \ o “~
)
Permissive ’
1. staTf initiation at meeting$ « 1.09 40705
2. Teaching-curriculum committees 0.44 0.92
.. : ) J "’
3. Teacher share in decision-making 0.88 0.99
| f
Dlrectlve .
_ / i
4. Emphasizes 1nstruct10nal maﬁﬁers ,0.53 0.61
5. Visits to classro . ; 0.44 0.48
ong | o
8. Length of classroom VlSltS 0.18 . 0.16°
7. Actwn:y of.prmmpal _in visits 0.02 ]) 0.59
8. InVLtes/to office,re teachlng . {'e.87 jf )liZO '
9. Prescr1bi§ t#achlng methods - 1.04 l.44
10, Interrupts lessgps via P A jf,97* 0.27
11, - Applles pressuﬁe to work harder t *0;39.v.‘_ .w2;24?‘_;
. . . ‘ . . v ) "\ - ;'-, J[. ‘. . N v
> 05 G “nvs h7,15‘~ n's: 16,21
F><: - 2 T L . e
" ) / . . % P - :.,. _» ;wlvv
— - o, / ' i, s 1
N : ' ( . | B : ' ‘



111
SUMMARY

Of the eleven snpervisory practices.expectedqto diff- -
7 ' N
erentiate between principals, only four of them did so. One (
T e . 4

3 -~ . 13 . . . .
of these was a permissive practice: ‘allowing teachers to.
AR A .

) .
share in the decision-making. Principals of effective.Ehg—

llSh schools allowed their teachers a greater part1c1patlon

v, (

in dec151on makxng than did pr1nc1pals of 1neffect1ve Eng-
\ :

1ish schools. - Of the remaining directive practices, three

discriminated. 1In French schools, -permissive principals
' Vd

more than directive principals invited teachers to their
offices to diécuss teaching matters. ' In the English sbhools

principals of effectiﬂg/schools invited teachers tc¢ their
. . L .
offices more than did principals’ of ineffective schools.

A}

Prinéip&ls of effective English schools who~Were below the
medran on LPC 1nterrupted lessons more via the P.A: system.

Flnally, principals of effectlve French schools who wene

&

o belqw the med;ancon LPC applled more pressure on teachers

"schools who were dlrectlve.

-

"to work harder than d1d prxnc1pals of 1neffect1ve French

Table X summarlzes the relatlonshlps that - emerged

tr

' ®
from testlng the hypotheses about prlnc1pal behav1our.

- 'There appears to be no. clear pattern of relatlonshlps that
: i 5
. would glve any 1n31ght as to elther the behav1our of hlgh

S
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or low LPC elementary principals in either the French or the
English school system; Noyr is theée any clear set of behav-

”

iours that distinguish ef fective f?om ineffective schools

'ui;ﬁexcept/£he two practlces 1n the Engllsh sample. Finally, the
. v . X
directive.practices that distinguish effective-directive from

-

effective-permissive principals differ for each sample.

B .
T - .~ . TABLE X
AT B
SUPERVISORY PRACTICES RELATED TO
- . B - ’ »

0
Y

° gRINéIPAQ STYLE ANDfEf%ECTIVENESS
. . « ‘ .
“ Prinéipél R ‘ Practicgs
Perﬁiésiye > |invites to dffice~re teaching (Frenqh)h
Effgctive - ‘f Share in‘decrsibﬁ—mpking (English)

Invites to of‘ﬁice"q teaching (English)

*

E fthive—directive Interrupts via thef} A, (Engllsh)
’ ’ ‘lApplies pressure.to work harder (French)

N ' T N
I£ sebms unlikely ph@t &hégé are not in fact ‘some- be-

haviours of principals in interaction withXZheir staffs which

differentiate-between permissive‘aﬁd diiective~principals. .
c It caf only be concluded from Ehp prQseﬁ# study that the
» @ ' ﬁ -
1nstrument used in the present”#ﬁud

Ialled to 1nc]ude these.

bme of thevother relation-

g&ternatlvely, it is possible that

.
. s .
- f - - A4

é’ "..z,
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ghips with LPC, discussed in Chapter 1V, are constraints on
the bchavigur of principals such théé the behaviours expect-
ed SF directive (low LPC) principals, for example, are not
valued by staffs of schools that are, by virtue of other

factors, unfavourable for Leadership.



bIFFERENCE$ TWEEN B‘NGLISH AND FRENCH SCHOOLS

-

AND SEX DIFFERENCES

~

This chapter examines the differences found between

rs

the English and French elementary schools in testing Hypo-
theses XI and XII. Hypothesis XI predicted no difference
between French ang.English principal- power as perceived by
téachers in eacg‘of the samples. Hypothesis iII)predicted
no differencéélbétween French and English‘principéis in their

employment of Supervisory practices. Table XI (p.llS) sum-

marizes the results of the tests of these hypotheses.
HYPOTHESIS XI ,

This hypothesi§ is.rejected. A signfigant difference
was found between the mean teacher rating of principélpower
between the two samples. ‘English teachers berceived princ-
“ipals‘to have more pbwer than did érench te;chers. Ho evef,

it cannot Be concluded firmly that the difference was /due to

*

cultural factors alone. French teachers differed from Eng-

~

lish'teachérs sighificantly in their level of educa:ﬁon as

. ' |
well. The average years of schooling reported for French

teachers was just short of fifteén. T;;:\for English teachers|

)
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TABLE XI

DIFFEkENCES BETWEEN ENGLISH AND FRENCH SAMPLES

Model Variables t Direction

. . L. PC 2.76* Frenchj) English
LPP 4.99* | English> French

;4

Supervisory Practices

Invites to office re teaching 2.05% Frenchj) English

Prescribes teaching methods 3.80% Englisﬁ:> French

Interrupté lessons via P.A. 2.92¢% Frencﬁj) English
*pl .05 English N:51, French N:69

was a year less Since fifteen years of schooling in Quebec
is the normal requirement for tﬁe first ‘university regree,
it would'seem that appreciably more Frénch teachers were
deéree‘hdlders‘than were English teachers. 'In an earlier

" ghapter it was indicated that teachefé? sense of power and.

of principal power was likely to be related to their degree

of professionalism (Supraﬁ p-28) . French teachers, therefore,

-
* L4

with their longer training could gxpect their own power to

be greater, and by implication the power of pgigcipals to be

less.
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Lending further support to tpis argument is another .

“significant difference in one of the supervisory practices of

Q v

French aﬁd.English principals. English principals prescribe

ﬁéaching methods more than do French principals. 1In Chapter’

’

II, Becker's finding that teéchqrs did not accept the official
tiamt‘.hority bf'principals'as legitimate in the areas of ,curr-
iculum and instruction was_réportég.(sdpra, p.30) vTheréfore,y
.1t may nothﬁe“fhe socialization précesé of French teachers
:thaﬁ leads them to‘perceiQe'the p;incipél's power_és lower,
‘bUt rather that tﬁey do in fact have more autonomy iﬁ teach-
ing methods ana perceive principals £o have less powet in

these areas. It was also in items 3 and ?-of Table TV (p.94)u"
that Frénch teachers differed markedly from English teachers.

»

These items have to QO with authority of éxpertise.

HYPOTHESIS XII

% -

This hypothesi® is also rejected. While there was

q ) v

nothing in the literature on cultural differences on which

a directionél hypothesis could be based, nor any reason to
- . - I X . B
. . ) [ L ’ . . ]
either include or exclude particular supervisory practices,

a

it waé‘ekpectedfthat operational behaviours of  French

principals might be different from that of English principals,
i T

largely because of the different perception&’wf power that

N . | . .
- -
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were expected tO'be'found ahd which were found. "~ The'findings
‘indicate that French pr1nc1pals call thelr teachers to the
offlce More to discuss teaching matters ahd 1nterrupt lessons
Vmore via the P.A. system than de>their English céﬁleagues.
‘fSupre, Table X1, p.llS) There does not appear to be any
- particular cultural explanation'of'these differences. The
connection between prescribtng methods and~professional train-
ing of teachers has already been discussed. The other two
supervisory practices ppear to cancel each other out. French
principaks communicate more with their teachers both” in
person and via the P.Al, showing no particular preference
for either mode of iﬁteﬁaction. While grench‘prineipals
prescribe methods less than do English principals, they do’

c0mmun1cate ma e with their teachers about teaching, on a

4
o

one-to-orne basis, which is in keeping w1th the beaav1our

expected of permissive (high LpC) leaders.

(/
PRINCIPAL LPC

. C§ v w
_An unanticipated flndlng was the 51gn1f1ciht‘91ffer—‘
edee‘found between the Mean LPC scores of French and Engllsh
pr1nc1§als. It was ﬁhls flndlng in partlcular which suggest-
ed that the two samples were independent and @'xoulud be . treat-—
ed separately The .median LPC for French.prlnc1pals was 96,

o

comparable to the medians reported by McNamara in 1967 and

<
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Y Y

1968, which were 93.5. and 102.8 respectively. MéNamata

‘I

did not report means. But the English median in the Egnlish
sample of the pres;nt study was only 80. There afé at least
two‘possible explanations for this difference betwéen the,
French and English Sample;, and some information presepted
in Chapter IV of the present‘study tends Ao suppért the

second of these.
The first possible explanation is that the leadership

style of principals undergoes a change when they assume the

-

éosition and that in more difficult schools, i.e. unfavourpable .
sitations, the leader LPC scores go doWn; the leader becomes
more directive and more task oriented. Howéve?, Table III

in Chapter IV of the preseht study illustrates tﬁai the PC

of English principals rises as they stay longer in a given
school; implying an éven lower LPC aé the timeuofkﬁhéir'

posting. {Supra, p.91)

A

The second possible explanation is that the LPC

instrument does measure permissive—directiveness, that this
is a stableoper$ona1ity Charactepistic, and that the admin-
istrators in the English system choose directive principals to,

administer their schools, even thbugh the group of potential

.principals as & whole may have a higher median LPC séore..Ihé
X , . > , )

Frenchadministrators.dco not particularly choose directive
- ' ' : f‘, ’ ' : ! \:
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peréons.over permissive persons, but-rather a mixture of
the twé,'depending on the particular schooi in which they
are to fill the post and what they judge its regquirements

to be.

SEX DIFFERENCES

A}

The 1iterature.on leadership had nothing to offer on
what might be expected in’the way of -a eifferenee between.
male and female leaders in similar organizatione? Yet
elementary schpols.may berunique ip‘that a substantial prop--
ortion of the principals are female,while a small minority
of the teaching staff is male. In the samples studi :d here,
33.3% of the Englieh principals were female and 43.3% of
the French principals were female. While teachers were not
asked to report their sex, it is.known that less. than one .
third ofAth elementary‘teachers in the system, French and

“ﬁnglish,’are males. ‘

An examination of the differences between‘male andu
femaie prihcipels revealedithat whileithey did not differ
significahtly on any.of the major veriébles used in the
contlngency model for example on~LPé scores, they did -

- dlffer'ln thekr employment of superv1sory practlces. Table

XII summarlzes these dlfferences for the Engl;sh sample.-

\
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Cnly one practice distinguished French male from female
principals: French female principals made longer classroom
visits than males. But among the English principals, fem-
ales emphasized instructional matters more than did males,
invited teachers to the office more often, aﬁd prescribed
teaching methods more. In general, they appear more éctive
and more directive about teaching than do their male coun£er—
pafts.. Their staffs, however, report higher satisfaction.

(t = 2.65, p .05)

TABLE "XII
DIFFERERENCES BETWEEN ENGLISH @

MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS

i -

g
d Supervisory Practices t. Direction
Emphasizés instructional matters _2.75* Females>>Males
Invites to office re teaching | 2.93% Females))Males
Prescribes teaching methods more 2.10* FemaLes>>Males

\ e
.

‘*p <05 n's: 16,35

SUMMARY

- The resSults of tesfing the hypotheses that there would

not be Qifferenggs in'principal power and principa

super- .

viéory.practices‘betweén the.Englishkand Fren sampleS’wefe
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Y

examined in this chapter. While such differenges were found,
it is not certain from.the results that they were que to
cultural factogs as sach. Thete were othet differences than
those ﬁypotﬁesized. French teachers were found to have had
longer training than English‘teachers and’thiiaaifference
alone appears te be a possible intervening factor account-

ing for the differential éerception of,ﬁrincipal power.

The two samples differed as well Qé‘the LFC measure,
the differences between the two means on this measure being

significant. Two éossible explanatibns for this were expl-.

ored, and it was tentatively suggested that the Englsh syst—

‘em may select more dlrectlve individuals as pr1nc1pals for

their elementary.schools. The answer to this quéstion would
require the testing of the two linguistic groups in Quebec

in order to estimate the distribution of LPC qgoree'in the\\-a<

general pobulatlon from which pr1nc1pals are drawn
Flnally, it was found that there were dlfferences 1n

the behav1our of male and female" pr1nc1pals eSpec1a11y in

.‘ ‘e
.

" the English sample, such that female prlnclpals were more

-

~directive than their male counterparfs and more involved

7/

'in teaching’ and lnstructlonal matters and that their staffs
‘4

expressed greater. satlsfactlon. This finding was of 1nter-

’

est because it may be that the staffs are more satisfied

o
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, : ‘
simply because they are working with a female principal, in-

-
LY

‘dictating that sex-congruence between lcader apd follower

may also be an ingredient of the favourability of the situ-
- , -

ation: Or they’pay'be @ore satisfied beca;se the pr}n;ipal
is so active 1in ﬁelping them éo improve instruétion, that~i§l
in doing what they believe principals should éo. In any
casg, the guestion of the sex of the principal-appears‘from

’

. ’ - . ; .
this finding to be one worth pursuing as a variable in .the

&

leadgrship situation. » .



CHAPTER VII

. y
SUMMARY,,CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS

This chapte} presents an overall summary1§f‘the find-
ings of the study, some conclusions and implications for

practice and for research derived from these conclusions.

¢ N

SUMMARY _
o -~

' The present study was a test of Fiedler's Contingency

Model of Leadcp@laip Effectiveness in English and French

elemené in Montreal. This modei‘predicts that in
R ‘ “ . ~ . B

R L 4
f structure is low, leader position high,

s

éfoups W

and éroufv ere high, directive leadefs will Te more

-

- ~

effective: bermissive leaders and that pefmiégiﬁe lead- -

ers will‘b} *e effective where group atmophere is 1owbin
such grouqf ;The study algb examined differences in leader -

position 24 of the principal in the two groups, as per-

(-]

vgeived'by.teachers, and difﬁefencés in princiAal behévi¢ur

- Al
.

between the two cultuég; groups.
The position powegVOf_pripcipals was gauged by assess-

'ing the perception of the teachers of this diménsipn; Teach-

ers in both s:";eé assessed the posit:;ppoﬁer of principals

as hiéh in.té‘ of an é:bitrarily chq'eh standaf&ﬁ:j' ’//;/
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¢s

- has habituelly included non-significant findings'in his

Hypotheses I and II

It was expected that there would be a significant ®
. :
negative correlation between school effectiveness and prin-

cipal LPC where the principal felt accepted by his-staff,

and a positive“oorrelationAwhere he did not feel so accepted,
. g . : - . .

in each ofithe samples. The hypotheses were rejected iq

both samples. Not only were the correlations not significant,

»

but thrge of the four signs were opposite to those predicted

by the model. This latter remark is included because Fiedler

v
derivation of*the median correlation for the various octants’,

arguing that the conSistent'occurrenee of simjlar signs is
beyond chance. It was further found in the present study.
- : _ . E T

that“the presumed ihdependehce of two of the haih variables.

- used in the model, GA and LPC did not. hold for ,the Engllsh

.

o

-sx}

. -

: years in office in both samples. The latter correlatlon

%
sample, and that GA" correlated as well W1th the pr1nc1pals

e
suggesting that these'vﬁriables mayjbe‘modified over time.
. 4 R ) . . \ .
N o : . v _
Hypotheses III and Iv o 3

- . . N . L. * . . N .
W . : . . <

These hypotheses were derlved frt%bthé-observation'

that leadershlp style maaneifed 1tself in dlfferent ways..ﬁ'
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Specifically, directive leaders were expected to behave in a
_ . _ ‘ ; .

more task-oriented fashion than perfiissive principals. The

hypotheseé“were~rejécted for ‘both samples. Neither permiés—
" ive nor directvsUpervispry;béhaviqu: differentiated high LPC

'i;principals from low LBC principals. ‘ .

Hypotheses y.ande%y

‘°I¥:was expected that effettive'prineibals would.euper—~
'.vise hheir #eechers diffeiengly.from }ne;fective'priﬁcipals;%
;In éertieular,effeetive pfineipals were exﬁ%céed to place
greater emphasis on instructional mattere,tand on participat- -
.ory iEadegshipl The hyPothesesvwe;e rejeéted;forvboth"sampies.

.
. -
%

. . -,.R ‘ .
Hypotheses VII and VIII ° - o -

It was‘expeéted that effecfive principal§ would‘bef\: P

13

those who put greater emphaSLs on part1c1patory leadershlp
5 PO . '

\~than 1peffect1ve ptlnClpalS¢ There Was only part1al aupport

.
-

for this’ hypothe51s 1n one of . the samﬁles - the Enc]LSh. ;,;
. - ‘Y - e N
"_Pr1nc1pals in Emghsh schools de allow more deC151on-mak1ng

A4 "oy
- . 3 N -

- by teacheﬂS. R | s ‘ .
v S o ;'h ' ) - a »fﬂ .
’HYpdyheees lgﬂand'g_ o : .
A =552

«¥ ) - B .
t

' It was expeoted that effectlve-dlraaflve pr1nc1pals

would use<more dlrectlve Supervisory pracﬁlges than effectlve

; P . ',_ X . .
7‘ o ¢ o I . Y . ’._.
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permissive principafs in both samples.  The hypotheses were
| L4

rejected. It was found that effective-permissive .principals
in the English sample interrupted classes more on the P.A.

system than did the French principals, and that effeglive-
13 1
‘permissive French principals placed more pressure on their

staffé té work harder.

A

Hypothesis XI

- The prediction that French and English teachers would

not differentially perceive the position power of principals
'@ , N [ . ) .

was rejected. While both samples'of teachers found principal

» power to be. high, the English teachers perceived it to be

significantly higHer than 8id the French teachers.

Hypothesis XII 5@

.~ R 54 : & |

- It was.predicted that’ French and English priicipals

wbuld not gifferentially suhérvise Eheir staffs. The hypo--

thesis wasurefected; .French priﬁcipals invited their teachers

,ﬁ? the office to discuss teaching matters mére than did Eng-

_ : »
1lish .principals, and interrupted lessons on the P.A.‘sysgem
. R . : /
.more often. The English principals, on the othey® hand, ﬁresf
L i M .

-~

cribed»tqachiﬁg methods more than did the French principaLs,

-
~ ~/

ghe”tﬁb groués were not differepiated by<fheir use of any .

.’,3' o .
ol
Chagy - . , -

s
o
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of the permissive supervisory practices.
¥ .

«
°

Other Findings - a
N\

As well as the dxfferences between tho two cyltural

groups mentioned above, it was found that there was a sign-

: , r
ificant difference between the mean LPC of English and French

L}

principals, the latter-scoring significantly higher.

.Examination of the data revealed several other rel-

' o
ationships of interest. The most important of these was the
. ®

peculiar association found between the four variables, LPC,

’

Ga, LPP and-teacher satisfaction on the one hand ar 1 the

location of the school on the other hand in the French sample.
/

Schools lﬁcated in lower %Pcio—economic areas of M?ntreal were
tound generally to be iﬁ:cﬁarge of principals with lower LPC
scores. They al;o had loJ:r GA scores, }ower teacher-ggting
of LPP and_loweg‘teaéher satisfaction. o

While it would séem that‘the low level of‘GA, LPP and
teacher satisfaction described relaxiQely unfavourable
situations for leédership( all efforts to find relationships
begween LPd‘and effectiveness.as‘measured by éhe sys;em ratingA

such as those predicted by the théory_failed. -  ?r
It also becamé'apparent in examining £he data,.that

¢ . -

there were sex differences in one of the samples and these
e
T
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were. examined, since over one third of the principals in each

sample were female. While French male and female principals
did not differ on either the main variables or supervisory

practices, English male and female principals did. English

women principals differed from their male colleagues 1in the

‘n

~use of three supervisory practices: they emphasized instruct-

ional matters more, invited teachers to the office more to
disguss teaching matters, and prescribed teaching methods

more.

CONCLUSIONS

’

" No support was found for the principal hypotheses

,derived;from the Cdntingency Model of Leadership:Effective—

b -

ness. Nor was much support‘found for the relationships hypo-

thesized between LPC and supervisory behaviour. Héwever,
evidence'was found concerning the differences between the
two cultural groups, between the male and female principals,
and an association was ﬁound bgtween LPC and othef variableg
in the Fregch sample. geveral conclusiJns can be drawn from

a8

these findings. v

|
|
f
|

" The first conclusion is that while the Fied.ier model
failed°10'predict in the present study, this may have been

because of the inadeguacy of some of the measgures used.
. - i

.

-
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In general terms, the theory represented by the model
predicts that effective legdership style will vary with the-
favourability of the situation; directive leaders will be
more effective in very favourable and in very unfavourable
situations; permissive ]leaders will be more- effective in
situations intermediate in favourability."The variables used
in the quel to define favourébility may not be entirely
appropriate for ﬁSe in schools -and other methods for defining
favourabiyity need to be found. The fact that schools are,
in general, larger work groups than the groups studied by
many otherhinvestigators using themodel and the likelihood
that they are in fact co-acting groups, probably have impiic—
aticns for the applicati&n of the model to schools._ In
addition,lgeveral finding; of the present study point to the
need for a‘different kind of definition of situationai fav-
ourability;\ The position power of principals as persceived
by teachers,}for exampie, appears to be conditioned by the
training of téa€hers, or to cultural factors., The measure
of leaaers' acééptance by the g;oupé (QA) was found in one‘
of the two sampﬂes to be related statistically'to LPC; a
more independent measure of this varlable must bé sought if
further attempts to apply the model to schools are to be made.

Finally, the fallurp of the model could conceivably have been
. ’ . \ . N R
R . \ . . <.

due as well to the reiatively subjective system of assessing

=
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effectiveness that was used in the present study.

The secgnd conclusion to be drawn from the studyygis

I

|
H

that the.insterent used to measure the leader Béhaviour of
k A ‘ ! )
principals ‘in terms of certain supervisory practices does

not seem to incluude behaviours that do in fact differentiate -

directive from permissive or effective from ineffegtive

1)
principals in the samples studied.

.

The third conclusion is that French and English prin-
cipals and teachers do appear to differ in important respects.

The differences found in the present study could not be
pr L .

attributed unequibocally to culture. The English system)seems

to choose more directive principals, who prescribe teaching

teaching methods more, and the French system appears to

recruit better qualified teachers who perceive principals to

be less powerful; but whether these differences are due to

socialization within different cultures or whether they are due
>

to foriuitous historical circumstances cannot be deduced from
" the present study. . -

.The fourth conclusion is perhaps the most tenuous, but
also the most promising‘for further'investigation.'"fi*éppears
that in general, -the En%}ish system selects more directive

’fhigh LPC) persons as principéls than does the French system..

%gfe interestingly, it'appears that the French system appoints

-
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directive principals in cerfain schools, schools which-may-jse—

.described as unfa&burable situations, and permissive princip-
als in more favourable schools, much as the model might pre-
dict if each type of school were to be effective. It will

be recalled‘that in the schools in lower socio—économic areas
of the city, prinéipals felt less acceéted, teachers felt
less satisfied and perceived.principals as having less in-
fluence. Such a sifuation appears to be one gelatively un;f

‘ \‘
favourable for 1cadership.™ 'The model predicts that direct-

[

’ - ‘ . l*- .
ive leaders will be more successful in such situations. In

»

these schools in the French sample, directive leaders were

the‘norm,
\ / _
The final conclusion is that male and female principals

app%%r to differ, especialily in the English schools, in their.

supervisory behaviours. These differences may be greater

'ﬁ .

than appéar,; if the ins§§ument,to measure supervisory he- '
k as was implied above, and deserve

haviour is indeed as we

.

further investigation. : -
\ : .
IMRLICATIONS -

For Practice \ ‘ - b ‘

'

Implications of the findings of the study for ‘the

two school systems stem principally froém twdk of the findings.
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The first derives from the finding that principals in the
systems‘aiffer in their degree of direéfi§enesé—permissiveness
and in £heir supervisory behaviour. It was iﬁdicated in the
first chapter.that_these two systems will, in the near future,
be required to meld their adminigtratiée cadres. * Some
attention will have to be paid to these differefices in
leadership style when that happens; Perhaps this can be
done through joint determination of the'exgéctations for -
the behaviours of administrators and‘ap attémpé to relate
these to the style of persons intended for Egéée.positions.

The second implication stems from the finﬁing that
what power principals in both of these systems"have; appears.
to rest on rather weak formal bases, such as their power to

<

i ! ’
recommend promotion or demotion, which in the nature of

.ot

things cannot bé ver? important to fhe large number of
young female staff who do not, in all likelihogh, aspirg

to prémotion in the system. Thé resgits“from the instrument
» usgd, not-a particularly powefful one, seem to indicate that

principa&g;in neither system are‘perceived to have €he power
( L I : A
of expertise that will no doubt be increasingly needed as .
staffs become better trained and more professionalized. o
.

'If the organization wishes to facilitéte the ledderShip of

'its principals, perhaps it would be bétter advised to seek
o - )
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persons with a certain degree of expertise, trained in the

basic interpersonal skills necessary for the therapeutic

kind of interaction probably  appropriate to co—acting groups,

than to appoint directive or permissive principals as it

appears to be doing at present.

For Research

The implications for research in educational admin-
istration are ﬁany. It has already been pointed out that
more refined_instruments for the measure of kaadér accept-

" ance and effgctiveness are a pressing need if the Fiedler
model is to be adequately tested in séhools. Howevér“
other guestions needing further research if the model is .
to be useful f;f the study of schools should be investigated
as well. . A‘much’more sophisticated measure of pfiﬁcipal
power wouid be worth developing, as;de from its uéefulness
in locating schools in appropriate octanté of_Fiédlerls
model. What other:factéfs besidés tréining, for example,
‘might be ass&ciated withfteéchers' perceptiohs 6f principal
power? tA bet;er instrgmentnwould be‘baseé on a careful
;selectiqn of.itemsgto elicit teacggr péréeptioﬁ‘oénother
'béses of power than‘rewardgandibungghmen; and exée}tise.

Further research is needed on the supervisory behav-

Lo

,“ .

?
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iour of.principals. ‘Principals appear from the results of
the present study to have surprisi;gly little professional
‘contact with their staffs, seldom Visiting classrooms, seldom
calling teachers to the office to discuss‘teaching matters,
es£ablishing few curriculum committees. A good gquestion
. for exémination is just what kind of coéntacts principals
do %aVe with their staffs, if not these, and torwhat purpose.
(Finally, two more gene;al que§tiohs arising from the
present study deservé further research. The first is the
question of cultural differences. The present study pfod-
uced some evidence that such differences ma& exist, but
without much exactitude or certainty. It may be that what-
ever différences'there are bétween modél personalitf types
in the French and English culturég in Montreal are obscured
~or even modified by the poWerful éffects of socialization

within an organization, the educational systems, which are

more- similar to each other than they are different. But.

”

this cannot be'conéluded'from the preseét‘study. The

other qﬁest;on arises from the inadvertent discovery that

‘male aﬁdyfeméle principals supervise differently in the English
éystem. Again, it is possible Fhat with a better ;ﬁétrument,”'

other differences may be found. The source and cohseguences

of these differences would merit further invgstigatidh.

-~
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APPENDIX A

PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE - SECTION A

-

\

Use each of the following scales to rate your staff
as a group. Put a circule around the number indicating your
rating of the relative position of your staff on each scale.

As an example, the relative levels of warmth may be
- expressed im words, as follows: ' '

- BT e ol LT TSRy, SORPUN, SURPRUIS, BRI P
Extremely Very Quité More More Quite Very Extremely
warm “warm warm warm cold cold cold . cold

than than -
. cold warm '
‘ - Now rateWur staff on the ten scales below. Do not
do more than circle the appropriate number on each scale.E.g‘.:_

VWarm : -=-8-:- —:—5-—:—4—-:—-3—:-—2—:—1—— Cold

Hel pful -=8-:-7-:-6-: —ES—: —-4-: -3~ -—2-: -l-- Unhelpful
Enthusiastic --8-:-7-{~-6-:-5-; -4-:-3-:-2-:-1-- Unenthusiastic
Hostile ==1-:-2-:-3~;~4~; ¥5-; -6-:-7-: ~8-- Supportive

Cooperativé --8-:-7-:-6-:75-:-4-:-3~:-2-:-1-- Un-codperative

uy

43

vDi &.'.tan't' ,‘* -—1-: —2:; -&- -4=: ~5-; -6~: -7'-: éé-— Cl@se
Cold - --1-: -jZ;': —3'—: ~4-:-5-:-6-:-7-: -8--~ Warm
| Quarrelsome =-l-:=2-:-=3=:=8=;=5=3=6=;=7: -8~ Harmonious
Self,—assured ——8=: =T~ —6-,—5 ~5-:-4-; -2_3-: -2*.: -N-J.—— Hesitant '
'Interesting ~=8=:=T=1=6~: -5_,-\5 -4-:-3-: -2f-: -L-l-—A A’Boring
, : . .

. Gloomy- ' mmle-:=2-r=3-:—4-; -5-:-6-:-7-:-8-- Cheerful’

1

-~ . - .

STAFF CLIMATE RATINGS e
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RBUESTIONNAIRE - SECTION B
ERRED CO-WORKER RATINGS

son with whom you can work least well.
fon with whom you new work. It may be

A have worked in the past. Rate him/her
Bles by circling the scale values in

y as you rated staff climate.

anyone witj
on the foll

exactly thei

:=3-:-4-;

[
P e

Keeps trying

Quits easilyl 2~ S S S
Energetic -7~ —6—:—5—.—4-:-3—;—2—:-1—; Tired
casual 2= =31 =4 =5 —6=; —7—: -8~ Dedicated
Practical. 7-:-6~:-5-:-4~;-3-;=2-:-]-- Impractical
_Intelligent g ~7-:~6-:-5-:-4-:-3-:-2-:-1- Unintelligent
Calm Upset.
Confident Unsuare
lﬁtable . Unstable
-Softhearted - ~-8-;-7-:-6- -5-:=4-:-3-;-2-:~1-~ Hardhearted
Meek -—1- -2-;j3— ~8-:-5=;-6-;-7-:-8-- Forceful .
4Re§p;nsible ~=8=t =7 ~:~6-:=5~;~4-: -3~ 42;.—1-— Undependablé
im@ature -;l-"2f1f3*.-4? —55::6—.—7-::8§; Mature
Bo1d --8-:-7- -6—-f5—:-4~:-3¥.-2- Sl Timid
Ungrateful  —-1-:-2- _3_¢-4-::§ig}5_'_7;:_§_~-'Grétefﬁg,
‘Impaéiént R P -2f:—3—;-4- 7$;¥-6--i7- -8-= Patieﬁf i
Thbught;ess —517:-2-;—3—’-45;-5-346— ~7=:-8-- Thougptful'
Frank —-82:-7-: -6~ ~S=i-4-:-3-;-2-;-1-- Secretive
éareleésv —mlm:-2-:-3- -4;;-5- —6—--23;-8—- 'cérefui
éonfrélyéd:*,-;1-=—z;z-s-:-4~:-sé=-6f=-7-f;a—- Quick-tempered ,
: Boa;tful v B | —-l-::—é—_: —3'—='_4-1': ~8~: =6~ -7'\—.:_%8—- Modest | .
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N
e __ Y SIS, DUCIUNPURY - SHP S
, -——.1———.‘—-@-.-——3—--:——~4«\—.— 5S¢ 6 7--- ts/{ :
tout & = tres  assez peu - peu assez - trds ‘tout -
fait soigné soigné soigné\\négligé négligé négligé fait
é?oigné . , ' N R . négligé

- fois pour chacun. _ \
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Explications. su

N

\ffarent dans leur fagon de considérer les
personnes aﬁbc gquil ils travaillent. Ces différentes vues

peuvent avoir de 1'importance quand on travaille avec d'autres.

Donnerig¢z-vous votre réaction la plus naturelle, la plus
spontanée aux différentes questions posées dans les pages
sulvantes. ,

Vous aurez par exemple des palres de mots dont le sens
est opposé 1'un & 1'autre, comme disons: tout & fait soigné
et tout & fait négligé. On vous demande de décrire guel-

qu'un avec qui vous avez travaillé ou aveéc qui vous travaillez
maintenant en encerclant 1'un des 8 chiffres placés sur la

ligne entre la paire de mots. '
Chacun des' chiffres exprime des degrés, en allant d'un
extréme a 1'autre, d'une qualité de la personne QUe vous

décrivez comme si c'était §crit:

Par exemple, .si vous décriviez la\personne avec qui *

vous étes le moins capable de blen\travai ler et que vous
pensez habituellement qu' elle est trés soighée, vous encer-
cleriez le chiffre 2 comme en haut. \\ o \
' \ - N .
Régardezﬂaux/deux mots 2 chaque xtrémité d'une ligne
avant d'encercler. Rappelez-vous qu’il! y,a gas de réponses
correctes et de réponses fausses. Répondez rapjdement; votre
premier choix pour-une réponse est probablement LS meilleur.
S'%l vous plalt n'omettez aucun item et n epcerclez qu'une

8

)

L

la maniére de remplir les questionnaires A et B

-

s
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2 :
‘QUESTIONNAIRE AU PRINcIi‘ﬁ,- SECIION A

Evaluation de 1'atmosphere du personnél.

Employez chacune des échelles suivantes pour évaluer

votre personnel comme groupe.

«
~

.oh

serviable -
enthousiaste
hostile
coopératif
~distant
froid
'quereileur :

s

confiant

intéressant;

pessimiste

-=8-:~7-: 46-:
—8-:=Tri -6
-—lf:—éf:—3—:
-=8~:-7-:-6-:
i;l—:—Z;:—3—:
-—l—;;Z—:—B*:
c=ml-r=2-3-3-;
r'--—8—:-.-7—l:—6-:
—f8—:—7-f;6—:

—mlog-2-: -3,

<

~5-:-4~; -3~

~5-2 —4—; -3,

,“5_‘"4'5'3"‘

-5-:~4~:-3~;

;4—;—5-::6-:

-2-:-1-- moche

:-7-:~-8-- amical

:~7-:-8-- chaleureux
. | L
-: ~7-:=<8~- harmonieux-

-2:5—1—- hésiiant
: ?

-2-:=1-- ennuyant

—1f:—8—— obtimisté

Encerclez le chiffre 1nd1quant
votre évaluation de la position de voire -peronnel dans chac—
une des échelles exactement comme vous avez vue. : .

:-2-:~-1-- non serviable.

-

:=7~:-8~~ collaborateur

:-2-:-1-- non coopératif
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EYQZuation du compagnon de travail le moins

-
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QUESTTONNAIRE Ay PRINCIPAL - SECTION B

préferé.

Penscz a la personne aveq laquelle vous pouvez le moins

bien travailler.
lez présentement, ou que vous avez connum dans le passé.

Ce peut etre quelqu'un avec aui vous travail-

Ce

n'est pas nécessairement gquelgu'un que vous aifiez moins que

,les autres, maisce dit 2tre la personne avec laguelle vous

avez le plus de difficulté a bien accomplie une tache.
Décrivez cetter personne comme voys la percevez: .

lacheur

énergique

non-intéressé

pratique

intelI'tgeqt

calme
confiant’
staplé
bog éoeuf
faible .
résponsable
mature \
0sé

ingrat
imp§£ient 
irréfléchi

ouvert

~~1-3-2-:-3-:-4-:~5-: -6-:

-=8-:
--1-:
f;8—:
~~8-4
—8-:
-=-8-:

—-8-~

‘7—3—6—L75—:—4—:-3-:

-2-:-3~:-4-:-5-:-6-:

[ J

-7‘:—5—:—5—:—4-:—3—:

-7—;—6—;-5—;-4—:—3—:

=7-:=6-:-5-: ~4~-: -3~

i
B
~2-:-1--
A
~7-:~8~-
-2-:-1--
2 e

g, PP

~7=:~6=:-5-: ~4=: =3-1 =2-; -]1--

: =71 ~6-; -5=:~4~: -3

.

1=2+:=3-:

t=T7-: -6~
1=2-7-3-:
'—7—:j6—;
:—7—:;6f:
{-2—:-3—:
1-2-:=3=-;

1 —2~-:-3-:

(RN

7

;-7—;-6-:

:=5~:-6-:

w

:=4-:-3-:

=5 -6-:

tenace

indolent

engagé

non pratique
non intelligent
émotif

hésitant

:=-2-:-1-- instable

~2-:-1--

—7—;?8——

¢ —4—: 3=
:=4-:-3-:

;-5—:76-:

=2~ =1~

—2-:-1--.

—7%: =8

=7~ =8

,:*7-:78—4
s ~Be

1 =4-1-3-:=2-:=1-~

coeur dur
fort

irresponsable
immature
. A - ‘ .
* timide

: \
reconnaissant
patient
réfléchi

L)

fermé
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QUESTIONNAIRE AU PRINCIPAL - SECTION BB (2)

ntgligent —=l-:-2-:43-:-4-:-5-; 61 -T—:—8r soigneux

affable ==8-:-T-:=6-:1-5-:-4—:-3-; 2. v irascible

vantard ’ —~l~:—2—:—3—:—4-:—5—:—6—:;5—:—8—-' modeste



of the Montrcal Catholic
No to each of the
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Some gquestions about the principalship in schools

School Commission.
followingy guestions by chec

appropriate line.

(1)

o

(2)

(3)

(8]

(4)

- (6)

(7)°
(8)

(9)

T (10)

(11)

Can a principal recommend teacher re-
ward and Runishmént to his superiors?

Can a ‘principal rewaﬁy Oor punish
teachers on his own?

Can a principal reccommend promotion or
demotion of teachers?

Does a principal's spccial knowledge
allow him to decide how teachérs are
to proceed on their jobs? -~

Can principals give teachers a general
idea of what they are to do?

Can a principal specifically instruct
teachers concerning what they are to
do? :

Is an important part of a principai's
job to motivate his teachers?

Is it an important part of a principal's
job to evaluate teacher performance?

Do principals have a great deal of know-
Jdedge about the jobs under them, but

require teachers to do them?

Can a principal supervise and evaluate
teachers' work?

Does a principal know both his own and
teachers' jobs so that he could finish.
a teacher's work himself if it were
necessary and he had enough time?

'

ANnswer Yes or
king the

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes_  No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes - No
. Ca -
Yes ‘No
Yes No
Yes No-
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Quelques questions au sujet du principalat dans les
écoles de la Commission des Ecolcs catholigues de Montréal.
Répondez Oui ou Non, a chacune des gquestions suivantes en
pointant la ligne qui convient.

(1) Le principal a le droit recommander 2
ses supérieurs de punir ou de récomp-
enser un de ses subordonnés. Oui Non

(2) Le principal a le droit de lui-meme
récompenser ou punir un de ses sub-
ordonnés. Oui Non

(3) Le principal a le droit recommander
une promotion ou une démotion pour un -
de ses subocrdonnés. ' Oui Non

(4) Les connaissances éarticuliéres d'un
principal lui permette de décider
comment ses subordonnés doivent con-
duire leur travail. ‘Oui Non___

(5) Le principal a le droit de donner 2
ses subordonnés une idée générale de
ce qu'ils ont a faire. Oui " Non

(6) Le principal a le droit déiaonner a
ses subordonnés des directions spéc-
ifiques par rapport 3 leur tache. Oui Non

(7) Motiver ses subordonnés est. une - B .
partie importante de la ‘tache du
principal. : ’ Oui Non

(8) Evaluer le rendement de ses sub- .

ordonnés est une partie importante

de la tache du principal. , Oui_. . Non
(9) Le principal a une connaissance étendue ’
du travail & faire mais exige que ses .
subordonnés le fasse:- Oui " Non

—— 3 —
1]

. ‘ ,’,‘ s )

© (10) Le principal-a‘'le pouvoir de super-

viser et d'évaluer le travail de ses
sdmnbmfgq.' . Oui Non

. s mr— ——
- . »
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APPENDIX B FRENCH (2)
J
(11) Le principal connait son travail et
celui de ses subordonnés de telle sorte
gu'il pourrait finir le travail d'un
subordonné lui-m&me si nécessaire ct _
gu'ilsen ait le loisir. Ooui Non

@



School
Code
Number

O

APPENDIX C ENGILISH

SCHOOL RATING SCALE

Outstanding
Very Good

Slightly Above Average
Slightly Below Avérage

Poor

Very Poor

145



146
APPENDIX C FRENCH

¢

ECHELLE EVALUATIVE DES ECOLES
W .

Oddé de
1'école

(1) Incomparable .

(2) Trés bon

(3) Légeérement au-dessus de la normale
) . '

(4) Légerement sous la normale

(5) Pauvre

(6) Treés pauvre
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SUPERVISORY PRACTICES

All guestions in this scction refer to practices
followed thoughout the 1967-68 school year.

In staff meeting, what important, in terms of time and
emphasis, would you estimate is attached to the discussion
of matters directly related to the improvement of teaching?
(discussion of classroom problems raised by teachers, new
nethods and curricula). ‘

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

All important. |

- 0f major importance.

Quige important.
Somewhat important.

Of slight importance.
Unimportant.

In your estimation, what proportion of matters discussed
at staff meetings is initiated by staff members?

oy
(2).
(3)

: (4)
(5)

"% (6)

More than 80% o ¢
60% to 80% ‘

40% to 60%

20% to 40%

Less than 20%

None '

.

How many staff committees have been appointed in your school
to study problems relating to teaching or curricula?

(1)
— (2
(3)

(4)

(5)

. (6)

Five or more committees
Four. N :
Three. -

Two. *

One. _}

None _.-* .

’ e ’ A .
Since school opened last fall how many visits has your pyin-
cipal made to.your'classroom for the particular purpose of
observing you at work with your class? Please check one.

S



(1) Five or more times.
(2) Four times.> .

(3) Thrce times.

(4) Twice.

(5) Once. )

(6) Not at all.

What was the average length of the visit (s)?

(1) Less than five minutes.
(2) 5 to 10 minutes.
(3) 10 to 15 minutes.

—__ (4 15 to 30 minutes.

- (5) oOver 30 minutms.
(6) Not applicable, no visit.
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With respect to the visit(s) in general, what part did the
¢

principal take in classroom act1v1t1eb9

(1) None; he tried to be as 1nconsp1cuous as

possible throughout.

entering and/or leaving) .

( (2) He made one or two. brief remarks (upon

(3)

class discussions.

He participated briefly in some of the

(4) He played a fair part in some of the act-

ivities of the class.

____(5)
"of the class.
(6) Not applicable, no visit.

He played a prominent rcle in the dct1v1tles

{

Have you, at your priné¢ipal's request, gone to the pringipal's

office to discuss teaching matters with him?

(2) Five or six times.
(3) [Three or four times.
(4) “Twice.
(5) Once.

J -(6) Not-at all.

’

(1) Seven or more times since school opened.

Do you feel thét teachers have a share in making deClSlonSA

regardlng the operation of the school?

(1) at all times. -
(2) At most timés.

ey



(3)

(4)

: __ (9)

: (6)

4
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To a large extent.
To a fajr extent.
They have a minor share.
They have no real part in making decisions.

The principal prescribes teaching methods,

‘ (1)
(2)

- (3)
(4)

(5)

(&)

For all our work.

For most of our work.

In certain important areas.
Somet imes.

Rarely.

Never.

On an average, the principal interrupts lessons by using
the Public Address Systen, ’

~ (1)

(2)

(3)

- _(4)
(5)

(6)

Never.

Once a month.

Once a week.

Several times a week.
Once a day.

Several times a day.

Do you feel thgt your principal appiies'pressure to get -
teachers to work harder?

(1)
. (2),

(3).

a¢

Yes, very much so.

To a considerable extent.

To a fair extent.

Occasionally.

Rarely. ,

I am not conscious of any pressure being
applied.

<.
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,.INFORMATION ABOUT YOU AND YOUR SCHOOL

How many years of training are ybu credited with for salary
purposes? (Please drop fractional years) . _ //
(1) 13 years - .
(2) 14 years : ! N
(3) 15 years oo
(4) 16 years .
t (5) 19 years o 4

(6) 18 years : - IR //J
4

Compared with other schools kmown to you, how good is the“total
job your school does in educating the students who come to
it? (check one). : ! )

o (}) Outstanding. ,
(2) Very good.
(3) Slightly a ove average.
(4) Slightly below average.
(5) Poor. -
(6) Very poor. °
How well satisfied are you with all aspects of your teaching
situation in your present school? (check one) .

(1) Enthusiastic.

(2) Satisfied.

(3) Fairly well satisfied.
Somewhat dissatisfied.
Dissatisfied.

—_— (3) " ‘

(6) Very dissatisfied.

— (4)
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PRATIQUES DE SUPERVISION

: %outes les questions de cette section se rapportent
Iaux prathues en force pour 1l'année scolaire 1967-68.

t
.Dans les réunions de personnel quel poids, en terme ge temps
et Q@' 1mportance ‘estimeriez-vous est attribué 3 la Jdiscussion
. de 1 amélloratlon de 1 enselgnemen{ (discussion de problemes
'de la classe Suggeres par les professeurs, nouvelles méthodes
‘et programmes) . 7
! (1) tout-a-fait important.
' (2) . importance majeure.
(3) trds important.
. . (4) relatlvement important. -~
N __(5) peu’important. :
' 6) non important.

(] _ )

’

P

;5elon vous, quelle proportlon des sujets’discutés aux ré-
unlons de personnel est lnltlé’par le personnel?
(1) plus de 80%. \
. {2) de-60% a 80%. ’
\ (3) de 40% a 60. .
5  (4)  de 20% a 40%. )
— (5) "moins de 20%.}
(6) aucune. .

Comblen de comités de professeurs (ou groupe d'étude) ont
été organisés dans votre école ppur étudier les problémes
‘d'enselgnement et de programmes? ST f :

. : (1), cing comités et plus..

(2) quatre. .
(3). trois.: o . o
(4) | deux. e ' “ | . o
(8) wun. A ' _ .
(6) aucun: . C
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lLy
Depuis l'ouverture de 1'école, en septembre 1967, combien
de fois votre principal a-t-il visité votre classe pour vous
observer au travail?

(1) cing fois ou plus.
(2) quatre fois.

(3) trois fois.

(4) deux fois.

(5). une fois.

(6) aucune visite.

-4 e ]
Quelle fut la durée moyenne des visites?

(1) moins de 5 minutes.
’ (2) 5 A 10 minutes.
(3) 10 a 15 minutes.
(4) 15 a 30 minutes.
(5) plus de 30 minutes.
(6) . non applicable - pas de visite.

En général ;Brant les visites,,quelle participation active
le principa¥ a-t-il pris dans les activités de la classe?

(1) aucune, il essaya d'etre le plus discret
possible tout le temps.
(2) il fit 1 ou 2 braves remarques (en arriv-
© ant et/ou en quittant).
e _(3) il participa bri2vement a quelques unes
des dlscu831ons de la class .
(4) il joua un rdle assez important dans .
quelques unes des activités de la classe,
5) il joua un role trds impgrtant dans
- quelques. unes. des activités de 'la clasge.
(6) non—appllcable - pas de v151te.,&g~

x____.._h(

A la demande de votre princjpal, avez-vous été a.son bureau
pour dxscuter!de sujets pédagoglqués avec lui?
<
(1) 'sept fois ou, plus depuls septembre.
- (2) cing ou six fois. ° o
(3)  trois ou quatre leS. I
o (4) deux fois. : :
__(5) une fois.
(6) ~jamais. -
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Avez-vous 1'impression que les profesgeurs participent aux
prises de décision touchant la conduite de 1'école?

(1) tout le temps.
©_(2) "la plus part du temps. N
(3) trés souwent. -
(4) assez. souvent.
(5) peu souvent. ' -
(6) - ils n‘ont rien g voir 3 1la prise des
décisions. : :

S

-

Le pf{ﬁcipal’prescrit les.méthodes d'enseignement:
(1)  pour tout votre travail.
(2) pour la plupart de votre travail. ;
(3) dans certains domaines importants.
(4) gquelques fois. '
(5) rarement. . . . . ce,
(6) jamais. ‘1 ‘ : )

»
“

En géneral le principal 1nterromp les classes en employant
le systéme d‘lntercommunacatlon
(l) jamais. n
(2) une fois par mois. ‘ , . -
(3) .une fois par semaine.
« ___-__(4) une fois par Jouf
(5) plusieurs fois parzjour. .
(6), non-applicable - pas d‘intercommunlcatlon

~
-

.=
ot

Avezr~vous 1l'impression que votre pr1nc1pal falt pre351on sur
."les professeurs pour les faire travail er plus fort?
- - 7
(1) oui, beaucoup, . '
(2) consxderablement

— . (3) passablement. _
= {4) occa81oné11emenﬁ o e
_(5) rarement. - )

(6) Jje n'ai pas 1'impression que des pressions

sont e#brcées. L
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RENSETIGNEMENTS A VOTRE SUJET ET AU SUJET DE VOTRL ECOLE

Combien d'années de scolarité vous sont comptées pour évaluer
les fraction) .

votre salaire? (Laissez tomboer

-

=~ (1) 122 ans.
{2y 13 ans.
_(3) 14 ans. ) B
(4) 15 ans.
Y T ey
__A5%) 16 ans.
(6) l? ans.

e . ) ~ ' .4 . e

Si vous comparez vdtre école avec d'autres gque vous connalss-—
ez comment évaluez-vous la valeur de 1' édugation total qu'-
elle donne aux étudiants qui la fréquentent?

- (1) sans pareil.
v (2) treés bon. .
(3) 1églrgment au dessus de la moyenne.
(4) 1égérement sous 1la moyenne.;
(5) pauvre. . .

'

. (6) treés pauvre.

—_——

Quél est le deg¥é de votre satisfaction petsonnelle guand
vous évaluez la totalité de vos conditions d'enseignement  °
dans votre école actuelle?

(1) enthousiaste. .
(2) satisfait. .

(3) assef bien sqtisféit.
(4) quelgue peu mécontent.
(5) mécontent.

(6) tr2s mécontent.

——— et
—p e
— et
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!
LETTEER TO PRINCIPALS

University of Albertq
Edmonton, Alta.
May,l96§)

ui-
@
Dear

B} Mr. Walter Murphy and the M.C.S5.C. have very
generously given me permission te carry out the research
neccessary for my doctoral dissertation in the elementary
schools pf the Commission. I wouhﬁafprqciate your help as
well. - o

The study is of principal leadership and some of its
correlates and is based on a social psychological theory
which has been used successfully in a W1de variety of organ-

1zat10ns, including schools.

Your particular cogperation wculd involve two things:
First, the completion and return (in the envelope provided)
of the entlosed PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE, which should take
you no more than five minutes. Second, the dlstglbutlon of
the teacher guestionnairgs (which are being sent under sep—
arate cover) and the return of the IBM scoring sheets in’the
envelope provided for tnat.purpose. You may wish to distr-
ibute and return these materials yourself, or you may prefer
to appoin‘na staff member, perhaps the Key Teacher, to do
" this. ! -

- | A C

Needless to say, the study provides for the complete
anonymity of all those involved and no allusions, direct or:
indirect, to individuals or to particular schools will be made
in the study. )

Thank you for your coopération in this study. I feel
sure that the results, to be communicated to you later,Lwill
prove 1nterest1ng to you and will be useful to the profession.

) ! " b}

\!g Sincerely yours,

' . Robert E. Lavery
-
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LETTER TO PRINCIPADS (

Y

1'Université d'Alberta
, A Edmonton, Alberta
‘ mai, 1968

Cher Principal,
’ . . . /
LA Commission des Ecoles Catholiques de
Montréal m'a géndrcusement donné la permission de conduire
la recherche pouTr ma theésce doctorale dans ses écoles é1ém—
- entaires. Vous noterez également 1'excellent accueil que
._;he fait votre Association des Principaux de Montréal. Cette
. ™ &tude se rapporte au leadership du principal et & ses \
attributs. Le modele employé a €té largement appliqué.et
avec succes aux U.S.A., en Belgique, et en Alberta.

Le questionnaire a été soigneusement préparé de sorte
qu'll demande tres peu de votre temps - moins de 5 minutes.
Le traitement des données scra tel gue 1'anonymité la plus
compléte aussi bien des personnes que de§ écoles est assurée

. On vous demande deux choses: remp votre questionn-
aire et voir a ce que vos professeurs remplssent le leur.
Auriez-vous donc 1'obligeance de voir & ce gué changue
professeur de votre école regoive un questionnaire et une
feuille-réponse. Assureriez-vous également la cuillette

* de ces feuilles-réponses et me les feriez-vous parvenir en
méme temps 'que votre propre questionnaire rempli. Si vous
pouviez faire tout cela dans les prochains jours ce me
serait trés utile. '

Je vous remercie de votre précicuse-.-collaboration.

|
/
/ A ‘ Sincérement, ,

[
I

Robert E. Lavery
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LETTER TO TEACHERS

University. of Alberta
Edmonton, Alta.
May, 1968

\\hDear:Teacher

P '~ Mr. Walter Murphy and the Montreal Catholic
Scheol Commission have very genrously given me permission
to conduct the research necessary for my doctoral dissertat-
ion in the elementary schools of the Commission. I would
appreciate your cooperation, too.

The questionnaires have been carefully designed to be
totally anonymous and to take up no more than ten minutes of
your time. You are simply asked to indicate your reply to
the twenty-five items on the questionnaire by putting a pen-
'cih mark in the appropriate space on the rej-printed scoring
sheet. For the first 14 items there are six choices. There
are 14 horizontal numbered rows and 6 columns, alsc numbered
on the answer sheet. You simply put a pencil mark through.-
the appropriate space. For example: If, in reply to guestion
5: What was the average length of the visit(s)?" your answer
is 15 to 30 minutes, this is answer number 4 and so oppoesite
the number 5 (for the fifth question) in the margin of the
answer sheet you go over to the fourth column and put a
stroke through the space provided: .

- 5 ==F== ==F== ==3== endbana ==8== ' ==G==
For questions 15 to 25 inclusive there are only two choices
possible, "yes" or "no". 1If you choose "yes", place your
pencil mark in column 1. 1If you choose "no", place your
mark in column 2. 9

-

Please do not write anythiﬁg else on the anster sheet
and please use a HB pencil to make the marks.

N

" Return the scoring sheet to 'the principal or to his
app01ntee who will forward them to me. Throw away the
questlonnalres.

-

Vs
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Thank you for your cooperation in this study. The
findings, which will be communicated to you, proumise to be
both interesting in themsclves and useful to the profession.

N L

Sincerely yours,

-

Robert E. Lavery.
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LETTER TO TEACHLERS
L'Université c'Albertd
] . Edmonton, Alberta

mai, 1968

Cher Prof esseur,

La-Commission des Ecoles Catholiques de
Montréal m'a trds généreuscment donné la permission de
*conduire les recherches nécessaires a ma theése doctorale

dans ses écoles élémentaires. L'alliance des Professeurs
de Montréal m'a pour sa part gracieuscment assuré de la
collaboration de ses membres. J'apprécierais donc votre

propre collaboration.

Les questionnaires ont été soigneusementApréparés
de telle sorte que 1l'anonymat le plus complet est assuré
et qu'il ne faut pas plus de 10 minutes pour les remplir.

* on' vous demande simplement d'indiquer votre réponse aux 25

queSLlons en- faisant une marque au crayon dans l'espace
appropale sur la feuille-réponse imprimée en rouge. Les

14 premiéres questions offrent 6 choix. La feuille-réponse
présente 14 rangées horizontales numérotées de 1 a 14 et

7 colonnes verticales —numérotées de 1 a 7. Vous marque
simplement au crayon dans 1'espace approprié pour votre
réponse. Par exemple, & la guestion 5: "Quelle fut la durée
moyenne s visites?" si votre réponse est "15 a 30 minutes"
vous n'av qu'a placer un trait au crayon entre les lignes
pointillée$ de la rangée 5 a la colonne 4 comme ceci:

5 ==F== === ==3== === ==§:ﬁ ==f== ‘

Pour les quegtions no.l15 & 25 inclusivement il n'y a que 2
choix possibles: “"oui" ou "non". Si vous choisjssez gpui",
placez votre marque dans la cblonne 1. Si votre ¢ st
"non", placez votre marque dans la colonne 2.

S'il vous‘plait n'écrivez rien d'autre sur la feuille-
réponsé et employez un crayon HB- pour répondre.

Retournez la feuille- reponse au responsable pour votre
école qui s' occupera de me la faire parvenir. Jetez le
qguestionnaire.

-
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Merci infinimenf pour votre collabogation dans cette
étude. )

" Sincérement vdtre,

Robert E. Lavery.



