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Authorlty 1s an elus:l.ve term, regardless of the context m"
: whlch 1t 1s used

B

Whereas Webster s chtmnary (1971) cltes elght L

“l,

sin a11 formal organlzatlonsx

;‘h,é ‘qgests,drg;-fc‘éﬁ&zgrnit;g ﬁo’{;_,—" 20
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o

L)

T answer ‘the followrng questlonS' .

© (1) To. the components (bases) of authorlty as 1dent1f1ed by Isherwood

(1973) — tradltronal legal, chaziinatlc, human relatlons SklllS,
, )

o expert1se~and'normat1ve -— represent dlstlnct value orlentathus
T , - IR ’

. that 1eg1t1mate the exercxse of school control7

4

KQ) Is there a drstlnctlon among these bases of authorlty such that

they‘can,be‘c}assrfled~as‘e1ther formal or;1pfbrmal authority?‘f_ f

NG)) Which administrative authority,bases do teachers perceive as most.
v - T P
effectlve for ensurlng cpmpllance?

(4) Whlch admrnrstratrve authorrty bases do prineipals perceive as::
. .. most effectluelfor ensurlng comp11ance?‘

) . AT 5 o . s
- ! o ‘ o . ~ ¥ g = :

 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: .
q( ' % .
i Our_SOCiety.is an brganizatidnal.suciety (Presthus, 1962).f

. oy
Although organlzatlons can vary con51derab1y w1th respect to. structure,

a11 possess common elements.
Tannenbaum (1968) elaborates upon what he belleves to be. an'

intégral part of every organlzat1on:

ce c T e

[

, Organlzatlon 1mp11es control. A soc1a1 organ-
ization is-ap ordered arrangement of 1nd1v1dua1 P
human interaction. Control:processes help circum-

"scribe idiosyncratic behav1ors and keep them cdnfor—

¢ mant to the rational plan of the organization.... .-
- It is the function of control to bring about confor-
mance to*organlzatlonal requirements and achievement

aof’the.ultlmate purposes of the organlzatron. (p. 3)

» o , - R

. ] o p ” £ . «
e e . B e e S e 1 e B
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" one party gains compliance from another in an interactional setting. .

Wty

e e T T e R G . vt b e,

LI

; 'x' 5 "‘. .“ . o ,’ " . r‘ ..

'Accordingito Baratz and Bachrach (19635 control exists éhen i -

3 Y

Compliance%tthen, may be arrived at either 1nvoluntar11y when power or
T

force is required or voluntarily, through persuasion or authority

ar

(Spady, 1977) As theoretical concepts, each is a relatively separate 2l
' entity. "In a practical sense,‘distinctions can be obscure. Peabody :"fi+.

(1964) however,‘believes ”The fact that authority relacions are’ never ; liﬁl pfl ,;
"found in pure: form is noz a valid_FbJection to attemuts at: developing | |

more precise,)analytical distinctions, nor does: it alleviate the need to!

work toward operational definitions of these concepts " (p. 3) Blau *~ : lj ;‘ .

-enduring some intolerable loss" (p 362)

the attributes and shortcomings of each as a form of~contr l ﬂ"‘ ;3'
Spady (1977) notes that in a power relationship ‘com liance is ih: i .'3,'; -

achieved when "the dominant party is perceived to‘be capable.of con—‘-‘ix"~1 ;; B

trolling or manipulating a monopoly of critical resources in such‘a way.

that the other party believes he cannot sustain his present state of

. affairs, (such as employment, reputation or physical well—being) without

According to Etzioni (1964)

when: compliance is achieved through the use of power, the subJect is

N

' likely to become alienated.‘ Blau (1970) affirms that a power relation—

‘, ship can. only inhibit motivation_within an-organization'-




. ...both effective leadership and sanctioning

‘ power can become sources of an authority structure,

* but 'sanctiloning power does so at the cost of
diverting the incentive'system, at least in part,
-from its major function of eéncouraging optimum
performance-by using it to'affect obedience; (p. 139)

_While persuasion, on the other hand

...like power compelsﬂthe subordinate party to
'select among available alternatives, the choice is
~based on the’ superordinate s abllity to’ convince the -
' subordinate of the inherent. advantages of selecting .

- certain alternatives without constraining the.choice . . o Ly
process by threatening. to use'negative sanctions. - In. - Mo
“effect ‘then; the subordinate's choice is. voluntary } B .
"and is based on' the inherent attractiveness ‘of certain . e
~ options, rather. than the implied -negative consequences o '
" of choosing others.- (Spady, 1977, p. 363) .,

:‘Although persuasion eliminates some of the negative elements,
'L implied in the use of power and thereby facllitates more cooperative and

positive relations, it can, be a highly unstable mechanism’ when used
, exclusively. Perpetual negotiation and uncertainty are. likely to ensue. .

% X

-:(Spady, 1977) McGregor, after observing and working with top executives
_as an_ advisor in a number of organizations, attempted to guide his L

charges in a rather "1aissez-fa1re manner w1th the following consequences
(McGregor, cited in Bennis, 1959) '

. I'believed that a leader could operate successfully as: 1’_ T
‘a kind of advisor to his organization. .I.thought.I ' '
.. could avoid being a "boss" ... I couldn't have been more
. wrong. . It took a couple of years, but I finally began - . e
.to realize that a leader cannot: avoid the‘exercise of o .o e K ‘
authority any ‘more ‘than. he' can .avoid. responsibility for s
what‘happens to hlS organization.. tp. . 261)

X

Authority, then, is an attractive alternative to the exclusive

use of pOWer and persuasion as a control mechanism. Unlike power,f-
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L , : o m

< L . ) : s S,
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"compllance 1s voluntary and, unlike persuas1on, the subordlnate lS

. . s

iexpected to obey the w1shes of the superordlnate (Slmon, 1957)

Authorlty 1s voluntary 1n the sense that subord1nates w1111ngly comply

- w1th dlrectlves of a superlor when they percelve those dlrectlve& to’ be

'1eg1t1matej'.(Blau and Scott, 1962) It follows then, that the effectrve—

. mess to comply with directivés of a-suﬁeri&r.'j: ' ’{ T

P T

.- .ness of:authority3can bé'measnred in terms:of the subordlnates w1111ng—.“

¥ e

Weber (1947), Slmon (1957) and others dlscuss another dlmen91on

. -

of authorlty'-— the klnds of value orlentatlons that 1eg1t1mate the

‘exerqlse of control, commonly referred to as the bases of authorlty. N

.Isherwood (1973) c1tes two maJor bases. formal and 1nformal authorlty.

'Blau -and Scott (1962) malntaln that formal authorlty 1s 1eg1t1mated by

'1deolog1es, and the\s 131 constralnts that demand compllance pervade the
, ) L ' : )
','entlre soc1ety Isherwood (1973) breaks down formal authorlty 1nto

:tradltlonal and legal author1ty : Tradltlonal authorlty id the authorlty ;

n %

values that haée\become 1nst1tutLonal1zed in legal contracts and cultural

. .
’

A

extended to an organ1zat10na1 role by socxety—at large, and a glven “L

ffcommunlty in partlcular. Role 1ncumbents recelve deference by the1r

occupancy of a partlcular p031t10n w1th1n the school that lS held in high

‘esteem by communlty membere. Legal authorlty, on the other hand is the

~‘wh1ch subordlnates are to defer. '

authorlty w1th1n a. school Ehnf is derived from a. contractual agreement
" ' ah

b
‘,"between the 1nd1v1dua1 and the school system. The contract spec1f1es

' employee rlghts ‘and dutles, and dellneates a hlerarchy of offlces to'

/Informal.authbrityals‘1egitimated by.thé‘eomhon'valnes_ﬁhat_

e . - : ' w T e

emérge’in’a group to the extent that group norms and: sanctions enforce

= At P L
o8 ¢ .. ¢ -

e = 4 Ta asd wwae K g W
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f

. of expertlse 1s the deference one 1nd1v1dua1 g1ves another because of the h ‘:?; .

'

' addltlon normatlve authorlty can be tbe manlfestatlon of a supportlve

‘empathyurather thanjformallty, persua51on or‘force\ln 1nteragtlons. L I

'.1nd1v1dual, reality _ (Rogers, 1951)

jcompliance" (ﬁlau and‘Scott,51962). Isherwood'(1973) cites four.informa}

N
.

# .o i i W 3 =

authority‘bases:i-charismatic, expertise,‘normative and human.?elations'
( . +

sk1lls. Charlsmatlc authorlty is the authorlty granted an, 1nd1v1dua1

because of hls/her unlque personallty qualltles and 15 based on the A .

devotlon of one to another and' the- des1re to merlt approval Authorlty

1

former s knowledge emanatlng from a: comblnatlon of experlence and formal

[

tralnlng, that enables the person to perform the Job at an 1nstrumental

' .

e ) .

rather than affectlve level Normatlve authorlty is the authorlty granted AR

a superlor when he/she 15 able to accrue- obllgatlons from a subordlnate

by prov1d1ng the latter w1th serv1ces, advxce or a1d partlcularly 1f

fe o= v . P

these services- are out51de that normally expected of the superlor. In‘

'n

,group=norm. Human relatlons skllls 1is- the authorlty a superlor has over

.a subordlnate when he/she is: able to, exh1b1t tadt, unde;standlng and ’ N

’ E -
N, 5 g @ E '

Thls breakdown of authorlty bases qrov1des a useful framework for examln—ﬁ
. Ot. N A X s " ’
ing the authorlty of pr1nc1pals 1n Newfoundland and Labrador.

When examlnlng authorlty:/an 1nvest1gator must be concerned

LY “'v,'\

L w1th the perceptlons of those fin Volved Perceptlons of the 1nd1v1dual PR e o ‘

as Well as- the group, ggfluence behav1or/81nce the 1nd1v1dual reacts o ;
to. a 51tuat10n 1n a way that reflects what he belleves ‘to be a’ correct 3 -

assessment.of,the c1rcumstances. "The organlsm reacts to.the fleld I R B

, Py S
‘as it 1s experlenced and percelved The perceptual f1e1d 1s, for the & . =

PR £ S Ea ‘
Legitimacy of the bases of'authority is dependent upon

"u'-s,wzn
R
',




“perceptions-of subordinates: - ' . BEE
- The ba51s of legltlmacy, therefore, lies ln.the members
perceptions,. If the member. perce1Ves his leader's
i . authority .to be legltlmate on the basis of 1aws, the
. < - leader" s authority then, in fact does: have a 1ega1
PP " . " basis, Likewise if the’ ‘member is: w1111ng to ‘contribute .
o ' . . . to the organlzatlon because of 1oya1ty, respect, admir~ .
- , - . '+ . ationm,;or for any ‘other reason personally assog}ated S
GrEE ¥, . © with the leader, then charlhma is the legitimate: baSls .
) ‘ " of the leader's authorlty...‘ The basis of- legltlmacy
T o . Hap . . 5 of the, superlor ‘s authorlty is whatever the - subordlnate o 8
i L wf perceLves 1t to be. (Scobt 1978, p 44) : :
_,4’ P -Lu":,“ It. follows, then, that the authorlty of an admlnlstrator can

_be gauged in terms of subordlnate perceptlons.‘ Peabody (1964) notes that

|

“>~~5u_." perceptlons of authorlty depend on the unque personallty and experlence

Y

a0 v ¢ 5 ) (X

e X ,a‘tlon 1n whlch these relatlonshlps take place, and the 1eve1 in the 3
- ;-},‘f ' Ahlerarchy from’whlch authorlty is vlewed" (p, 91)
Et210n1 (1964) alleges‘that authorlty relatlons Eﬁ non-

'fprofe551ona1 and profesSlonal organrzatlons dlffer.
In organlzatlons whos goal is non—profe531ona1 -

N IS P profit ndking), (it is consideted desirable to. have
the major, (line) authority because- they direct major:
goal act1v1ty v In full fledged profe351ona1 organl-

" . LT zations the staff-professional an® the line-

o s A admlnlstrator correlat1bn, 1nsofar as.- such dlstlnctlons
k ’ . apply at a11, is reversed. (p. 81). _‘ co

vy -

' ‘The fact that authorlty relatlons in professxonal organlzatlons
tend to“be more. dlffuse can be attrlbuted to. (1) the hlgh 1eve1 of

B o A .
~';.{~~\-” ) technlcal expertlse of the profeSSLOnal, and (2) the unllkely prospect

f- A .ithat the admlnlstrator possesses the knowledge of professlonals in the

s

]; . 7 \ "~organlzat1on. The 1eve1 of hlerarchy from whlch authorlty 1s v1ewed

CE e 2 B ,1; !
\“, : . 'may ‘also’ be of consequence. TIt_ls p0531b1e that nelther subordlnate S

_ P . )
oSSt nor supen1cr ln an organlzatlon share the same- perceptlons c&ncernlng ,
| i ¥ . ; , .' 5. , L 2 . £

P R
S

“a [ ¢ 4 @ ‘ 3 £ . . g Jote

-:of the part1c1@ants 1n the authorlty relatlonshlp, the klnd of organlza—bg"”
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,auth'ojrity..

‘trol on teachers 1f he/she w1shes to achleve school goals.

_ admlnlstratlon is a technology of control"

",constantly worklng to 1ncrease rellablllty rn behav1or of teachers, as

“uknowledge belng transmltted by teachers.f

Lchange,vas Serg10vann1 and Starrat (1979) suggest‘

b iy . .
T v————————. . L - \ g

If this is the cése, confiict is 1Ike1y-to ensue{

=

i3 The school Ey a formal organlzatlon and, as 1n any formal

organlzatlon, the prlnc1pa1 as adminlstrator must exert 'some form of con—*

'

(Bates, 1980 p..lj.

1 X-

Serglovannl and Starrat (1979) observe that admlnlstrators are “

'

a ¥
& ; .
& e

f.:WE¥1 as Students: %, "'j ..;‘ = Ry ¢‘~‘: o | ;;ﬂ{:f::\ﬁj‘? B AR
S T R B T ML , e ; ; .

g I as admlnlstrators and superv1sors attempt to increase

e control over achlevement of the school's goals, .they - - ..

R ”.frequently Work to increase rellablllty in’ decision~ | nE

¢ mpaKing prbcesses and in behavior of teachers and students.
‘Thls is often accompllshed by lnstltutlng and 1mp1ement—~ B
ing’ p011c1es, standard operatlon procedures, rules and e

. regulatlons to gulde behav1or within the Human organlza—’ S 2

tlon. Uniformity of behav1or is seen as a powerful means -
to move large numbers: of: people toward'goals; with a min— _ -*
1mum amount of confu51on and confllct. (p. 46)

r . g : »

'Although there is some uncertalnty w1th respeca to categor-

-~ .

e 1zat10n of the school as a. profess1ona1 organlzatlon, [ ds. ev1dent that fs .

o} ¥

the school is more prpfe531ona1 than nonéprofessional in nature, especially

in v1ew of recent 1ncreases 1n the complex1ty and dlverSLflcatlon of #

e i

In view of these changes,'lt

- u

'may be that authorlty relatlons w1th1n the school are 1n a process of

l

- e * x 3 :

A Authorlty bases for those who' admlnlster our natlon s U
- ‘, schools aregchanglng, shlftlng -and in many, cases, 3
T d1m1n1sh1ng Partlcularly suscept1ble1to change 1s
' " the prlnclpal's position.... ' As the technical
. structure (the teachlng -and educatlon program struc—' :

5 ture) 1ncreases in complex1ty and dlver31f1cat10n, ﬁ‘,?-f
teachers by v1rtue of competence and. persom.. .- . e
authorlty have assumed ‘more; respons1b111ty for these ’
areas., Thls 1ncrease 1n educatlonal sophlstlcatlon -

B L L ’ P . v ’ - e

'

3 s :
R T T T T N e -

.’"Edpcatlonal.”._fﬁi




¥L~Isherwood (1973) cites two major bases - formal and informal authority

[ S e b e ey v s s o

™ . .\ s® « e H: . = 3 ' .5‘

‘has required administrative arLangements beyond the
' definition of the principal s role. (p. 138) .

The principal needs to be able to diagnose and cultivate the

most effective bases of authority in a quest for achievement of school

.

goals within a contlnuously changing society.

L -

To summarize, authority can be considered a preferred S

‘ umechanism for maintalning control w1thin the school organizatlon

“‘Teachers willingly follow the directions of an administrator when

(]

t'xthose directions are perceived as legitimate. Weber (1947) Simon (1957)'

A

and others discuss the kinds of value orientations that legitimate this
exercise of control commonly referred to as the bases ‘of. authorlty.

“which he breaks down into traditional legal human relations, expert,,

'normative and chariématic authority. Teacher perceptions of theseﬁ

E—

; authority bases dictate the extent to which teachers are 11ke1y to follow
"directions of princ1pals.. The effectiveness of authority, therefore can

'be measured 1n terms of teachers willingness to comply with principals

ey

:T-directives.' Peabody (1964) states that perceptions of authority depend "
'among otheI things, on the hierarchical level from which authority 1s
' r'viewed lt may be that principals and teachers views of effective'

.'authority bases differ.- If principals are able to diagnose their most

v

:‘effective bases of authority, measured in terms of teacher perceptions,~

._ . .-
‘ | 3 .

~4non-compliance of teachers may be avoided. '.c-'f%; S o -

" o | ! .90.._‘
‘nniluirArloﬁs ' |

This study-is delimited to an investigation of organizational

authority relations between teachers and principals in one school "

"njdistrict in Newfoundland ‘and Labrador..;Authority‘as'a_social;relationjftf.~

; S % ,
‘ B -
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--dﬁ@%& be examined and not-span of control or decision-making juris-

' dictions. C Taw YT e S N S
It is acknowledged that'neny variables’other than author-

'/;///’;* , 1ty relatlons may have an effect on organlzatlonal behav10r. It il -
. _ the 1ntent of thls study, however, to. concentrate .on authorlty rela—
T L .

- tlons as they relate to behav1or in the school Whereas the unlque

perSonallty of " an 1nd1v1dual contr1butes to the perceptlons held of

K euthorlty, un;gqe:personallty‘tra;ts‘W111 nop be ekplored. f
LIMITATIONS. & ‘ ;
Any conc1u51ons or 11m1tatlons arlslng from the results of
- ”‘ 25 thls study must. be con31dered w1th regard‘to the follow1ng 11m1tat10ns.i
‘ 'ﬁll Pure authorlty relatlons are. analytlcal abstract 8 that . are
rarely found 1f at a11 in’ concrete sltuatlons f%lau and Scott,-
\ 1962) B . S

ST Lot 2 The dlrth of Canadlan research 1n thlS area.
T o , . oL S T ‘
i A The non—conSLderatlon of unlque personallty tralts 1n respondents.’

. ~,;

b The 512e of the sample may restrlct generallzablllty to provxnce T

NEE

" as a whole.‘
s B.A specification of the nature of principal directives has fiot been

“‘congidered.

6.,The‘1imitatiqne of the; factor analytic process.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

|
!

'
%

s g Thls study should have 51gn1f1cance for the IowinghreaSOnsf

1 ‘No. exten51ve research has been done concernlng the h

v

2.xResu1ts should be of 1nterest to teachers, admlnlstrators and educa— .

) K
t1ona1 Lnterest groups such as, the Newfbundland Teachers

3 Changes 1n teachers, the external env1ronment and the school organ—
I "

e 1zat10n make it essentlal that pr1nc1?als be able to dlagnose and

cultlvate thelr most effectlve bases Lf authorlty in .order to achleve

g

schgql goe}s.'s',‘. . P / -

4 ThisAstudy:should serve .as a basis for‘morevextensive research into.

one;ur more of ﬁhe’priﬁcipai{s:baséS'of;autho:ity;‘7 )
. . DEFINITION OF TERMS ' . = .. -

The legltlmate exerc1se of control that rests on the

Authorltz A ;

W1111ng compllance of subordlnates w1th the. dlrectlve‘

of
&) '. the;r Supeglor.- (Blau and Scptt, 1962)

Formal Authorltzr The author1ty legltlmated by values that have

filg; olog;es. (Blau and Sdott 1962) 'IJ, :_1‘ . f

Informal Authorlty The authorlty 1eg1t1mated by the common values

. ‘ 'that emerge in'a group. (Blau and Scott, 1962)
: i wn, : _ i g

. l ' : ¢

e g YT ‘ 4

= oy Y
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phority of prin-_-

Assoc1at10n. ’
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Tradztlonal Author1tz~ The authorlty extended to an organlzatxonal role

',: T_\“*’E§'soc1ety, and.a’ glven c0mmun1ty 1n partlcular. (Isherwood

‘-

1973) . -‘;_’ ‘:- " '.‘... S J?“"i ' k

1

l.x ‘

Legal Authorltz The author1ty derlved from a contractual agreement
l‘ ‘% oy ¥
between an. 1nd1v1dua1 and an otganxzatlon. (Ieherwoodg 1973)
Char1smat1c Authorltz_ The authorlty attrlbuted ‘to a person becaﬁ"ﬁyqf
,/

unlque persona11ty tralts. (Isherwood 1973) ' an"._-f’“

¢ . - - e I L.
<%

Authorlty of* Exggrtlse The authorlty attrlbuted to a person because of

~

hls/her knowledge accrulng from experlence and formal traln-
’ N : S, B

e . —,-
-~

(Isherwood 1973) . ,~\'\\<MM-J{‘

‘f:%ﬁ‘;

'
.

]

rewards and (2) the manmféstatlon of supportlve group norms.

(Isherwood 1973) j.:_,7' "4‘ P o ~-j1 f.if, "-?-.

P

8 .

becauée bf-the eans the former employs in thelr 1nteractlons.

‘ (Isherwood 1973) AT ‘.:":- ';3" (p gt

.

s Comglxance The adaptlon of a subordlnate 'S behav1or to the w1shes of

ey T a superordlnate.,_
Control"iThetappIication?ofinolicies:end'procedures designed for

direFting,,regulating éhd coofdinating'éctivities and
3

: resources (humans and non—human) to achleve ‘the obJectlves
' b :7 \ [
of an organlzatlon._ :

a : ’ i i

. Influence The capaclty of a super1or to change ot malnta1n the v1ew—~“”

p01nt or behav1or of a subordlnate.

‘ I a Y .~ i v

‘P;

R

Normatlve Authorlty The authorlty based on (1) the ab111ty to medlate

Human Reletion§ SkiIls i e.authorfty'a EuperiOrhhas’dver afsdbordinete’v

_" * »

"

e e




'jLegltlmacy The apprOprlateness or acceptablllty of a superordlnate 'S

! rlght to 1nf1uence a subordlnate. ,. . ii 'y
T .‘,'A~. fud SR S TR ' r TR T ' . £
' { Y Percegtlons An hnd1v1dua1's concepts whlch represent preferent1a1 N
. ) ~ o
£ SIS ' ‘ blases developed out. of experlence. (Katz and Kahn, 1968)
. Persuasion 'The”Exerciseiof edntroi’that reéts:on the aBility,bf aflf T
5y ) Y o ] 5 55 . '~,—'..‘:

superordxnate to conv1nce a subordlnate of the 1nherent advan-
. h . v w .

tages of a part1cu1ar course oﬁ actldn w1thout constra1n1ng* j-3

%

";the.ehorce process by threatenlng nse of sanctlons;v .'-‘j'= oD T "

B gt @ ¥ P = . H
v colte e ‘ ’ ' 3 ¢ 5 '
v v . . i % " ‘ B JSE Y& i & 2 . a -
Badghe g 4 @ . 5 g i o B AT ., -, X . 2 . E .

‘Power The exercise of.control that rests on-the ability of the super=. ~ . .

. - x" . ordinate to imposé his will ‘on the subordinaté.despite.’ .-
A ‘." . l‘ : & 4 2 - cT o " _'v’ e ‘e % o . gimm *
) " , ‘o :'reéistancelff ;
E "l‘.v B “| vo® 'a' 4 . oo
Sdbordlnate An offlce 1ncumbent subJect to control by a hlgher offlce. " .
R oo M I3 o w4 . ' 3
In thls study a subord1nate 1s the . teacher. .
SuperordlnateiSuper1or/Adm1n1strator An offlce 1ncumbent who eferts P
1 .k ‘ % ¥ . : X .'.
COntIOl oh‘a,lower;oﬁfice.» In thls study a superordlnate/
. o e o o ‘
* "‘,. - 24‘. " y » & I“ * 5
: superlor/admlnlstrator 1s the prlnc1pal % R T e o
'Effectlveness of Author1ty The degree to whlch teachers w1111ngly T .";; -
comply w1th the dlrectlves of prlnclpals.f“ﬁﬁf A <3
e s ”}.' ) “.i & '.l"' .
. . ) T e, SRS B




23 e e e e

L

PRSP S =

T o B, e e 2 E ) - i

: S =gt & b A amat i e e L L et D
| -
' Chapter I 7
7] REVIEW OF THE LITEhATUREIAND RELATED . RESEARCH . ‘
‘ ’ : | ," TN ' : ' . v * s
INTRODUCTION fa” w

Whereas research in the area of authority has not been as- -
extensive as in other areas of educational administration, it is. .
"necessary to rev1ew literature and related research associated with

"qrganizational authority in general in the hope that findings wil].shed

v

"ﬂ: light on the educational perspectiveg}'rhis review 1e?§§ support to the
.theoretical ba51s}of the study and is organized under the following

”‘headings. (l) approaches to the concept of. authority,‘ (2) authority

Cbases, (3) perceptions of authority bases in various types of organ—il

‘izations, (4) administrator subordinate perceptions of authority, and
(5) perceptions of principals authority bases.‘ : PR
g "t APPROACHES TO THE' CONCEPT OF AUTHORITY

l

organizations, writers i the term authority to describe a set of

soc1ated w1th control and compliance.‘ Pro'lems arise, how—.'

A

ing reasons (1) although authority may be analytical" distinguished

from- concepts such as 1nfluence and power, in any organiZational setting

v‘jlt is inextricably fused with these related concepts, (2) the concepts ;

"(authority, 1nfluence, power, etc ) are unavoidably segmented and S

"‘”exaggerated notions of an elusive reality (Peabody, 1964) It is notllf

W g ~‘ AA‘ “wl ‘.V.A‘ :.,: ;'_‘ ,14‘.’ .'E

g ever When a551gning a unique definition to this concepq for the follow—'ff

20 PSSO (UL L D S A VP g | : : Caem "




! ' AP | S ; S 5 s, R R
: > P 3 = o ' '.~_ \ : ‘. 2 ’ ; : ) ". e . .
-. . T B :" . ;~ . ;. . - . ) ‘ .
: o By o i #
2 . . (3 : : , \ i ; ; 15..‘-
LI (S surprlslng that "Althoqgh numerous def1n1tlons of authorlty exist 1n the MELTIREY &
Rehl M g 1iterature of adminlstratlon, management, and organlzat1ona1 behav10r, " Ml
-k 1 # ¥ h .
o o KL LT A AP P '
L rev1ew of these wrltlngs reveals conslderable cantrast, vagueneséh and .
: amb1gu1ty in the use of the concept" (Peabody, 64, p. 8) ',' A N .
: , o B e Inev1tab1y, a wrlter s v1ew of authorlty is.a reflec f ﬁ/of hlsf ?'
N . N ! 4 \ =) i v a ' i
‘ ; .;"73‘ approach to organlzatlonal ana1y31s.. The ty d1t10
¢ ’ T f""..‘ PR 3 " = i ._ ¥ '
S cger 9 approach the human relatlons approac
‘ » . % T }, v s ¥}}f““-i*n-.

A V“"” e

y Generally speaklng, those who v1ew authorlty as-a property
. 1nherent 1n offlce have tended to’ emphasxze the formal : TN :

"-rational;l impersonal, and control-from-the-top aspects of -w5'p,.‘" #
" authority and organization ... - Conversely those who-con= - .l
- ceptuallze authorlty as, aﬂrelatlonshlp have’ tended to ‘ Fa
; ‘ R I b ‘emphagize the "informal, nonrational; ‘subJectlve, and 'j'u e =T
P LR '.1“;i:-‘ o ' acceptance-by—the subordlnate aspects of. authorlty and # T T ¥ 4
e ¢ w3 »organlzatlonal behavxor. (Peabody, 1964, p 13) ;J,; Ten eSS e

. 5 4 , E s .'\‘:,
' ; 2 e - L ] ‘\\ . v
T p s 1t e . ; ; ' . ¥
. ) 2 : . " "
. Lo Fooa The_Conventlonal e Tat L e TR, 0 7Telye YThe Human o0 sV Rl G AET
: w t TNt Approach ?'*”4" "~ . = % Relations‘Approach .. "' "’ .7,
. i R T - ’,- LTI AR R AL P L e
‘ Property or Attr1bute ——— “Relétioﬁsﬁip'f !
. R vy ~;’;o, Formal : - — e '“ Informal ) e F
g wt T ;;.,' Ratlonal 'nflf — = Non Rat1ona1 A
R B ~mp&rsonal e ‘9 Subsectlve AR Aoy
. j'::zp: j £ Control from the top *"wy; —e Acceptance by the Subordlnate-
o fﬁ' e S S e A T T T FRE R T
S " R Flgure 1 Serxes of contlnua that are characterlstlc of ma]or approgches 7o
T Ty ¥ af

\'- " to; authbrlty (From Authorltz by Robert Peabody &ew York.“¢

B Wt :;ﬂlyﬁi‘i. Atherton Press, 1964)

_;;f :1- Weber (1947) a "structunallqt" had cons;derable 1mpact ‘on.
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.;approach and as a result depart from the convent10na1 V1ew of ! an. organ-'h" s

-— Supt —'r‘:’:“.’.‘ i . ""M'”— g ¢ —: ?b —
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. Ty » g

'{ operate in a quas1-3ud10181 fashlon' rat1ona1 values 1eg1t1mate them,

tralned experts .run them and the pr1nc1p1e of hlerarchy glves them
shape. Weber.examlnes:the status'of‘admlnlstreth‘(the offxce),.'

attrlbutesfauthority to thislunit, and'ekplains'theeffective'exerciSe

g, of authorlty ma1n1y 1n terms of other attrlbutes of the offlce or- in ,“
'terms of attr1butes brought to 1t by off1c1als (Hopklns, 1965) Weber:

deflnes authorrty as the probablllty that a command w1th a glven specrflc.-v,

content w111 be obeyed by a glven group of persons and implles a’ degree

’ 3 W . . . ) . 3

”ﬂ:of volgntary compllance.4 ‘ x-l- : 'ﬂ; ;o o ' -'“

. Gullck (1937) and Urwxck (1937) approach author1ty from the."

standpoxnt that it is a property of management that has the rlght ‘to
op . S

B} requ1re~act10n ‘of others. On the others hand Peabody (1964) 1nfers that

.
the ultlmate authorlty for Taylors sclenlﬁflcrmanagement mouement is the

technlques of sc1ent1f1c work performance. . B

[

S The human relat10ns movement as represented by Follet (1937).'

.Mayo (1937) and qthers may, in part be a’ react1u1to the structurallst

’

,1zat10n,< In contrast to the convent10na1 treatment, thls approach deflnes

-_:upside'down;“' (Peabody, 196&, P. 23)

L : e

: author;ty 1n relatxonal terms and stresses 1ts 1n£orma1 non—ratlonal

J o
and. subJect1ve aspects. '"The h1erarchy of authorlty is v1rtua11y turned

ek

';é;,/f,i‘ A th1rd mpvement, referred to as the behav1oral scxence phase \

.attempts to reconc11e the conventlonal and human relatlons approach. _,‘ i

Its flrst proponent, Barnard (1938), examlnes the role relatlon (channel_?

L]

oflcommunlcatlon),¢attr1butes authorlty tp‘communlcatlons (wh1ch haVe-y'

become more‘orﬁless’authoritati#é), and ‘explains effectivéness in terms

..

ey g - 'v s

-
v .
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' of other-attributes of communication or in‘termsvof-ﬁther attr@bntes of

role relat1ons that transmit communlcatlons (Hopklns, 1965) ‘Barnard's

cview. of authorlty follows. ' ' A y
' ‘Authorlty is the character of a communlcatlon
' (order) in a formal organization.by v1rtue of
whlch it is accepted by.a contributor’ or’ "mem-.
ber' of the. organization as governing the . . ;
_raction he contributes. (p..163) ~ .- - T e wmy

'
’

ﬁ\ ‘ Barnard states that a person can and w111 accept authorlty

Alunder four condltlons.' (1) 7hen he understands the communlcatlon, RN

- (2) he be11eves Lt to’ be conSLStent w1th organlzathpal purposes, (3) he

l
belleves 1t to ‘be. con51stent w1th h1s own personal 1nterests,_and‘(4) he

L o

B -
< v

g % is able mentally and phy91ca11y to, comply w1th 1t.kn
Cor ¥ ‘

O - An essent1a1 component of Barnard s conceptlon of authorlty,
'_the "20ne of 1nd1fference '1s present w1th1n each 1nd1v1dua1 whereln

[

ordérs are accepted w1thout conscmous questlonlng;« ThlS _zone 1s capable/—- 4
: of helng constrlcted or expanded meanlng that ‘the reclplcentvoﬁ a p_’
-dlrectlve, dependlng upon the degree to. whlch he percelves the 1nduce—;'
.ments to exceed the sacrlflces, accepts a varylng range of commands g T
- (w1thout questlon) This range ig 1nd1cat1ve of the effectlveness of

anthorityn:‘

R Simon (1957) attempts to incorporate hoth.the\connentionai and

human -relations approach into hl% concept of authorlty. On one- hand, he Y

epitomizes~the structuralists. "Authorlty may be deflned as the power .

to make declslons whlch gulde the _of ot ers" (p. 125) At the

h,. e Asame tlme, Slmon (1957) adopts a more subjectlve approach to authorlty

'y
v

" A subordlnate is sald to accept authorlty when E
" he permlts hlS behav1or to be gu1ded by the

‘\ . . . s = 2 )

‘\i. ' A ' ‘.~'
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T oan

'jpeople who are 1nvolved“ (p 30) \F' I,klﬁ '-L

S, . »
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Peahody (1964) notes that "Accordlng to Simon's conceptlon,
:authority may be

: : e,

subordlnate s subJFctlve react1on and subsequent behav1or, (2) in terms

A
3

) of the superlor as ﬁo whetherolnafact he makes. decLSlons whxch gulde the

'.actlons of others, and (3) in terms of ‘the relatlonshlp between “two

2 o

. o . ' X o5
s »

* In response to charges that hls concept of author1ty d1d not-

accbuna for the degrees of acceptance, and that hlS deflnltlons were"

nelther operat10na1 noF deflned in purely ob;ectlve and behavxoral

terms (Peabody, l964),n51mon (1957) produces a subsequent eluc1dat10n '

Q
S ,f.: An 1nd1v1dual accepts authorlty when he sets ,

"o himself a general rule that permits the comun-- - :

 .icated decision of another to guide. his. own ' '

4 choice (i.e. to serve:as, the premise of 'that.
,ch01ce) 1ndependently of his Judgement ‘of the
correctness :or acceptablllty of the premlse.
(p. 103l L w 2 . B L &

‘Presthus (1960) professés that'ifiotganizations'are~to achievej'

: . -
- et . . "

, their goals; they must motivate and direct.members,in btdet.to overcome

) . . A
the’members' 1nd1v1dual goals. He sees authorlty as a cruc1a1 element
espec1a11y 1f it 1s deSLgned to 1nc1ude reward and rec1proc1ty

:“ ‘
Authorlty ‘can - be deflned as the capacity to
" evoke compllance in others ... The ‘process by
which authority “is accepted.may bé called. o
.legitmation, . -which is roughly synonymous w1th' ‘ -
y"sanctipnea" or-“yalidetedf..‘=(p,?86) i

=
[}

P ,h Robert Peabody (1964) attempts to clarlfy the concept of‘\

authorlty by castlng aflarge.net~rather than_a small one_. He :

ISR i " o Sy

f

xamlned from several perspectlves, (l) 1n terms of the

. that he labels a deflqlt;on and not an emperlcal statement about behav1or.

.‘7"/

¢
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L ’ gsmE A s 1dent1£1es flve def1n1ng charactenstlcs of organ1zat10na1 authorlty.
o : = ' ¥
I its relatlonal hlerarchlal, organlzatlonal temporal and.normatlve
(]
) #y aspect_s.
S N - . 5.3 ., - % ‘
' Wlth respect to the relat:l.onal aspect.A R
The central 1dea in. authorlty relatlcms is’
‘that of ‘the reciprocal. control and remforce-
, i "5 .ment behavior of two persons .., While .the
FP " - subordinate.is sub_]ect ‘té the commands of the,
' o superiory the ‘superior depends.on ghe subord- |
-1nate to get the JOb done. - (p. 134) :
‘ H'bwever, in vi'ew"of. the s'an‘ctions' wh.i'ch éupport the fespectiv’é roles, ..
thls relatlonshlp cannot be sa1d to be equally 1nterdependent.
Hlerarchy is Peabody 8 second dlmensmn of authorlty. Auiior—-. g
S "Lty relatxons take 'place between persons or posntlons of dlfferlng ranks,
and rank is 1nvar1ab1y a functlon of an organlzat:.on A- th:.rd d1menswn,

_ temporal 1nc1udes. authorJ.ty and ltS relatlon to change,.authorlty 111 a

5

. tlme of crlsxs, and authorlty relatlons assoclated w;.t:h contlnu:.ng and
. recurrlng organlzatlonal a‘ct1v1t1es. Wlth respect to the normatave .

R '1. £ aspect of authorlty, Peabody (19&4) adds‘ _—

L . “‘Authorlty in and of 1tse1f is nelther good nor "
© 'bad; the exercise of authority is mnot necessar-
ily democratic or undemocratlc. Authority

" becomes good or bad only in partlcular situa- T !
— S ‘ .. tions and on the basis of our normative Judge— & e =

= T . . ments as to the consequences of its. exerc:.se.- ' LT
g S (p. 138) . - RN A T R
Blau and "Scott (1962) cite two criteria of their conception of .

authority: -
‘Iwo .criteria, -then, are voluntary. compliance = oW
-with legltlmate commands, and suspension of

o _]udgement in-- advance of commaﬁd (p- 28)

§ @

/.
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Tbese characterlstlcs of t:he authorlty relatmn result largely !

from soc:.al constralnts exert:ed by a colleetlvety of subordmates and ‘

' not prlmarlly from the 1nfluences the superlor h1mse1£ can brmg to,

beartupon them. 'I'he group w1111ng1y obeys because 1ts members conmder

‘1t leglt:Lmate ‘for thls source to control them. B

The dlfflculty in commg t:o grlps w1th a defm].tlon of authorlty

is:apparent However, 1f a "defmltlon is’ recognlzed as a cboxce of A

H

. words ahd not an emplr:.cal’ statement, the problem a‘t hand although not

o

~vamsh1ng altogether, is .not qu1te sa’ msurmountable. Blau and Scot‘t

’ "(1962) prov1de a "def1n1t10n that accommodates many of the’ elements

. ' : B 4

'common to wr:.t:.ngs on author:.ty. ' Bt i : 0o T

_Au horlty 1s the exerclse of control that rests
the w1111ng compl:.ance of subord:.nates with’
the dmrectlves of. the:.r superlor (p ‘143)_

'\‘L

’mis‘de'finitién ‘has been"adoptéd-by'Allieon (1'932)" iéheiéwdod (1973)'“ '

.and Hoy and M:.skel (1978). Hoy and’ Mlskel s charactenst:.cs of authortty ‘

:Ln the school are extracted from Blau and Scott..
CoNa) a w1111.ngneas of subordmates to. comply,
(2) a suspension’ of ‘t\e subordinates criteria
_for mak:Lng a decision .prior to a: dlrectlve, and”

. (3) a power relatlonshlp 1eg1t1m1zed by the
netms of a group. (p. 78)

n
e

The problem of the 1nterrelatlonsh1p of power and authorlty

remain and can be: attr:.buted to' (1) the abstract nature of" the concepts,’p-f
»,and (2) the uncertamty on the part of subordmates as to whether they

' are. complymg because they fear sanctmns or because they trust the

Judgement of-therr super:.‘ors,. An effort to extract and ;Ldentlfy the % =

" elements of power as they'op'erate‘about the sphere of aut_hor1ty will not

F—
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be attempted: . Tt is.acl_évnowledgeda-thati pover is ‘j.nexp'ricebly fﬁ\s'ed‘w‘ith

W b

e

Authority. Bases

Although there is relat:we@y llttle consensus on the nature of '

A

‘ the set of behav1ors attrlbuted to authorlty, e hlgher 1eve1 of agreement >

: '15 apparent concemmg the spec1f1cat10n of c:u:cumstances under Whlch
\such behavmrs are exh1b1ted (Peabody, 1962) -These c].'rcumstances

‘.reflect the maJor kmds of’ value orlentatlons that .1eg1t1mate thls

- exerclse of control and are’ referred to as *ypes, modes, mot:watwns and -

’bases of ,,authorlty.

t

Weber (1947) 1ntroduces three types of authorlty.- charlsmatlc,

v-traditional and ratlonal—legal. Char:.smat:.c authorlty rests on’ the .

e

. devotlon of followers to an extraordlnary 1nd1v1dua1 whose personal

s \qualz.tles and :Lnsp:.rat:.onal leadershlp allow h1m/her to serve the needs

\“

A n,of those followers.' D1sc1p1es w111mg1y comply w1t:h "the wxshes of a

-

charlsmatlc leader because they. be11eve hls/her mrssa.on to. be 1nsp1red ’
by dlvme or supernat:ural powers. o . R
A ' . Tradrtlonal authorlty rests on the be11ef in the sanct:lty of
- tradi‘tion. Obedlence ].S oded to the trag%looa],ly sanctloned p031tlon
- ‘o’f authorlty and the person who occuples ‘the pos1t10n mherlts the A

posn:mn by custom.

' Ratlonal legel authorlty r:ests on the ex1stence of a.”
. s 3 oy
formally establlshed body of soc1a1 norms de81gned to organlze conduct
‘~\for the rat1onal pursu:.t of speclfled goals. . Members ablde by thf’ 5 4

'

'?’I_egally constu:uted order bec.ause they belxeve 1t to be the best way to

i}

P accompllsh goalls $n whxch they- béhrve dng e, e . P

A
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Barnard (1938), desplte hra emphasz.s on the subJectlve aspect .

of authorlty, recognlzes authorlty of pOS:Lthn and authorxty of leader—

) Shlp. Commun1cat10ns may orlgmate from- avpos1t1.on or from a person who

possesses superlor knowledge and understandlng

Slmon (1957) 1del'1t1fles four motlvat:.ons ‘for acceptance ‘of. -
i . 7

authorlty. fauthorlty of rewards and sanctlons, authorlty of 1eg1t1macy,

authom.ty of soclal approval and authorlty of confldence.. )

S the supermr to 1mpose rewarda and sanctlem ohwf:hg. subordlnates for%’ the -

B ‘purpose of ga:_nmg thelr comphance'
: % ’ -Author1ty is accepted because the person 5
3 23t e sexerc:l.smg it can-attach pleasant: oxr’
unpleasant consequences to ‘action  through:’
.the system of ‘rewards and sanctions. The.
. ‘most 1mportant sanctions of managers over . i
',‘workers in indastrial organlzatmns .are, o ay
‘(a) power to hire and fire, (b) power: to RS B
" ‘promote-and demote, ‘and (c)incentive N

rewards. (P- 104) Y . . . N

Authorlty of legltlmacy Ke‘f\;{:o the :Lnternal:.zatlon of a set

. N of at’tltudes that prompt members to ldentlfy w1th the orgam.zat:.on. .
Authorlty of soc1a1 approval rests on the w1111ngness of members to
accept author1ty in order to enhance the1r acceptance ln a group by the

ra

. members of that group. Flnally, authorlty of conf:.dence refers to

subordmate complxance on’ the basis that subordxnates percelve the

. \s perlor to possess superlor technlcal skllls.A
Benn:.s (1959) alludes Jto. t:he expert d1mensmn of authorlty ,

"y

'(and 1nd1rect1y, the person dlmen31on), and subd1v1des lt mto two g

%

dlstlnct sectxons, knowledge of techmcal skllls and knowledge of adm:.n— :

1strat1ve s’kllls. . Knowledge of admlm.stratwe sk111 enta:.ls human

i)

. ~‘v. -‘ ) oot
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technrcal expert1se, formal role, rapport: and a generalrzed deference to .

.’-'leglt:.macy — a 1ega11y const1tuted order, authorlty of posrtlon, 1nc1ud—‘

leadershrp and human - relatlons skllls. In add:.t:.on he dlstmgulshes - _

'between formal and :Lnformal author:.ty. L

23

P ' .

relatlons skllls, and as ‘a result overlaps w:Lth a- person—based authorlty.' '

¢ .

Presthus (1960) 1dent1f1es four bases of legltlmetlon.

; . )

R authorlty. Authorlty by rapport refers to the 1eg1t1mat10n of authority

o ¥

"on' t:he ba31s of mterpersonal sk:.ll and the work c11mate that execut:Lves

. and supervrsors ma:.nta*m (p 89) A generallzed deference to author1ty'[_

D.

‘ rs regarded by Presthus as a process of soclalrzatxon :Ln Whlch members

] re,spe_ct the. d:l,rectlves that em.mat:e from ‘a formal pdsrtlon. : L SR

Peabody (1962) synthesn.zes andv\categorlzes the 11terature
concernmg bases of authorlty mto four broad areas.‘ authorlty of .
r 5 . ')’0 . ¢ . . .

." .

- 1ng the sanctlons 1nherent in p051t10n' authorlty of competence 1nc1ud1ng

both techm.cal skllls and 1eadersh1p, .and authorlty of person lncllrdlng \' K
| S

v

R _— . 5 ° “‘ :',' ’ .

the bas:.s of formal authonty, legltrmacy L ' g
 and position need to be distinguished from .. . -~ - . i
-~ . sources of functronal authorlty, = techm.cal k :

W " competence and, human . relations skills —

_which support and of’t‘en compete wrth formal R
authorlty. (p. 463) : ) & 8 am mp AT

Blau and Scot;t (1962) 1dent1fy and drstlngursh between formal

R y 0
. * : s ‘ LR

'and Lnformal authorlty.

‘Formal authorlty is legrtlmated by values'

~ that” have become internalized in legal con- : o
“tracts and. cultural ideologies, and the sacial - ‘ -
constr{nnts ‘that demand compliance pervade the ' ‘ T e
entire soc1ety.. Informal authority, on the . AT S
other hand; is legltlmated by the common ‘wvalues . & T gy
that emerge in a. group, partlcularly by the g

' loyalty the superior. commands .among group mem- = . - |

'bers, and‘group norms. and sanctions enforce X

'Acompllance. (p. 144) T £ -

..>v... . ' ‘e ,' - R . L H v . r. ) ¥ 2
g : e ' s e B o y L g
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Isherwood (1973), investig'atesv the authority. 65 pr'inc‘ipals, and '

establlshes an emplrlcal d].stmctlon between formal and 1nformal
authorl‘ty and‘ thelr respectlve components. Whereas 1nformal a.uthonty

is comprlsed of charlsmatlc- authorlty, normative a"uthorlty, authorlty of

,‘r

expertlse and human relatlons SkllIS, the components of formal author1ty~_

o 1nc1ude tradltlonal authorlty and legal authorlty.. '

trad:Lt:Lonal, chansmatm and 1egal. dlmen51ons as well as -an xpert

';vba‘s.e. H1s conceptlon of the chara.smat:.c base :LS falrly elaborate. ‘b il

.There ‘are three th:.ngs then, thaLMIIed

Spady (1977) 1dent1f1es four, bases of l£1t1m:=1t1oni Weber.'sﬂ',

in cha.r:.smat:.c authorlty. one, the.ability to
"deliveér the goods" thdat meet the const:.tuents
. needs; two, the stlmulatlng, excltlng, .
 extrordinary manner in which this ‘is done; .and
. - three, being sensitive and empathetic to' the
" .~ needs of the 'clientele sip)that the right goods
. gét del:wered. ,(p. 365) . .

5 -

- T o Spady (1977) goes even furthermo aspects of

(1) awareness, sen51t1v1ty and 1ns:Lght as’ to what 1s really happenmg,

: e . g,
and (2) eupportlve and appropnate response to those occurences.

€7

% L ¥ French and Raven (1960) establlsh and dlSCUSS the bases of

Y

power (as opposed to. bases of euthorlty) ’ Although thelr concept of

4
Ve

power appears to be broader 1n scope than authorlty, there are snmlar—f '

-

.ities: oth focus on. reasons for subordmate acceptance of superordma‘te _

directlves. i
" Lo < e

Flve bases of soc:.al power are 1dentif1ed: reward coerclve, -

. ~‘ e ¥
. ‘ 3 - .
legltlmate, referent and expert. Serglovanm and Carver (1980) c1te ’

g these forms of- power ‘as they exlst W1th1n a school settl.ng.*

3 S gl s e e st e £ T e

e ki e

[ 2 e e ertaes e W . = R ]

' empathy, essentlal 1n student-teacher 1ntet{;ctlon W,lthln the classroom. 5
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a

1 Reward - subord1nates percelve the school .
executlve can wlthhold permlt or mcrease .
& rewards g | R T

- 2. -Coercwe — snbbordlnates percelve the school :

- executive can distribute punishment -(e. g
"dismissal, unde51rab1e assignments)..
Coercion * at one extreme would involve S
’physmal force.. I - e =

. '3.'Leg1t1mate - subord‘inates percelve that the
- school, executive, by virtue of position and
- status within® a duly constituted hlerarchy,

' has.the right to" expect what 1s expected

4. Referent -~ subordlnates percéive the school
g : T executwe as a de51rab1e and approprlate~ e .
human model and .want ‘to_be percelved e o

e

< g

3 "5.3‘ Wes—percelve t:he school

executlve to possess relevant expertlse -
; . [N
. (pp 192 193)

&ERCEPTIONS OF AUTHORITY BASES IN
2 VARIOUS TYI’ES OF ORGANIZATIONS

,‘ 0.

Peabody (1962) .examines . authorlty relatlons m a county B

welfare department a ‘pohce depar‘tx’nent and' an,ele'mentary schopl.l The

1nvest1gat10n supports t:he four authorlt:y bases —_ p051t10n, 1eg1t1- .

mat’e,,. eompetence‘and personal- i developed by thrs researcher from the:

- g , L3 ' . . 4

s 1iterature. Con51derable 1mportance 1s attrlbuted to 1eg1t1macy and

p051t10n as bases of authorlty m all’ three organlzat:\.ons, partlcularly
: ‘the welfare department Whereas pollce off1cers 51ng1e out. author1ty }

. of person ‘more frequently than e1ther author1ty 1nherent 1n p051t10n or "’

~author1ty derlved from superlors, welfare organxzatmn members attach .

- Jmore ,,-importance_t:o 1eg1‘t1macy. and p031t1on than’tq. technu;a‘l».‘competence ‘

- ',and expenence as- sources of E}uthorlty
Skeln and Ot:t (1962) 1nvest1gate attltudes of 1abour leaders,

,’7

‘ rec1proca11y - thus demands are accepted S, Y e 4

s

.

A
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.‘
tested on- the JOb

students, managers on course and managers towar'd- thé ’
1eg1t1macy of organ1zat1ona1 lnfluence :Ln spec1f1ed areas of behav1or.

\

Results show a hlgh level of concensus among the groups concernmg

1eg1t1mate and non-legltzmate areas of 1nf1uence.
?
' group w1th the exceptlon of one, dlffers 51gn1flcant1y from one another -

Nevertheless, each
1.11 the mean amount of lnfluence, as measured on an mdex, that 1t con— )
s:.ders to be legltmate.

Labour leaders are lowest o'’ thls in

in order, by studen_' : eTs on coursef and manegers’l on the

fol 1_owed

~ . L

% [N s R . . . 3 ‘L % .
: s g, "t o | N, § o
¥ P 3 . s @

" pfthnan, ‘Bowers‘and Marcus (1968), u‘tilifz'ing-Fr'ench and Raven's
8 - .‘{

soc1a1 powar bases as: a framework seek t01 determge why rhe subordlnates

o} >

4 appllanccojanufacturmg flrms, and a ut111ty colﬁpany comply w1th the

i requests:

K ‘msurance company .

. and expert bases only. E S S A S

Results :mdxcate that leglt:.mate or expert powar

tow

SU.PEI'IOI'S .

bases were the two most 1mportant reasons glven for complylng wzth super-

requests;. Subordmates 1n four of the f:Lve organlzatlons (the )

‘IOI‘S

. ut1.11ty company 1s the exceptlon)’ rank coerc1ve power as least 1mportant.

; LIRS e
Whereas respgpdenrs m 11beral arcs colleges regard an expert: pover

g . .

base .as the most effectlve in ga:mmg compllance, the preferred power

' % 3 LR .

bases in sales firm branch offlces are legltlmate and expert, respectlvely.

o @ Ivancevu:h (1970) explores thé relat:.onsh:.p between control

" L )

power bases ut111zed and satlsfaetmn an thlrty-four branches of a 11fe

.

Wh11e 1eg1t1mate, expert and referent power bases

R '0 u

were unllzed most by managers, eorrelatlons between power bases used and

* i w0 i % ] i
- of. satlsfactlon were srgm.flcantly pos1r.1ve for referent

e oy " ¢ e # e S

@ the meas 1]
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'zatlon,
';dJ.rectors of government agencles > sales managers, fiscal offlces and

‘ ,mvesugatlon.

ADMINISTRATOR—'SUaoiiDINA'rE
PERCEPTIONS OF AUTHORITY

‘®

Y

Skem and Llpplt (1966) study the dn.fferences of oprnlon among

i supenors concernlng the number of areas m whlch they felt it was e

length of emplo,yment and type of organlzatlon. Managers- of 5

supermarkets, pol1ce chlefs, m111tary personnel d1rectors, personnel

o
N

i

.mlddle level managers from three large companles are the SUbJ ect of

~

Results 1nd1cate that areas regarded ‘as legltlmate s:.grufl-‘.

,approprlate to xnfluence subordlnates w1th respect to- rank in -an organ-._

cantly relate to rank.._ Managers whose role demands close Superv1sron and'-

\

‘a hJ.gh degree of centralt'rzatlon of respons1b111ty regard more areas as

'belng legltlmate than other managers. , Supermarket managers and' pollce

, ‘other hand, managers whose subordmates have more v181ble roles and who A

K

j Clear and Seager (1971) 1nvest1gate perceptlons of school

‘edmlmstrators and teaehers concernmg the legltlmacy. of adm:.nrstratlve

to exerc1se mfluence than teachers are wlllrng to accept.- 'I‘helr zones )

of de31red-~1nf1uence are, consmtently greater than teachers -zones, of

..’,r
L

'acceptance. S o B T

Inbar (1977) analyzes elementary sehool pr1nc1pals. ; -
) 4 ; C Tw W owm oy

b A

e

' deal w1th outslde members reflect ‘a lower range of 1eg1t1mate mfluence. .

. .1nfluence.4:. Fmdlngs reveal that admrnlstrators have a greater des:Lre ER

b ‘perceptlon of the:l.r own levels of: author1ty and respons:.bllaty, and )

compares thls perceptlon w1th other people frllmg educat;onal roles.

. X e 2 . % .|
S . . . g . ' \

~‘/'ch1efs ranked h1ghest :.n terms of. legltlmate areas of 1nf1uence.' On the



L}
i e

Results mdlcate that although pe‘rcewed levels of elementary school

1b111ty, pr1nc1pals own perceptlons of then' level of authorz_ty are

. ‘ - %5 » v
¥ J 2 .l .-.‘", c o T =

) hlgher than that of other groups. :

“PERCEPIIONS . 0F PRINCIPALS' .
37 AUMORTTY BASES’

Peabody (1962) 1nvestlgates authonty 1n an elementary school

R

N

C 28

- e pn.nczpals author:.ty are 1ower than percelved 1eVe1s of thelr respons- >

‘af it relates to the adm:.n:tstratrve bases of legxtlmacy, pOBlth“, com-

: petence and person. i Whereas forty—fwe percent of teachers reported

: person authorlty 1s 31gn1f1cant.. Em T nE - '

Egner (1968) explores scheol admmlstrators perceptlons of
. 4‘5 ;

i -

- »the{r author1ty bases and concludes that pr}n(:lpals have a hlgh depen—f >

¢ '

: dence on pDSlthn and legal des:.gnatmn of authonty.\ Whlle more than

‘flfty percent percelve the baszs of the:Lr author:.ty as formal riultlng

Ch authorlty of competence as’ 1mportant, only f:.fteen percent 1nd1cate that

'

from posxtlon, twenty-elght percent' percelve a functlonal base derived :

from competence and personal qua11t1es ‘to be most 1mportant. ' ",'A
L » T % —

Homsteln (1968) compares ranklngs of the bases of pr1nc1pals

. Tt

~

- power Wlth three other factors obtamed frorn 325 elementary school

_.‘.-teachers 1n fourteen schools, representlng two school Systems._

Homstem reveals r.hat rellance on expert power 1s asso 1ated W:Lth (1)

2 more favourable evaluatlon of the school system, (2) gre ter satls-"

1 factlon w1th the pr1nc1pa1 and (3) a tendency ig perce:.ve students to be

-imoregsatlsfled thh thelr teachers.

ap e o Clear-(1969) attempts to measure m‘lthorny of pésii‘ién,vpﬁd‘

.

4 s Slevia mpasensospelaseis s
e ¥ 7
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author;-.ty of knowledge by exam1n1ng teacher perceptlons Of‘p:‘,"inciphl':'end‘“j"'."




Isherwood (1973) ~e.xam1nes» author1ty bases of secondary ]

& &

‘prmc:l.pals and relates t:he use of vanous bases t:o teacher loyaity, Job :
satlsfacuon&and sense of powerlessness. = Whereas fmdlngs 1nd:.cate !

s:.gm.f::.cant pos:.twe relat:.onshl,ps between teach:er loyalty and Job.sat:.s-',

T s, . v g ool -

.

-'factlon, and the use of mformal authonty, resp" t1ve orrelat:r.ons
. © ‘¢ 1 -

<w1th the use of formal authorlty are negatlve. - Teacher ! sense of

'—* ‘«.' ; B R

powerlessness 13 pos:Ltwely related to the use of formal aui:hor::_ty and

negatlvely correlated to the uke of mformal authonty. ‘
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1 . The populat‘lon of th1s study cons1sted of- 250 teachers and
AL - - : . o g
! ' B prlnclpals of pnmary Jelementary and secondary schools in a school d1s— )
' ﬁuf Newfoundland and Labrador. Whereas the partlcular nature of th:.s ’
research lends 1tse1f ‘to select:.on of only one’ school dlstr:.ct, th:Ls pop— ’
. . . e ®
e uIatlon was selected because of the comparatlvely large teae,her populatlon
n'i .
Aji? : of the dlstrlct. In order to extend anonymlty to those who partlclpated
‘ - g 1n the study, the school system w111 remam unnamed
«© N ‘ b l) . ‘ ‘ - t N v
8 ) INSTRUMENT 5 ’ <7 .
’ : ,.‘j’-' Isherwood (1973) comblnes Weber s (1947) and Peabody s (1964) T
author:.ty bases w1th French and Raven 'S (1960) soc1al =power bases to
i C 5 :
: ~test the prmcrpal's authorrty 'l’he 1nstrument ut:Ll:Lzed.J.n th:.s study
it o
v : "
o , varles sllghtly from the origmal questmnnalre adopted by Isherwood. ,
]
'_,Where Isherwood attempts to measure teacher perceptlons of pr1nc1pals '
£ authorrty, thlS study endeavors to examine’ teacher perceptlons of
i L8 PR @
‘effect:.ve author:r.ty, and prlnc:.pal perceptlons of effectlve authorlty. )
N -~ L (.To measure these 1tems, two versmns of the orlglnal 1nstrument were '
-* 'fformulated Whereas each of the 1nd1v1dua1 items measurmg bases of
; ‘ . authonty remamed essentlally mtact, respondent dlrectlons were. Sl
Vg "' ) s ¥ .. . e Y
0 S ‘altered sllghtly. In addrtlon, s:.xteen 1tems were formulated to _
P . " 30: ' - :
. s ¥ B 5 4 : = -
“‘“v 1 k2 . . B
P i : x ) e - e
‘A, ) v } o ,m ] ! ‘
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ot e, , SUDEL I : T3l
e ] }./_‘.’:rjv' ' D P ) . . . = ¥ R
e ?j’supplement the orlglnal twelve. : G ,
gy  ® T The f1rst sectlon, completed by teachers only, examlned tea-

‘cher perceptlons of a pr1nc1pal s mgst effectlve authorlty b;se(s)
‘leen a unlque set of. condltlons, teachers were to 1nd1cate on a foe
p01nt scale the extent to thCh they would llkely comply w1th the
dlrectlves of a pr1nc1pa1 ‘
The second sectlon, completed by_prlnc1pals onﬂ}, determlned
" e =

R ‘A'prlnc1pals perceptlons of theik- most effect1ve author1ty base(s)

}G1ven -a un;que set of cond1t1ons, prlncxpals were to 1nd1cate on a flve

,p01nt scale tﬁg extent to which: they felt teachers would 11ke1y comply _:,

3 S
lw1th a pr1nc1pa1's dlrectlves.- 3 ; o , P or.,

o . . . R | , ‘ ..
- The two versions of the instrument 'arecontained in Appendix .

.

INSTRUMENT. VALIDATION . -
IR sy 8 ‘ To ensune face_and content malidity ofithe_inStrument, approp-—

-rlate'measuresvwere . ken._ Fdrst; it was assumed that face and content.

‘\

fc'“valldrty was present n. the or1g1na1 format of the 1nstrument as used by:‘

o™ Isherwood\in h1s 1973 study. To measure the s8ix yariants of authorlty,
o . ‘\

!

:'Isherwood formulited twenty—three leert type items and submltted them
. to three professors\of educatlon for valldatlon purposes. From these'
— AL E <

twenty—three 1tems, fourteen were chosen by these 1nd1VLduals and were

-,

'Two items were selected from the fourteen to measure the traditlonal,\'

’legal ~charLsmat1c, expettl e, and normatlve aspects of authorlty, while’

admlnlstered to twenty\two teachers who rated thelr pr1nc1pal's authorlty.;



A

author1ty A T s

32

,oneﬂitem wasiselectedfto represent the humanJrelations‘esﬁecg of .

. 8

To further ensure valldlty, Zhe’instrumentwith new items

v‘1nc1uded was submltted to six profess IS and graduate students in the L

e B

. Faculty of Educatlon -at Memorlal Unlyer51ty These 1nd1v1duals were
" asked to match each of . the 1tems w1th the approprlate deflnltlon for the .

: -respectlve authorlty types. ,They were also asked to comment on its

=

';‘clar;ty, precr51qn‘and approprlatenessjbfA number»pf valuable,sugges— 

tions. were offered and subsequently acted upon. T Tk

" INSTRUMENT RELIABILTTY = . .. . .= <
Isherwood (1973) took the follow1ng measures to ensure the"'

» '

rellablllty of hlS 1nstrument. When the pllot questlonnalres were

returned, an lnter—ltem correlatlon (Pearson product—moment) was

,urlllzed'ro~esrabllsh the degreeeof ‘internal con51stency:)uThe results
can be. seen in Table I. N

" . TABLE' I : )
L PRINCIPAL STAFF- AUTHORITY INVENTORY (PSAI) = i

Author1ty Varlants . Ttems .InterfItem.r

Traditional 7'~,-m S U7-9 L .85

Legal A T ©o.91

- ‘Charismatic - - ¢ 3=8 ° '~ _ " .86

Espertise': ' BT o TP J”.gz e b
Normative . SR T T T R

Human' Relations Skllls IS [ = | , FE

. Y . 5

Goercion Variant e e 5
Coerc1on,\ 'n-l . -2 o ' --‘;

Source. Isherwood G ‘Personal communlcatlon, March 11,
1983. Reprlnted by perm1551on. . -

T
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After conductlng the study, Isherwood determlned mean teacher' X

. scores for each varlant of authorLty.‘ When these means. were correlated

:(Pearson) and factor analyzed, two clusters of authorlty var1ables were
g1 o

ev1dent, whlch he Ldentlfled as formal and informal authon%\y. The

’ factor analy31s results can be seen in- Table 2

VARIMAX ROTATION OE_AUTHORITY TYPES

: ’ T _Factors:  -° +  Final r
Authorlty Type'., I II -III - CoOmmunality
! Tradltlonal ' 132 52k . U310 -.206. - T
By O ' Legal"- .18 60 102 . .040 .
N 'Charrsmatlcv - L.78% 0 12 L24 .602
" Expertise . .89% .13 ".06°.  .795 LI S
‘Normative D.76% 21 .14 - 576 | Ty
Human Relations Skills  .64* 14 - IQJL\ 406 . . - - T
"_ :_ \Elgen‘Value] 3 l'2.52" gL -, .19 . i HVA‘i ‘.‘a
Percent of_the total - by =k T -"_ o \*\\\*
| wvariance. = 42 . -9 2. ; o, kT
one=15 .. _*A531gnpent of authorlty type :

,to a factor

"Sonrce: From "The- Pr1nc1pa1 and His’ Authority" :
; G.B. lsherwood The ngh School Journal l973,|
56, 291-303. - .

’ vBecause of the abstract nature of the contept of authorlty,
prlorlty was glven to develdpment of the lnstrument. Factor analy51s
was employed to enhance 1nstrument rellab111ty in the quest for:

'“'1dent1f1cat10n of authorlty bases.n'

&
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ANALY'SI.'S OF 'DATa |

’All data was analyzed u31ng the Stat15t1cal Package for

] Soc1a1 Sc1ences (1970) Whereas the*bases of authorrty lie w1th sub— '

"ordinates' perceptlons.(Scott 1978), 1tems from the Teacher Questlon—'

4 . ¢ '\—".

_.nalre were factor analyzed 1n the hope -that. patterns in the data m1ghtﬁ

Ee

‘enable dlmen31ons of authorltykto befldentlfred.

Items twelve, srxteen, twenty, and twenty—four measurlng

coerclon were dropped since. analysxs of thls varlable was deemed to be“

. out51de the realm -of the study Remarnrng 1tems were coded and each

‘v‘?hlghest level of compllance aad flve the lowest.i ThlS scale wds

responses were. regarded as con81stent.

-ut111zed to. uncover 51gn1flcant dlfferences exlstlng among teacher and

b L

o response glven a welght from one to fxve, where one represented\the

o pronounced to be 1nterval whereln the rntervals between werghted

e . ' . N
4 g - . € WAy ’ . - *

Means were calculated for the 1tems representlng each base

- of authorlty jor each of the respondents. Parr—wrse T—tests were

%

pr1nc1pal perceptrons regardlng 1mportance of respectlve authorlty

: bases. In viey of the fact that ‘the probablllty of random érror -

\1ncreases w1th the number of T—tests, appropr1ate measures were taken

to guarantee,accoracy.

“.re . ADMINISTRATION: OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

A trequest to,condnct'the‘stddy"wae-sent to the sﬁperintendenti

sof the school districti’ When an afflrmatrve reply was recelved it. was

decrded to conduct the study wrthln that drstrrct...
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All schools wlth a teacher populatlon of greater than one -

\ .

were chosen to partlclpate in the study. Pr1nc1pals were,, _contacted by .;};, ‘:V : \
. mall in mld-MAy and requested to dlstrlbute letters of explanatlon B
and questronnalres to teachers who were, expected to complete thexr
.questlonnalres and ma11 the self-addressed envelope back to the ‘source.

‘Prlnclpals were also requested to f111 out a questlonnalre and return 1t.

"

-+ In schools where the teacher populatlon ‘was less than twelve,

i - 3
,', . g . . a

"all were asked to complete the ltems., Pr1nc1pals were requested tq s g I. .Uh.

: .hdlstrrbute materxals to the flrst 31x and 1ast six on an alphabetlcally

e

arranged teacher roster. In schools w1th a teacher populatlon of greater

o :- L than one Overalla 192 teachers and 21 pr1nc1pals were Belected for the
study. .
- E v : . 6 5 & . . .ot CHI o {, "

After two. weeks had elapsed follow—up letters were malled to

fvprlnc1pals who were asked to. pass them on, to approprlate 1nd1v1duals.

fFurther, telephone calls vere placed ‘to-a number of - pr1nc1pals four weeks

“after the 1n1t131 correspondence was malled. All questrpgnalres rece1ved P

up to June 22 1983 were 1nc1uded in the study. Table 3 presents the

‘\,'” N
number and percentage of returns for teachers and prlnclpals.
it ‘.'l‘ -”;' ) Keeplng 1n mlnd the clrcumstances surroundlng school closures o D
thlS year and the extra work 1oad that teachers were faced w1th at the

g end of the year, the Feturn rate was conSLdered to be \ite respectable.

' Wlth the exceptlon of one school from whrch no questlonnalres were "
' recelved, (1t was assumed that they were not drstrlbuted) the response

from most schools was con51stent w1th the norm.
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; _Speculation as to reasons for non-response would be risky. It is

. . s g b T~ < . . L
assumed that’ the. exclusion of these non-respondents did not bids this

study to avnjr'vgréa.t' extent. - - . . . L

IR " ALl correspondence ‘in this matter is contained in APPENDIX B.
A : S W #7007 pARIE S p R

NUMBERS- AND PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS /-

Total . Number - "Pej:centa'gé"u

cu g B4 R P ?rqup e ‘Number “of Returns .-  of Returns.

-;u//, o 007 Teachers <192 . % T 131 - . 68.3
' | " Primcipals  -.2L. . .« 17 7 80.7 .
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Chapter IV- . . .-

ANAIYSIS OF THE DATA .

. ~The chépter-outlineS‘the‘factor analysis procedure\and its s'
. )

-application to this particular study Due to. circumstances surrounding

this particular area of research, priority was' given td development of <

the instrument Only after the 1nstrument was developed were questions_.ﬁ-f

7.

;central to the study addressed p Following interpretation of factor_“'

analysis results, questions one to four are attended to.

. .. " ' DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT - -
Introduction kN = e G LV B - _Z.'r* 25 8

Draw1ng from literature in this area, Isherwood (1973)

'classifies authority as either formal or informal; Formal authority is

.broken down into traditional and legal while informal authority com-

prises human relations skills, charismatic, expert and normative

= authority Ut11121ng factor ana1y51s, he found that formal and

1nforma1 components of authority can be classified as" separate cate-'

~groies. He did not, however, establish whether or not the same things

y fhold for the finer components of authority. Whereas Thurstone (1947)

suggested that three items per factor are sufficient it was hoped

_that by increasing the number of items de51gned to measure each com—.

.ﬁponent to~four, factor analysis,would uncover a definite'patternior

S T e L n

- ,3ff:.j;;5f?‘f37”—7“

B - e
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'regdlarityhin the data.. ThlS would be the basrs for establ1sh1ng these'i

38

x*
, e
frner authorlty bases as unlque entltzes..‘ ;

—~

Slnce factor analy31s is central to the study, the process 1s'

. reViewed. Varlous alternat1¢es avallable with respect to the number— ’

Vof factors 1ssue, 1n1t1a1 factorlng models and rotary technlques w111

rFactor Analys1s

‘be d1scussed

",.Frnallxyan 1nterpretatlon of'the factors w;ll be provided .

Spec1a1 aﬂtent1on w111 be accorded problems assoc1ated

i v

"w1th these areas and steps to deal ‘with- these drfflcultres outllned ﬁ/r("

|
. "
« &

A

4 -~ )
It 1s the fa;th of a11 sclence that an unllmlted
. number of phenqmena can be comprehended /in terms
.. vof a limited number of concepts or ideal 'constructs. =
. Without, thls faith no science: could ever,have any S BE
motivation (Thurstone, 1947, P 51) ’

o In response to hls statement, Thurstone (1947) and others have developed

- factor1a1 methods pr1mar11y for the purpose of 1dent1fy1ng the prlnC1-:

\

ple dlmen31ons or categorles of mentallty ’ Factor analy81s prov1des a.

jmathematlcal model whlch can be used to descrlbe certaln areas of

~-and measured

nature.
Y © - @ ' | w N
Factor analysxs begxns with a set of obdervatlons obtalned :

from a glven sample of classrfrable categorles whlch can be descr1bed

The factorlal process analyzes thlS set. of observatlons

to determlne whether or not the var1atlons represented can be
L]

',accounted for adequately by a number of b351c categorles (d1mensrons)

'smaller than that w1th whlch the rnvestlgatﬂon was started. To

’accompllsh thls task a ser1es of ‘measures are 1ntercorrelated to

s

. determlne the number of d1mensrons these measures (1tems) occupy, and

Yamis a4 N 0§ . § s feeaim b ndoe s s pea o sreanpena |

‘,v‘ .
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to Ldentlfy these d1mensrons Ln terms of trarts or other general cop-‘

c.on a given dlmenSLOn and 1nferr1ng what these tests have in common

that is absent from tests not falllng on the dlmens10n (Fruch oy

.

_'1954). Items correlate to the extent that ‘they measure common tr 1ts.’

: l

' By observrng and analyzrng the pattern'of Lntercorrelatlons, ex1stence g

¢

of one or more underlylng tralts or other sources of common varlance

1

_ 4,/

is, Lnferred P ". e :'.A
Factor ana1y51s 1s not a unltary process, but a varlety of

: related methods subsumed under one term. Varlous alternatrves are

‘e

f~avallab1e at each of the customary steps. (1) preparatlon of the f:

-~

correlatlon matrlx- (2) extractlon of 1n1t1a1 factors, and (3)
‘?rotatron to the term1na1 solutlon. A
:i s The 1n1tlal step 1nvolves calculatlon of measures of

assoc1at1on among varlables that are deemed relevant to the study

TR
Vg '

]

. The second step, extractlon of 1n1t1a1 factors,'lnvolves

- reduct1on of data by expre351ng varlables 1n terms of reference

,factors on the bas1s of the1r 1nterrelat10nsh1ps.. Inﬁgeometrrca1~'

'.termlnology, thls 1nvolves the 1n1t1a1 penetratlon of dlé;n51ons by

‘11near constructs. Although qulte a number of factor models are

avallable, attentlon w111 be accorded three models that have a
e I

e cepts. Interpretatlons are accompllshed by. observ1ng whlch 1tems fall

"v- Most factor analyses requ1re a product—moment correlatlon coeff1c1ent.g =

_bearrng on thlS study., (1) the prlnclpal component model (2) the ﬁ*'

_ pr1nc1pa1 factor model and' (3) Raa' s canonlcal model ~Each:wi11‘beA

“

& expllcated in greater detallaln another sectlon.

J The f1na1 step 1n a factor analy51s procedure is" rotatlon

o
A



LY

¢
-

- to’ the termlnal solutlon.' When 1n1t1a1 factorlng penetrates each

-dlmen51on, the reference axls lS arbltrarlly located w1th1n that
. - .

"dlmenSIDn.J Axes must be rotated i order to wove them from the arb1—

'trary locatlon determlned by the method. of extractlon to a p051t10n )

useful for lnterpretatlon of factors.- Mﬁthods of" rotatlon can be
, classrf1ed_as.obquue-or,orthogonal. ‘Whereas orthogdnal factors are
P S A P R S o i e @ 57 ‘ e e

‘uncorrelated and simpler, oblique: factors are correlated and more -

-.realiStio.vf:... - C o T “h e

In areas of soc1a1 sc1ences,.as well as in many other areas
- of- research factor analys1s has proven to be ‘a valuable asset 4in’ the

‘-pursult of knowledge as Rummel (1970) suggests.'.”
Factor analy91s can be — and is belng — 80 g4 .
"generally applled and the factor model is so T
amenable to" structurlng our social knowledge7 e
and theories .... Knowledge ls, after all, ' Ty
method applied to our perceptions. and con~
‘¢ structs of ‘redlity and the method. of factor
- ana1y51s enhances the ability of the soc1a1.
;sc1entlst to create new knowledge and’ theor- .
. etical 1ntegratlon.~ (PP 4= 5) 4

There are.many‘problems; however, associated with factor.enalysis.

©  Difficilties centre around the principal component factor model, com-
; : , 6‘ e ’ ca ' v . , L, A ‘h‘.
-opsition of matrix diegonals, eXtréction‘of an appropriate number of

"factors and the 1nterpretat10n process. 'The étate of the aftxiss

- such ‘that answers to many of these problems remaln a mystery.
. of these clrcumstances a sk111ed factor analyst must proceed w1th

'cautlon and at the same tlme ‘view his flndlngs ‘with an apgroprxate

a
'

;amount ‘of skeptxclsm.-ﬂ

-

SIn view g

Hasse i,



, .Where does orie draw the 11ne7 When sen51t1v1ty of rotatlon to. the
'number of factors Ls con51dered selectron of the approprlate

‘number o£ factors for rotatlon becomes of paramount 1mportance. -Where—

"glven to the selectlon process. Rummel (1970) is only one of many

who address thlS problem. o ;;‘f‘.;iiw_a_,' 1'.

@- : e

iNumber of Factors R IR o Fug L . ‘“{ -

‘i/ . ,'."" ‘ -3

The number—of factors 1ssue has posed problems for factor

o, enalysts over many*years. Central to. thls problem is 1dent1f1catlonl

& -

. of tr1v1a1 factors as opposed to those that may be con51dered srgnlf— '

1cant. What 1s ‘the crlterlon for de31gnat1ng a: factor as 1mportant?'

3 ' wd

‘o

B

. (B2 . & .
\ a

N s

R Y1 the number of factors has 11tt1e efﬁect on, the unrotated solut1on,

rotatlon can have dlstortrng consequences 1f 1nsuff1c1ent attentlon 1s

”Whereas in the unrotated case the dec1910n to. accept
‘or reJect the factors accountlng for the smaller"
. variance. has no effect on’ the factor ‘structure
"udellneated by the larger factors, in ‘the rotat1on
- the 1nc1u31on 0T exclu81on of one’ smaller factor
. may -change | the’ rotated factor structure.» In other
. words the loadlng ‘and 1nterpretatlon of all rotated
'jfactors may differ for: the same. data, prellmlnary T
“solution, and rotation:criteria by virtue. of ‘the Q} ”
different numbers -of. factors rotated. ‘Due to thls
sensitivity of rotation'a very careful consideration
-of the best number of: fdctors for rotation is - __’
~ crucial. regardless of whether the intent of the.. .
.';analy31s is: descrlptlve ;nference or generallzatlon.
(p. 135) ; ] . R

K 5

The number—of factors problem, however has no general

Solution. In faet, a great deal of uncertalnty ex1sts w1th respect ‘to

¥ 3

a number of alternatlve 1dent1f1cat10n procedures.' Whereas‘extractron :

"~ of an approprlate number of factors is cruc1al to thls study, varlous

u
(SN

methods for ldentlfylng srgnlflcant factors w111 be rev1ewed, evaluated,‘

K
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l and subsequently.acted upon. LIS “ V-,'f. T T Y
Coe The max1mum 11ke11hood method assoc1ated w1th canonlcal - WG .
,factorlng ls a statlstlcal test” de31gned to 1dent1fy factors contrlb- S ’

‘estlmates common factors that have max1mum canon1ca1 correlatlon w1th

‘i,testlng each common factor agalnst the null’ hypothe31s that subsequent

' factors are - tog" small to be credlted to anythlng but chance.i

'probablllty of exrstlng for the populatlon from whlch the sample was

,}selected
ﬂ{ able factors may be dlscarded when small samples are USQQJfand i”, '{.-f

tr1v1al.

"prlnc1pal axrs factor technlques.

‘.from the or1g1na1 correlatlon matrzx untll no. re31dual 13 conSLdered

fdependent upon sample sizeé..

utlng to sxgnlflcant varlatlon 1n'the data.' Canon1ca1 factor analy31syl"'

¥

2 4 ! oa R

Factor 51gn1f1cance 1s dec1ded by

5 -~

cnmmon segments of the data.

#

o~ -
a

A common -

N

factor 1s Judged to be s1gn1f1cant when 1t has a greater than chance

However, 1t must be emphasxzed that any s1gn1f1cance test

~-b-

15 dependent on sample size. As a result, 51gn1f1cant an& 1nterpret— 1.", oy

] ‘ . . ) s ey A
$ o e L
retalned in larger samples where they wouId otherw1se be con51dered" . Ce
4. X i 5

Humphreys and Montane111 (1975) flnd that 1n most . cases,”‘i~-_ 1fm:.”'

too many factors are extracted ta,

‘.u.

when thls technlque is adopted
» It is. not surpr1s1ng that maxrmum llkellhood X

Statistics 1nd1cate the presence of more’ factors , R ,

« 4 than the number ‘of major factors actually present, e Ly B

because the minor factors do 1ndeed contrlbute to N TR T BN

51gn1f1cant varlatlon., (p. 203) s 0 aE RN O
The reSLdual method can be ut111zed w1th centr01d and

Faetors are succe531ve1y subtracted

L . . “r
b » 2

- ~ . d + )

h1gh enough to be srgnlfrcant.v Agaln;”51gn1f1cance of factorslls‘ R S

~ \ T

The follow1ng method is referred to by Cattel (1978) as the

v s .

e L T SREEPN )

. 4 . R . d . . . 3w W e TN e r
P TR SR AT P SR PN St O D R SR . ) :
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‘ K—G method w1th reference to the‘foremost aduocates of the’ technlque,,;. k ;n;.
. ’ - , ; % 4 T
gv" _. e Kalser and Guttman.- Crlterlon for 31gn1f1cande of a factor is ah‘b: “ET
o L elgenvalue (varlance accounted for by facéfr) of greater than one.’:Ihefh ';
'. f‘nuaf = fﬂ method is. applled 1n.conJunct10n w1th a pr1nc1pal component factor sol-: .
v W P |
g ‘ ' .utlon-where unltles are placed in the dlagonal.‘ It may be noted R
" . however; that rotatlon of the axes can change‘the elgenvalues to such‘ 3
g ‘ ’ .i . an extent.that values less than one before ro tlon can rncrease‘to jbnhh” L ] :

s s o Lt .I_

# ('.,f-"i- ;..i“' regularly dnderestlmates the number W en few varlables are’ present.

‘f‘ A comparatlvely recent tec nlque for éstabllshrng the number‘
5 - ad P 4
s ’!'.
.. Carlo approach.

e ave ¥ S .N 1 i £ P *
T e oo ; oy correlat1onvmatr1x from nor ally dlstrlbuted random numbers u51ng the‘.
il P ,3 same nnmber of varlables and observat1ons. Squared multlple correla—ﬂ

3, ¥ ot % ’,x.. ('1«-:
¢ t1ons are 1nserted A4n the dlagonals, and matr1ces are factored
&

s e 2T i Elgenvalues of both methods are plottedrand the poxnt at whlch the

Gt

- P ,“ curves croas lndlcates the number of factors._ ThlS method is based f
on the 1dea that a researcher would not be 1nterested 1n a factor
:"5‘ whxch doesnnot account for more varlance than the correspondlng factorf
L obtalned from dlstrlbutlons of random.numbers., (Humphreys* and . w0
- . R i 4 e E : |r' B ,'4‘,' .A’v .
" ; Montanelll, 1976) ; Cattel (1978) has found however, that thlS method; '-J‘V
e R ?’ff tends* ‘to QVerlook the random error varlance, and as ‘a result the r1sk
e e & N Lth v ‘f'. C L L ’. e e Ty B FES S - -, e B
. o ".,of'overfactorlng-le greatw T R A L ._‘y"ji"”
At L0 R T it L By Ygrfal.y o e By T g
Wt "Kf.‘A - :
. - ! " ‘ 5 *
S e AT

T T C L values greater than one after rotatlon. Th, reverse ls‘a\eo true. .hﬂl3'
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The, scree'test' develope

i and reflned by Cattel (1978), is

‘ .‘31m11ar to the Monte Carlo approadﬁrln so far as it 1nvolves the '

”plottlng of elgenvalues. To ‘use the scree test, one puts un1t1es"

«

.‘1n the dlagonal and factors w1th as many factors as there are varlables.

'Eigenyalpes of}%uccessive factors:are then’plotted. TypicalIy this'l

.

. plotﬁiine shows-a:distinctibréakibetween"the‘"chute" of thellafger."

! factors and a much more gently slop1ng stra1ght 11ne that runs. to the

-“flnal factor. The 1atter runs at a constant angle, llke the stree of ‘

“D

‘

gtrock debrls at the foot of a. mountaln, hence, the: present name (Cattel,

”natqre.g

©a factor by welghlng 1ts Lnterpretablllty, 1ts consonance w1th other

‘research flndlngs, the conflguratlon of ltS 1oad1ngs and 1ts propor-

.-

1978);< Drfflculty w1th thlS method orlglnates w1th 1ts SUbJeCtlve

*

l 5 . e

Interpretablllty or. meanlngfulness of ‘a factor must be .

1nc1uded as cr1ter1a for acceptlng ot reJectlng a factor.. A factor '

4

analyét with a substantial grounding 1n,the subJect»area‘can Vscreen"

v

w~_ tlonal factor varlance before dec1d1ng whether or- not to accept or )

:—IEJBCt the factor (Rummel 1970) However, evaluatlon of a factor 1n‘

"‘each of the methods, one’ must rev1ew studles that compare the number ‘

2 3 v i s, t

,thls manner can be a very subJectlﬁe process.j;,;i L .

,

When attemptlng to evaluate comparatlve effectlveness of

,,

 of factors:x (1) determlned by various methods, (2) w1th factors

f'extracted in prev1ous studles on the same data- and (3) in ‘cases where

‘the number of factors is known by a physrcal example (Plasmodes)

v

.;.'i?’ L1nn (1968) Cattel (1978) and others f1nd that the Monte

5 Y N

- Carlo method and scree test compare hulte favourably w1th each other,

P

B R o > Ut e e 5 . a
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and With prévious factor.anaiyticpstudies In addltlon, Horn (1965)'

,E Jflnds that the break in the curve corresponds to the crosslng of the‘
random data curve with the real data curve. Whereas the scree test

S is the only one that has been exten31vely tested w1th plasmodes, it
compares qulte favourably in tblS respect (Cattel 1078) ~*On. the ~ff”

W (R B . B

ﬂother hand the max1mum llkellhood and K-G - methods were found to be

ffalrly 1ncons1st:nt w1th the predlctlon of factors (Llnn, 1968 Cattel,

-

1978) Whereas th\\ aximum 11ke11hood methpd may- be approprlate for’

p ”determlnlng an upper 1mrt\$or the number of factors, 1t is. unsultable .

. for settlng axlower limit.“Cattel : (1978) flnds fault w1th the K—G

The K—G method is in erro' ab t flve t1mes ‘as
frequently as the scree” and thg veradge magnltude
of the miss is perhaps ten ti

me'thod':

<

..gNat\er;(p 62 -~
Ideally; a researcher would attempt to u ';ize.as-manyftech?

~nlques as poss1b1e and flnd that each reglsters the%\;megdeciSion.vsIn‘
“an operatlonal sdnse this rarely occurs . In determln:;g\th\\ umber of

’ Q-factors to be utlllzedAln th1s studymlf was decidedy. on’ the basi

1

research findings, to-utilizefthe maiimum likelihood for'an upper

11m1t only, v1ew the K-G method w1th approprrate skeptlclsm and concen— '

trate. on the Monte Carlo and 'scree methods.v It was hoped that results —

dobtalned from these methods woulé 1ead to conc1u51ons that would be

! \‘1nterpretab1e.‘ Interpretablllty, therefore must be the maJor crlter-

s
-

.fT\{ ...thls;ma\‘Well be’ the wisest " course. It appears
. L - .foolish to allow a analytic decision criterion to’
R , . ‘overr;de'a research senge of the ‘data.’ (p. 357)

i

Vo -
By

B o B NS S R % w S et s Wikt st S

. ion for acceptance or reJectlon ‘of factors. As Rummel (1970) suggests‘:L
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Montanelli'ahd‘HﬁmphreyS' (1976) developeq a method for pre—

dlctlng the srze of elgenvalues from random matrlces based . on sample :

-

'51ze and number of’ varlables. They fouﬁd the followlng equatlon to be
accurate in pred1ct1ng the size of the elgenvalues (;\ ) from the '

:random correlatlon matrlx' . ‘-:_ jtﬁ‘ T ,
log >\ & a; + b . log (n—l) 4 b log [.’Lh‘_‘l ( )n]

‘r1s the ord1na1 pos1t10n of the e1genva1ue,A ‘ and b S '
* < NLo Tmi

‘ regression coeff1c1ents and "a" is the 1ntercept.g |

.are

.Q';, - Executlon of th1s technlque proved to be unsuccessful }Theuv
random curve’generated from the precedlng equatlon d1d not lntersect
with the data curve;, A plot hf the curves,'and the tahle for regressxon
‘agd 1ntercept p01nts 1s prov1ded 1n Append1x Ce . -

: The researcher w1th 11m1ted~exper1enceliﬁ the«areaﬁcan‘eﬁly;

speculate as to the fa11ure of thls method It was noted however,

' that: thé latter portlon of the equatlon [ _('_‘__'_) : \. \) ]

; sonly permltted the use of half as many factors as varlahles. If one vas.

' hto calculate the numer1ca1 value for any factor5|over half the result

ould be a negatlve number (resultlng in the log of a, negatlve number) .;$

Thls would seem to. 1nd1cate that thls formula would be appllcabfe only'

"to cases where elgen;alaes Qf half the number Qf factors as varlables

\

‘exceeded»zero. In the case at hand it is p0351ble that twenty—three

factors can exceed zero (there are twenty-four varlables) The

‘».elgenvalues of twenty*foum poss1ble factors ‘are, ptov1ded in Appendlx Ct

o 3 ‘ With the»faflure'pf5the Mphte\garld~method to'provide!an‘ L, a @

LY

D e gt ¢ wr o ey Sy s
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indication of the best number of factors,-a heavier reliance was placed

on the scree test. 'The correlation matrix was factored with ."unities‘f

' 1n the dlagonal and- the number of factors produced was equxvalent to-

the number of;varlables (twenty—four) ’ E1genva1ues_of_:success1ve '
factors were plotted on a graph As Flgure 2 illustrates, therei"s a
notlceable ”break in the curve after the fourth factor and a 1esser

break after the elghth factor. Judgmglfrom the slope of the curve it

S was concluded that there were - two screes. The flrst scree cons1sts of

N
r 1

. all factors after the elghth They are pronounced to) be substantlve

' hut tr1v1al and m part produced by spec1f1c factors common - to the

h Zfa}ctors‘.‘ leferent numbers of factors were extracted and subJected to

3

sample (but not the populatmn) Factors f1ve to elght form the e

second scree, and as Well "are produced in’ part by spec1f1c factors

common to the sample in addltlon to. uncorrelated errors of measurement
(Cattel 1978) The end of thls scree marks the end of the 81gn1f1can’t

substantlve factors. ThlS method would seem to :Lndlcate that four

ta
l

'f‘actors 'are signif‘icant. SR E

. i ,
A further step was necessary to ensure mterpretablllty -of :

*

'

'l.

factors amenable to . mterpretatlon (four) comclded w1.th the number e

' spec1f1ed by the scree test. (Appendlx D)

A furthe:r.r precautmnary measure was undertaken. Iihereas'

Rao 's canonlcal fac tormg technlque (eventually conflrmed as the method
to be ut111zed in thlS study~) has - a, bullt:—m SLgnlflcance test for
factors that have shown to be effectlve, for establlsh:l.ng the upper

' .

- limit .for the number of factors, 1t was_ declded to’ test. the ‘

\

. »\. ‘." ' \.A.: . . .. E ) -" 47

'various 'factor and rotary 'technl_qu’es.' 'It ~was found that the number of G

~

C s

*



PO TSI T 1

15 S s e T4 A A s B g s AR 8 =

L e S

e UM SN
. & : e

b —_d § S oy

' (Eig"e’rﬁalt_xe) g

2, Break

ot
.

.
'

;/ 2nd Scree eak - 1st Scree

\f St

- 48 -

N

...,

‘.Fi‘gurﬁe"z.j : Scree Test- L

01 23 4356 78 9100 T2 45161718 -

i % 7 ¥ - -
3 o . 5 - s
. . — X
\ ‘ ‘ |
L
g |
/
3 " \
+ - . . .
\ %
' 2 5 )
)
\ .
W
"
W S et b R A, e ey S 4 wide
. . s L




- lr:t"* :

Y gy

© _ TABLE 4

s S SR A

USING PRINCTIPAL COMPONENT FACTORING

. EIGENVALUES 'AND ‘PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE FOR 24 FACTORS -

5 .

FACTOR - EIGENVALUE - . - PCT'OF VAR - -

T

CONAUN™WN -

a

00000000000 HKRHKEN

- 7.684:

w722
.632 .
524+
.203.
.091
2987
.897
.669
.659.
.603
.551
.465
439
.409
.396
.357

;{ ; ;2
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0 wete conflrmed to ‘be 81gn1f1cant at the 001 1eve1

5 :t:l.on of techm.ques and procedures taken that have a bearmg on. the -

‘Factor - . Eigervalue ' PCT. of VAR ' Chi-Squaré

51gmf1cance of the. four factors As 111ustrated in Table 5 all fdur

‘ Table 5
FACTOR SIGNIFIGANCE Lo

‘ § B 8 . 4 : i 3 " ‘ . t 5 ¥

Degrees of .

* Freedom

16.519 S sTa T 81430 Bk
T6,210 ¢ 25 .. T 548,847 C229%

1
L3 sz 0T 1hia o L480.567 - o207k .
4 2w w00 - . 35746 - dsex

' extract the approprlate number of factors. 0n the ba31s of subsequent

,lnvestlg-atlon lt was dec1ded to extract four factors for rotatlon.

The Process L T A L

f1na1 solutlon w111 be outlmed R

Whereas the number-of factors questlon was - cruclal to thls

study, 1t was necessary ‘to meet rehable cnterla standards in order to X

3 - N v . .
\ 2 g ¥ oo '
. ” = & . L e % o 1
\ o . .

-

Factor analysls dvoes not refer to a s:tngle -method , but a

varlety of related methods subsumed under the one headmg A descrlp-

. -

The f1rst step is. the generatlon of a correlatlon matrlx.

(Tables 6 8) Out of the relatlonshlps exh1b1ted m the matrlx, factors

P et
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CORRELATION. MATRIX - QL .to Q13 with QL to'Ql3 . : -

.~

QL . Q@ . Q3 . Q .. Q5. Q6 . Q7 - Q. - Q9 Qo -, Qi1 Q13

Y100 |
Q2 - /16" 1.00 SR
Q322 30 o0 T
S . ,-21 -, .57, [ ,28" ._,/1‘.90»; B et Mmat L e T S e F
Q5. .- .29 0 .31% ¢ 40 0 WAL T L00 - . e e
. Q6. =i i18.; .18 ol .38 f?,zs . - e R -
- Q7 - "".15 S L36 YA Yy _-.29¥': 1.00. ...
Q@8 1l -.35 0. 48 .33 0 .48 .29 - .29 ¢ 1.00 .-
=g M LaE . AT ARt W38 B8, - B8 .88 - B LB, -
Q0" ~ " 28 .29 .33 . .26 0 457 . 310 ...02 0 .52 .. .34 1,000
LIS i3 L16e. (3607 .28 isL 0 .39 JIL0 v 400 (03377, 45 1.00- oo
croQl3-T - 5260 w137 .26 T 2b . 429 L oAl 07 1i23 0 TL10. 0 .36 - c45, | 1.00 <
s b . < .- \/:" ¢ ' a - P L B o LY v K
 Mean . - 1.67  2.23 1.9 - '2.37-. 1194 .- 1.68 72.90. -2.44  2.83° 1.65 - 1.69. 1.80
.'$té.ni1ard _.; - ' - : » R y - y ) :
* Deviation

.81 - -L.03 "~ "8 . 1.02. ~.9L. .75 .°1.13  1.16 - 1.01 - .71 .. .69 - ..61.

18,
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. TABLE-7: "L

. .. CORRELATION MATRIX - QL4 to-28 with Ql.to QL3 ~.

,Qz’

- Q3.

% -

.QS:.

,96 "'\Q7"* ’

Q8-

Q9

'QIO’

_au

3

Qs
LoLQs
qQr
qie
Q19

in

S ST - DA
Q2 . ’ )

. Q23
. Q25
SQ26 -
Co0 e
oq2e

=03
-.17.
SR
12
or ¢

.14

a7 .
.30 .8
"L .27

.19

".17 .
'K llé N
' gk

.25

10 ¢
TU.23 .
;23‘3

<18

T W43,

;26

.28

»'.16 ;v.
24

.33

.50
CL40

© .38

.38

©.20°
45
.35"
.,3'(_).
Ce19
S ¥- I
..+ 10
A1
_.34. _;.
.16
21"
.21

.24
,, .—31 o

350

Fo 45 -
139 .
.31

CJl4 .13 - .08,

a1

.21
R

.22

.10

B2 Taadl” S
2 - 033

.25 ¥ 3;}33.-’
i24 - . 45 -

.;;;391

RO

.12 .04,

24 0 .19
=19 - =25

.30, 7 .08
13 .16
.08 .21

=34 7

«25.

.28
}36.-:i ;
439
‘.",.'-44)
I
.23 ..
.19 .

‘Etésfj
W22
.18

"« ;283

_J28:

7.2-3'9

‘:.25. 3

.49

_-26
S22
“29

w27

.27

Loagls
-

:‘f%Bﬂ
I.- '...-50- )
. .38

-59

.29

.30

- .30

g6

. | BB, ..
.46

.. .38 -
%25 .

.50 - .
.16
.20

T.16

.33

li9
527

. .39.‘
.25

.57

CL09. .
")21"‘
a5, -
;66.1
.29
.05_:',’ oo
42
24
.03
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"'’ CORRELATION .MATRIX — Ql4 to-Q28 with Ql4 t6.Q28° .~ -

'~ TABLE 8.

Q14

Q22

.28 -

Qe 100
Q15 - .18

L e
S oQuel . a5
Q19 .39
-Qz2i- S..65

SQ23 - 22

Q27 ::39

Meaﬂ'  .;'1,553

a S_t‘a'nd_ard"

Deviation ..

’ ..6-8 2

<

1,00 -

' -_..5'2. ‘_1.00 .

.50'_]_}65:"i.00'5 3
26 .hh 49

~ -

Q2 .50

Q25" .08 -
Q26 . .58

S Q28 . .31 c

2,990 254 2.88,

- e O T
16 .23 .18 .

43 1456 .49

31 045, .53 .
L1700 26 29
L0615 18l .
T

.96 .92 .98~

QL5 Q17 © Qi8

251

Q19 --

a .45 .

1.88

V88 - 73

Q21

1,67

Q23 .

w32

A
30,
2.43

*"88-.- o

‘Q25. Q26

.30 .39
21 5331
2.83 1.64.

.99 167 -

Q27

" 1.00
.89
2,34

.97 .

1.00 -

2.47
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'and thelr potent1a1 contr1but1on evaluated

(f ..’ .-.-,‘.Ae,_‘__ 5 ";""""“."_“ 2 s ¥ L g ¥ o -.::"_-:'-':'

accqonting for thesefpatte;-rfs were‘extxjecte&.* o P :
, =B in'itial ‘fa“tdringvpfocess vwherein te'ntative factors are

1dent1f1ed 1s the second stage of., factor ana1y51s. Whereas three

’methods have a bearlng on the f:mal solutlon, a11 w111 be dlscussed

The pr1nC1pa1 component factormg model, or. component ana1y51s

s 1t is. referred to- by many (Rummel 1970), transforms a glven set of

'. : vanables into a set of pruu:lpal component.s wh:.ch ‘are unrelated to .‘

each. othe‘r. . The f1rst pr1nc1pal component 1s the best llnear combma-'

t1on of varlables that would account for more of the var:.ance ln the

. .data as a whole than any other 11near comblnatlon of varlablee The

. ‘
e, . ~ :

i second pr1nc1pa1 component ig - the second best 11near comblnatlon of.

’ vanables not accounted for by the flrst component. Subsequent compon—

ents are extracted unt11 all vanance in the data 15 accounted for.

4 L . FS

The pr1.nc1pa1 component model may be expressed as‘: '

‘.Sj:t_= a.lF1 .+ a.‘2F2 +. a‘.._]annll L 2 '_'v”

'score. of varlable B e By S

= standardlzed mu1t1p1e regress}_on o wk oy " : A
coefflclent of varlable J on- factor i (factor loadmg)

u o

hypothetlc factors

Whereas the correlatlon matnx ‘is factored mth un1t1es 1n

fthe d:l.agonal 1mphcat10ns for th1s model are far reachmg. -The.as-'." :

o .
'

jsumptlon 1s made that variance: of a11 vanables 1s accounted for by

common factors. No: prov:.s:.on is made for the possn.blllty that unlque

(e 4 ; g .
factors may contrlbote to the varlance of each- vaneble on -an v.

o

SR




for the’ tot‘al vamance. s

' vanables.. It 1s assumed that there is an underlylng regular1ty n

Cin 1al est1mates of commonah.tles. o ‘ R Bad

; Second’ﬁ est, andvso on. It may. be expressed as follows. o ‘,:,. ;

/ L . 4 ¥

:independent baeis. Consequently, no un1form1ty of the data is assumed"

# and an :Ldent;,cal number of f’actors as var1ab1es l.S expected to account, L

’

d

factors accoun't: for' all é var1ance, the pr1nc1pal factor model

’

o requu‘es the a:Ld of spec1f1c factors to account for the ’varlance of- the

i

the data and that common varlance can be accounted for by a fewer K

3
'

o : number of factors than vanables. To fac111tdte thls suppesn:mn

‘,,estlmates of communallty (common var:l.ance of a varlaple that 15

accounted for by common factors) are :mserted m the dlagonal

& y

4 '.leflcultles w1th thlS“ model orlgmate wlth the estxmatlon of commun—

E . s o - § .
al it1es. A common pract1ce 1s to msert mul tlple square correlatlons

Ta el

" of. the vanable w1th the rema:.n:mg varlables 1nto the d1agona1 as

Tlus model extracts factors 1n a s:umlar manner to the prm—' .

s

c1pa1 component model. The 1n1t1al factor ls the best 11near comb:Ln- ~

i S ¥, 8 oA,

X ~_at 1on of varlables accountmg for more of the common var1ance m ‘the:

L

: data than any other 11near combmatlon, the second factor 1s the

1

.') .
. .SJ. aJlF1+aJ.2F2+ ...aJan+d U

" where 5. S score of varlable 3

i..;

-

aji = standardlzed multlp}e regressmn coeff1c1ent of va,t'ijah_iei'j
. * ‘on;factor i (factor loadlng) B
Fi .- hypothetmal factor :

- unlque factor for vanable 3
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: ‘ B s
’ standa.rdlzed regressu)n coefflclent of varlable J
.-on uru.que factor. 5 <1 .

ey T 'i‘he f1na1 model pertlnent to thls study is. Rao 8" canom.cal

fac toring -technlque.

for common ‘variance only, and as’ a result est1mat1on of communahtles -
. - : : A :

pos es de flcultles .

i LA - 3 £ e

:Lng degrees of varlance, canon1ca1 faétormg produces 11,near comblna—
tanS of varlables that account for progress:l.vely declmmg degrees of

correlatlon.

hlghest :Lntercorrelatlon posuble glven the partmular varlables

e .,“,

1.nvolved A second set of Canonn.cal vanates 1s then selected to

account for a max:l.mum amount of ttxe relatlon h1p left unaccounted for

. that 1t has 11tt1e relevance fo the real world.

3 1ng the va11d1ty of thrs met‘nod..

¥

£

by the flrst set of varlates, and 80 on.-

g

-

'l‘he 1nsert1on of "un1t1e3 ‘in the
d1agona1 for factormg purposes demes “the ex:l.stence ‘of um.que factors.
Th1s has 1ed many factor analysts to denounce the model on the strength

i

Cattel (1978) 19 only

one of many who recommend the uSe of other models‘ . .
‘ o ,B Y . - ,' -

.'I'he ana.lysm canno\t be treated y ‘a3 .the components

- model seeks to do, as a.complete self explaining

: system. Each variable is. 11ke1y to-be-affected by

.- somé influences ngt covered by 'its' companion vari--

© ables in the-matrix .. we now-reject the component . *
ana1y31s approach as not having any necessary N '
‘relation”to the. model of stable 1dent1f1ab1e 1nf1uences
or. determmers across the natural world (p. "68) :

© On the st,rengtﬁ‘of,tois evidence the .princi—oe'l.rcomﬁdneﬁts-'

2 ¢

-t

¥ iy

lee any_ crther true factormg model 1t accounts o
,Just.as the pr;.nc;.palyr.component _‘am,i.;prlnc'rpal; )

; .Affac toring oJethods ‘produ"ce ‘linear"combi.nﬁt{ons'-that aécount fox de'cl‘:i.'n-" L

The flrst pa1r of canon:l.ca'i ver:Lates selected have the q .

'l'he prl.nclpal component model rarses senous questlons regard—~‘
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I T model was re;]ected as the 1nitial fagtor:mg method to be utilized in A T R R
N @ . . this study. It was necessary, howaver, to use this model for the - o . «\
e scree test and the eigenvalues are produced in Table 4. ST ] ) i
5 « c ) S . ,. -,?‘"z'

v . . B

i 7 1 Upon rejection of the g?{:lncipal component model the prlnci- L

.

- pal factor model was adopted first for use dn- the Monte Carlo method
- T J for determining the number of: fact_o;:s end second, as the second ste,p in“,":f'\ '
: _l ' the faotor solution.l Eig:e-nvalues fbr::went};-f;.lr poss:tbl:e factors {&‘r; " S
y ’ “~ illustrated ’.in ’Appendix C. Despite reasonable interpretations Ofn \~ -=::. T

. % ~:‘-\.>’I.'-",‘fecto:rs with this method another factor technique whs experimented 9
T ,, with. ‘ In the-f‘inal analy51s Rao s. canonical faotoring technique o | il
B ; - . o to interpretation. Consequently, this factor tec)hninue was adopted ‘, 2 ¢
in the second stage nf analysis.:_‘ _ ‘. _ f: o 3 T 7 e
! | T, ‘ - B . The i’nitial factor matr;lx is 1llustrated in Table A10 -~‘ High '
‘A : " loadings on factor oneé indicate hign correlation between the first .' s
. - Pair of variates.‘.‘ I.;oading on subsequent factors tend \to deo;:ease - . - ’o
' P progressively as. sets of variates gccouut for preniously unaccouﬂted- . ' : » }
P for interrelationships. u o N
N ?:“ o S \_ ' The final s?epiin ‘fsotor a;nalysis is the rotation to- -a “,'.:‘ : ‘
termlnal solution.. There are mixed feel:tngs in the field rega'rding R A },’
%“ " ; ~ 4 attributes 'and shortcomings of both the orth,ogonal and ob'"ique #
> . : rotary techniques.- Whereas Ferguson (1981) considers the varimax < i :

4
P

: orthogonal rotation as the most w:Ldely'accepted rotary procedure,

-t

L ‘. Cattel (1978) recommends an- oblique solution. The var:tmax procedure

is s:unpler by definition. On the other hand an effeotlve oblique ',":-:' P :
' ";(.’- i T rotatlon requires considerahle skill and experienoe attribute‘s that :
,/ g g d 5 5 : . _:' : & oo B i v T . i 5 Tagoin, T, m . s, R ; ;
Wi . ¢ 1 -0 it ~§ Ty
& * # : L o _:..-.__;:V,‘,,; - . ki
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thls nov1ce researcher does not possess. Nevertheless, with interpretr-

A

ab111ty as ‘the foremost crlterxon, both ob11que and varlmax rotatlons"

~

technlque to be adopted for the flnal stage. Results of the obllque

L

3

were executed. As - expected resultslfrom ‘the varimax rotatlon proved

~

:to be more meanlngful and this rotary procedure was conflrmed as the

solution are 111ustrated 1n Appendlx D The varlmax solutlon can be

.A b 3

}seen in Table 10 and Table 11 Interpretatlon of factors is derlved

“ings.’ -

et

/ ’
from thls matrlx on the ba51s of 1nferenﬁes ‘drawn from respectlve 1oad—

,r

. Interpretation of ‘the Factors

: o ' : — . L »
.Interpretetion of factors has been and contlnues'to remaln_a~

comparatlvely nebulous area, since t&g:;ature of hypothetlcal factors:

rests, for the most part ar thesubJectlvely of the researcher.

Fruchter (“974), however, suggests that unt11 technlques whlch more

N -

' 'fadequately account for observed data appear, researchers must make’ thef

)

~most of ex15t1ng~methodolog1es. T T i 1 ek

. The lnterpretatlons of the: results of factor analys1s,

as, is true of all scientific interpretations are ten~

;“atlve.- Just-as the theory of relativity has:replaced

neutonian physicsas an interpretatlon of observable

”‘facts so may present. theories based on factorial ' -

results be superceded by other 1nterpretatlons, if
they more adequately account for the data. Factors.

'\‘are not eternal variates,- they merely serve to~ |
‘represent the fundamental underlying sources of vari-

ation operating in a given set of scores. or. other data

- observed under:a‘specific.set'of'conditions;_(p. 4)

.

“By 1nferr1ng“what the tests w1th h1gh loadlngs on a factor

have in common . that is present to a lesser degree in tests w1th moderate

lqadings, aid ebsentffrom‘tests W1th zero‘loadlngs and near ‘zero

P o
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| TABLE 110

'VARIMAX ROTATED .SOLUTION -

LoboLOOOO
VE~NU S~ WN R

L
—
o,

Q11
-Q13
Ql4

- Q15
Q18
Q19
Q21
Q22

.3 .

¢ QEF
. .Q26

Q27 .

Q28 -
SN,

-ﬁigénvalue;
i Percentage ..
of Variance

249
©.058 -
.267
b (R

200

C 219 -
-.100
.206
" .096

© 485 -

.583
. <620
748

.099
T3
L045. - <. -

\246 -

5746

.656 -

.364

©..016
1,675

327

C 224

16.519 "

57;2:,:

%

245 -

e 257

L0407

..253
.138

.302

.326

. .378:
2105 -

-.043 -
.006 -

.135

.080

<J534

S .729
.748 - .-
"'.360°
090
T 128
" .655.

.601
.218

021

o g

.200 - -
.210

C218

X476

S e B8R L e

349
S44b,

. -.452 ¢

'+ .339

. J256.

- .193
©.163
L4617

187

T .069

. .083"

©.220

. .088 . .

-.033

.06
L100

Aighe <

iz

.588
w348 o
. .625 7

194
©.032 ¢

3 .
T .058

" .095

-.531 "
.037. .
.281. -

T 111
. 307

Rt TR

-.320
Ly w3l
v 390

4056 -

299 ¢

S026 - 0
126,
S 302 .
629

Factor I Factor 2 . ° Factor 3 - -Factor 4 . Communality
T 400 ' '

.286. -

424

AT

.501 -
.409- .

.260

- .459
. .448
427

- .676
469"
' 612 .

.690

Bt .587

.656
454

631

429
.610
" .456

.237:"

.332.
2501 -
2459

¥

B 3

‘n=128

yor

09 " -

[R5
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TABLE 11 . .

" VARIMAX ROTATED SOLUTION =

* . Factor 1

Eactor’q.

- Factor 4

O

#

o000
N =

0060
N

<N VoW wn

[=-BRN R

LB B4 D B4 B B4

Factor 2

BB MMM

G0 MBI

el it

il

s

N

be b4 b B

Communality

459
448
426
.676
.656
454
.610

T ™ 469

.612

. .690

S .631
429 7

. <424

©+.501

409

.459

476

. 501

.- 587

- 456
. .286. .

.260

332
%237 °

~|

Factor loadings greater than. .45

_Factor-loadings from +30 to .45

1

' . p
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‘1oad1ngs, a researcher attempts ‘to rdentlfy the nature of that hypo—

thetlcal factor . For the purposes of thls study and to colnclde

w1th standard research practlce that ‘would po1nt to srgn1£1cance of

\

1oad1ngs greater than.30 factor 1oad1ngs will. be c1a531f1ed on the follow— .

ing b351s.‘ (1) 1oad1ngs over .45; (2) 1oad1ngs between ‘30 and 45

o Aﬁa; (3) 1oad1ngs below' 30.} Bartlcular‘attentlon wrll be accorded

/

:?fhighest 1oad1ngs; 31nce the key to accurate interpretation‘is likelyAto

vﬁrest wrth items 1n thlS category.~ Factor loadlngs 1n the second cate—

ﬂfgory w111 be delegated a 51gn1f1cant but lesser role 1n the 1dent1f1ca—

s

'thn of factors. Although these 1tems may not be a dlrect 11nk to the
true nature of a factor, an understandlng as' to why they would load on a
7 partlcular factor can: prov1de valuable cluea toward thls end. Therefore,

a ratlonale for the 1ocat10n of all 1tems that load 1n thls range w111

be prov:.ded.~
Authorltyns essentlally a unltary concept. Authority'bases

are dlstlnct entrtles in an analytlcal sense only (Peabody, 1962) Itf

g

ranges. "' ' e

llterature, as K1m and Muller (1975) suggest..‘

‘(~<

is. understandable that each 1tem would tend to 1oad on all four factors

'when one consrders that all four factors measure the same concept. In .

.
v

) addltlon, there are onLy f1ve sllghtly negatlve loadlngs. .In v1ew

+

of th1s fact, when one takes tHe error factor Lnto account cautlon must

. be dlsplayed when attemptlng to. account for factor 1oadxngs in the

Towest range. Therefore,attentlon w111-be focused-on the upper two
: 2, o LW s L e
1

Inevxtably any credlble solutlon must have Aa“basisAin_the

SR nL ey i '

wrsarn e ap Aot A & 4




L s own: fl.e].j‘l (p 45)

- Item #

TQIL L 746

T e e

53

Gl.ven the complex1ty as well as the uncertalntles

1nherent in the method, the final Judgement has to
-rest on the reasonablenegs of the solution on the ,
‘ba81s of curréent standards. of scholarshlp in one 's

Factor One - Adfninistretive 'Skille T o

-Factor one was the most ,,51gn1£1cant factor comprlslng 57 2° .
gper cent of " the total common varlance. Items 1oad1ng 51gn1.f1cant1y on
th.ls factor.Aln orde;:-of m_agnltude er‘e: B |
; - Cont.entl

Factor Loedimg

qQue” - 748

' "When‘a ﬁrinc1le dlsplays through 1nter-'_'
‘‘actions with .mé that he/she, is' genuinely
' concerned about my personal well bemg. .

When I percewe that my pr1nc1pal takes ,
.-'time to ensure that he/she 1s able to
“relate well to me.,

- When a pr:mc1pa.1 makes it easy for me ‘to
" communicate with h].m/her ‘and talks ‘to me' -
" ‘on an equal person to person bas1s. ‘

@6 . ..675

"When a pr1nc1pa1 exhibits sk111 with .
respect to timetabling, superv151on of .
‘teachers, and other areas related to .
admlnlstratlon that contribute to the.
'smooth runnlng of the school. )

Q22 L 656

" When a“pr:mc1pa1 has shown good judge— )
ment regardlng educat10na1 ‘matters .in y
the past and is. llkely to do 80 in the D
future. . ..

Q3 .. 619

Wt}en a pr'incipal"s past. experience is-
" evident 'in the way he/she runs the. .
séhool he/she knows’ what he/she is d01ng.

SQIL . .583

When a prlnclpal is very tactful and

Qo . .485-
4 o P H et understandlng in dealings w1th me .

'l'he'se items seem to' refiect (1) a concern for the well-be1ng .

R

-of staff members exhlb:.ted through sk111fu1 1nterpersonal ab111t1es and‘l. 2

3



(2) expertlse 1n areas pertalnlng to school admlnlstratlon.

The follow1ng 1tems range -in. factor loadlngs from .30 to 45: S

* Item # Factor Loadlng o Content
.Q23 __~‘ ¢364" o ecause I recognlze that the way to- achleve g
' Ca ; " fli" school goals is to follow the rules, one -
‘of which spec1f1es ‘that I comply w1th the
w1shes of a: prlnc1pa1 ;

Q27 ‘ “ L BPes When a pr1nc1pal possesses such an array
; T, of admirable qualities that I would hope.
to emulate hlm/her 1n one- way or another.'

The preced1ng 1tems suggest (1) a de31re to achleve goals and "2

(2) the - posse351on of admlrable qual1t1es.

Factor one. was deslgnated Adm1n1strat1ve Skllls Base of -

Authorlty and was def1ned as the authorlty attrlbuted to pr1nc1pa1s on

Y

the baSLS of their (1) concern for teachers exhlblted through sklllful

i human relatlons abllltles ‘and (2) knowledge of techn1cal skllls assoclated

W1th the runnlng of the. school Items ten, eleven; thlrteen, fourteen,l f; f:'

. 1went§—one, twenty-two and twenty—six contrlbute d1rectly to the" factorab
A moderate loadlng of 1tem twenty—three, a des1re to achleve goals, on
this faq&or would seem to 1nd1cate that teachers may assocaate the‘

- achlevement of school goals with the sklllful (techn1cal and human rela— )
tlons) performance of ‘a prlnclhal It fk also concelvable that teachersf
would afflllate human relatlons skllls and admlrable qualltles as .

vandlcated by the loadlng of Ltem twenty—seven on thls factor.-

T . Much of the 11terature tends to c1a551fy technlcal expertlse
and human relatlons skllls under separate head1ngs.. Peabody s (1962)
.authorlty of competence, Prethus (1960) authorlty of, techn1ca1 exper—'

t1se, Simon's (1957) authorlty of. confldence, French and Raven s (1960)
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relatlons skllls. . L _;. e g PR - °:;
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BY ",

expert "power all refer to authorlty granted a superordlnate on the

-ba51s of techn1ca1 expertlse. On the other hand Peabody s (1962)

-;person authorxty, PreSthus (1960) authorlty of rapport and French and

Raven s (1960) referent "power deplct an authorlty granted an

'hnd1v1dua1 on the strength of personal qua11t1es 1nc1ud1ng human

g The a111ance of these two elements w111 come ‘as no surprise

to the«student of educatlonal admlnlstratlon, however, who has decreed

nthat a sklllful prlnc1pa1 possesses human relatlons skllls -as well. as’

technlqal,eklee;ﬁ-Bennls (1959) as wellt_c1a551f1es thesegtwo'eiements
under one category. 2 "% g ol ' >0 T N

The issue gets increasingly compliéated’when we

assert. that technical knowledge or expertise' must
. be differentiated into at least. two elements. - <
"knowledge of performance criteria (such as produc-

tion, marketing, and so on) and knowledge of the )

human aspects of admlnlstratlon (Such as .co- ord1nat10n,‘
. commun1cat10n and ‘so on) (p 289) - ;

Serglovannl and Carver (1980) appear to be rlght on target when
speculatlng on the low prlorlty g1ven to person based authorlty in

Peabody s (1962) study of an elementary school
By way of footnete to ‘the Peabody flndlngs, it 1is
‘surprising - ‘that only 15 per cent of teachers
, mentloned authorlty of person as 1mportant. It
T is. surpr151ng in view -of .the widespread concern of
'school executives" for personal characteristics.
We can-only speculate that. certain of the person
{ " qualities deemed so important to-success. in educar
. tional administration (i.e. 1nterpersona1 relations).
are perceived as competencies rather than personal
qualltles._ (p. 191) Z

\' .
The bond between these two elements of admlnlstratlve sklll

cannof‘be overstated " In the proeess of arrrv1ng»at a~f1nal;solut10nr"
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.l-."'"“, R - i ,.‘ i e BRI \
‘N " ! . .
{ ., ‘A. . L . " . “ N Z‘. i ) ) ' T ) 66 ) ta
, . the data‘ﬁas subjected to uarious initial factor'techniques.snd”rotary'
N technlques w1th dlfferent numbers of factors.o-As a reéult; factor
\‘ Iloadlngs were consrderably dlstorted and items were subject to,varibus' ; o
5 . . ) L ' . i
‘cluster patterns.\ Regardless of the number of factors, the initial‘ ! ‘
[ factor technrque, or "the rotary method, thlS bond remalned Jdntact. and ;
. * . . i L 55 a
i the respectlve factor loadlngs varled 11ttle. On the b381s of thlS . iL 3 i
L AR
P %5 ev1dence it must be concluded that human relatlons skrlls and technlcal_ o
] 2 . 5 . i :
L - ' skllls are, percelved das a’ s1ngle entlty by teachers. Varlous termlnal‘
B T L solutlons are bllustrated in Appendlx Dor o . ,~V AR P
e EA ." ) e W - e Sy ) 1. ‘o ‘
8 e e "~‘Factor Two —«Deferent Authorlty . o y
S SR e f_ o Factor two: accounts for 21 5 per cent of the total common -
: R » - ..variance.: Items loadlng 51gn1f1cant1y on thls factor in onder of
: §\ L e "ty . magnitudeiere:- (l do,thejthrngs;a prlnCLpal suggests or wants:) &
[ R . L e B e g T C e n, o gE J
AL e - Item # //HFactor‘Learning P MR f'_ Content '
L T T aw T g . P : i B S
? S ' - Q18 cee ' 0748 0 . When fellow staff members feel that a.
I : ;" ST C prlnc1pal's dlrectlves should be,
followed ‘ :
el dl?_' S - 0729 . - ‘When I recognlze ‘the’ d1rect10ns of a.
i T . Fy ' . - principal ‘as rules and feel that
X C ' LS “  rules should be obeyed
t . - . * . x ~ * 3 ¥ N . N
t ; Q23 . ..0 "7 ..655 .- - ‘Because I recognlze the way “to’ achleve . . o Bm
S I T L o o8 amoolgoals is to follow the rules,, ,one - '
Ce e o o " .~ . . of which specifies that I comply w1th
S « B omaer o T mi R the w1shes of a pr1nc1pal
Lo Q25 ‘-‘ 601 - Q'Because 1 have been brought up to - k
A o SR ¢ ' believe that the wishes of a .superior, .
. ) . ) . - . in this case a. pr1nc1pal ‘'should be : v
.A s . - ) ) . “' e rESPeCted‘ ) ; Ea g , " -
Qs . 534 ”_‘nBecause SOCletal norms’ d1ctate that I
) AL T P -comply w1th the wrshes of a superlor..
; - - e v ‘ ' % N
. , L R i i (E
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"/ﬂf: ¢ These 1tems suggest compllance w1th pr1nc1pa1 d1rect1ves on

the grounds that 1t is ethxcal, proper, a duty, etc. Thls seems-to -

p01nt ‘to some,sort of ethlcal code 1n the broadest sense of the word K ‘ ¥ \

brought about by the process of soc1allzat10n whereln other human belngs

’ % En N o | ‘.
; contrlbute to theelnternallzatlon of theseinorms. L 5 e 0w
. " ~'The<follqwing items load from',§0‘to .45 on this factor:
"< Item # . Factor Loading'’ ¥ .. Content .
Q9 . 378 ;o Tb. When members of the school communlty

;.expect me’ to-honour: hls/her wlshesf_i

) Q19 e ) ~.360 ff ,; .. When a pr1nc1pa1 is suchve'dynamic
L m i T person. that I would ‘want his/her -
~opinion. of me to be a positive one.

Q7 w;325 e " ‘When. the parents of my students want.
T T T L T . me to follow hls/her dlrectlons. ’ .
'.,QQ” ,  ‘;3'5.391'1 . ,A 'Because a pr1nc1pal is my boss and con— )
P ; "2sequent1y Ido as he/she says. "y

These items.euggest compliance.on the ba51s of others‘ 1nf1uence,'
p051tlon and personal characterlstlcs. ) o o .‘3 i,

Factor two was de31gnated Deferent Authorlty and deflned as

-'the authorlty attrlbuted to a- pr1nc1pal because of teachers resnect
forAan 1ntang1b1e set of ethlcal norms in the broadest sense. of the '
t*meanlng, accru1ng from the process of soclallzatxon wherexn other human
] lbelngs contrlbute to the lnternallzatlon of these norms.' Presence of : 31;

1tems elghteen, seventeen, twenty-three, twenty-flve and’ f1fteen con— e

v

_”tr1bute~d1rECt1y to.th;s fector. fItems nine end seven are;fé;rly

similar to the oreceding‘items,"althou

Bl 22 ' o a more . concrete set of norms. It ls understandable that Ltem four,

comp11ance to a. p051t10n, may be assoc1ated w1th th1s factor in 1lght e

“

h‘“~i'l : = ;-of Peabody s, (1962) statement' S

i - & - s . » P o '
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-

'1c1pa1's admlrable qualltles. Although th1s 1tem may be lndlrectly - ;Z-~ &

wltself to what 1s known as ‘a’ 1eg1t1mate sort of authorlty, whlch in the

‘the narrower sense,‘ethlcal sanctlflcatlon (Peabody. 1962) Whereas

k g e fdefer to the’ authorlty of parents, teachers,.;_ ; “

“But whether used in ‘the broad or nerrow sense,
authority of legltlmacy is_ 1nextr1cably ‘fused 1n"' :
reality with a- second ‘source or: base frequently A W
. discussed in the 11teratureﬁ ‘that is, authority .
. of position. (p. 463)" . " o -

e

R

' Item n11eteen refers to compllance on’ thé asis of a prln—

B 3 -

related to thrs factor, it has a closer relatlonshlp to pOSLtloﬂ authorlty

whlch w1ll be expllcated later on.'..:~"r : p.-:»' i" \; t L

Lo

1;51 Reference to- thlS type of authorlty 1n 'the’ llterature conflnes

broadest sense reflects the process of 1nd1v1dual soc1allzatlon, and 1nf.

.

'y

.Weber s (19&7) 1ega1—rat10nal authorlty and Peahody 5. (1962) 1eg1t1mate

; .authorzty represent a narrower semse .of a 1ega11y constltuted order,

Slmon s (1957) authorlty of 1eg1t1macy and soc1al approval whlch makes -

-

"3reference to a hlgher law, Presthus (1960) deference for authorlty and

French and Raven s (1960) legltlmate power \seem to duplxcate the‘

f1nd1ngs here., ?resthus (1960) spfaks of the process of so%rallzatlon.

LI

... the’ 1nd1v1dual is trained from lnfency to'

. executives and leaders of various kinds. He
e . developsover time a generallzed deference =
.authorlty based upon_su lzatlon and - ltS

(p. 90).- ‘

"2

;,iFrench and Raven (1960) also allude to th1s process.

.. The feeling- of oughtness 'may be an 1nternallz- Ny ¥
-ation from his parents, from hlS teachers, from . - . T, e
_h1s religion or may have been’ loglcally developed "'
‘from some’ ldlosyncratrc system of ethlcs. ‘He will o
i speak of such behaviors with express1ons like L A -:_~,,
"should" "ought to'" or "has a right to (p. 129) SA w R

-,

\.,

sl 2 G5 5 g s B angpigpamncengs o 5 . sl
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. Factor Three.-— Legal Positional Authority - . . .- = S,
: R s g o . 6 = Y KR : s . o
'Factor thfeé'eonst{tutes~1l.2 per eenﬁ of fhe ﬁotéi dommonnh
) i ;varxance, consxderably 1ess than factor one and moderately dess thanv
1 . -

N factor twos The folloW1ng 1tems load slgnlf1cantly on factor ‘three:

-f(l do the thlngs a pr1nc1pal suggests or wants)

JOF T oy ", Factor Loading . ... ébﬁteﬁt«j'

';Because a prlnc1pal is my boss and con= " g

Qh . T 629 |
o " - : qsequently E do as’ he/she says‘v,

Q2 :,f".:;“ﬁﬁESBSQA 'Because my contract thh ‘the school w Thoye Foo
ER © .+ ..v -system.requires-mg to; carry out a‘prin=. e £
i & e Vc1pa1 s requesta; i . . g - -
Q$' ‘T2 P 476 : , = 'When ‘5Ethar- téggbers and staff members uAf ‘}\eplk D
S .. - - aré highly supportive of a pr1nc1pa1 ' PR
. TR, and I- share’ their feellngs. i. A ALEEE A
, 7Q9° - ' 5;452«': f' 'fWhen members of the school communlty h‘.e -
5 A A T f’expect me " to follow his/her dlrectlons. R .
Thesa 1tems seem to 1ndlcate compllance to a p051t10n : = o B
LA flﬁzlf:created by spec1f1c 1egaﬂ norms whlch dllenlate a. hlerarc/? .of offlces A
lxthat is adhered t 'd’5upported by members of that organlzatlon and the
1mmedlate perlphery. T E ' k e B
The follow1ng 1tems have loadlngs on, Eactor three xn'yheAi .i
Y Q‘ range from 30 to-.45. w_'j‘ . %
ﬁItem‘#_ © Faétor Loading: ‘. . . . %~ Content. ‘j L L5 'f ¥ -
"QQ..- fﬁﬂ_;"‘.446 When a pr1nc1pa1 sets such aeflne example
LT - se w2 < for others that I just wart to. be;counted = T
R T s , ‘. among hls/her followers.e‘ S SR e PRSI T ey
i ooQ6 L - 425 kS When ar pr1nc1pa1 1s knowledgeable‘iq.gchool ‘mjﬂ
e ST e ‘matters to.the extent that he/she is able - D
N R ; . to develop programs that. meet the néeds.of ' v
= TR oo e L rall students.~ i 2 e e
5% - R AR % e e = . i
il . A - 8 ¢ » N ‘
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‘v-Q15 ,','."\ 417 L '
: T R comply wlth the w1shes of a gr1nc1pa1.' sy

'prov1de serv1ces for others and .a respect for regulatxons.- LN

" and the eommunlty;

flstlcs of a pr1nc1pa1

. to separate the person from the pos1t10n as’ Sklls (1965) 1nd1cates'“

.ose
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. - i e 3=
L i — ’ 2 2 .
" S i “ < .
A Sl | o8 e : : . LB A 2T ey B e ] i ceseee————
) ,r' " 4 K
4.
]
" i
1 1 Y N 5
.t @
! % - - 13

70
*Because socletal norms dlctate that I
fWhen a pr1nc1pa1 goes out of the way

even beyond the requirements of h1s/her

“ 'job to help me yet expects 11tt1e 1n
J return. . .

QT 400

Q7 T T 349 ‘When the parents of my students want me’
T Pl s to follow hls/her dlrectlons. :
fWhen i admlre ‘a. prlnclpal for hls/her’., .
) ! ’personal qualltles and want ‘to act: 1n]‘f
", .. a way that merlts hls/her respect and~
“'admlratlon." o . N S

@ e

Qo . 5339 . _
. IE " understandlng 1a.dea11ngs w1th me,

~-," - ‘. C s

These 1tems seem to reflect compllance on the b331s of a R

E pr1nc1pa1’s admlrable tralts, human relatlons sk111s, the ablllty to

1 P
AT

Factor three has been desxgnated gal—Posxtlonal Authorlty

‘and is. def1ned as the authorlty attrlbuted to a pr1nc1pa1 by v1rtue of

- the posztlon created by legal norms that dellneate a hlerarchy of

5

.offices. that 15 adhered to and supported by members of the organlzatlon

i
J °

Jtoltheffactor. - .?';‘ . .3?-;-, e ;W“[{L' ﬂlf s oo S

i” T -

Items three, elght and ‘ten. represent potentlal character— 'fr—"“

i

L

' personal qualltles with, the pos1tlon 1tse1f for it 1s often dlffleult R

]

33...char1smat1c authorlty may not only-be 1eg1t1—
. mized by Virtue of the 1ncumbent 's. personal
’ attrlbutes, but- also’ through the process of. . ) .
1nst1tut10na11zat10n.' That: is, by assocxatlng the.r "':;:fv -
':leader w1th the overall authorlty of the 1nst1tut10n,

a
&
o

S, ' vy ’ i . . N

When a pr1nc1pal is’ very tactful\and e )

!Items two, four, flve, and n1ne contrlbute d1rect1y

It may be expected that teachers would associate"
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B : ‘ X 'le"r - o "' . k ,
-.‘l"f:‘ ) } ’;,> ‘ - g
& o - > .
- % ,’ ° = ‘v' . . “i
_é & i T ‘ ".
j ’ : N ’-vl: ' s Y a; )1,
8 . : ” ) L §
¥ o -the _subordinate- falls to make the dlstlnctlon fea Gy v TeaeTE 0 s 0
g between ‘the lncumbent ‘and- hls offlce. j(p. 206) T TN ey i
e #t * e T ow ® ) o ’ ' & ,? ‘ls
: I Items one and\31x may be c1ass1f1ed under serv1ces rendered:' . ) (L
It 1s concelvable that teachers would associate the 1nc11nat10n to pro-. “xi‘- ‘ L
V. o> 3 i T A T
i v1de servrces w1th the p051tf6n for prlnclpalsadn thelr pos1t10n would‘

. be in “an 1dea1 locatlon to prOV1de serv1ces to teachers. Item‘seven is -

[ ,»7,,"

' closely assocxated Wlth the four sxgnlflcant 1tems Lu thls category. ,_-

:: Item flfteen refers to a broader set of norms and 1ts relatlonshlp w1th

thls factor has prev10usly been dlscussed ‘3’ B 4“ff¢u";':]ﬁ&?,,l .“a

&

Whereas Weber 8 (1947) legal—ratlonal authorlty appears to be

t

somewhat related Peabody s (1962) p051t10na1 authorlty and Slmon 's P

=ty
.

(1357) 1eg1t1mat10n by formal pOSltlon come even closex to repllcatlng

e

thls category.

Peabody (1962) elaborates on hlS posxtlon base of

B authorlty. )

vt

. f'\That is, to say, when a person beeomes ‘g, member U
; of-"an - organlzatlon hé is already- predlsposed to _ o
_.accept orders: g1ven -to; him- by persons’ ) Ce

lacknowledged to be his supériors by thelr p051t10n T
e LNE F. e lam the ‘formal organlzatxonal chart.’ ‘(p, 469) L

o P oA & . . 5

4

Fahtor four = Char1smat1c Authorltx

Factor four constltutes 10 1 per cent of the total common

._‘.

varlance only marg1na11y less than factor three. Items that lnaded

yﬂ SLgnlflcantly on. th1s factor are 1xsted 1n order of magnltude.gbf:‘l"“
' (I do the thlngs a pr1nc1pa1 suggests or wants )

3 : il
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"Item# Factor Loading'ﬂ.w Ak ,4-1: ,'céﬁtént7 ; "

,-;l:f“'A’ 5 Q19 - .629 . "'+ . 'When.a pr1nc1pa1 is such.a dynamlc person PUREE R M

Trwy ‘ e LB "+ that. I' would want his/her’ opmlon of mé to . ‘
) ‘ oo ) be a p031t1ve one. f. T

4"§ BRI B g"_l 61077 - - ;3, When a pr1nc1pal possesses such an’ array ,
P e 0t T S T -of ‘adfiirable skills that:I would’want to-. - - - <__
" b an oo ’ emulate hlm/het 1n ‘one. way or another ' :

o s o I T ¢ asib: wgw € g ’_‘4, . o i B

M,H{ O ndéjvl. ) ;: 4531 f”-‘ When I admlre a pr1nc1pal for hls/her f R ’.if’;
-2 i TP ‘ C . personal qualities and want to act in a < :

S N " T ., .., way that merits h1s/her respect and
- TOP T UL S L R coron admlratlon. g T e 3 o

- g . ; Lt T
o - Q8 : When a pr1nc1pa1 sets such a flne example . ' b g
L L T e that T would want to. be counted among hls/ ; )
) ' ' s L S her followers T .

=! : S , . 3
. ) . € 3 & . . .
. These 1tems seem to reflect compllance on the ba51s of a
L . prlntlpal 8 unlque personallty and the de31re of teachers to mer1t the1r T T L
‘ I ' K d ', _ “ v ‘ @ " ' . \:. Sk .
T pr1nc1pa1 s approval . . o E e Big oo B P o b

SO

‘ ) : . ) . f ) . -", e i ¥ 1
N The follqwing items - load moderhtely on factor four: # e " u?

o

BN e et i A 7 S e § TS Qo e 3 Tt RN ST 4t 1S 4 A e st a s ol ©

- ‘ ' ' - NS S w, b 7 ¥ . . )
Lo _— - R oL _
Item # - . Factor Loadlng ﬁr' ‘ . iy Content A P E o
: . ‘ . N " g » e oo® . O
. el Q28 ,', .370 IR When a- pr1nc1pal doesn £ hesrtate to _— o
' o AL P reward me . for ‘my. successes. ~ .
. '}J‘v :' ,‘f" Q26 23250 e When a prlnc1pa1 dakes’ 1t easy for me: th s ‘
i PO 0 . - . . i, 7" communicate .with him/her " and talks to me ™ N
R T ¢ =’ . -on an equal person to person basis.. . . = \
e . ¢ s ' ) ° ' ’ I'u',_ = o e, ; g s . N b%
S BN P ¢ P e 3200 . When members of a. school communlty expect .1
i y L F T ‘me_to honour hrs/her wlshes. ot .
R ) [ R “;; 812 ;_f When a prlnc1pa1 is. very tactful and under-'~ T ,ﬁ“;
. N T standlng in deal1ngs wlth me.j A ) B

i 'KQlS B Q'l‘gSOZ:j'fll: $ Whenmfellow staff members feel a prxncr—"',k RN |
AT T "v';:" N pal’s d1rectives should be followed, y,;‘ :i‘ LA
- : o 'y L5

4+ e

& These 1tems seem’ to represent human relatlcns skllls, ablllty '
N to reward and supporthe gestures.. i X, vli L,
g ' ! . ) . " ' ‘,'F‘
* .‘ . - .;' .-
o .-
‘;3.'-’”: ‘ _“- 4 4:'
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v rewards from a pr1nc1pa1 wrth admlrable peqsonallty tralts._ Whereas
')
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o L « .

‘ Factor four has been desrgnated as Charlsmatlc Authorrgy and

ls deflned ay- the authorlty attr1buted to prrnclpals on the basrs of .

the1r unlque personalrty tra1ts and the desrre of the1r teachers to
: »

mer1t the1r approval Items nlneteen, twentg—seven, three and elght .

"\

are a reflecthn\gf‘thls partlcular c1a551f1cat10n of authorlty

\\‘ “»‘ .
. Items twenty-31x -and ten represent human relatlons skllls

T

1nd1cat1ng that teachers wouldkrlkely assoclate human reiatlons skllls

w1th charlsmatrc pe;sonallty. Item twenty—elght reflects an 1nc11n- ’

atfhn and ab111ty t:\rewardu It 1s obv1ous that teachers would expect ,

i

1tems nine and elghteen point to supportlve feellngs, 1t 1s understand- ;

-.'able that teachers would assocrate charlsmg wrrh support, for a pr1nc1— .

:lpal with outstandlng qualltres would 11kely accrue the sépport ‘of .others. jf'~

Weher s (1947) charismatic authorlty, Presthus (1960)  ®

.

'leéitimat1on by rapport French and Raven s (1960) referent~"power"

M 4

‘.and Peabody s (1962) person authorlty appear to be related to the type'

,of charlsmatlc authorlty revealed in thls study.; ‘Whereas. Presthus

\"

1

"x(1960) and Pehbody (1962) put an emphasxs on the human relatlons compon—k

' :ent human relatlons is not of maJor 1mportance in charlsmatlc authorlty

}

as de11ne ted 1n thrs study{ Charrsmat1c authorrty appears to be a

’ 4 3t

: comb1nat1 n of Webers(1947) who emphas1zes the personallty aspect and

-

'hiFrench and Raven (1960) who make reference to the rdentlflcatron of a

'subord1nate with a‘superror.

= S - -

Y
it

_ N w g

After a thorough exploratlon of 1dent1flcat1on technlques 1tv.'

_was determlned that the approprlate number of factors to be extractedﬂfx

=kt g, " " 3 N ]
. T . C .
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T

‘was four. Close examination of the respective configuration of ‘factor

.

'loadinge\enabled the researchef td'ihentify fhese h&potheticalzconh,

7ﬂactor ana1y51s produced four dlstxnct bases of authorlty.,

1

,getrﬁcfs.

fauthorlty of adm1nlstrat1ve skllls, deferentwauthorlty,vlegal—*“' N

)
. . ' . (LI i

"'pos1t1ona1 authorlty and charlsmatlc authorrty, each of whlch had a:

substant1a1 base 1n the 11terature.

'

of authorlty bases, competence, legltlmate, posxtlon and person comes

F@abody s (1962) categor1zat1on .

Deprte

..-p"".

':closest to repllcatlng the bases revealed in thxs study.

mlnor dlfferences, the f1nd1ngs of both stud1es are remarkably slmllar.r'
[}

. - / .
It must be stressed that 1nterpretat1on of factors 1s a

'.t!
(R "

'fa1r1y subJectlve process.'

‘operatlonal1zed researchers must be prepared to 11ve w1th thelr con—
cluslons, n the case'at,hand 1t;13 hoped that a-flrm'ground;ng 1n‘the”

\
'

area of research providedtéuitabie insights necessary for credible .

. . @

conclusions.

w; ?

However, unt11 more’ prec1se technlques are ., ..

e - 4,...'.'....«...'.,'..._'._... .
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v

fog -




Sop

e

Tee ['Lq

i ame e e Tl % e —— e s J e . P : . T

75

Ce "QUESTION ONT,

'(l) Do the components (bases) of authonty as
identified by Isheérwood (1973) - traditional,
. legal, charll?anc, 'human relations skllls,
expertise and normative - represen

" vof school control" e & AT e S

Development of the mstrument prov:.ded means by whlch the
problem posed by th'ls quest on could be/ answered. Although it was:

i

establlshed that the bases f authonty could be class:Lfled mto

categorles finer than two maJor d1men51ons (formal and 1nforma1)

model d1d not correspond totally to Isherwood's (197'3) desplte many '

)

-SlﬂlllarltlES; Hav1ng establlshed the srgn1f1cant number of factdrs to &

be four, any thought -of replrcatmg the. Isherwood model was put as1de.

Nevertheless, the prototype that was estabhshed resembled the

e,;\orlgmal model in a. number of ways.\VSJ.mllantles and grfferences

w111 subsequently be dlscussed S »r . -;\ "

Factor one has ‘been 1dent1fled as an admmlstratlve sk:.lls

°

o authorlty base and is comprlsed of techm.cal sklljs and human relatlons

. skllls. Isherwood's authonty of eXpertlse and human relatlons sk111s

. apparently havﬁe comblned to form thlS category. Seven of the elght Lt

.
' LI

- rtems orlglnally defmed ag expert and human relatmns components
m“ l;’ i % W ¢ . . § \

lqadedfs:Lgmflcantly on thls factor. N

' Deferent authorlty, defmed as respect for ;}Anwrltten code,

was establlshed as the second category. , sherwood 8 tradltronal |
[+ ' L . ks
authorlty appears to be related Although no reference 1s made of é

Y i

"d1vme law ».an 1nt1mat10n of the llke 13 present. o © et .' .

K ’ A .‘"N ".

Legal-—pos:Ltlonal authorlty 1s t\_he authonty extended to a

R P ormative — represent distinet® i e
(. ..o ---—: -yalue orientatitns that 1eg1t1mate the exercise ‘



St S gesas Do ¢
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BRI . classrfled as an. emn.ty unto 1tself..

j r .';" 1t would appear that 1f others feel \somethmg “should“ be cdone 1t may be .

N

oot Pt ign v AN s

%

prmcrpal because of hls/her posrtron accrumg from a, legal contract

‘f 1»6

* Whlch delmeates a hlerarchy of offlces. Isherwood s legal authorlcy

repllcates thls component to_ such an extent~4that~the;two are v1rtually

kT A

. e e e e, N y « . e 4 o el ey s <
o 1ndlst1ngu1shab1e. ' I s : ‘,.‘ \ S

| '4 The fmal ‘base esta‘bhshed m thls study tflas ldentlfl.ed as | E

: : "y i .

charlsmatlc authorlty, defmed as the author1ty attrrbuted to a. perscm

because of outstandmg personal qudlltles and a des1re of a subordmate

ot merlt that pe‘rson s approval. 9 Thrs componen,t‘ is 1dent1cal to the " a

* P or1g1na1 estabhshed by Isherwood A11 four. 1tems ongmally constructed "% v

A R to measure charlsmatlc author1ty loaded"ngnlflcantly on factor four,

" and. were the only ones to d6"'so0. .‘ ) ‘

-

Isherwooqf's normat:.ve base of authorlty comprlsed of a . °

’ reward and a support component d1d not a11gn eltBEIf w1th any one partrc-’
r

ular factor, but 1nstead was spread over three factors._‘ Iteme one and -

twenty—erght are’ reflectlve of a pr1nc1pal's mclrnatlon to reward

Trs ' ) teachers and 1oaded moderately on factor three (1ega1-pos1tmna1) and "

I" f
factor four (chansmatlc) respectwely Thls would seem to 1nd1cate that-
the mclmatmn or ab111ty of a prmc1pal to reward or proV1de services N

u

to. teachers :Ls assocrated by teachers w1th the pos;.tmn :.tself or: wrth d, K

v

‘: the admlrable qualrtles possessed by such_ ap 1nd1v1dua1 rather than be
Items flve and- elghteen represent '
Ca supportlve dlmensmn and load slgnrflcantly one;factor two (deferent)

‘ and factor three (1ega1-posu:10na1) respectlvely. . Closer exammat1on T
of 1tem elghteen reveals the word "shdﬂld" whlch may have" m the eyee

. . s

gt , of respondents, shlfted the o-rlgmal focus of the questmn. However, '. 5o

o

vl o
. 7
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part of the' process of soc1allzat10n which was addressed earher. Itemﬂ,y’;-» B

N s ' : | l

: __‘:V:A___;ﬁ__ﬂ.e f.we'mdlcates that™ support of the group is- assocmted w1th fomzﬁ - i
' e | T, EENE O B S el \
E o el posxtlon. e '_ WOt e, LT R e S

e . Although the baslc structure of the model of authorlty bases I

a

' d1ffers from Isherwood many s:.mylarltles do ex1st. . Expert and human

'relatmns skllls comblneq.to form an. alllance, tradltlonal authorlty Yo

resembles deferent authorlty, 1egal and charlsmat:\.c closely parallel B Lot \
‘ A e 3 . .

‘ therr counterparts“, ,Wh11e‘normatwe authorlty-,l‘s spread over three com—

& e e Phak g ,)‘,' 5 % PR E ’ -

2 = . . ) .
G - % “ - 5 & : »
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(2) Is there a dlstmctlon among these bases of
authonty such -that they can be c1ass:.f_1ed as .
elther formal or- mformal authonty" ‘
o
It was. ong:.nally :Lntended to 1nvest1gate the p0531b111ty of»
£
further clas31f1cat10n of categones 1nto formal and 1nforma1 authorlty

%Thls was based on . the assumptlon that categorles 1dent1f1ed 1n the
"study’would correspond to Isherwood's (1973) components. ) Isherwood

T . based h1s formal and 1nformal components on’ Blau and Scott s (1962) 3
Coe e o ) . _

SR , »typology of authonty. Wlth thle model as- a framework and after a

" .":persusal of the 11terature, he rbroke down the maJS)Qr components mto
‘f:.ner components. _ In the case) at hand factor analysrs has produced o R
3 o B

3 shght shlft 1n these flner components. As a result the respect,l.ve :

.

» i categorles must be exam:.fled agaln to determlne whether or not they are

.cons:.stent w1th the prev:.ous defmltlons attrlbuted to formal and

L C e e qo@ k ) " dl : '
R ’ , & T . ; et o e E o .
. . g - l’ ‘ : 5 ” - ./1‘
Vo, RN T ) ‘ .

Vs ln:jlnformal authorlty i ol

s

: (1962) deflne mformal authontp l\as‘ 'aﬁthority L

v e R <
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1eg1t1mated—by the ‘common values that -emerge in a group (p. 144) ‘ A

‘An 1ncon51stency ‘arises’if one is to equate supportlve tendenc1es w1th

ll.\study. e A ey o

" fAnswers toﬁ:hese questlons are deemed to be beyond the scope of thlS ?

‘This 1is  illustrated by the common factor loadings of .item four, -

' a role d1men31on.

the pre‘vxous deflnltlon.r Thl.s is, 111ustrated by the fact that the ‘_‘
1tems that supposedly reflect group support 1oad 51gn1f1cant1y on those

factors (deferent legal—poutlonal) that are usually class1f1ed as - ;

@

-formal - The questlons arlse—what is: formal authonty" What is mformal

authorlty” How do the components produced here relate to them? ,

%

Nevertheless, if one was to eyeball the data, similarities
‘between ‘deferent .authority and legal—poéitionai authority are evident.
B o - 3 . 23 . “ . ® & * . .,

N ) G Al 4 B 7

v‘eeven, nine and fifteeo on 'bo’th 'factor two and 't'hree.* Howeverr, 1tems ¢

,that load s1gn1f1cant1y on charlsmatlc authorlty also load on legal-

*Y
'

posn:mnal whlch 1n tum,, compllcates matters even further.

«
~ '

A bond between admmlstratwe skllls and charxsmatlc

te

: authonty 1s ev1dent from thelr common factor 1oad1ngs. Futher, 1tems

loadmg 51gn1£1cant1y on the factor 1dent1f1ed as’ adm:.nﬁ{stratlve

skllls do not, tend to 1oad to any ‘great extent gn factors representlng

i deferent ﬁﬁd legal—p051t10na1 authorlty. --’Desplte common 10ad1ngs over.’

K a11 factors, hOWever, it appears that charlsmatlc and admmxstratlve LIRS

authorlty are aff111ated w1th a person d1mens1on, wh11e deferent and

o

legal-posulonal authorlty may be cons1dered to be representatlve of

Vo 5

It 1is ev:.dent t'ﬁat each factor as a hypothetlcal construct

may be cons:tdered a eeparate ‘ent:.ty; InAAa practleal sens'e,:howeyer, .«

T
b

o D " « AR "'.
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'these"d'isti'.nctions.c:en- becémeobscu‘re.: Althou-gh & - appe.ars that

s

’ ~ . . . o oW & : s .\;\.'4_ : ;
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. QUESTION THREE -
(3) Whlch admm:.stratlve authorlty bases do

-teachers percelve as most effective for B
ensuring compliance? .« I

B ¥ . f i
)
The mstrument: was comprlsed of 1tems des1gned to measure =r.he

* ase oo

1mportance teachers attrlbute to a glven set of c1rcumstances that could

potentlally e11c1t comphance. Th].s 1nstrument was subJected to factor -
: : \ .

o analysm whl.ch dellneated clusters of ltems. Th‘.LS developme"r’ltal process

‘. 3 ~
3 -

produced four authorlty bases — admmlstmthe skllls, deferent

authoi'ity, legalﬁpositiona1~ suthority and char,;'.smatic‘autho_‘r.ity. ; i

- A further l’sf:‘ep in the e:rpioretl;;on of anthority has 'to’ivnveet-
Lgate the poss1b111ty that teachers attached more -1mportance\ to ‘one or
more of the’ author1t.y bases establlshedhe.rt/ Agam, a certalnn degree

.vof "_]V.oosene_s's‘ canbe assoc1ated with factor analys:.s at th1s _]uncture. :
- _-'Hohever,.this 1s‘unav01dab1e.“A ‘In v1ew'of the fact 'that, pnonty has . e i - :

- been glven to. 1nstrument development, the testmg of authonty bases

Coe

'm thls manner must be regarde& 'as a secondary functa.on of the ﬁ:udy.

e S

Al

Ite;ns that loaded at ,,45 or hlgher on a factor were

e

) selected to represent that factor. .

L

Whereas these 1tems were the key to ‘

N

__gnlockmg the true nature of the hypothetlcal factors, . ].t ‘was- dec:.ded

- . that these varlables represented the factors adequately.

™ B %
VO < hd?

A cr1ter1on -

E . L
' i A
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L . for each respondent. Pan:ed T-tests were execut/ed utlllzmg the

e g e =BT NEA T ey —..:._T s
%

h —
e e v e g 3

3 & . \
i e A .

level of 45 may be consldered somevwhat strmgent. However, because of
.6 " a 4rh\

the d1ff1cu1ty of . separatlng these concepts 'in a practlcal sense, many ’

1tems)1.o‘aded moderately-on. more tha\n one-:.‘tém. Although 1tems that

loaded .'vf.rom _l36 to .45 can be cons:.dered srgnlflcanr., t:helr contnbu—

tlon to the factor 1s cons 1derably less than J.tems m the hlgher

’

bracket. It: was felt that 1nc1us:|.on90f 1tems m the moderate range w1t:h

v A Ltems loadlng as hlgh as‘. 78 mlght not ‘lead to an ac urate representa-—

t1on of factors, assummg that all‘ items were grven the same Welght. B

T4

Although factor score coeff1c1ents can be ut111zed as

B v Wos M7 regressmn welghts tor \eyunate factors scores, 1t was® 1& consldered
: o W ‘ ;
,-’ fea31b1e to employ compos:.te scales of thls nature for the purposes at

- Fd

hand . Whereas. a dec1slon to ee_t the cr;._ter:.,on, level a;: .45 may be con-

p - sldered arbltrary by’ sbme, 4 E, is felt that in each case 1tems _over .45
it p I > e “ e e z N . " = R -

: will" give. a true indication of. the nature of t:h‘al: factor.

Means were computed for al‘L u:ems represem:mg each component

\.‘\

‘ S Stat:l.stlcal Packa e for Soc1al Sclences (19
: dev1at1ons of each co _pon can be seen in Table 12. LoWer scores
v N foy L g ) Y E

% "' ) arerln’dlcatlve of a more comphant atnt:ude. ngher scorea i’ridicate an
) " : .

ans and standard

uuwrllmgness to c‘omply. Table 13 dep1cts the results of the palred
T—tests among authorlty types. Whereas the probablhty of random error

J« A mcreases w1th the number of T-tests, appropnate ad;ustments have been .
¥ S . ) r: ’ 2 . . B . 2 ®

'made.'.~ : : w@ fw Y : ,

> Slgnlfxcant d1fferences Were found to exlst between all compom .

¥ “ & ! = i

s ents w1th t:he exceptlon of posxtronal 1ega1 and charlsmatlc authonty. A

-

Teachers percelved that the admmlstratlve sk1lls base of authorlty

was the most effectlve in e11c1t1ng thexr comphance. Although _ .

' 3 o S e ) g & wd




B 0 e

.

. society as a’ whole is experiencing..’

©

' admlnlstratl ‘

81
TABLE 12

TEACHER MEAN SCORES FOR AIIIHORITY BASES B

ooty pase e Sert
Aduinistiative Skills 1.2 51 e '
' Charlsmamc Authorlty - 2.33 . . "'"‘;_7428‘ TS
' Legal-P051t10na1 Authorlty 2_.3_58',:“,‘,': 747\ ‘
o ,. A . Deferent Authonty - " 2.750 P 768 G

-as thé%)st 1mportant authorlty base. 4

At the other emd of the spectrum, deferent authorlty was .

percelved as. the least effecmg,means of ga1n1ng compllance. Perhaps

n mdlcatmn of the wanmg respect for authonty that

.t

Both charismatic émthority erid ’legal-’-i)osit'ional»author'ity'
. . '

were percewed as belng s:.gn:l.f:.cantly 1ess 1mportant than admlnlstra- )

.twe sk1lls and slgnlflcantly more 1mportant than deferent authorlty.-

It may come as a surpnse to some that: chansmatlc authorlty 1s rated

a
1

on ar par w1th legal—posufmnal authorlty F1nd1ngs here seem to '

1nd1.cate that teachers WOuld not’ be any more 11ke1y to comply w1th the '

o

dn:ect:n.ons of ‘a charlsmatlc personahty who d1d not also possess

admm:.stratlve sk1lls than they wouldapr1nc1pa1 on the strength of

A}
0 i

the p081t10n alone. "'.‘~ o g

R leltatmns of the #sugnment of 1tems to factors notw1th-' :

19
”!..

standlng, the admmlstratlve sk111s authorlty base was found t:o be o

(R

ol " . & . o [ i ~..‘.r,~» ]
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skllls, he also found that teachers percelved competence
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IMPORTANCE OF AUTHORITY BASES AS PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS

TABLE 13

. Number of M Standard Standard T-Value Degrees. of 2-tailed
a&c Cases o Deviation Error Freedom Probability

Skill s 1243 0.515 0.046

128 -16.17 127 0.000%
Deferent . 7500 0.726 0.064
Skill .7278 0.516 0.046
Posit 127 -10.07 126 0.000%
Legal .3583 0.747 0.066
Skill + 1243 0.515 0.046

128 -11.45 127 0.000%
Charismatic .3359 0.768 0.068
Deferent . 7480 05730 0.066

127 6.88 126 0.000%
Legal .3583 0.747 0.066
Deferent .7500 0.728 0.064

128 5.90 27 0.000%
Charismatic .3359 0.768 0.068
Legal .3583 0.747 0.066

12 031 126 0.754
Charismatic .3386 Otk 0.068

AR 000
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‘ s:Lgmflcantly more effectlve in e11c1t1ng compllance of teachers than

\

s effect:.veness in ehc:.tmg teacher comphance.,

: teacher perceptlons.- Mean scores were computed for each base of

F chansmatlc, legal-posn:lonal and deferent authonty. On the-other : '

hand the deferent authonty baSe was" found to be 51gn1f1cant1y less .
3 B

:meortant than admmlstratlve skllls, charlsmatlc legal-p051t1onal

bases of authorlty. No 31gm.f1cant dlfferences were found between

' chansmatlc and 1ega1-pos1t10na1 authorlty w1th res ect to/ theu‘
) ‘f P

“a

'
T 5 P i A',. .

QUE STION FOUR

(4) Whlch admlmst:ratwe authonty bases do prmcl- .
pals percelve'as most effectlve for ensurmg o # o
. -comphance" ‘ : S 4

w Pr1nc1pal per‘ceptlons'we're analyzed in the same mannér”a,s‘

authorlty for each of the pr1nc1pa1s. Mean _Scores and standard dev1a—

'

" tiond can be seen: m 'l‘a.blﬁ 14.‘ LOw scotes*/represent a wﬂ.llngness to

i
o

Palred T-teats were empioyed usmg the Stat19t1ca1 Package

~

.ot

for Soc1a1 Sc1ences (1970) and the results are 111ustrated 1n Table 15

comply wh11e hlgh scores 1nd1.cate a reluctance to comply.' | i
‘ TABLE 14, - )
. .PRINCIPAL MEAN SCORES FOR AUTHORTTY BASES S
' . i . . " f// } A Standard . ) | .,Ll.f
, 2, = 'Authorlty Base -.- / - Mean- _Deviation - e B
P Admuustratlve Skills . 1.874 0 .342
. ' Charxsmatxc g " 2.»5‘74_‘ .643_ e e
- Legal-Posmt:Lonal KT | S T Tl AN
TR T L ~De§erent;-_ . 290(1 o 155 W \‘ .

Although the sample e1ze 19 corxs1derab1y smaller than the former group, P




‘ TABLE 15 -

;fﬂPDRTANCE OF AUT?ORITY BASES AS PERCEIVED,§¥ PRINCIPALS

-’ . Number of :
. ..Cases |

;S;andard‘-

Mean TG
: _{Devlatlon‘

) Standard
Error

‘# Value

‘ Degrees'of
Freedom

,thailed
: Probability

> 5y
,\’ _.'.'4
o % \ <
* 9'. N -.
A R Base'
2 ‘ e - USKill..
aft? "1_~ R .
- . . .Deferent - -
¥ S i

Ry o

1.8739

2.9059"

0.342

L.0.641 |

".0.633.

-.0.155

;y.;6486:_f

16

0.000%

| ‘Legal.

. Skill

o=

170

. 1.8739

27206

| 0.342

R

~0.551 -

o088 L .. 0 I,
o e 8T BB -
0.134 =

16.

S

0.000%

5
5
2 P 1
4
2P |

skill -

 Charismatic _

.; 1??'

"~1;a739s"

2 5735‘7’-0 648 -

04342

0.083

;:A?/157_. '

EETR

> 7.0.00L%x

" Deferent. .

{izLegai{

WLN

”-j‘ln;z.

2.7206

‘ ,kz 9059 d;o 641

0.551 -

0:155 -
’ -f;0.134 S

.-.]:6

LN

*ichdiisméfid; ;
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12.9059 "
2.5735

v 0.641 .

fo.sag'

- 0.155. . °

£0.157

16 -

0.144 -

':TLegal
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Bl ¥
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results are’ smllar to teacher perceptlons.

Whereas pr1nc1pals E

o

perce:.ve that adm:.m.strat:l.ve sk:.lls are more J.mportaut than deferent,
/ . Lo . . LI g ~

Yy

v

- ', P, ., e . . > .
) area. S . Tk ,!

the 1mportance of —admmlstratlve Skllls may be attnbuted to the:.r

cogn:.zance mcreasmg techmcal structure of schooI programs
i e wd Authont baaes for those who admmlster our - ’,' .»_-'," RIS S !

legél-posn:lonal, and char:.smat:.c amthonty, there are no s:.gnlfzc"a.nt

dlfferences among the latter components. ) Because the sample s:.ze* iy

& <

was relatlvely small Lt was d‘fflcmlt to obta:.n stat:.stlcally

e LI Y . - S

"Q o

‘\

s:.gn:l.flcant d1fferences..4 The fact that admmlstratlve sk:.lls were

. .«' o % . ' 3 ' o

percelved as most a.mportant at O 001 and 0. 01 s:.gmfl.cance levels,

e 3

o b 3 ERN

" . : : a o .‘1

. V3 i . " £

These flndmgs, however are contrary to Egner (1968),‘,wb.o

a

found that more than fl.fty per cent of prmclpals tested percelved

'L g v & .
the:.r ba51s of authonty as posn.t:.onal as cpposed to twenty-elght

pex: cent who perce1ved 'a functmnal base derwed from competence and

S,
By«

personal quahtles. The recogm.t1on on the part of prmclpals &s to

T i \ . . .
- RS v £ -.',- S R

’

i,

of th"

natlon s! schools m:e changmg, 3h1ff1ng and 1n E TR T
Wi Ty some cases, dlmlnlshmg.- Partlcdlarly sueep«- S, ‘ y A g 1T
“ tible: to. change *is.the principal's.position. ; ey
As the technical: structure: (the teachmg and -
educatlon -program. structure) increases in com-
plexxty and dlverslflcatlon, teachers by v:Lrtue
‘ of their competence and .person’ authority -have
assumed mote responsiblllty for those areas. . '
" This -increase' In—éducat.1onal sophlstlcatlon ‘has’:
requ:.red admmlstratg.ve arrangements beydnd the
g ‘_\.‘ defmzt:.on of . the prmc:.pal's role. (Serg:.ovanm

and Starrat, 1979, pp. 137-138) B
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i o . Nevertheless, con31stenc1es between teacher ‘and prmc1pa1 in any Lo

'domaln hLve the, poteﬁklal to, sdtbsfy both partles. G
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In cone’lusmn, prmcipals, percelved admlnlstratwe skllls to N

/

b, be 51gn1flcantly more r-mportant than deferent legal-‘posulonal and .

. ' u
. v C charlsmatlc authonty in’ gammg teacher pompllance. No 51gn1f1cant Lo
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.| SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . '+~ = i.. | [ " "~

Di. , . i ‘.., # ) "~-,

Th1s chapter contams 2 summary of the purpose of the study, :

methodology, and f1ﬁd1ngs emenatlng from the data. General conclusums Lo o
N i . P e 8 e bWy W v . 5 .1'..." _
. ’ are presented along wlth recommendatlons for further study and actlon. . 3w
r ‘ v . A & % ) P K % i N . ’ " , =

° . . Y ) 1;0 - .< . :‘.~' - ) i . b ‘_, ) e . £ - .
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PURPOSE OF THE'STUDY ...  ° . . = ‘oo 0k

v, N Thi‘s .stud); was i:o'nducted t'o ‘i.'nvest'igete teaeher and principal L
T . 1 ¢ . 5 . W B ; v

‘perceptlons of - admlnlstratlve authorlty bases ln schools in Newfoundland

R and Labrador.‘ Whereas Isherwood (1973) confl‘rmed the ex:Lstence of formal_ﬁ‘.',' | ") ':),

.-

~and 1nfbrmal authorlty bases, questlons regardlng the unlque nature of £

‘ h1's rrner components = 1ega1 trad1t1onal, charlsmatlc, human- relatlons
©.skilly: expert and' normatlve - rema1ned answered . ;‘ o R : £, '. | b o : ,:'- 3.
The focus of thlS study was centred around the development of . a
.an instrument to.measure tﬂeeche_r',and‘prlncmal perceptlons .of,authorlty‘ ';'
bases es.p'ereel\:ed by 't_eaehe,ts.'.'» Once the lnstruuent’: was"de\r'el'oped,:l :
_. questions- centlral: to 'this study were addresse:d.‘ N
. A . y
MET}lODOLOGY'i, RN
:lFrom a populatlon of 192 teachers aud 21 prlnc1pals in a school
dlstr:l.ct of Newfoundland and Labrador, 131 teachers -and 17 pr1nc1pa19’"* BAES ) b

¥ R . .oas

returned questlonna:l.res (69+.5. per cent)

Wt
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Tb(e ‘rav,data was coded for ‘use in computer programs ‘and I TR
factor analysis was 'employei;.asr the technique' for. delineating- the dimen- -

sions of authorit}i. Palr'WISe T-tests were conducted to dlagnose

{ « 5 3 '

dlfferences teachers and pr1nc1péls attached to t%e res,pectwe d1men— ST y
- e " ) d . . " .
sions. - - S T AP ©

CRESULTS v, i - L

The sbudy produced 't:he followmg results. © s ¥ o -

s Procedures ut111zed So ldentlfy an approprlate number of factors e B s sl

B 1nd1cate‘d t,hat the best number 'ofdfacto.rs ‘to retain for rotatzop to

s \ Ya @
,a termmal solu‘tfon was four.." O I O A

':‘2.‘Upon rotatlon and 1nterpretat10n of the factors, four bases of

P
i

authorlty Were 1dent1f1ed - authorlty of admmlstratlve skllls,

def erent: authonty, legal-pos:.t:.onal authonty and charlsmatlc v
author]_ty ~ .":., 3 2 '“ . « oL o \ = ’ ' : ‘.‘ B e S

" 3 Teachers perceived authorlty of admmlstratwe skllls to be more

. . . . # i

effectlve in ellcltlng the;.r compllance than deferent, legal— g, ¥ 5 EpiEE

T . ' @ i E Yol ""(.'

'.pos1t10na1 or charlsmaklc authorlty
Teachers percelved deferent authonty tg*,be less effect:.ve m

’ galnlng f:helr compllance t:han admlmstratwe Skllls, 1egal-
' \ CEC L [

jposn.tmnal and charlsmatlc authorlty.

o
..x ( ] *

5. No statlstu:ally 51gm.€1<:ant dlfferences were fc\md between teacher ‘ R

(1

‘perceptmns of the effectlveness of 1ega1—pos:.t10na1 authorlty and .
A -4 e :
'cbarlsmatlc authorlty LA
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“#. of aprincipal will come as a surprise to few. -Somewhat unexpected was’
o 4 U ” R . - . o , . o . . T S

P
RS ¢
6‘.-Ptincipals perceived authority of glministr_ative -skiils to :h'é more.
. B _‘ .-“ .. ‘\‘ll" _‘ ! v e - F o s
effe?give in gaining teacher compliapce than deferent,.legal-
bositio\'nal. or charismatic authority.: . ’

. a

. Te No stat1st1ca11y slgnlflcant dlfferences ‘were found between pr1nc1pa1
4 g .

perceptmns of the effectlveness of deferent legal-pos:Lt:Lonal and”

. ¥ e ¢ . % . ¢ \i ’

\'cherlvsmatlc aathorlty,. : : N “ia R

e om0, + ‘(- K
D CONGI;U_S'I'ONS IR
Although the d1men810ns of authorlty revealed m the study

v os oo,

- dld not prec1se1y dupllcate those flner components as 1dent1f1ed by

Isherwood (1973)_, there were many '31m11ant1.e“eﬁ Fur'ther, there-was con-
l ‘ :

L ' s:.derable support for the bases 1dent1f1ed in thls study thr\oughout the

llterature. The study, came closest to dupllcatmg a study by Peabody'

(1962), whose exploration \lmcovex;ed four somewhat 51m11ar bases of

~\,l‘

:euthonty. E Co .

ull’erhap.s,the 'most striking feature of \the ’study was the . a

alhance of human relatlons skllls-and technlcal skllls undet a s:.ngle '
' 'dlmenswn.‘ Although specu'latlon as to thls poss1b111ty ex1sts in the .
llterature, no research to- date had uncovered this ev1dent1y strong

-

Dty The i“mpjortance teachers attached to administrative skills’

the extremely.low ranking of. deferent authority %‘*‘perhaps; an ‘

-indication.or reflection of the waning respect for authority ‘that ,

.\s‘oci'_ety as, a whole is expe'ri‘eneing.. Thé comparable rénkings ofde'g’ak;

o,

positional and charismatic authority would seem to point to-a

S . TR Sema oo om R e S R S i
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A
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a

c " ‘ " theee: authorl-ty ‘bases, can be attrlbuted to the sample s1ze. If _
, e A gf

g5 g . - \" LN .
4 e * g ‘ “ x- . “ "

o

o "r'eiu'c‘ta‘ncie bf‘teacflex‘zs.~ tb"cbmpiy' hith _th:é\'-.directions of charismatic

,\.

' ‘; F1nd1ngs of ‘this atudy m contrast to Egder (1968), revealed

that pr1nc1pals attached greatest 1mportance to adm,lmstrablye skllls.
U' :.l B .O‘ .
ThlS would seem to" mdlcate that prlncmals are aware of the - .
i 2 w4 o

N - o

mcreaSLng technlcal sophlstocatlon 1nf11trat1ng the schools and of

the 1mp11catlons these changes hold for them. The ~fact" that no

s 4 3 ’

statlstlcally 51gn1fi'cant deferences yere found between the latter

l e

5 o Fs
fe

Stlnctlons between the 1mportance attached to. these three dlmensmns .

S . /

/

1s to be uncovered lt 1s mandatory “thata larger sample be adopted» ‘

« 'u'
Ve . : we t o -~
Vi " 1 * s 3 & - i
$ o g o O e

i e

i

F, b o G REGOMMENDATIONS ,EOR AC’I‘ION
l It is suggested that pr1nc1pals seek formal tralnmg in admm—

4

:.'!~

3

2 It 1s suggested that: prmc:.pals make an attempt to show an 1nterest'.,

1n, and commumcate effectlvely on, a person— o-person basls w1th

" their teachers. o e S iy
v f- * G k‘ o o "
3 It 15 suggested that pr1nc1pals not attempt ‘to rely on teachers

respect fo,r authorlty»or teachers respect fcr the p081t10n of

. g
.

prmc1pa1 1n seeklng optlmum compllance ‘With thelr dlrectlons. ’

4 It is suggested v school dlstrlcts and other mstltutlons aff111ated

J w1th the preparatlon of” admlmstrators prov1de 1n—serv1ce for ‘admin~
l

1strators in the ‘areas of human relatmns and techmcal tasks on a

regular basis. - Ry

r

pr:.ncxpals 1f they pessess few admm:tstratlve sk111s. S e o> ‘[

. 1strat10n and all areas, that relate 'to the operatlon«of the school- :

i
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:“.The'fd'lll'ow‘in/g‘.are'-,regibfhmehd'ed' as areas-for further investiga-.
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v likely to do the th':l.ngs A PRINCIPAL suggests.‘ e e BT Rt g L ‘

-

’ 7, ;J’ ol SN e . w5 5
1 sl e e 2 ® 5 . R / ) -
o . vy , f A Yt B e
Ae - . . . @ oty . i
T e & L : . ' - : & 5 s ‘, RO
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L 1. TEACHER'SGORY". - P Byt el L E, =g
1.'i (AN “3 : v ’b"‘
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Indicate by means of -a check mark (J) the extent to which you would be

T T S B i
I DO THE THINGS A PRINCIPAL SUGGESTS OR WANTS. " ‘ . ) E

1 When a‘ principal goes out of the way, even beyond the requirements of
his/her job 'to help me, yet expects little iq,,,return. L -
_rgr.“a’.' Always e
" .. b. ___: Often/ 3 w B (NORMA’I‘IVE)

s —1—- : ¢

T B e L Sometimes wa, i (Authorlty type included P A

. T Rarely..o . T L Vgor, the benefit of, the - S
"e.;;*;Never:e_‘ T reader) L ~r.' "

i }2‘.-'Becausq my contract with the school system requines me to carry out a ST T
prlncipal's requests., R G R L e b B s e EETa \-._ e

;~.;_“ ﬁa.’ Always . W s =
bofe. b. T Often SR P L T L R A A

( Sy G . ‘.C-'l‘ _ Sometimes T . o (LEGAI:) L ) 4 ) ...: .4 . ot s ’*.:."‘ e I
; d. Hapely b sFow T mE ST e e T

o .'e._ ".‘ Never oL

a

3. When 1 admlre a pr:mcipal for hls/her personal qual:_ties and- want to

- act.in a way that mer:.ts his{her reepect ‘and \admiratlon. L ¥
% nﬂu S ¥ j“,,!),, N s . & Ny s v
Cas’ ) Always EE S " mu/!' ' ""N'“L" *f; . .?\ W“:’( & N
LB often:’ i il g,
. TP B N (CHARISMATIC) b
oL ATy ‘Sometimes | ] e T
B s Rarely ',’ A Y. TR R L -
;jé. ; Never I R IR a
H&:Because a principal is my boss and consequently, I do as he/she says. i,
- a. Always AL T AR S W ,
“b.._-__.Often et et LA “ o
c.'____ Sometimes . T b (LEGAL) AT
ds’ Rarely - -, .. - cyl ow ~

Ses .. Never‘ S e

"~ 5. ‘When the other teachers and staff members are highly supportive of a
-principal and I share their feeldngs. AL " Pt w

- oy,
& . ol »

s T Always-" T T A

o obo_Often’ . Y (NORMATIVE) . - . .t
Z -'fjd.‘____Rarely o Ty e L W e T ORI
e Neve; R N B IR e e g = o=" s E D
; - % S B . . - O
: ’ _'" .
' L : e
-2 s o s Be s ool
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6. When a principal is krowledgeable in school matters to the extent ® -¢ .
; that he/she is able to develop programs and services that meet the \\\
needs of all’ students: : i
‘ a. Always T e A
° b. __ .Often' * (EXPERT)- R o
g o B ‘c. . Sometimes - | : o . e
I T & Rarely '* yoa % L
T L " e. ___ Never L w2 mP
‘J’ i o : ' 3 : | b

. ,.
" .
1
" . o
: \ ! »
. 1
&
) ~
8
L] &
J [ ®
<
i

“10. When

the parents of my students want me to follow h\}s/her directlon.’,

a. * Always ‘
“ b. " Qften :-* ‘ (TRADITIONAL)
.- ¢y . Sofietimes S , LT
© dy . Rarely = ... . 7 U !
ey Never . ¢ e T . ,

8 When a principal sets such a fine example for ‘others nhat I Just want 4'
, to be counted amorig his/her followers. . : '

a, o Always P SHE . F L
4 b. . Often s (CHARISMATIC) .
N €. Sometimes Co R % !

Rarely

! Never )

2T e

zém'When members of the schoo'l community expect me to honour his/her
* wishes, and directions. - o o
o , ‘ . ‘
b.”
‘c.
d.
e

Always
‘Often
"Sometimes
_Rarely
Never

b K TRADITIONAL .

Ill

a principal is very 'ta,ctf‘u‘l and und'ers'tend‘%ng in deelings.‘ with:
g mE S il A :

N,

‘a. . Always : : o ‘ w
be N Often N\ (HUMAN RELATIONS) - ‘
e, -Sometimes \ , = T -
e B g Rarely ‘
Toel Never -~ = "~

11. When a principal s past experience and training are evident in the
ol way he/she runs’ the school he/she knows what he/she is doing. C

'a.

: , I Always T R )
™ ’ g% 'bv . Often e o 4 . v .
..l . __._ Sometimes - '(EXPE3Tl
20 ..d. . Rarely T .
o - e ' Never . . |

L PP S S



BT T Ry e . a.
i . @ S R B
b B . ea

o d.
ey

LI T fprinc1 1.
T e " aﬁf
“*b.

G

d!

e

) L a.
A4 0 . - . 7 b,
N : ' ' - % ’ . Ce
e, WO, ' I dy
N, T e e

“a.

b.
v P
- d.

fl?HIl I‘I | |'l‘

'I'l | -fH

1 g
°.
b ._'
ay - Always.
b. Often
... 7 res - Sometimes'
e Rarely.
) p i . e © ‘Never
a. Always
b, ‘Often -
A - Sometimes -
e \ T d. “Rarely
¥ RIS SR - @ Never

//

Always‘;
. Often '

Rarely.
Never

Alwa&s
Often

Rarely
Never

Always
Often

Rarely
Never

Always"
Often

Rarely
Never

Sometjimes

Sometimes e

Sometimes - -

Sometimes‘}' '

'3

. (COERCION)'

/T/XPERT)

(HUMAN RELATIONS)

»

.(COERCION)

'7ff‘1LEGAﬁ)'-'

(TRADITTONAL)

N

T

13. When'a'principal has: showri good Judgement regarding‘educatinnal
'matters in the past and. is 11kely to, do 'so, in the future

12 When a principal uses threats to’ ensure that directions are foliowed

-

;' n; -,.,.ﬁ'“ﬁ B lkr When a principal displays through interactions with me that hg!she
: J © is. genuinely concerned about my personal well—being

190"

»

a”

. e “15. Because soc1etal'norms dlctate that' I comply w1th the w1shes of .a

~‘;l6. When a’ principai is likely to penalize me for. non—compliance with
7his/her w1shes. A 5 e _ - P :

kI A WhenI recognize the’ dlrections ‘of a principal as rules: and feel that
B T N - Tules mustbe obeyed.’ : . e

g

I | I lf.

e

Rl T R e SO SN2

- i e g



' 101
\ ..
e M ¥ 5 .
- 18, When ﬁellow staff members feel\that a pr1ncipa1 s directiVes should
" be followed. o | ’
. dl. " Always - - R i
SR -—7— Of;'ei P . (NORMATTIVE)
~ c.’ _ Sometimes ' ' )
‘ d. ‘Rarely )
" en Never ' f?

ey

19

200

21,

a2,

When a principal is such a dynamic person that 1 would want his/her'

oplnion of me to be a positive one. .

a. Always. v oor T S
b, Often . .. {CHARISMATIC)'
G _ Sometimes- g - A
d. . Rarely:
e. Never

When a’ princlpal makes me pay"'fbr not following his/her vishes.

a.  Always i

b. .. Often | ' ' W
'c. .- Sometimes '.(COERCION»
d. _ Rarely .~ - 'y

e. - Never ' a5 e

L W

When I. perceive that my principal takes time to ensure that he/she
is able to relate well to me. o ’ '

cd. . Always , : o Lo
b. Often . ' = (HUMAN RELATIONS).
- 8. ‘Sometimes - . xR Tw et
d. Rarely
el _ Never
A ¥ & .

-When a principal exhiblts Sklll with respect to timetabling, .

. supervision of teachers, 'and.other areas related to- adminlstratlon

23,

that contribute to the smooth operation of the school

. a. ‘ Always ; o ae N

b. . Often . - af wE L :

c. Sometimes. : _‘EXPE3$)‘
d. . Rarely. - P ) .
i Never ‘

T oe.
<58 .

Because I recognize that the way to achieve school’ goals i5'to’

follow the rules, ome of which spec1fies that L comply with the
wishes of a. principal. '

‘a. . © Always ' - ' . :} :

b. _ -'Oftez -  (LEGAL) -
C. Sometimes. . : -

d. " Rarely T

e.. _ " Never afe i T F .
B : 3 (— -

. 8 @’



s i !
K ' - {o2
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- 24, When a principal subtly or blatantly threatens to make things ;

L difficult for me to ensure that his/her wishes will be carried out.

a. ' Always | . )
b. . Often : ' o )
. c.. - Sometimes 4 ; LCOERCION)W
. : o d.__: Rarely = ; L ‘
L s e. ' Never . o ~ /' o 7

N

25. Because 1 have been’ brquht up to believe that the. wishes of a V

superior, in this case a principal, should be respeqted K

8. Always . B . j
b. Often = .- - ofF (TRADITIONAL):
ce = Some times ¢ w iy

: d. * Rarely.

-oe. I .Never

ey

Y om

26. When a pr1nc1pal ‘makes 1t easy for me’ to communicate w1th him/her 1“'

'“vand talks to .me oh an equal person to person basis. .. o i
:ﬁk _ ‘a. ' Always o e ', d ol ’ l\
© be___.. Often . -, 6-(HUMAN R_ELATIONS). T
. e ". Sometimes e T I T . e I
~de - Rarely - . A b '
T e, -~ Never - . ., N v,

I would hope to emulate him/ r in‘one way or another.

- Always B g Ny . J " )
© ‘b. . _..0Often . . L AT 'a -
_.c. . . 'Sométimes .- ?\CHARISMAT.IC); '
rde Rarely LB g -
e: - Never
28.'When a principal doesn t hesitate to reward me for my successes» U
. a. .. Always . : : : ". ‘I, : .
b, T Often - ,.“’(NORMATIVE) L
e. Sometimes .. . 4 . W, M= R
d. . .Rarely b o . e . . L
e. Never dow o, T A .
S L ; [
- : : ﬁ,(."
g - v . o
R I ‘?.‘ . aﬁ . ;;f .
e

:27 When a principal possesses such an array of adhirable qualities that»l

L.

: - "



-Zx-Because a teacher‘s contract w1th the school system requires them o
./’\“. !

of
.

™~ ;
3 103
o PRINCIPAL'S COPY ° Lo
. , JEE j ' A " i ) 2
- ‘ : o ‘ o %, ¥
.Indicate by means of a check.mark (J') the extent to-which you feel
. teachers would be 1ikely to follow the directions of their principal
TEACHERS DO THE THINGS THEIR PRINCIPAL SUGGESTS OR WANTS:
l When their principal goes out of the way, evem beyond the require—‘~
ments of his/her job' to help them,: yet expects little in return._j
a. ___ Always “', _— : - : L E e Ca
b. . Often ° .« -7 (“NORMATIVE), ¥ '
i G . Sométimes . o i g g w3 2
.d. ____Rarely o I N .

e . Neverf- . .,} ‘-"_ ‘ ST

& carry out their princ1pa1 S request.
.af ' :Always N
___._ Oftem = - ' (LEGAL).
”,c. . ‘Sometimes T T P
dv. ____ Rarely . - i ' ' ' i o, e,
e._" Never ‘ R T "R T

‘

3.'When ;eachers admire their prlncipal for his/her personal qualitles,
and want ‘to ect in.a way that merits his/her respect and, admiratlon.

a. _ - Alwdys A Pl A é.
oy I8 2, OERER o (CHARISMATIE) - .
A . Sometimes L A gy T =
“d. Rarely . n %
e. Never , . =~ = ’
: » §s o P U E 3 e -
4. Because their principal is their boss .and consequently, they do as ,‘\
‘he/she says. - P 2 o i Fow = 4
©a. uAlwa . : % o b .
b - Often - - .~ . . (LEGAL)’ .
c¢. . Sometimes "’ s LB
d. . Rarely. ' . E
e. ~ Never ' 'z -
L -

e,
.

5. When other teachers and staff members are hlghly supportlve of the

‘principal, and they share their feeli gs.

‘o

"a. ;__; Always¢

b. _- - Often
- Sometimes . J
sd. - - Rarely" . %
-

Never“

¥

z¢




' ) J ‘."-, -.Jxma !

s

6  When- their principal is very knowledgeable Ain school matters
extent that he/she is able to develop programs and services
meét in the needs of the students.‘ -

.+ 104

to the’

te

a. Alvays : .
. b. Often N
€., - Sometimes (EXPERT)
“dy Rarely
e. .Never g
e el \o

C pal's directions

ca. Always oL S h
. b. ____ Often *- (TRADITIONAL)
¢c. _.  'Sometimes B R '
. d. .. Rarely .
;'Ne‘ver

e.

. 7. When the parents of their students want them to follow their princi-

8

-8, When thelr principal sets such a f:Lne example .for others that they

s

“a. . ‘Always. . . : .
* b. . -Often ' JRTI L
c. -  'Semetimes :(CHASISMATIC)' '
d. - Rarely '
: - Never

9. When members oﬁ the - school communlty expe(:t them to honour thelr

e “just want to be tfounted among his/her followers.

prlncipal s ‘wishes and directlons.

10. When their princ:lpal is tactfuL and unqkerstandmg in his/her deall- '

1ngs with‘ teachers .

‘w

Banv: Alwa.ys

b . . Often . ST IL I
c. ' Sometimes * . . (TRADITIONAL)"
d. __ Rarely T w et t
e. Never ' :

L a. Always o T p
- " b. ' ' Often ' (HUMAN RELATIONS)
. c. Sometimes S R
. d. Rarely
g P e . <
es Never - ;

that o BT

&

11 When thelr prlncipal s past experlence and training are evldent in‘
“'the way he/she’ runs the school their principal knows what he/she

R R TR IS TP SN

1s do:Lng.. n
A0 Always Yo 8 o
.b. - .Often | g & 2 )
o c. . Sometimes {:EXPERT)
L ' ‘d Rarely SRS
: : e. . Never

oo,



e

EL

13,

14
“d ‘he/she is’ genuinely concerned about- their personal well-being.

15,

" 1R

o - ~
b ' S, . ‘ v
' . AT R | . B
¢ o ' T ;-{J' AT g - ‘/ v
12, When th'eir prlncipal uses, threats to ensure that directives are *
- followed. & | e P , : :

a, ' Alwaysf.' , . '

Be Lo OTBRE. " (COERCION) . =~ s
" Cly -Sometimes - ' at | s
‘d. . Rarely . ' "

‘ ———

8. Never .

v

When their pr;mc1pal has’ shown good Judgement regarding educational

' matters in thef’past and is likely to do s0 in the future J /

- Always 2% n
b ‘Often. b . v '
F aCa «___ ‘Sometimes - . (EXPERT) " * - '
d__ Rarely = - T ;
“e.s Never- .

When the:l.r prlncipal displays, through mteraction w:t.t:h them, that '

Ca. a Always EETTEE A ¥ . '
b. ____ Often . (HUMAN ARELATIONS)'»
c. . - .Sometimes I ' .
d. “Rarely:
e. Never .

Because societal norms dictat:e that they comply with the wishes of
o @heir principal . . -

a.
b.
Gy

d.

.'l’! | H

Always ,
.‘Often

' Sometimes
Rarely .

‘(TRADI’,I;ION,A.L S

e. Never
iié.’_'_When a principal is llkely to penalize them for non—compliance w1th, ‘
L his/her wishes.‘ : : ~ ; L 3 o ewa O
-a. _Always IR i

be o Sften - _ (COERCION) .
. c..__.  Sometimes Bk ; :
- “d. - 'Rarely e

4
—_— Never .

When they recognlze ‘the’ directlons of their principal as rules and

. feel that ru'les must- be ebeyed S L B i
: I R ‘
‘at. . Always. ay
bo 1 Often” A
c. " Sometimes (LEGAJ'T:)
d. ' Rarely oAy
te. . Never - Il .
- % - '
' 45 '-‘A




. that- contribute to. the smooth operation of the school

1 ? i ¢
i & & ' . ‘é )
" . - . %5 -
- g '-\" s ;f064
'18. When ‘theds’ feilow steff members feel that a princlpal's directives K
o should be' followed: '
e.' Alvays - ‘. . [;”- £ ®,
Bs Oftem . « | (NORMATIVE).
- C. ;___'Sometimes . - ; "\ '
d,” Rarely" ;
e. Never
‘19. When their princ1pal is such a dynamic person that they would. want
h1s/her opinion of them to be a p051tive one. o
- "7;”a. e Always sus T .",'. " ‘]; B %_gp*
b. - Often. . ' '(CHARISMATIC)'
. C. . Sometimes. " . L 2 )
,d. Rarely - . L L
2 er Never : ‘_' F o o
T ZQ.IWhenJa principal makes them pay - for not foliOWingahis]het wishes.f
‘ a. Always' " 4 e ;l_' T W_t : '
. b. . Often =, fo g g ot , R '
- c..____ Sometimes- ¥ - (COERCION) .. Ve e
s SR Y P 'Rarely " a o, Tak P a5
I hoe,- Never '-,9: : ' -4 5 '
21. When they perceive that their princmpal takes time to ensure that
. he/she is able to relate well to them. - L t
a. i Always - _C“- . e * oAt
: b{~ Often e Y .
e, c. . Sometimes. ' (HUMAN RELATIONS)
9 " ‘d. - -Rarely *Ba § o il
‘? : e, - ’Never
A;22‘ When their principal,exhiblts skill w1th respect to timetabling,,

supervision of teachers, and other areas related: to administratlon B

¢ a. . Always ' TN : ) . A
b. _ Often A . v ‘.

T Sometimes: B (EX?ERT)' L

; ,‘d - ' Ralfe:l;y . . P g S - . X n )
e Never . . o

, 5 g e . B . . . 1d e =
Because -they recognize that the way:to achieve ’scho¢l goals is

follow the rules, ome of. which - sp901f1é‘\that they comply w1th
.wishes of their principal .
LI "L Always o e Sy JOT L F e e .

pBe oo pOfben™ Voo ot cREERTY (L G o)t
'.'g‘Cu, Sometimes - . L. Tt o¢

d. - Rarely . _ : )

e. __ Never “ “u g c N Y S w
."-
N ‘
\ 7

to-
the



o 27.
v .Ithat they would hope to emulate him/her in one way or another.-f

| %fﬁ

24 When ‘their prlncipal subtly or blatantly threatens to make thlngs

25y

26..
* o ‘hex and talks .to them on- an equal person- o—person basis.

28.

. - a. Always
b. Often

L

d. arely ‘
- Never<

met:Lmes ‘

.dlfficult for them to ensure that his/her wishes will be carried: out:

~—~~

(COERCION)

P55 . : =

Because they. hava.been brought up to believe that the wishes of a
i superior, in this case thelr principal, should be respected

‘a. Always

b. . Often.,ﬂ
; B g Sometimes
“ d.-_= - Rarely -

i NeVer

When. their principal makes 1t easy for “them to communicate with him/ T

Always
Of ten
Sometimes
Rarely
Never

o Moo
Ik

'|f T

)

. : (TRADITIONAL) ' « -

3iHUMAN-3ELATIQNs)7

¥

When their’ principal possesses such an array of admirable qualitles

a. Always ‘ ‘ o’
b. . Often B g S Co .
F'¥: Sometimes ~..: (CHARISMATIC)
d.,__;;_ Rarely Yas w B r
e..': Nevef
When their princ1pal doesn t he51tate to reward them for thrlr 2
successes. : L = - .
g b Always o ‘ . g
5. ___.'often ' - SR g
" g o Sometimes L ,-ﬁ?;VE)“_T' '
-d - Rarely N _
e.. Never :
" ¥
e L, e
: ' e Sty e zvg.'. - s g
- 2 o . -.:...v......‘:_..__..t;t::,.. ;..‘.,. = B 3 ”:";..:‘, s '_ . l "j‘.““';‘ .
2a 5 Tewow T gt g w L . w T e

L1107

o
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" Dear. Mr Ryan. ‘j -':f; l" ' fgi

- be

® ..‘»qwfft,},' . " i i \ 5

.

Mr.-dames Ryan . - - . e 1

Dept. of Educational Adm1nlstrat1on
'Memorial University & - R
CST.-JOHN'S, NF = o o L @

.

?-'Approval 1s giyen. “for ‘you to carry out research “in our’
+ district for a study on the authority bases of pr1nc1pals

Best w1shes.

w

; :Sﬁnggre1y onrs,-
TS A
E Gerald P Fal]on L
, T SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION -
1. ‘ ’ ‘
. J ‘-v i
T 1 ; "
, ¢ ,
. _,\ . " ;
: \ b
Iy . " i !
T i x Y y_‘l.

P
a
vo g
,
B
K

v
.
'
5
E2S o
~
.
'
5 —




o

MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND

109"

_ . St: John’s, Newfoundland, Canada AlB' 3X8
o : " “ R } : o
Department of Educational Administration . " Telex: 016- 4101
' E ; s Telephone (709) 737-7647/8
‘-'. i 4 . o,
ik . 9 May,’1983" 7 T . .
. . , . o
S =g R WY
Mr. Gerald Fallon: . ,’a,‘,.,: T L A
P.O.. Box 368" ¥ ' . 1 P uN gyt B o B
" Corner Brook, Newfoundland T S T e e e &
AZH 669 . T A S g
-, Dear Mr. Fallbniz SUT .N';Z o S |

) .plete brlef questlonnalres and return them to the ‘source.

. Jim Ryan- (737-8615) or Dr. Dennls Ireslan (737= 7651)
- 1ncluded for your perusal . oy

We are wr1t1ng to ‘you at this tlme to request your permls;d%

"y to allow Mr, James ‘Ryan,, a graduate student in Educational Admlnlstratlonn

L at Memorlal University, access to your district 'so.that he’ might carry’ e -
out~research for.a’ study he is conductlng o the authorlty ‘bases of prln-'T- R
c1palsm o i PR ks T T 1 »

A number of p;lnc1pals and teachers w111 be requested to comf‘
‘Although® *
questlormalres will be coded For purposes of analy51s, anonymlty of all

_'part1c1pants w111 be guaranteed. . T, § o ‘ . s

NSy Lg— o ' ﬂ. 'r 3
" We reallze that -thls is a ver;y busy t:Lme of ‘the schoo}. year. and

'emph,a31ze the fact that the. ‘time- "'requ1red to. complete the items. should not
‘exceed ten minutes. :

: In addition, this Study does fot requlre access to
the classroom and need not take up valuable mstructlonal time.

Wtos *
.

. It would be apprec1ated if. you could respond to this letter as =
soon as p0331b1e. It is hoped that this study will be able to proceed by’
mid-May. If you should requlre ‘any- additional rnformatlon, please contact
A copy of the study

& &

Thank you for your help in thlS matter. ¢

Yours smcerely, '-‘
i . A

Jigl Ryan- -

NPT L .-DE. Dennis Treslan  _ " .
N S .~ (Thesi8 Supervisor) :

& -

#re

4
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May 17, 1983

B SR ",Mr. James Ryai v T e e T et B

. . .- L . Dept. of Educat1ona1 Adm1n15trat1on S gl dh H mahE B T, ¥ el
SO s oo - Memordal) Un1vers1ty i T P S Y- S T LR LR S SRR &
L T P LA L ST JOHN S NF .hfif-{.;?figi\: Gl A el R L A .

ﬁ"Dear Mr. Ryan-"

R "figﬁi} ‘Approva1 is g1ven for you to cakry- out research in our. :
o ﬁ;z:d1str1ct for a: study on the author1ty bases of prlnc1pa1s.;iv

R

.

Best wlshes.:'.:" 2 ' 1 3

e

B | v ;:Siﬁderély"gﬁukéﬁ'uf-
A LT TR . e L =P s Gera]d P.. Fa]]on W ot e . ®
I TE T SRS Y Gy AV :'“ SUPERINTENDENT. OF EDUCATION AL T
i?fﬁ"’f'T Ty, :1 ./béff‘<fﬂi5f R ~';‘ ': b “fLH‘i" f-f;"-j ; :; -;T>; gl 2 8
' . b, >4 ¥ al
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Dear Pr1nc1pal B

3t1onal AdmlnlstratL&n at’ Memor1a1 Un1vers1ty ‘and am

.".:'vstrlctest confldence. . “ T e -. L \

1 am: a graduate student in the Department of - Educe-—
¥rently
thority.

engaged -in. research concemed w1th admnlstratlve

‘The enclosed questlonna:.res are designed to’ provide: 1nformatz.on

on teacher-and princpal perceptlons of authorlty bases.’ Your

_cooperatmn in this endeavour would- be greatly a’precxated

Please be assured ‘that 1nd1v1dual responses wrll be held in the o

e Y

'

Enclosed you w111 f1nd [:] self-addressed envelopes

“"and questlonnalres.l Please complete the questlonnalre
’ ,entltled PRINCIPAL'S ‘COPY,- place it in ‘the self-addressed _ )
envelope and see’ that 1t is mailed. In addltlon, please dlstnb—

uté the remdining " questionnaires that are'.entitled TEACHER'S .

"COPY along with the, self—address\ed envelopes. to- [:] members of

your staff such that the first and last E] on- your teacher

.roster, ‘are selected. . Inst:ructlons on the TEACHER'S CQPY -indicate -

that .each teacher is o £ill outgthe quest:l.onna].re, place it .in.

.'the envelope that 1s prov1ded ‘and” see that it is malled

P

The enclosed questlonnalreﬂs quite, brlef and can be

-'completed w1th1n -ten. m.nutes.v I reallze that this is‘a very busj
time of the school year but do. hope you m.ll find tlme to complete
. thlS quest1onna1re. v « R i S -

"
Thank you for your eooperatlon. -

B -

Smcerely , ,\ \

S S -Jlmt R.yan L : . i g e

L




e . ’ i wrg g s . yo o . i K. & » ; . 5
————— e &% SR dyEe s fa ey ' . £ . ' iy ’ . { L e ’ \ g @ % $
G ¥ 2 g 2 i - 5 A * s 2 i . . o gt
oty : o TR . - i . ) g : s g . s =R :
. ; R S i . . 7 5, AR D . .
- o . . . o Vi . 5 , .

R T LA A . T, e

Dear ‘Teacher, _
e T T .. Lama graduate student in the Department of
i s . * . Educational. Aduministration at -Memorial Unlver31ty and

. am currently engaged in research concerned with admin- - .
; , " istrative authority. The following questionnaire will = =~ .. A
AN T -prov1de 1nformat10n on teachers perceptlons of authorlty),‘ ' ’
: T m B F ' ' bases., Your- cooperatlon in thls ‘endeavour would be

. ,‘greatly apprec1ated " Please be assured that” 1nd1v1dual
. . responses w111 be held in. the strlctest confldence,-g

\“ ."- .

- ; The questlonnalre is: falrly brlef aid can be .\ e oL e
"completed within ten minutes. - I realize that thisiis a o NP "
. .- very busy time of the school .year, but do’ hope that you -~ 7
.+ o will find time to complete these items. As. you complete '
) 'the questlonnalre, place it in the envelope prov1ded and
see that lt is. malled. ¥ ;

Thank you for your cooperatlon.‘_ T .
~ i '

Slncerely,

fiim Ryan

sema b

B I



~

Dear‘Teacher:

Approx:.mately two. weeks ago, questlonnalres con-
cernlng administrative’ authorlty ‘wer

The questionnaires are an integral part-of a study which

" is being conducted exclusrvely within $hut, school district.

In order to achieve any mean1ngfu1>resu1 8 because of the

‘relatively small sample size,.dit is critical that v1rtua11y_-
ally questLonnalres be retutned. T reallze\that ‘this is a
. busy time of -the school year and emphas1ze that. it should

- only take approxrmately ‘ten minutes’ to compléte‘the 1tems.

‘A speedy -return of your questlonnalre would bé\greatly

.apprec1ated

-
\ &

If you should requlre another questronnalre or
return envelope, these can be obtamed from your pnnc:.pal

-

I have no .way of know1ng whether you have, already '

returned your questionnaire.. If you:have malled YOur

response, please dlsregard thls letter.

Thank you for your support and coo}peratlon.

'<Slncerely,v‘
boa

.V

" Jim Ryan

= ' @ "
. : 5 .

sent to your school. -,

3y

& Y

G
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 EIGENVALUES FOR'24 FACTORS'USING. .
PRINCIPAL FACTOR METHOD . - » .

1

"4 FACTR - " EIGENVALUE -

e

L 7.488 LI F &
S = 2o Wt
1,400
S A |
Av‘__v,‘ .\ . 0.974
P 0.890
- 0,791
. .0.644.
’ o o 92474‘
10 Dot e 0488 ..
SRR ¢ T o - 0.388 -
R - L I R . [
w, 43.77. 104226
o 0 0,223 o
1540 LT tLee o DR198 ¢
‘16 R 7 ¢ P
, LT - S L
-18 . - T &t R
O 0.108 "
20 © . - 0,066
21 - .- "o 0,018 ™~
22 - 0T - L. .0.008 '
~ 28 . . 4 v P 0.00L
- - —0.004

v

Q0NN I LN




R e LT

v

 SMOOTHED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS -

iR

I-’-’!_o‘_ :'- :

Rgot . :D'i -

L

w15 ':.,~;.187’

460 .. =.6E3 356 . .9984
L2648 .
.168

.620 439 . ,9977 -

J046° 0 =627 470 T 59975
.00l . - =629 ... 477 -7-.9983

-, 064" 647 0. 4506 . .9974

P I T SN CQaray I

10 - .09
‘11 y =105 =654 . - 518 1 .9970
12° =173 - 656-'1' 531 7 .9987
13 =17 066 2532 0 L9987
4. - -.187 - .

668 . .5327- .. .9986
673 - 528 - - ..9991
.688 . ,528" .7 .9985
1690 - .525 o .9985
695 . .525. . ..9988
~.708 .7 526 . . 9973
T13. 1.526 0 ..9974°
‘=715 .518 . 09971

16 =173

gL 1',‘1_

718 © . ..510 © . .9985.

L= 7HE 5100 oLt 99T
©o=.718 - 510 - L9964

712 - ;536 ©.9989

613 . o.415 L9971

L.Los,;.ff, -.637.  © .486.. -~ .9986 "

666 . " L5832 . .9977

718 .510 .. . ".9983 .

r'e E \ R

... Source: From' "Latent\ roots of randqm data correlatlon

_motices with! squared’ multlple correlatlons on '
the diagonal: A Monte Carlo study by R. ;

' . Montanelli and L. Humphrey s, Psgchometrlka,f

' _‘1976, 41 341 348 :

o Wi

U3 Sle2d e al o .oo8k

L =.078- 649 - . .507° oo -.998L -
C -.649°0 m9¢jg .9981

J15 .+ 525 2995 <% -
14 T 5257+ ,9962

s V7Y S YT S

) 1:1.7 )

? .
‘



- o ~ e . 5 W, owow - N & ‘ ‘.1‘ ] -
¢ ' i ' L ' ' d . Lo
. . 2 T T - s
- . . , i ; o '
. . . . . v i . o« . . o
o 7 * g “ N ’ - N
s o8 & & ; ' & . * . ' N "o
’ " . ) R i .
L3 i » 0 * . g - - . 'l} . (0 -
§ ; " . i . x
e ® te 3 L] - ' ) 2 % - % . ‘
- 3 i « % 3 s : , % o
) ! i ) ) [ O " . 8 i d
" - 5, S 3 . . ' . :
i 1 w4 i ' " o % .3 i ,
™ ¥ o B [T P 3 ¥ B
. . i ’
, . g
. we 2 : . ‘ 5 = [ 2 .
¢ . -~ - —_—l
: 3 ' B 4 ., - oy i . .
@ . . . . . . 5
B s B . . , 3 ?
s -
o ) . . . L ;
. g 5 W . i € N "
© 2 ! . . . L . P 5 5
. A . i . 8 . . s N . .
LI ' ! e st % ’ £ - «
o e . > '’ . . . . t i . e
. ) ’ B i N . i . F
< . « 8 ol [ -
i 2 3 X L ’ "
HEO : L - " . 2, 4
' - e e i ' . iR ’ » . ! - . .
. . . ! x o " N 7 i
= . i N e T 4
: , ' . . " . 1 N .
. . 0 " B P K i 1 *
v k " " ¥ . L
' n L K % " % -
. O . ' . " . . ) .
[CA " e - v = LIS . - 3
s L ‘ B > Y8 * o . i . . ' “
3 i i : i R s
* . - o A TN . . N
LI o . h i ‘ . . . y
. . o . @ ) 3 ,
CE TR L - APPENDIX D : :
T ow - ) N § s . - . i . N . 4
. “ o ., e . I . *a .o i 3
\ % -5 \ . : . . . . % ) S .
" . .. k - +.: Experimental Analyses =
; L ' - ’ A ¥ . ., . ; 3 3 . . . s P .
e " . . - i ¥ . ' .
¢ . v ¥ . . > " < B
. . i I . - . ) . A \ " R
. ' . . \ e » . y
P > \' . . " ;. . . = N [} v . % #
, ' . ) ) . ' A
. . - . R P - .
’ . "o I . w B ' ) " . . i : ce . B
¥ B , - -
i . - & . T " v = . - -
™ i - £ £ ’ N * . 3 P r‘
. . LI * t, L ' i . a { 2 .
t . ' . . s f % % ) . ‘: . -
t - . i é ' B 5 " , v .
. . % ° . . y s - . L "
. ‘ . . . i - ‘ . & *
. = . B ». % . - “ - . . t e "
v B “ . - 0 . s
g " , & ; Lo o v
& & . ¢ ' . . - .
N o * - % . 1 N “
‘ " ” . o ‘ * t - ” "
- ‘ ' -0 = 5 ', . z g -5
. - ) N .- : . T v :
[N . . * R o e \ . . : , w
o : R . i ! , B
g ’ ] Wil g E ’ . % ' ' i R F
i - s . . £ # * \ & ' Vi Y owl o
s 5 ' " ’ ' ' o » . fe ' L " . N
P . L 4
] 4 i . A ¥ ‘ .
“ o B ' [ . : ! 5 : : ' ' ) . AN
3 " , . i . . ¢ _ { " o
& ' B . s . f - ~ I S « -
a e ' : ! ot X s M & - ' PN g : § ? o
. g , - . . _ . 5 ¢ BF N
. " . g ) 3 : i .
# 0 . 4 * - L Y § ¢
. / 4 S e F - J X o . v , -
5 N ¢ ¢ ” ¢ o j d . . ' . \ s P
. . N " i o g 3 . }
. 1\ i . - P ) Y A PG NV EY ST DI U DR IR T I ) .t S ey e oY e s L “




S . S O CANNRFE T

" YARIMAX 'ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX
' (RAO. FACTORING)

Factor 1.- -~ Factor 2°° ‘Facto;"‘3«' ' Coxﬁn;unéiif:y.

« 230 0 =160 - 7. .329,0 ¢ 0T cL..187. .
.09 .+ 4355 o W436 0 0 318
.32 . 001000 o U575 0 . ' 458
© L1070 0 L L4037 T 0 L4127 o 344 b e
S W218 T 329 T 494 . T 400 . .

2017, ¢ % T L 367 - Ce 219
=064 . 7 384 L TuA33 T e T L340°
T .265 +, . 206 - morB40 0 . .

g z;%g,;>/f~n“,449g*" T A
o _5T6 .U 166 o JA0T s 460

+583 ¢ . U237 7 U L216 . v . ¢ Jk3E
. ".599° 7 080 - . - .128 . -.c 382 -
CoLI8& o oo 0031 . n2500 T 710679
. . 7.085 - -~ w600 . .24l - G425
* { o ©o.188 . v .760° ., .105 S T.625 ¢
Q8 : - .09 .. - u762 -0 .268 . - 652
Q9 - .- .364 L.o..31 -, 0,839 - . 1378
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WU W~ - [

DOO0OO0
o e oSl
~N U O

LTt i8S L 103 e s L1700 655 © .. *

Q22 -, .632 7 Y03 . L2180 . L4200
Q23 . ... 3120 - (668 - . =.027 . u544
JoQ25T T T 063 .- 597 - - .18 0, 319 . T
.0Q26 - . .72 02090 0110 SETINN. 1/
Q27 . .428- . 0 Te046 - 400 < 346 0 .
Q28" .. - 289 - 215 . '.255. ¢ - 195, -
.- . .Eigemnvalue .- 15,402 . . 5.874 - 3.021 ..
. : ©o” A o Lo ,
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VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR WATRIX
(PRINCIPAL FACTORING)

<

Fagﬁop-t-i

ZFaétér 2

.Factop'éf

" Factor 4

. 254

LI i . _,4‘:.
ocoOoLLLOLLOD
VCoONNO WA

o.o'.o‘.ob
[ e
UEHEWHO

QL9 . .247

Q21 .723

ToQ22 - . 1685

Q23 - .345".

Q25 . - -.001
Q26 7 .670

Q27” . 288

Q28 - ".169
... - ' = & ""J
Elgenvalue 7. 189

Pe rcen t‘@

- of Varlance :

© 251
035
261
J117

L2360

-.‘_-/100 9
21
.092 .
L LA95
L0583 T
J647
<2507 . - .
©.08L
) i SR V) AR
Q18 . .060

L 2.209.

=.235 >
304‘,
044 -
.346

:.232.
(141
.318 :

.152 .-

- .403.
114 -

104
.036

-.005 .

..731
) .728
5 S8 .
" .098
127
" - .673
{602
PR B
o020
210 -

S 19.5

557 =

. 435
.509

..382 -
.562 - .
© .548 .
4605 - L
%392,
. 475,
478

359

L2388

229 ©

1,188

384
.180
.238.
.126
071
.064

a3l
:+.058
~012

095'

o i.oss '

9.4

063

003

2135

+.058

¢ WDADs

.165

. ' 258

432

.257

.037-

263
212

. =006 "

.020

.104.
.237
539
.323°

O~

5

034 -
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©.287
.38

2701

‘ 485 Y
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465 .
V4560
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BLIQUE

FACTOR PA

TTERN

* ‘(RAO FACTORING)

r“'

" Factor 1 - Factor 2 - Factor 3 : Factor 4 11,Qommunality

‘Ql7. -
Q18"

- Q19
Q2]

Qa3
Q25
:Q26

© Q27

© Qa8
‘;'l ', PR
/Eigenvalue

w2

.184
-.050 °
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