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This study was undertaken to determine the power bases
used by middle school and high school principals in the
Baltimore City Public schools (BCPS), and how their use of
power affects teachers’ satisfaction with their work and

their principal. The three research questions posed in this

study were:

1. To what extent is there a correlation between
teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and the

teacher’s perceived classification of his/her principal’s

use of power?




2 To what extent is there congruence between the

principal’s self-perception of his/her use of power and the

teacher’s perception of the principal’s use of power?

3. Are there differences in the middle school and

high school principals’ uses of power based on their

teachers’ perceived classifications?

The subjects for this study were middle school

principals, middle school teachers, high school principals,

and high school teachers in the BCPS. The middle school and

high school principals completed the Power Perception

Profile: Perception of Self (PPPS). The middle school and

high school teachers completed the Power Perception Profile:
Perception of Other (PPPO) and the Cornell Job Description

Index (JDI). Of the 41 principals, 24 principals

volunteered to participate. The middle school and high

school tenured teachers numbered 922. Of the 922 tenured

teachers, 387 tenured teachers returned the instrument.

The seven power bases measured by the PPPS and the PPPO

were (a) coercive power, (b) connection power, (c)

information power, (d) expert power, (e) legitimate power,

(f) referent power, and (g) reward power. The subtests used

to measure the teachers’ level of satisfaction were (a)
Supervision, and (b) Work on Present Job.

Based on the findings of this study, teacher
dissatisfaction with principal or with work is associated

with the principal’s use of coercive power, connection

power, and reward power. The principal’s use of information



power did not appear to affect teacher satisfaction with
work or supervisor. The relationship between the
principal’s use of legitimate power and teacher satisfaction
with work and supervisor was inconclusive. The principal’s
use of expert power and referent power is associated with
teacher satisfaction with work and with principal.

In addition, the findings indicated that the middle

school principals’ perceptions of their uses of power were
not congruent with their teachers’ perceptions. The high
school principals’ perceptions of their uses of power were
congruent with the high school teachers’ perceptions, with
the exception of connection power.

An analysis of variance was done between the middle
school teachers’ ratings of the middle school principals’
power styles and the high school teachers’ ratings of the
high school principals’ power styles to determine if there
were differences in the middle school and high school
principals’ uses of power. The results of the analyses
indicated that the principals fell into three groups. The
three groups were (a) positional power, (b) personal power,
and (c) a combination of personal and positional power. The
middle school principals used more positional power bases
than personal power bases to induce compliance from or to
influence their teachers. The high school principals used a
combination of personal and positional power bases to induce
compliance from or to influence their teachers.

The findings from this study, based on the teachers’




perceptions, indicate that middle school principals use (a)
coercion, (b) their legitimate authority, and (c) the

rewards that are available to them to induce compliance from

or to influence their teachers. They use less referent

power and expert power. The high school principals use more

referent power and expert power than coercive power or

reward power to induce compliance from or to influence their

teachers.
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Chapter One

Introduction to the Study

For some years researchers have given much attention to
the need and importance of improving public school education
in America (Goodlad, 1984; Purkey & Smith, 1982; Saphier &
King, 1985). Some individuals in this country have
expressed a profound interest in the future of public
schools. A great deal of debate still exists in the
struggle to reach a clear consensus about what must be done
to improve public school education (Education Commission of
the States [ECS], 1983). Principals in particular are being
challenged to become better and more accountable
administrators. Lieberman and Miller (1990) contend that
the concept of restructuring has evolved as a recognition of
the need to make changes in American schools and to
challenge principals to critically assess the structure of
their schools.

One solution suggested for the improvement of public
schools designated the principal as the responsible leader
in creating an effective school (Goodlad, 1975). Asick
(1984) concluded that schools cannot be effective without
effective leadership. The research on effective schools
emphasizes the correlation between the role and function of
the principal and effective schools (Arnn & Mangieri, 1988;
Austin & Holowenzak, 1985; Edmonds, 1979; Manasse, 1984;

Sergiovanni, 1984). The leadership provided by the
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individual school principal is believed to be key in the

effort to improve public school education (ECS, 1983).

Principals must spend more time managing education and less

time managing items such as the building, grounds,

paperwork, and other efforts that are indirectly related to
teaching and learning if the schools are to improve (ECS,

1983).
In order to create and to maintain effective schools,

many research studies identify behaviors that exemplify the

essence of an effective principal (Austin & Holowenzak,

1984; Ogawa & Hart, 1985;

Edmonds, 1979; Goodlad,

1985;
These behaviors are summarized as follows:

Roberts, 1989).
(a) having high expectations of themselves, of their

teachers, and of their students; (b) having a vision of what

is taking place and what should be taking place in the

school; (c) having the analytical skills that are needed to
assist and offer advice; and (d) involving teachers and the

community in decisions relating to goals established for the

school.
Sizer (1984) asserted that teachers work best for

principals they respect. Teachers who are effective have a

high level of self-confidence and self-esteem and they

expect reasonable autonomy. In order to enhance the

effectiveness of schools, more power must be delegated by

the principals to the teachers in making decisions about

their schools. Moreover, principals must use their power to

influence teachers to become active participants in the



decision-making process (Maeroff, 1988).
Power and Leadership Behavior

Power is viewed as the influence exerted by some Peop]
Ple

over others, and influence is the ability to Produce some

type of change (French & Raven, 1959). The success of a
principal as the leader of his/her school is determined to a

large extent by his/her level of influence (Gunn g Holdaway

1986). This study is primarily based on the pProminent
typology of French and Raven’s (1959) bases of pPower.

French and Raven’s (1959) theory of social influence

and power is described in terms of the influence exerted on

a person, P, which is produced by a social agent, o.
Briefly, they identified five bases of power: (a) reward
power, based on the availability of rewards; (b) coercive
power, based on fear; (c) legitimate power, based on
position in the organization; (d) referent power, based on
personal traits; and (e) expert power, based on the
possession of expertise, skill, and knowledge in a

particular job (French & Raven, 1959).

Two of the power bases employed in this study were
added to the typology of French and Raven. Other
researchers have identified two of the power bases that were

The two power bases are information

used in this study.
Information power is based on

power and connection power.
the leader’s possession of or access to valuable information

(Raven & Kruglanski, 1975). Connection power refers to the
leader’s connections with influential or important persons

|
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(Hersey & Goldsmith, 1972).

Because the use of the word power has suggested
d:mln::cefa?d controi.over othe: :eople, 1ts use jg often
thoug of in a negative sense (Stimson § Appelbayp
Zalenick & Kets de Vries, 1975). Power has e be;n1988;
viewed, however, in a positive sense as a shareg resource
among colleagues (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985; Stimson g
Appelbaum, 1988). Adams and Bailey (1989) defineg the power
of principals as "the impetus for leadership jip Supervisory
relationships" (p. 86). Traditionally, the power of
principals to control educational affairs jis believed to
have derived from their formally designated POSitions, which
is the legitimate power of the principal (Gunn, Holdaway, &
Johnson, 1988). Some principals now realize, Nevertheless,
that any influence attempt to assign and confirm the
principal’s power, based on his/her position in the
organization, is undesirable (Gunn et al., 1988). Kelly
(1980) stated:

For too long now, the main tradition to authority has

been structural in its broad assumptions. People ought

to do what they are told to do.... Such structural
mandates are incompatible with our moral attitudes and
with the structural processes involved in the exercise

of authority. (p. 420)

Recognizing the importance of any influence attempt,

principals must be cognizant of appropriate leadership

behaviors. 1In order to develop leadership behaviors that
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would enhance a principal’s ability to influence his or her

staff, Isherwood (1973, p. 301) offered six suggestions:

1. The principal’s leadership behavior should include

a "service" to the staff element and a "leadership" element,

2 The principal should be non-authoritarian, ang

remain calm in dealing with teachers.

< N The principal should perform administrative tasgksg

in a proficient manner.

4. The principal should provide resources to teachers

beyond that which is normally expected.

5. The principal interacts with teachers in a tactful

and understanding manner.

6. The principal should increase his/her informal

authority rather than formal authority.
The relationship between leadership and power has long

been recognized; therefore, principals need to have some

perception of their use of power in order to be effective

1989; Giammateo & Giammateo, 1981; Herlihy

(Adams & Bailey,

& Herlihy, 1985; Isherwood, 1973). An awareness of the uses

and abuses of power is crucial to the astute administrator

(Giammateo & Giammateo, 1981). Roesner and Sloan’s (1987)

investigation of secondary school principals and their key

subordinates concluded that "teachers and principals differ

significantly in their descriptions of the real leadership

behavior of principals" (p. 69). Because power must be used

to influence teachers, it is imperative that principals

understand their own use of power.



Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to explore the use of
power bases by middle school and high school principals.
Specifically, the study examined the relationship between

principals’ uses of different power bases and their
teachers’ expressed level of satisfaction with their work
The study attempted to determine the extent

and supervisor.
to which principals used position power compared to persona]

Position power refers to the power and authority

power.
Adams

that come with the position of principal in a school.

"In a school, the role of the

and Bailey (1989) stated,
principal is seen as a position of power. Principal power
of this kind resides in status and legal authority" (p. 86).

Personal power refers to the power that stems from the

unique personal characteristics of a principal. Personal

power is the source of power that is "entrusted to the role

of the person who functions as the principal" (Adams &

Bailey, 1989, p. 86).
The research questions associated with this study were

as follows:
To what extent is there a correlation between

b
teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and
the teacher’s perceived classification of his/her
principal’s use of power?

2. To what extent is there congruence between the

principal’s self-perception of his/her use of

powver and the teacher’s perception of the




principal’s use of power?

Are there differences in the middle school and

high school principals’ uses of power based on

their teachers’ perceived classifications?
Significance of the Study

Because some source of power must be used to influence

the behavior of teachers, principals must be knowledgeable

about the uses and sources of power (Hersey, Blanchard &

Natemeyer, 1988). Isherwood and Taylor (1978) maintained

that teachers will no longer adhere to the traditional

"paternalistic" behavior of principals. Within the next

decade, as teachers enter the teaching profession prepared

to implement a specific body of knowledge, it will be harder

for administrators to maintain their accustomed status and

authority through position power (Regan, 1988). Lieberman

and Miller (1990) state that in order to create a new vision

and a new structure for schools, principals and teachers

must come together with a '"shared" vision; this study

corroborates that vision.

This research was designed to gain an overview of the
power bases used by middle school and high school principals
in the Baltimore City Public Schools (BCPS), and their
expressed level of satisfaction with their work

teachers’

and supervisor. Second, a study of the use of power bases

and job satisfaction has not been undertaken in the BCPS.

Despite the growing pressures on principals, they have more

power than teachers, and unless principals do more to

NS e o

P e—




understand their use of power and to share some of their
power with teachers, school reform will not be fully
realized (Maeroff, 1988).

The data collected for this study will enhance the
limited body of knowledge that is currently available on
principals’ use of power and its relationship to teachers-

satisfaction with work and supervisor (Hornstein, Callahan,

Fisch & Benedict, 1968; Natemeyer, 1975; Stimson, 1987).

Much of the research on power and employee satisfaction hasg
been done in large businesses and industries (Bachman,

Bowers & Marcus, 1968; Bachman, Smith & Slesinger, 1966;

Filley & Grimes, 1967; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1970;

Tannenbaum, 1962). This research documents the need for

principals to consider using more personal power rather than
position power to manage their schools and to curtail a
top-down bureaucratic organization.

This study seeks to document the need for principals to
empower teachers so that they become active participants in
the decision-making process that affects their jobs.
Empowerment requires principals to relinquish the idea of
having to control teachers and to move toward a non-
bureaucratic way of functioning. The literature on effective
schools has not clearly linked the important relationship

between teacher empowerment and job satisfaction in creating

effective schools (Maeroff, 1988; Regan, 1988).

Maeroff (1988, p. 53) outlined three guiding principles

to use when attempting to empower teachers: (a) boost the




thereby enhancing the quality of

their teaching; ang (c) make teachers participants in the

(s onsnari oy REGESas, therepy building bonds that draw

teachers closer to each other and to their principals.
A review of the literature reveals that principals who
use personal power to influence their teachers are likely to

involve teachers in the decision-making process (Lightfoot,

FoC TORERRRY 19BE Badan, Yomm. | Heridhe wed Hesliby

(1985) suggested that principals have power with their
teachers, not power over their teachers. Finally, the BCPS
teachers’ perceptions of their Principals’ sources and uses

of power must be communicated to the principals if they are

to successfully influence the teachers’ behavior.

Definition of Relevant Terms

Leadership - The process of influencing the activities
of individuals and groups in efforts toward goal
accomplishment (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988, p. 83).

Influence - The leader’s ability to effectively use
behaviors that will increase the probability that an
individual or group will adopt the behavior preferred by the
leader (Rogers, 1973, p. 1418).

Power - The leader’s potential ability to exert
influence over others (French & Raven, 1959, p. 2).

Empowerment - The opportunities an individual has for

[

R T S ™ e o




10

autonomy, responsibility, choice, and authority (Lightfoot,

1986, p. 9).
Bases of Power - The relationship between O and P which
is the source of the power (French & Raven, 1959, p. 155).

In this research study, P refers to the teacher because this

is the person upon whom the power is exerted. The social

agent, O, is the principal, the person producing the

influence attempt. The power bases used in this study are

defined as follows:
Reward Power - O’s ability to mediate rewards for

1
P.

25 Coercive Power - The perception by P that O has
the ability to mediate punishment for a person.

3. Legitimate Power - The perception by P that O has
the right to prescribe behavior for him/her.

4. Referent Power - The perception by P that he or
she identifies with O.

5. Expert Power - The perception by P that O has some
special knowledge or expertness.

6. Information Power - The perception by P that O has
information valuable to others.

7. Connection Power - The perception by P that O has

connections with influential or "important"

persons.

Position Power - The ability to elicit compliance from

others based on the use of one’s position in the

organizational structure (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988, p. 63;




1l
Peabody, 1980, p. 469). The three Positiona) Power b
ases

are (a) reward, (b) coercive, and (c¢) legitimate.

Personal Power - Influence derived from personality
traits; it relies heavily on the relationship between the
leader and his/her follower(s) (Hersey & Blancharg,

1988) .
The four peraonal power DAses are (&) rafaran:
’

(b)
information, (c) expert, and (d) connectjon.

Legal Authority - The rights, duties, and/or
responsibilities that are inherent in an individualrs
position in an organization.

Job Satisfaction - A pleasurable Or positive emotional
state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job
experiences (Locke, 1976, p. 1200).

Tenured Teacher - An individual who has completed two
years of satisfactory teaching, has been recommended for
tenure by his or her principal, and has been granted tenure
by the Board of School Commissioners in the City of
Baltimore.

Organization of the Study

The information presented in this study is organized
into five chapters. Chapter One, an introduction to the
research, includes the following sections: (a) a statement
of the research problem, (b) the significance of the study,
(c) the definition of relevant terms, (d) limitations of the
study, and e) the organization of the study.

Chapter Two contains a review of the research literature

on the use of power and job satisfaction. This chapter will

|
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discuss the empirical and theoretical foundations of the
research which led to this study.

Chapter Three provides an overview of the methodology
and procedures used to undertake this study of power and job
satisfaction. A description of the procedures used to
examine the principal’s use of power and the level of job
satisfaction experienced by the teacher, a description of
the sample population, and methods for distributing the
survey instruments are included. The section on data
analysis provides a description of how the data from the
Power Perception Profiles and the Job Description Index were
analyzed.

The findings from the three survey instruments are
presented and analyzed in Chapter Four. Chapter Five
presents a summary of the research findings and the
conclusions. Recommendations for further study are also
included in this chapter.

Limitations of the Study
1. Chronbach’s Alpha test has been applied to determine
the reliability of the Power Perception Profile instrument.
Four of the seven power bases have shown high internal

consistency, with three of the seven power bases showing low

internal consistency. The four power bases having high

internal consistency were connection power, coercive power,

referent power, and expert power. Legitimate power, reward

power, and information power have shown low internal

consistency. The subjects were asked to complete the entire
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survey instrument, and data for all seven of the power bases
have been included. The conclusions, however, have been
based primarily on the four power bases that have a high
degree of reliability.

2. The teachers were asked to complete all of the subtests
in the Cornell Job Description Index. Many of the
conclusions were drawn based upon the teachers’ responses to
two of the subtests: Supervision and Work on Present Job.
3 Even though participation in this study was voluntary,
it is possible that teachers were reluctant to respond to
some of the questions for fear that the principal would find
out their answers. The teachers were assured of complete
anonymity in this research effort. Principals and teachers

were instructed not to write their names on the instruments.

T e e . &
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Chapter Two

Review of Related Literature

Introduction

This review of related literature presents definitions

and categories of power and influence and develops a

conceptual framework for them. In addition, this discussion

examines theories about the relationship between job
satisfaction and the use of power, and about the effect of

empowerment on teacher satisfaction with work. Finally,

this review of related literature will provide some

concluding comments about the choice of power bases of

principals and how these power bases affect teacher

satisfaction.

concepts of Power
The research on the concepts of power is filled with a

variety of definitions and categorizations (Bacharach &

Lawler, 1980; Etzioni, 1961; French & Raven, 1959; Weber,

1947). Muth (1984) affirmed this contention when he stated

that "what power is and what power includes are the subjects

of considerable debate" (p. 25)- Dahl (1957) contended that

a systematic study of power has recently been undertaken,

specifically because it is only recently that rigorous

efforts have been made to formulate concepts for systematic

study. A discussion follows of some of the most widely used

definitions and categorizations of power and influence.

Weber (1947) perceived power as being authoritarian and
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coercive. He believed that individuals have the right,
solely by virtue of their legitimate authority/power in the
social organization, to make certain commands and that the
commands should be followed. French and Raven’s (1959)
typology, however, suggests that five power bases derive
from either an individual’s legitimate authority in the
social organization or from the individual’s personal
traits. Based on French and Raven’s typology, the three
power bases categorized as inherent by virtue of an
individual’s legitimate authority in a social organization
are (a) legitimate power, (b) reward power, and (c) coercive
power. Referent power and expert power bases are derived
from an individual’s personal characteristics.

French and Raven (1959) stressed the importance of

understanding the difference between coercive power and

reward power. Because the idea of sanctions tends to "lump"

the two bases of power together, the two bases have opposite

effects. The effects of coercive power will always be

independent; whereas, the effects of reward power may only

sometimes result in an independent system. For example, a

leader may use the withholding of a reward as punishment or

as coercion. If a leader does not use the withholding of a

reward as a means of coercion, however, reward power and
coercive power function independently.

Etzioni’s (1961) discussion of power included power
bases used as a result of an individual’s position in the

organization, although one power base identified behaviors
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individual‘’s legitimate authority- Etzionl
wer
consisted of three forms of power- These forms of poO

emunerative power, and normative

were coercive power, T
power. An explanation of each power pase follows:

refers to the application of

1. Coercive Power

such as inflicting pain, perpetrating

physical sanctions

deformity, or deathj generating frustration through

or controlling through force the

restriction of movement;

satisfaction of needs such 2% those for food, seX, and

physical comfort.

2. Remunerative Power refers to the leader’s control

over material resources and rewards through allocation of

salaries and wage, commissions and contributions, wfringe
penefits," services, and commodities.

3. Normative Power rests on the allocation and

manipulation of symbolic rewards and deprivations through
employment of leaders, manipulation of mass media,
allocation of esteem and prestige symbols, administration of
ritual, and influence over the wdistribution acceptance" and
"positive response" (Etzioni, 1961, PP- 5-6) .

Etzioni offered a very detailed explanation of each
power base. According to Etzioni’s discussion of normative
power, a leader who uses normative power to influence
another individual must use behaviors unique to his or her
personality. Coercive power and remunerative power require

the use iti
of a leader’s legitimate authority to influence the
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behavior of others.

Filley and Grimes (1967) conducted a study in a non-
profit professional organization with 44 employees to
determine the power bases most often used in decision-

making. The employees responded to a series of questions

about two hypothetical problems. The first situation dealt

with the role of an independent professional operating

within his or her professional arena (i.e., informal

setting); the second situation focused on the role of the

professional in a pureaucratic system (i.e., formal

setting). The participants’ perceptions of the bases of

power were analyzed in the informal and formal

organizations. Based on the questions and the participants’

responses in the informal and formal organizations, five

bases of power were most frequently used. These power bases

were (a) responsibility, (b) formal authority, (c) control

of resources, (d) collegial, and (e) manipulation. Filley

and Grimes’ five bases of power were similar to the five

bases of power identified in the French and Raven typology.

Specifically, formal authority, control of resources, and

manipulation parallel French and Raven’s legitimate, reward,

and coercive power in that these power bases are inherent in

the individual’s legitimate authority in the social
organization.

Similarly, Muth (1984) developed three types of power

bases, one of which described noncoercive behaviors. Muth’s

typology of power included: (a) coercion, the ability of an

e e R N e - - Y
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actor to affect another’

Wishes;

S behavior, regardless of other’s

(b) authority, the legitimate right of an actor to

aff ;
€Ct another’g behavior; and (c) influence, the ability of

an act $ R s
Or, without recourse to force or legitimization, to

- :
ffect another’sg behavior. 1Influence appears to directly

r
elate to the referent power base and expert power base

ldentifijeqg by French and Raven.

Researchers have identified, in some instances,

different power types with similar meanings (Etzioni, 1961;

Filley & Grimes, 1967; French & Raven, 1959; Muth, 1984).

As indicateq in Table 1, Etzioni’s three bases of power

relate to French and Raven’s five bases of power, Filley and

Grimes’ three bases of power, and Muth’s three bases of

power.

Table 1

Comparison of Power Bases Tdentified by Etzioni, French &

Raven, Filley g Grimes, and Muth

Types of Power Bases

Researcher Positional Personal
Etzioni Coercive Remunerative Normative
Muth Coercion Authority Influence
Filley & Grimes Manipulative Control of Responsibility
Resources
Formal Authority Collegial
French & Raven Coercive Reward Expert
Legitimate Referent

AN L
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categorizations of power also Correspond to French and

Raven’s bases of power.
of power, however,

power and sources of power. fThe bases of power place more

emphasis on rights of control or the authority of an

individual to change behaviors (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980;

French & Raven, 1959), Sources of power refer to the

influence that individuals use in controlling their choice

of a power base (Bacharach g Lawler, 1980) .

Individuals must use their influence rather than their
authority to bring about change in the organization

(Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; French g Raven, 1959; Mitchell &

Spady, 1983). An individual’s use of authority demonstrates

a form of positional power. Individuals’ use of influence

demonstrates personal power (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980;

Mitchell & Spady, 1983).
Bacharach and Lawler’s (1980) research on authority and
influence highlights seven distinctions between positional

power and personal power. These seven distinctions are

summarized as follows:

15 Authority implies force; influence requires

cleverness or skill in using different tactics to

bring about change.

D Authority is the formal aspect of power; influence

is informal.

« 8 Authority refers to formal rights sanctioned by
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the organization; influence is not sanctioned by

the organization.

4. Authority implies involuntary submission;

influence is voluntary.

5. Authority is centralized; influence is
decentralized.
6. Authority is structural; influence is derived from

personal characteristics.

7. Authority defines the limits for an individual;

influence allows movement beyond limits.

In order for leaders to maximize their influence
attempts, Katz and Kahn (1966) contend that the leader must
move beyond certain bases of power. This movement is
referred to as incremental influence. Katz and Kahn (1966)
stated "the essence of organizational leadership is the
influential increment over and above mechanical compliance
with routine directives" (p. 528).

The relevance of the concept of incremental influence
is two fold. First, expert and referent power, to the
extent that they develop within a group, represent additions
to the power available from the organizational stock of
rewards and punishments. Secondly, expert and referent
power are free of unintended and undesirable consequences.
Individuals who use their expertise or referent power move
beyond the routine directives of the formal organizational
structures (Katz & Kahn, 1966).

The concepts of power explored in this review of the
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literature often link power and influence (Bacharach &
Lawler, 1980; French & Raven, 1959; Katz & Kahn, 1966).

Bierstedt (1950) disagrees with the linkage made between

power and influence. One reason cited for this distinction

is that influence requires persuasion, while the use of
power requires coercion (Bierstedt, 1950). Influence is
viewed as an independent variable which does not require
power, although power may be executed with influence.
Research studies have revealed that the use of personal
power is imperative in any successful influence attempt
(Fairholm & Fairholm, 1984; High & Achilles, 1986).
Fairholm and Fairholm (1984) examined the frequency of the
use of certain power tactics in attempting to influence the
behavior of others. Sixteen power tactics were identified
that could be used in influencing behavior. Although some
of the power tactics defined routine managerial behaviors,
five of the power tactics were power related. The five
power-related tactics were (a) use of rewards, (b)
legitimization, (c) use of expertise, (d) personality, and
(e) public relations (Fairholm & Fairholm, 1984, p. 70).
Sixty secondary school administrators, including
principals, assistant principals, and supervisors
participated in the study. The participants completed a
questionnaire to determine the frequency of use and other
factors relating to the sixteen power tactics. The
responses indicated that the principals, as a whole, rated

themselves as using the personality tactic most often in
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attempting to influence the behavior of their subordinates

(Fairholm & Fairholm, 1984). The personality tactic

involves the power user negotiating acceptance or compliance

because of his or her personality (Fairholm & Fairholm,

1984).
High and Achilles (1986) also explored the behaviors

used by principals in influencing their subordinates. The

purpose of the study was to examine how principals in

"effective" and in "other" schools gained influence over
their teachers (High & Achilles, 1986). French and Raven’s
five bases of power and two additional power bases were used

in the classification system of influence-gaining behaviors.

The seven bases of influence-gaining behaviors analyzed were

(b) expert; (c) rewarder; (d)

principal as (a) referent;
(f) involver; and (gq)

coercer; (e) legitimate authority;

principal as a norm setter (High & Achilles, 1986, p. 112).
The participants in this study were from nine schools.
Two elementary schools and one middle school were identified

as effective schools and four elementary schools and two
middle schools were designated as other. The data were
personal observation, an

collected from four sources:
Data from the

interview guide, and two questionnaires.
principals’ questionnaires and teachers’ questionnaires were

(a) teacher perceptions between the

compared in four ways:
(b) teacher and principal perceptions

two groups of schools;
(c) principal perception between

within effective schools;
two groups of schools; and (d) teacher and principal
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perceptions within other schools (High & Achilles, 1986, p.
114).

Teachers in effective schools rated their principals
significantly higher than teachers in other schools on six
of the behaviors. The six behaviors rated highest by
teachers in high achieving schools were (a) referent, (b)
expert, (c) enabler, (d) coercer, (e) legitimate authority,
and (f) norm setter. The differences between principals’
perceptions and teachers’ perceptions were significant with
only two behaviors--referent and enabler.

Principals in effective schools consistently rated
themselves higher on the influence-gaining behaviors than
did principals in other schools. Three significant
conclusions were drawn from this study. These conclusions
are: (a) principals and teachers are aware of influence-
gaining behaviors; (b) principals in effective schools tend
to provide extensive leadership; (c) principals tend to use
their "expertness" as a way of influencing teachers to
change their behaviors (High & Achilles, 1986).

Theories of Job Satisfaction

Schmidt (1980) contends that concentrated power and
centralization in public school education continues to add
to the complexity of educators achieving job satisfaction.
Concentrated power and centralization decrease the
opportunity for individuals to interact and interrelate
tasks, roles, and responsibilities.

Locke maintains that a job is not a single entity but

“J
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an interrelation of many entities. Specifically,

a job is the interrelation of tasks, roles,

incentives, and rewards.

responsibilities, interactions,

Job satisfaction is viewed as the feelings or positive
emotional state that individuals have about facets of their

job situation or job experiences (Locke, 1976; Smith et al.,

1975).
The problems encountered in the measurement of job

satisfaction are no different from the problems encountered
in measuring any attitude (Smith et al., 1975). Smith

that studies of satisfaction are

(1975) believes, however,

needed in order to understand the general psychology of
motivation, preferences, and attitudes. Policy-makers and

theoreticians are also interested in the underlying theories

and determinants of job satisfaction because both groups are

eager to understand the laws of human behavior (Smith,

Kendall & Hulin, 1975). Sergiovanni and Starrett (1979)

maintain that more research is needed in understanding more

fully and updating existing data relating to human needs and

teacher satisfaction.
A thorough understanding of the determinants of job

satisfaction requires that the constituent elements of the

job be analyzed (Locke, 1976). One common way of
In using

identifying these elements is factor analysis.

factor analysis, employees are given an opportunity to

respond to job attitude items. The responses are

intercorrelated and grouped into "factors," each factor
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consisting of items that highly correlate with each other
(Locke, 1976, p. 1301). One common disadvantage of factor
analysis, however, is that dimensions which are conceptually
distinguishable and which might show different relationships
to other variables are generally lumped together (Locke,
1976) .

Thus, job dimensions can be isolated conceptually
according to the goals established by the researcher (Locke,
1976). The job dimensions that were investigated in this
study include: (a) work on present job, (b) supervision,
(c) opportunities for promotion, (d) present pay, (e)
co-workers, and (f) job in general (Smith et al., 1985).

Determinants of job satisfaction were explored by Gunn
and Holdaway (1986). Gunn and Holdaway (1986) examined the
job satisfaction of principals and its relationship to the
principals’ perception of their influence, their
effectiveness, and their school’s effectiveness. Based on
the responses of 133 principals, three predictors of overall
satisfaction were identified. The best predictors of job
satisfaction for principals were: (a) sense of
accomplishment as an administrator, (b) effect of the job on
the principal’s personal life, and (c) the principal’s work
relationship with teachers (Gunn & Holdaway, 1986, p. 54).

Some researchers contend that the predictors of job
satisfaction should be based on a multivariate approach
(Avi-Itzhak, 1988; Sweeney, 1981). These predictors should

include the perceived needs of the individual,



26

organizational factors, and background variables. Research
studies performed in educational settings strongly suggest
that teachers are motivated by higher order needs
(Avi-Itzhak, 1988; Schmidt, 1980; Sweeney, 1981). These
higher order needs, developed by Maslow (1954), are esteem
and self-actualization.

Avi-Itzhak (1988) used a multivariate approach to
examine job satisfaction. The purpose of her study was to
(a) identify and assess perceived professional needs of
kindergarten teachers, (b) identify perceived professional
needs, organizational factors and teachers’ characteristics
which significantly discriminate between "satisfied
teachers" and "dissatisfied teachers," and (c) assess their
relative contribution. Ninety-three female kindergarten
teachers in a major city in Israel participated in this
study.

As a result of the teachers’ responses to a 13 item
questionnaire structured to follow the Maslow-type hierarchy
of needs, five need categories emerged (Avi-Itzhak, 1988).
The data indicated that satisfied teachers tended to
experience greater fulfillment of three higher order
needs--esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. The
findings also suggest that the instrument that was used in
this researcher’s study is valid not only in the educational
settings of the USA but also in Israel (Avi-Itzhak, 1988).

Brissie, Hoover-Dempsey and Bassler (1988) focused on

the individual needs and environmental factors associated
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with teacher satisfaction. Teacher burnout was identified

as an environmental factor effecting teachers’ level of job

satisfaction. Teacher burnout is defined as behaviorally

manifest emotional and physical exhaustion deriving from

stressful situational events not adequately met by effective

coping strategies (Brissie et al., 1988, p. 106).

Elementary teachers from eight school districts were

subjects for this study.

The findings from this study indicate that teachers who

feel supported by their principals are less likely to

experience burnout (Brissie et al., 1988). Further, the

study reemphasized the critical role of the principal in

enhancing positive working conditions in the school (Brissie

et al., 1988). Three suggestions were offered as a means of

decreasing the likelihood of teacher burnout: (a) allow

teachers to participate in setting goals for the school; (b)

provide on-going professional support and have the principal

offer strong and visible support, (c) structure the setting,

through informative feedback oT regular evaluation settings,

sSo that teachers can perceive themselves as effective

112) -

job satisfaction were developed

(Brissie et al., 1988, P-

The major theories of

from theories of work motivation (Gunn & Holdaway, 1986;

Miskel, Defrain, & Wilcox, 1980). Work motivation is viewed

as a broad construct pertaining to the conditions and
processes that account for arousal, direction, magnitude,

and maintenance of effort in a person’s job (Katzell &
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Thompson, 1999 | According to Katzell and Thompson (1990),

Job enrichment is one means of making jobs attractive,

interesting, and Ssatisfying.

In order to examine the relationship between job

enrichment and worx motivation, 90 clerical workers in a

large quasi-federa) agency served as participants for the

study (Katzell g Thompson, 1990). The employees were

divided into tyo groups. In one group, no changes were made

in the jobs of the employees. 1In the second group, the jobs

were enriched by increasing task identity and significance,

feedback, ang autonomy. Katzell & Thompson (1990) report

that job attitudes were significantly better among employees
whose jobs had been enriched. In addition, the absenteeism

and turnover of employees in the experimental group
declined.

Human problems such as lack of commitment to the job,
lack of interest, absenteeism and militancy give rise to the

need to study work motivation (Miskel et al., 1980). Miskel
et al. (1980) investigated the relationship between job
satisfaction angd expectancy work motivation, central life

interests, voluntarism, and personal and environmental

characteristics.

The basic assumption of the expectancy motivation
theory is that two components interact and influence each
other, thus producing different behaviors together than
alone. These two components are: (1) valence--the

importance of an individual’s feelings about reward and
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incentives; (2) instrumentality--the probability that a
reward with a particular valence will enhance a given
performance (Miskel et al., 1980). Central life interests
refer to the individual’s preference for doing desired
activities in a particular place. Volunteerism relates to
an individual’s perception of varied job opportunities and
the freedom to work or not to work. Miskel et al. (1980)
believe that work motivation and its components are
significant predictors of job satisfaction and teacher
performance.

Two samples of subjects were used to investigate the
relationship between work motivation and its components and
job satisfaction (Miskel et al., 1980). Twelve randomly
selected teachers and 10 principals from 10 junior high
schools were asked to complete a five item measure for

assessing general feelings about their job. The second

sample consisted of 24 randomly selected chairpeople from 67
departments in four colleges and universities.

Multiple regression analysis was used to test the
hypotheses. The findings indicated that overall expectancy
motivation, volunteerism, and central life interest
variables were significant predictors of job satisfaction
for both groups. The findings also indicated that the force
of motivation variable was a significant predictor for job
performance. Therefore, the researchers concluded that if
an individual believes that successful performance will lead

to important outcomes (e.g., the freedom to modify the job
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situation), then the teachers’ level of job satisfaction is
1980) .

greater (Miskel et al.,
Erlandson and Pastor (1981) discussed certain needs of

teachers that must be fulfilled in order to experience job

satisfaction. These needs were identified as higher order
need strengths. Teachers with higher order need strengths

have a strong desire for freedom to take on the

responsibility of their own goals (Erlandson & Pastor,

The higher order need strengths of teachers were:

1981).
(b) the

(a) the desire to participate in decision-making,

desire to use their skills and abilities, (c) freedom and

(e) expression of creativity,

independence, (d) challenge,

and (f) an opportunity for learning (Erlandson & Pastor,

1981, p. 8).

Power and Job Satisfaction

The level of satisfaction experienced by teachers has

been a persistent concern of educational researchers

1972; Cox & Wood, 1980; Isherwood &

(Belasco & Alutto,

Taylor, 1978). Belasco and Alutto (1972) maintain that

teachers are dissatisfied with their lack of participation

in the decision-making process. In addition, Cox and Wood

(1980) believe that teachers become alienated when they are
inactive participants in the decision-making process.
Alienation is defined as the degree to which individuals
feel powerless to achieve the role that they have determined

to be rightfully theirs (Cox & Wood, 1980).

Cox and Wood (1980) identified five variables which
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increase alienation among teachers: (1) infrequent
participation in the decision-making process; (2) perception
of the organizational hierarchy of authority as rigid; (3) a
great degree of job codification; (4) rigid enforcement of
rules; and (5) teachers’ belief in an administrator’s lack
of willingness to consider teachers’ views (Cox & Wood,
1980, p. 3). Data were collected from 278 teachers in order
to measure these variables.

The findings from this study indicated that three
organizational variables were positively associated with
teacher alienation. The organizational variables positively
associated with teacher alienation were hierarchy of
authority, job codification, and rigidity of rule
enforcement. The researchers emphasized that teachers are
demanding greater professional autonomy and a larger voice
in the decision-making process (Cox & Wood, 1980).

Duke, Showers, and Imber (1980) investigated teachers’
perceptions of the costs and benefits of teacher involvement
in decision-making. The 50 teachers participating in the
study viewed the potential benefits of involvement as far
exceeding the costs of involvement. Teachers’ involvement
in decision-making was significant in four ways. These ways
included: (a) teachers are more likely to comply with
decisions in which they are involved, (b) shared
decision-making stimulates close relations among faculty
members, - (c) involvement in school decision-making could

enhance a teacher’s chances for career development, (d)
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involvement in decision-making helps to Create a greater

appreciation for the complexities of running a school (Duke
et al., p. 102).

Teachers want to have more control in their work Place.
Tannenbaum’s (1962) study on control in organizations
indicated that employees desire to have more control
directly relates to higher degrees of satisfaction with
their jobs and the organization.

In an attempt to improve teacher satisfaction with
their job, Schmidt (1980) developed a model which outlined
his assumptions of the complexities involved in achieving
teacher satisfaction. The model outlined the following
assumptions that relate to teacher satisfaction.

1. Educators want to make things happen and to be

creative in their environment.

2. The organizational structure of education does not
require the work of educators to be limiting or
frustrating.

3. Educational work should be congenial, absorbing,
motivating, and exciting.

4. Productivity is greater when educators have the
power to set their goals, to reqgulate their
working methods, and to have a role in determining
their rewards.

More democratic bases of power must be implemented by

leaders in order for educators to increase their

participation in decision-making (Ivancevich & Donnelly,
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1970; Schmidt, 1980). Using French and Raven’s (1959)

typology, Ivancevich and Donnelly (1970) explored the

effectiveness of the more democratic bases of power. The

study was conducted in a large firm selling food products.

The sample population consisted of 394 salesmen from 31

different sales branches throughout the United States.

French and Raven’s (1959) typology was divided by

Ivancevich and Donnelly into wpositional" (legitimate,

coercive, and reward) and wincremental” (referent and

expert) categories. As a result of their study, Ivancevich

and Donnelly (1970) were able to make three conclusions.

First, the use of legitimate power by branch managers may

not be the most optimum in attempting to induce compliance.

Secondly, coercive power did not appear to be related

statistically to the differences in the performance of the

salesmen. Third, a strategy that should be considered for

inducing compliance with jeader directives is one that

focuses on expert and referent power (Ivancevich & Donnelly,

1970, p. 547).

Further, Bachman, Bowers, and Marcus (1968) conducted a

study on subordinate catisfaction and the use of certain

power styles. The study was conducted in five

organizations. These organizational settings were 36 branch

offices of salesmen, faculty members at 12 liberal arts

colleges, life insurance agents in 40 agencies, and

production workers in 40 work groups and semiskilled workers

in a utility plant. The findings indicated that legitimate
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power was the MOsSt often used basis of power. Navertheless,
legitimate Power digd not appear to enhance organizational
effectivenesg Nor did it relate specifically to total amount

of control (Bachman et al., 1968).

Bachman et al. (1966) examined the relationship between
French ang Raven’s pages of power and the amount of control,
performance, anpg Satisfaction of employees. This study was
conducted in 5 national firm that sells intangibles. The
sample populatjon Consisted of 656 salesmen and 36 branch

offices. The data frop this study indicated that total

control, Satisfaction, and performance were highly

correlated with offjce managers who relied heavily on expert
power and referent power.

Stimson (1987) examined the relationship between
teacher Satisfaction and the principal’s use of personal
power bases ang Positional power bases. Twenty-five
elementary schoo] Principals and 125 elementary teachers
participated in this research effort. The study was
conducted in the Anchorage School District. The data from
this study indicated that teachers were more satisfied with
pPrincipals who used expert and referent power (personal
power). Teachers indicated less satisfaction with
principals who used more coercive and legitimate power
(positional power) (Stimson, 1987). However, the principals
in this particular study used primarily a combination of

personal and positional power.

Hornstein, Callahan, Fisch and Benedict (1968)
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conducted a similar study in 14 schools. The sample

population for this study was 325 primary teachers. The

purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between
shared influence, teacher satisfaction, and the teachers’
ability to influence organizational decision-making. The
researchers concluded that teachers experience their
greatest satisfaction with their principals and their jobs
when they are mutually influential (Hornstein et al., 1968).

Hoy and Sousa (1984) examined one aspect of
decision-making--the extent to which principals delegated
decisions to teachers. Using data collected from principals
and teachers in 55 secondary schools, this research examined
the relationship between delegated decision-making, loyalty,
job satisfaction, and hierarchy of authority. 1In this
study, three hypotheses were tested using analysis of
variance procedures (Hoy & Sousa, 1984).

The first hypothesis asserted that the greater the
tendency of the principal to delegate decision-making, the
less teachers perceived a hierarchy of authority. Hierarchy
of authority is referred to as the extent to which the
decision-making is prestructured by the principal (Hoy &
Sousa, 1984). Secondly, Hoy and Sousa (1984) contended that
teachers experience a higher level of job satisfaction when
principals delegate decision-making. Third, teachers were
more loyal to principals who delegated decision-making.

Data were collected from principals and teachers in 11

counties in New Jersey (Hoy & Sousa, 1984). Given six
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decision levels, principals were asked to identify the level
at which decisions were made in their schools. Thirty-six
principals indicated that no decision-making authority was
delegated to teachers, and only 19 principals delegated some
authority to the teachers.

Teachers were instructed to provide answers to
questions on two research instruments. The responses were
used to measure job satisfaction, loyalty to principal and
hierarchy of authority. Three conclusions were drawn as a
result of the teachers’ responses. First, teachers are less
likely to perceive a strong authoritarian structure when
decision-making is shared. Second, teachers experience a
greater level of job satisfaction when they are participants
in the decision-making process. Third, teachers are more
loyal to principals when decisions are shared. Hoy and
Sousa (1984) concluded that, "delegation of decision-making
maximizes participation; consultation minimizes
participation" (p. 329).

Belasco and Alutto (1972) examined the relationship
between the levels of satisfaction experienced by teachers
and their state of decisional participation. 1In this study,
job satisfaction was viewed as the willingness to remain in
the current school situation despite inducement to leave.
Decisional participation was defined as the discrepancy
between current and preferred levels of participation
(Belasco & Alutto, 1972, p. 44).

The sample population for this study consisted of
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teachers employed in two school districts in Western New

York. Questionnaire survey techniques were used to collect

the data for this study. Belasco and Alutto (1972) measured

three levels of decisional participation. The three levels

of decisional participation measured were (a) decisional

deprivation (participation in fewer decisions than

preferred), (b) decisional equilibrium (participation in as

many decisions as preferred), and (c) decisional saturation
rred) (Belasco &

(participation in more decisions than prefe

Alutto, 1972, p- 47)- Using factor analysis, four items

were identified by respondents as satisfaction levels--a

slight increase in status, a position allowing more

creativity, and a position in which individuals were more

friendly (Belasco & Alutto, 1972, p. 48).

The findings clearly jndicated that there are

significant systematic relationships between individual

member satisfaction levels and the state of decisional

participation. For example, teachers who were decisional

deprived reported significantly lower satisfaction levels

than teachers who were gecisional saturated or at

equilibrium. In addition, the results of this study suggest

that educational organizations must be concerned with both

the attraction and retention of teachers and the performance

of their interrelated role activities (Belasco & Alutto,
1972).

The concept of decisional participation was further

explored by Isherwood and Taylor (1978). This study sought
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to determine the decision items in which the school council
should be participating based on the perceptions of the
principal, teacher members of the school council, and the
remaining teachers. A second purpose of the study was e
determine if congruency between items in which the staff
council should be participating and the items in which they
were participating related to job satisfaction for the
principal, school council, and remaining teachers (Isherwood
& Taylor, 1978).

Data were collected from the principal, school council
members, and remaining teachers from 48 secondary schools in
Quebec. The findings indicated that, between all pairs of
groups, there was a strong agreement as to the extent of
participation. On 8 of the 64 items relating to
decision-making, the three groups disagreed on the extent of
participation of the school council. Based on the findings
of this study, Isherwood and Taylor (1978) stressed the
importance of extensive participation of teachers in order
to increase their level of job satisfaction. Recognizing
the importance of the relationship between employee
participation and job satisfaction, principals must be able
to determine those conditions conducive to effective
participation of teachers (Bridges, 1967).

The Effect of Empowerment on Teacher Satisfaction With Work

Principals who take the authoritarian approach to
leadership neglect to realize that their teachers, like

themselves, have needs for power (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985).
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Teachers need to have a role in the decisions affecting
their work. Principals must choose a leadership approach
that will satisfy power needs for both the principal and the
teacher. Herlihy and Herlihy (1985) described this approach
as an empowering approach.

Teacher empowerment has its beginnings in the
literature on teacher dissatisfaction, autonomy,
professionalization, and shared decision-making. Teachers
are demanding greater participation in decision-making.
Therefore, it is incumbent upon the principals to make the
necessary changes in the structure of their school
organizations. First, principals must proceed with caution
in making changes since all teachers will not be prepared to
readily become involved in the decision-making process.
Second, principals must structure their schools such that
hierarchical differences are diminished (Erlandson & Bifano,
1987) .

Empowerment is the sharing of power by individuals in
leadership positions (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985; Stimson,
1987). Principals must decide whether the power of
decision-making is being shared in meaningful ways.
Moreover, principals must be aware of and have an
understanding of the use of personal power in order to
empower their teachers.

In order to maximize their referent power, which is
personality based, principals must be cognizant of the

personal and social aspects of the principal/teacher
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relationship. Principals can maximize their expert power by
modeling their expertise and assisting teachers whose
performance needs improvement (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985).

A leader increases his or her referent power by
empowering others. Kanter stated that, "if a leader wants
to have far-reaching influence he/she must make his
followers feel powerful, and able to accomplish things on
their own" (p. 173).

Kanter (1982) stressed three dominant themes in the
sharing of power. First, organizational power can grow, in
part, by being shared. Second, the delegation of power does
not mean abdication. Third, leaders who feel secure about
their own outward power - their lines of supply,
information, and support - can see empowering subordinates
as a gain rather than a loss (Kanter, 1976, P+ 73)s

Lightfoot (1986) revealed three assumptions regarding
empowerment in action. These assumptions were: (a) the
earlier one begins to practice empowerment, the better; (b)
the expression of empowerment in schools needs to be felt at
every level - students, teachers, and administrators; and
(c) empowerment reflects a dynamic process not a static
final statement.

In a study on goodness in schools, Lightfoot expounded
upon the themes of empowerment that were prevalent in each
of the schools. Six high schools across the country, all of
which had a reputation of being good, were visited. Methods

for describing the goodness in each school included: (a)

e e e et T R e e e e e A R e
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observations, (b) interviews, () careful reviews of public

and private school documents, and (d) "hanging out" both

inside the school and the surrounding community.

In each of the schools, Lightfoot (1986) contended that

there was a clear recognition of enhancing empowerment.

Efforts were made to give all members of the school’s

community an active role and a sense of responsibility

involving decisions affecting the school.
Karant’s (1989) study indicated that teacher
empowerment and supervision are compatible concepts.

Specifically, the study investigated programs in which

differentiated staffing was being implemented and

collaboration among teachers was evident on certain
educational policies within the schools. The sample
population consisted of teachers and administrators from
three secondary schools--2 nmidwestern high school, an
inner-city high school, and a suburban/rural high school.
In each of the three schools, teachers were assigned to
Supervisory positions. Teachers were challenged to make

Certain instructional and managerial decisions (Karant,

1981). The teachers were able to share governance and

benefit from their experiences: principals were

facilitators of shared governance, who played the role of a

Partner in the decision-making process. More importantly,

Principals benefited from the idea of shared governance.

in this study penefit
First, the principals

The principals ed from shared

governance in two significant ways.
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gained more competent teachers. second, the principals had

the time to redirect their energies into other

responsibilities (Karant, 1989). Thus, Karant (1989) states

that, "supervision can be dynamic in empowered situations if

administrators are philosophically committed to the concept"
(p. 29).

Summary

the literature highlights the variety of

s of power. The concepts of

This review of

definitions and categorization
leadership and power have generated 1ively interest, debate,

and occasionally confusion throughout the evolution of

management thought (Hersey et al., 1988). The complexities
involved in arriving at a consistent and coherent definition
of power are apparent. In any organizational structure,

leaders cannot escape the usé of power. pahl’s (1957)

sed the discomfort that individuals

Concept of power expres

often encounter when attempting to explain power and

influence:
If so many people at s© many different times have felt

he label power,

e they have observed, one

the need to attach t or some thing like

it to some Thing they peliev

is tempted to supposeé that the Thing must exist; and

form capable of being

not only exist, but exist in a

stematically --- a Thing to

studied more or less sy
s with subtly or grossly

ttach many label

which people a
different cultures is

different ways in many probably

all but many things. (P- 201)

not a Thing at
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Principals OCCupy powerful positions. They are the

sole evaluators of their teachers. Principals can recommend

the retention OF firing of teachers and make teacher

assignments, Because Principals occupy powerful positions,

it is imperatijve that they join forces with teachers to
combine thejr bowers for the good of the schools.

Under constant pPressure to produce quick results,
Principals are Sometimes tempted to use an autocratic
“PPEOARN Yo impose change atd refuem. Sudl an approach may
accomplish the task in an expedient manner, but ultimately

the approach ijg Self-defeating (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985).

Moreover, teachers have expressed dissatisfaction with

having little or no input into the decisions which affect

their work environment. Based on the findings of research g

studies, the use of Personal power is the most effective il
means of inducing change (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Bachman
et al., 1966; Hornstein et al., 1968; Stimson, 1987).

The theories of job satisfaction emphasize the need to
understand human relationships. One explanation for this
need is due largely to the human problems which plague
today’s work organizations (Miskel et al., 1980). Examples
of these human problems are absenteeism, militancy, and lack

of commitment to the job itself.

The measurement of job satisfaction and job-related
stress must be taken into consideration for the well-being
of classroom teachers (Pelsma, Richard, Harrington & Burry,

1989) . The stressful situations that teachers experience
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should not be ignored.
s may positively or

Individuals in leadership position
ob satisfaction of

negatively affect the level of J
as leaders of their

employees. Therefore, principals,
schools, must have a clear understanding of power bases and

how these power bases can affect teacher satisfaction.
Peters and Waterman (1982) pointed out that:

Leadership over human beings is exercised when persons
with certain motives and purposes mobilize, in
competition or conflict with others, institutional,
political, psychological and other resources sO as to

he motives of followers.

arouse, engage and satisfy t

Leadership, unlike naked power wielding, is thus

inseparable from followers’ needs and goals. (p. 83) . 4[
i
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Chapter Three

Methodology

introductjon

This Chapter provides an overview of the methodology
and procedures used to examine the use of power bases by
middle school ang high school principals and how these power

bases affect teachers’ satisfaction with their work and

supervisor. p description of the survey instruments used 1s

includedqd. Further, a description of the survey population
and the methods for distributing the survey instruments has
also been included. Finally, the section on data analysis
provides a description of how the data from the survey
instruments were analyzed.

In order to determine whether a principal’s power style
affects the level of satisfaction of his or her teachers,
Survey research was used to collect the necessary data.
Survey research is frequently used to collect data regarding
opinions and exploring the relationship between variables
(Borg & Gall, 1983). Babbie (1973) contends that one of the
main purposes of Survey research is to make some descriptive
statements about a specific population. In this study, some
descriptive assertions are made regarding the relationship
between the level of satisfaction of middle school and high

school teachers and their principal’s use of power. The

study was conducted in the Baltimore City Public School

System (BCPS).
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Procedures

The procedures for collecting data for this study
included: (a) distribution of survey instruments to 14 high
school principals and 27 middle school principals, and (b)
the distribution of survey instruments to 754 teachers--270
middle school teachers and 484 high school teachers. The
survey instruments were distributed to principals before
they were distributed to teachers for two reasons. First,
the principals had to agree to participate before the
tenured teachers in the respective schools could be asked to
participate. Second, the principals’ perception of their
use of power had to be determined. Next, two surveys were
distributed to tenured teachers in order to determine the
teachers’ perception of their principal’s use of power and
to determine the teachers’ level of satisfaction with their
principal’s power style and with their work.

In order to conduct this study in the Baltimore City
Public Schools (BCPS), permission was obtained from Mr.
Lawrence Howe, Director of Research and Evaluation. Due to
the confidentiality of the responses given by the
participants and the number of participants involved in the
study, final approval had to be granted by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction for Baltimore City
Public Schools. In March 1990, the researcher received a
letter from Dr. Richard Hunter, Superintendent of the BCPS
at the time this study was conducted, granting permission to

conduct the study in this school system (see Appendix A).
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Upon receiving final approval from the Superintendent th
’ e

researcher was able to obtain from the Division of Human
Resources and Labor Relations address data on the priHCipals
and their respective schools.

After receiving the address data, each middle school
and high school principal was sent a questionnaire Package
through the interoffice mail service. The questionnaire
package included the following items:

(a) a questionnaire
to be completed by each participant (see Appendix B), (b) a
cover letter (see Appendix C) explaining the survey
instruments, how to return them when finished, a number to
call if there were problems, and a thank you note, (c) a
stamped envelope addressed to the researcher, ang (d) two
survey instruments. 1In addition, the cover letter indicated
that principals were being asked to participate with the
understanding that if they agreed to participate, the
tenured teachers on their faculty would also be asked to
participate.
Survey Instruments

For the purposes of this study, three survey
instruments were used to collect data about the power bases
used by the principals and the teachers’ level of
satisfaction. These instruments included (a) the Power
Perception Profile: Perception of Self version (PPPS) (see
Appendix D); (b) the Power Perception Profile: Perception of

Other version (PPPO) (see Appendix E); and (c) the Cornell

Job Description Index (JDI) (see Appendix F). A description
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of :
the surveys and 1ssues regarding the validity and

reliabili
eliability of the instruments are presented below.

Power Perception Profile. The Power Perception Profile

P i ‘ .
(PPP) included 21 pairs of responses which were developed by
He

rsey et al. (1988). The PPP was pased in large part on
Na ’ .

temeyer’s dissertation (1975) - Natemeyer'’s classification

of
pPower styles was based on French and Raven’s model of the

cl T3 ;
assifications of power. As a part of his study, Natemeyer

Pair . .
ed one of French and Raven’s five power bases with each

of the remaining four, to yield 10 possible combinations
(Natemeyer, 1975, p. 49). The purpose of this paired-
Comparison method was to force a choice between pairs of
Teasons for compliance with authority, based on the reason
that is perceived as being moTre important to the respondent.
In the PPP used for this study, the seven power bases

o .
Ylelded 21 possible pairs of reasons given by people when

th . .
ey were asked why they do the things their leaders

Su
ggested or wanted them to do (Hersey et al., 1988). Two

versi
sions of the instrument were used for the present

an ;
alysis. The principals were asked to complete the PPPS.

ne the principal’s perception of

Th
e PPPS was used to determi
The teacher

was used to determine the

hi
S or her use of power- s were asked to

Com

plete the PPPO. The PPPO
n of their principa
d most often by principals

t
eacher’s perceptio 1’s use of power.

Th

erefore, the power bases Us€

w _—
€re determined based on responses from the principal and

her school. Each statement

th
€ tenured teachers in his or
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in the PPP reflects one of the seven power bases.

The respondents were given specific instructions for
completing the instruments. First, the respondents were to
consider the importance of each alternative and to make
their judgment based on the importance of each alternative.
Secondly, the respondents were asked to allocate three
points between the two alternatives given in each pair. For

example, the teachers were told:

Allocate three points between A and B.
A. This person can administer sanctions and
Punishments to those who do not cooperate.

B. __ T like this person and want to do the things

that please.

The responses were tallied so that each power base had
a raw score. The range of scores was from 0-18. After all
responses were tallied, the raw scores for each of the power
bases were compared. Consequently, the researcher was able
to identify the power bases used most often by each
principal based on his or her perception and the perception
of tenured teachers in his or her school.

The PPP was developed as a result of substantial
research using the French and Raven model. 1In a telephone
conversation with trainers from Natemeyer’s office in
Houston, Texas and Hersey’s office in Escondido, California,
the researcher was informed that the PPP is currently used
in management development training. The researcher was also

informed that over 1,000 managers and/or supervisors
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Participate in the training sessions each year. The

instrument has been revised within the past four years,

which indicates that it provides an up-to-date method for

gathering data about power types.

The trainers were unable to provide statistical data

relative to the reliability of the instrument. However, the
Chronbach Alpha test for internal consistency has been
applied to determine reliability. The Chronbach Alpha
showed high internal consistency on four of the seven power
bases, and low internal consistency on three of the seven
pPower bases. Coercive Power (.87), Connection Power (.78),
Expert Power (.85), and Referent Power (.82) were the four
subtests that showed high internal consistency (Stimson,
1987, p. 50). Three of the power bases (i.e., coercive,
expert, referent) that resulted in high internal consistency
were developed by French and Raven. The three power bases
that did not meet the Chronbach Alpha test standard for
internal consistency were Legitimate Power (.40),
Information Power (.58), and Reward Power (.36) (Stimson,
1987, p. 50). The analysis presented in this research is
based heavily on the power bases showing high internal
consistency.

To obtain information about the content validity of the
PPP, the developers of the instrument have used additional
instruments to gain information from their trainees. The
readiness scale (Readiness Scale--Staff Member Rating Scale

and Readiness Scale--Manager Rating Scale) is used to gather
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information about an individual’s job readiness (ability)

and psychological readiness (willingness). The Lead-Self

instrument is used to provide information about an
individual’s self-perception of his or her leadership style
and the Lead-Other is used to provide information about

others’ perception of their leader’s style (Hersey et al.,
1988) .

The information obtained from responses on these

instruments indicates that there is a relationship between
(a) leadership style, (b) power bases used by the leader,

and (c) the readiness of the followers. For example,

leaders who engage in a "telling" leadership style tend to
use more coercive power than leaders who engage in a

"delegating" style of leadership.

Leaders who engage in a
"delegating" style use their referent power or expert power

to influence behavior (Hersey et al., 1988). Leaders who W“
use their referent power or expert power to induce

compliance from or to influence others are highly effective
with followers of high readiness. The developers of the

PPP, based on substantial use of the instrument with their
trainees, have agreed that the Power Perception Profile does

ask questions and provide answers about the information that
is desired.

Cornell Job Description Index. The Cornell Job

Description Index (JDI) used in this study was developed by
Smith et al. (1975). The instrument was used in this study

to examine the teacher’s level of satisfaction with their

principals and work. The JDI consists of five subtests.
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The Subtestg measure five areas of job satisfaction. These
areas are:. (a) the work itself; (b) the supervision; (c)
the OPPortunjtjesg for promotion; (d) the pay; and (e) the
Co-workers, Sixth measure, the job in general (JIG) may
be useq tg determine whether overall satisfaction is related
to such behaviors ag quitting the job, seeking a career
change, or other long term actions.

In this Study, the researcher focused specifically on
two of the Subtests, although all of the subtests were
completeq by the respondents. These subtests were (a)
Supervision, ang (b) Work on Present Job. The other
Subtests were Not relevant to the teacher’s degree of
satisfaction with his or her principal. For example, the
Pay scale in the BCPS for teachers is a scale negotiated by
three groups: the Baltimore Teachers’ Union, the Board of
School Commissioners, and the City of Baltimore. The
Principal is not involved in the negotiations.

The Tespondents were asked to respond to a series of
short statements and adjectives in each of the job
satisfaction areas. The answers were marked yes if it

applied, no if it did not apply, and a 2 if the respondent
was undecided.
Smith et al. (1975) cite three distinct reasons for

using the JDI in measuring satisfaction. These advantages

are as follows:

1. The JDI is directed toward specific areas of

satisfaction rather than global satisfaction.
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2. The verba)l level required to answer the JDI is
Quite low. The respondent does not have to make
abstractions or understand long, vague sentences.
3.

The IDI does not ask the respondent directly how
Satisfied he is with his work, but rather it asks
him to describe his work.

The JIDI subtests are discriminately different. The
subtests have high reliabilities as well as discriminant and
convergent validity. critical-incident interviews and job
attitude literature were used to develop each subtest.
Preliminary studjes of split-half estimates of internal
consistency of both the direct and triadic JDI scales
yielded an average corrected reliability estimate of .79 for
the JDI Direct scales and .74 for the JDI Triad scales using
168 Cornell students as subjects (Smith et al., 1975).

Smith et al. (1975) report that the estimated split-half
internal consistencies for the final revised JDI scales,
using a Sample of 80 male employees from two electronic
plants, have estimates over .80.

Survey Population

Baltimore City has a population of 740,000, ranking
eleventh in U.S. cities (Maryland School Performance Program
[MSPP], 1990). The Baltimore City Public School System has
27 middle schools, 14 senior high schools, and 118
elementary schools (MSPP, 1990). For the purpose of this

study, two groups from the BCPS were invited to participate,

principals from the middle schools and senior high schools
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an .
d all of the tenured teachers from middle schools and

senij ; : -
nior high schools in which principals agreed to

Participate.

incipals
Of the 27 middle school principals in the BCPS invited
ght males--

t .
© participate, 12 principals--four females and ei

one middle school

year, leaving an incomplete

®
eturned the survey. principal died

b
efore the end of the school

middle school principals indicated that

e end of the school year and

sSur
vey form. Three

th

ey were retiring before th
Preferred not to participate- of the 14 high school
12--four females and

Princj ; -
lncipals, invited to partlclpate,

ei
ght males--agreed to do s©-

Te
nured Teachers

nty middle school teachers volunteered

These teachers were from

Two hundred seve

to —

pParticipate in this study-
s

Chools in which principals had also volunteered to

teer participants, 148 middle

Partici

rticipate. Of the 270 volunl
s ; " :
Chool teachers returned their questlonnalrES- High school

te - :
achers who volunteered toO part1c1pate in the study

239 teachers

nse for tenured teachers was

n
Umbered 484. Of the 484, returned the

Quest 3 .
Stionnaires. The total respo

387

Distribution of survey Instruments

ethods used to
includes methods used to

A discussion of the I distribute the

Sur ; :
Vey instruments follows. This

and the JpI to study the

Aigtys
tribute the PPPS, PPPO/
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pOpulations 3

Power Perce tion Profile: Perception of Self

The Principals-

questionnaire package was mailed to

middle 8Chool ang high school principals on October 15,

1990. The Principals were asked to complete and return the

instruments Within one week of receipt. The Director of
Research ang Evaluation in the BCPS signed the cover letter
indicating that approval had been granted from the BCPS (see
Appendix C). pe Cover letter stated the purpose of the

study and the importance of principals’ participation. In

addition, the cover letter sought to assure the participants il

of complete anonymity. During the first week of November,

1990, a second letter was mailed to principals who had not
responded to the first request. Principals were asked to

return the questionnaires by November 30, 1990. The third

and final notice, a postcard, to remind principals to return

questionnaires by the end of the month, was mailed to

principals on November 25, 1990.

Table 2 depicts the numbers of questionnaire packages

mailed and their rates of return.
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Table 2

Number of Power Perception Profiles (Self Version)

pistributed and Returned

PRINCIPAL DISTRIBUTED RETURNED % RETURNED
Middle School 27" 12 48%
High school 14 12 85%
TOTAL 41 24 65%

» one principal died during the school year and three
principals retired.

on January 15, 1991, the researcher began telephoning

principals who had participated in the study. The purpose

of the telephone call was to thank each principal for his or
her participation and to arrange to meet with each principal

at his or her earliest convenience.

The purpose of this meeting was to ask permission to

make a brief presentation at a faculty meeting to explain

the study to tenured teachers. The researcher also

requested permission to distribute questionnaire packages to

tenured teachers who agreed to participate.

Power Perception Profile: Perception of Other

In the oral presentation to teachers, the following

information was provided: (a) the purpose of the study, (b)

that tenured teachers were invited to participate, (c)
teachers’ participation was voluntary, (d) contents of the
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duestionnaire package, ang (e) a brief explanation on how

the pPPO and Jpr wWould be used in this study.
The researcher reassured teachers that their responses

wWould remain confidentiaj. Prior to distributing

dquestionnaires to the teachers who volunteered to
barticipate, the researcher reminded teachers that: (a)
tenured teachers were being asked to participate, and (b)
tenured teachers are those who have completed at least two
Years of satisfactory teaching in the BCPS, been recommended
for tenure by their Principal, and granted tenure by the
Board of School Commissioners.

The teacher’s questionnaire package contained the
following items: (a) a cover letter explaining the study,
(b) a questionnaire to be completed by each teacher, (c)
copies of the PPPO and the JDI, and (d) a stamped self-
addressed envelope. Teachers were told not to write their
names on the survey instruments. They were also told that
the responses to the guestionnaire would be used to gain
Some relevant information about the respondent. For
example, teachers were asked to indicate their status by
placing a check next to the words tenured or non-tenured.

Table 3 depicts the distribution of questionnaire
packages to teachers who volunteered to participate and the

numbers of survey instruments completed and returned.
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Table 3

Number o Teacher Res onses to the Power Perception Profile

{Perception of Other Version) and the JDI

NUMBER OF
TEACHERS TENURED TEACHERS RETURNED % RETURNED
Middle Schoo]l 387 148 38%
High School 535 239 45%
TOTAL 922 387 42%

Research Questions
In the discussion below, the research questions
addressed by this study are presented, along with the
concepts that were incorporated into the survey items to
collect data needed to present the findings of this research

effort.

Research Question 1. To what extent is there a

correlation between teacher satisfaction with work and
supervisor and the teacher’s perceived classification of his
or her principal’s use of power?

To collect data for research question 1, the PPPO
contained items used to identify the power bases most often
used by the principal (i.e., expert, referent, legitimate,
reward, connection, coercive, and information). Using the

PPPO, the principal’s reliance on a particular power base
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was based on the teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s

use of power. The teachers- perceptions of the principal’s

use of power jg considered the most objective for this

research questiop because the teachers’ perceptions

determine thejr reason for cooperating with the principal.
The JpI completed by teachers contained subtests used
to measure the teacher’s level of satisfaction with his or

her supervisor and his or her work. On this instrument, the

SCOTes could range from 0 to 54, with 54 being the maximum

SCore.

Research Question 2.

To what extent is there

congruence between the principal’s self-perception of his or

her use of power and the teacher’s perception of the

principal’s use of power?

Using the items encompassed by the PPPO, the researcher

was able to explore the relationship between the principal’s
perception of his or her use of power and the teacher’s
perception of his or her principal’s use of power and
determine the degree of congruence. The teacher’s responses
on the PPPO, the Principal’s responses on the PPPS were used
to determine whether congruence exists between the teachers’
perception and the principals’ perception.

Research Question 3. Are there differences in the

middle school and high school principals’ uses of power
based on their teachers’ perceived classifications?
In order to collect data for research question 3, the

PPPS and the PPPO contained items used to explore the
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principal’s use of power bases. The responses given by
teachers and principals on the PPP allows the researcher to
compare the principals’ perception of their use of the seven
power bases to how the teachers, as a group, perceive their
principals’ use of the seven power bases. Based on the
responses of the principals and the teachers, the researcher
was able to group the power bases most often identified by
principals and teachers into three categories. These
categories are positional power (i.e., coercive, legitimate,
and reward), personal power (i.e., expert, referent,
information, and connection), and a combination of personal
and positional power.

Data Analysis

A discussion of the data analysis methods that were
used to conduct this study and the data analysis procedures
used for the survey instruments follows.

The survey instruments were analyzed with the
assistance of computer support personnel in the Center for
Educational Research and Development (CERD), located at the
Baltimore County Campus of the University of Maryland. The
responses of all candidates were coded on optical scan
answer sheets and entered into the computer to conduct data
tabulations and other data analysis procedures. In order to
further maintain the confidentiality of the survey
responses, no one except this researcher and statisticians
from CERD handled the survey answer sheets.

The summary data from the survey instruments were
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analyzed using descriptive statistics. These descriptive
statistics included the mean (i.e., measures of central
tendency); range and standard deviation (i.e., measures of
central dispersion); and number (i.e., tallies, frequencies,
and percentages).

For hypotheses based on two-variable relationships
(1.1-1.7), Pearson Product-Moment Correlations were
calculated for the Principal Power Base-Teacher Satisfaction
relationships. 1In addition, an independent t test was
performed on selected groups to determine if statistically
significant mean differences existed between the responses
on certain survey instrument items. With the exception of
research question 1, an independent t test was run on the
data set for each research question.

Summary

This chapter contained an overview of the design for
this study of power bases and teacher satisfaction. Survey
research was used to collect the necessary data to determine
the power bases most often used by the principals and to
determine the teachers’ level of satisfaction about their
work and supervisor. The procedures for data collection
included the distribution of three instruments. Prior to
distributing the instruments, permission was obtained from
the Superintendent of Public Schools in the BCPS. An
explanation of how the instruments were scored and the

statistical analyses are included.
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Chapter Four

Findings

Introduction

The purpose o y was to explore

f this descriptive stud

th
e use of power by middle school and high school principals

cally, the study was conducted to

principals' use of power

i
n the Bcps. Specifi

examsi
mine the relationship between

1evels of satisfaction with their

ba
ses and their teachers’
wo
rk and supervisor.
survey Findings

The findings of this study are the result of the

) an analysis of the
12 high school principals

fo g
llowing analyses: (2 responses

Provided by 12 middle school and
On the Power Perception profile: perception of self (PPPS);
() an analysis of the responses provided by 148 middle
SChool teachers and 239 high school teachers on the Power
Perception profile: Perception of other (PPPO); (c) an

provided by 148 mi
rs on the cornell Job

an g
alysis of the responses ddle school

tea
chers and 239 high school teache

Descrint
cription Index (JDI)-

s discussed in the findings associated

All mean value
wi

th the ppps and PPPO were pased on 2 range of 0 to 18.
he JDI were pased on a range of 0 to

The
mean values for t
with the exception of
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For each research question,
re

Search question 1, an independent t test was run on the
otheses and findings are

datga
set. The statistical DYP
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presented for each research question.

Research Question 1
To what extent is there a correlatiop be
tween te
acher
satisfaction with work and supervisor, ang the tea h
Cher'’g

perceived classification of his or her Principaj -
S use of

power?
There is no statistically significant correlatjon
between teacher satisfaction with work and superVisor,

and

the teacher’s perceived classification of their Principal-
pal’s

use of coercive power.
Statistical Hypothesis 1.2

There is no statistically significant correlation
between teacher satisfaction with work and Supervisor, and
the teacher’s perceived classification of their Principal’s
use of connection power.
Statistical Hypothesis 1.3

There is no statistically significant correlation
between teacher satisfaction with work and Supervisor, and
the teacher’s perceived classification of their Principal’s
use of expert power.
Statistical Hypothesis 1.4

There is no statistically significant correlation
between teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and

the teacher’s perceived classification of their principal’s

use of information power.



Statistical Hypothesis 1.5

There is no statistically significant correlation
between teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and
the teacher’s perceived classification of their principal’
use of legitimate power.

Statistical Hypothesis 1.6
There is no statistically significant correlation

between teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and

64

S

the teacher'’s perceived classification of their principal’s

use of referent power.
Statistical Hypothesis 1.7
There is no statistically significant correlation

between teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor, and

the teacher’s perceived classification of their principal’s

use of reward power.
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Table 4

Correlation Between Middle School Principal’s Power Base and

iddle Schoo eacher’s Level of Satisfaction as Measured b

the PPPO and JDI

Power Supervisor Work
Level Base Satisfaction satisfaction
Middle School Coercive -.6308 -.6242
P=.001 P=.001
Connection -.3658 -.3202
P=.001 P=.001
Expert « 7191 .5920
P=.001 P=.001
Information .0762 .1970
P=,358 P=.016
Legitimate -.4767 -.3360
P=.001 P=,001
Referent .6461 .4730
P=.001 P=.001
Reward -.3264 -.2162
P=.001 P=.008
N = 148
P =< .01

The findings leading to the rejection or acceptance of
statistical hypotheses 1.1 to 1.7 were based, first, on
responses given by middle school teachers on the PPPO and
two of the subtests on the JDI. The two subtests were
Supervision and Work on Present Job. The correlations for
the middle school respondents are shown in Table 4. A
negative correlation between the principal’s use of a
specific power base and teachers’ satisfaction with work and

supervisor indicates that the teachers were dissatisfied
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with their principal’s use of the power base. A positive
correlation between the principal’s use of a specific power
base and teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor
indicates that there was a level of satisfaction with the
principal’s use of the power base.

Findings. There was a statistically significant
negative correlation between the middle school principal’s
use of coercive power and the middle school teachers’
satisfaction with work and supervisor. Therefore,
statistical hypothesis 1.1 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant negative
correlation between the middle school principal’s use of
connection power and the middle school teachers’
satisfaction with work and supervisor. Therefore,
statistical hypothesis 1.2 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant positive
correlation between the middle school principal’s use of
expert power and middle school teachers’ satisfaction with
work and supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 1.3
was rejected.

There was no statistically significant correlation
between the middle school principal’s use of information
power and the middle school teachers’ satisfaction with work
and supervisor. Because information power is categorized as
a personal power base (see Chapter 1), the positive
correlation is in the expected direction; nevertheless, the

correlation is weak and not significant. Therefore,
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Statistical hypothesis 1.4 was accepted.

There was a statistically significant negative
correlation between the middle school principal’s use of
legitimate power ang the middle school teachers’
satisfaction with work and supervisor. Therefore,
Statistical hypothesis 1.5 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant positive
correlation between the middle school principal’s use of
referent power and the middle school teachers’ satisfaction
with work and Supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis
1.6 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant negative
correlation between the middle school principal’s use of
reward power and the middle school teachers’ satisfaction

with supervisor. Therefore, with respect to supervisor

satisfaction, statistical hypothesis 1.7 was rejected. The
negative correlation between the middle school principal’s
use of reward power and the teachers’ work satisfaction was
not significant. Therefore, with respect to work
satisfaction, statistical hypothesis 1.7 was accepted.

The findings leading to the rejection or acceptance of
statistical hypothesis 1.1 to 1.7 were based, secondly, on
responses given by high school teachers on the PPPO and the

two subtests on the JDI. The correlations for high school

respondents are shown in Table 5.



68

Table 5
Correlation Between High School Principal’s Power Base and
Hi (o] e) eacher’s Level of Satisfaction as Measured b
the O and J
Power Supervisor Work
Level Base Satisfaction Satisfaction
High School Coercive -.4859 -.3866
P=.001 P=.001
Connection -.3182 -.2359
P=.001 P=.001
Expert «5211 .4236
P=.001 P=.001
Information .0284 .1374
P=.662 P=.034
Legitimate -.1421 =o1273
P=.028 P=.049
Referent .4566 .2510
P=.001 P=.001
Reward -.1886 -.1033
P=.003 P=.111
N = 239
P =< .01

Findings. There was a statistically significant
negative correlation between the high school principal’s use
of coercive power and the high school teachers’ satisfaction
with work and supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis
1.1 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant negative
correlation between the high school principal’s use of

connection power and the high school teachers’ satisfaction
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with work and supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis

1.2 was rejected.

There was a statistically significant positive

correlation between the high school principal’s use of

expert power and teacher satisfaction with work and

Supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 1.3 was

rejected.
There was no statistically significant correlation

between the principal’s use of information power and teacher

satisfaction with work and supervisor. Therefore,

statistical hypothesis 1.4 was accepted.

There was no statistically significant correlation
between the high school principal’s use of legitimate power
and teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor.
Therefore, statistical hypothesis 1.5 was accepted.

There was a statistically significant positive
correlation between the high school principal’s use of
referent power and teacher satisfaction with work and
supervisor. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 1.6 was
rejected.

There was a statistically significant negative
correlation between the high school principal’s use of
reward power and teacher satisfaction with supervisor. The
correlation between the high school principal’s use of
reward power and teacher satisfaction with work was not
significant. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 1.7 was

rejected, with respect to teacher satisfaction with
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Table 6
Independent t-Test Between Middle School Principals- Self-

cepti eir Use of Power and Middle Scho ea -
Perception of Their Principal’s Use of Power for Research
Question 2

Group Means

Power Base T II df t Test
Coercive 8.85 6.41 158 2.47+
Connection 7.00 4.58 158 2.89«%
Expert 9.66 12.25 158 -2.71%
Information 8.70 9.16 158 - .64
Legitimate 12.33 12.16 158 21
Referent 5.88 7.33 158 -1.24
Reward 10.47 10.91 158 - .74
N = 148 Middle School Teachers (Group I)

-4
"

12 Middle School Principals (Group II)

P =< .05

Findings. There were differences in the means of the
middle school teachers’ perception of their principal’s use
of power and the middle school principal’s self-perception
of his or her use of power. Statistically significant
differences in the means were found with (a) coercive power,
(b) connection power, and (c) expert power. Therefore,

statistical hypothesis 2.1 was rejected.
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Table 7

Independent t-Test Between High School Principals’ Self-

Perception of Their Use of Power and High School Teachers’

Perception of Their Principal’s Use of Power for Research

Question 2

Group Means
Power Base I LT df t Test
Coercive 7.96 8.33 249 = «33
Connection 6.28 3.91 249 2.56~*
Expert 1139 13.00 249 -1.60
Information 9.01 8.91 249 913
Legitimate 11.90 11.16 249 1.05
Referent 6.56 8.58 249 -1.85
Reward S.75 9.16 249 .94
N = 239 High School Teachers (Group I)

4
]

12 High School Principals (Group II)

< .05

Lol
"

Findings. There was a statistically significant
difference in means between the high school principal’s
self-perception of his or her use of power and the high
school teachers’ perception of their principal’s use of
power with only one power base. This power base was
connection power. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 2.1 was
accepted for high school principals.

Research Question 3

Are there differences in the middle school and high
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school principals’ uses of power based on their teachers’
perceived classifications?
Statistical Hypothesis 3.1

There is no statistically significant difference in the
means between the principals classified as using personal
power, those who use positional power, and those who use a
combination of personal and positional power. Tables 8 and
9 present the analysis of the data for the middle school
principals. Tables 11 and 12 present the analysis of the

data for high school principals.



Table 8

Analysis of Variance Between Middle School Teacher Ratings of

Principals’

Power Stvles

for Research Question 3

Power Base Group N Source Ss df MS F P

Coercive Positional 91 Main Effects 218.61 2 109.30 11.38 .001
Personal 50
Personal /Positional 7

Connection Positional 91 Main Effects 90.71 2 45.35 6.61 .002
Personal 50
Personal/Positional 7

Expert Positional 91 Main Effects 154.99 2 77.49 7%79 .001
Personal 50
Personal/Positional 7

Information Positional 91 Main Effects .940 2 .470 .077 .926
Personal 50
Personal /Positional 7

Legitimate Positional 91 Main Effects 145.61 2 72.80 10.98 .001
Personal 50
Personal/Positional 7

YL



Table 8 (Continued)

Analysis of vVariance Between Middle School Te

acher Ratings of Principals’ Power Styles

for Research Question 3A

Power Base Group N Source SS df MS F P
Referent Positional 91 Main Effects 360.63 2 180.32 1357 .001
personal 50
Personal/Positional 7
Reward positional 91 Main Effects 45.81 2 22.90 6.31 .002
Personal 50
Personal/Positional 7

SL

————

g e

v“i‘h‘f"“m'Rj/-r‘ﬁ"f;r -
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Findings. An analysis of variance indicates that the
middle school principals fell into three groups based on the
middle school teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s use
of the power bases. The groups were positional power,
personal power, or a combination of personal and positional
power. The comparisons between the three groups were
significant for (a) coercive power, (b) connection power,

(c) expert power, (d) legitimate power, (e) referent power,
and (f) reward power. Therefore, statistical hypothesis 3.1
can be rejected for these comparisons. For the power bases
in which the null hypothesis was rejected, independent t
tests were performed to determine where the differences
existed between the three groups. Table 9 presents the

independent t tests where the significant differences in the

means are identified.
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance Between High School Teacher Ratings of Principals’ Power Styles
for Research Question 3

Power Base Group N Source ss df MS F P

Coercive Positional 89 Main Effects 164.75 2 82.37 .03 .003
Personal 95
Personal/Positional 55

Connection Positional 89 Main Effects 18.50 2 9.25 .932 +395
Personal 95
Personal/Positional 55

Expert Positional 89 Main Effects 78.61 2 39.30 .43 .034
Personal 95
Personal /Positional 55

Information Positional 89 Main Effects 5.07 2 2.53 .379 .685
Personal 95
Personal /Positional 55

Legitimate Positional 89 Main Effects 164.75 2 82.37 .03 .003
Personal 95
Personal/Positional 55

6L

o I e
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Table 10 (Continued)

Analysis of Variance Between High School Teacher Ratings of Principals’ Power Styles

for Research Question 3

Power Base Group N Source sS df MS F P
Referent Positional 89 Main Effects 234.07 2 117.03 8.95 .001
Personal 95
Personal /Positional 55
Reward Positional 89 Main Effects 40.62 2 20.31 4.62 .011
Personal 95
Personal/Positional 55

08
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Findings. The comparison between the power groups for
high school principals was significant for five power bases:
(a) coercive power, (b) expert power, (c) legitimate power,
(d) referent power, and (e) reward power. Statistical
hypothesis 3.1 can be rejected for these comparisons for the
high school principals. Independent t tests were performed
to determine where the differences existed between the three
groups. Table 11 presents the results of the independent t
tests for high school principals. The significant

differences in the means are indicated for the power groups.
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Table 11
d -Test Between Powe oups for High Scho

Teachers for Research Question 3

Power Base Group Group Means af t Test
Coercive I v. II 8.75 7.00 181 3.19+
Il v. II1 7.00 8.47 148 -2.44*
I v III 8.75 8.47 141 .45
Connection T vis IT 6.16 6.61 181 -1.00
IT %. III 6.61 5.93 148 1.18
T Vv III 6.16 5.93 141 .46
Expert T ves II 11.72 11.65 181 +15
IT v. III 11.65 10.33 148 2.24~
I Ws EIT 11:72 10.33 141 2.40*
Information I V. LI 8.84 9.05 181 -.53
II v. III 9.05 9.21 148 -.38
I v. 1III 8.84 9.21 141 -.90
Legitimate T v IT 12.15 11.66 181 ‘ 1.48
IT v III 11.66 11.96 87.85 -.65
I V. TIX 12:.:15 131..96 141 .42
Referent I v, IT 5. 36 162 181 -4.45~*
IT ve ILT 7.62 6. 71 148 1.41
I v III 5.36 6:71 93.29 -2.04~*
Reward I wv. II 9.86 9.30 177.42 1.82+
II v III 9.30 10.36 148 -2.80*
I ve II1 9.86 10.36 141 -1.49
Note. I = Principals who rely on positional power, II =

Principals who'rely on personal power, III = Principals who

rely on a combination of personal and positional power.
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Findings. There was a significant difference in the
means between the power groups for (a) coercive power, (b)
referent power, (c) expert power, and (d) reward power. The
use of the independent t test did not produce any consistent
pattern. Groups I and II were consistently different for
(a) coercive power, (b) referent power, and (c) reward
power. Groups II and III were consistently different for
(a) coercive power, (b) expert power, and (c) reward power.
Based on the data analysis just presented for middle school
and high school principals, we can reject statistical
hypothesis 3.1. There is, however, little consistency
within the groups on which the rejection was based.

Summary

The findings associated with this study were presented
in this chapter. An explanation of the analyses for each
instrument preceded the research questions undertaken in
this study. Based on the respondents’ responses on the
Power Perception Profile: Perception of Self, Power
Perception Profile: Perception of Other, and the Cornell Job
Description Index, the findings for each statistical

hypothesis are provided.
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Chapter Five

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the study on middle
school and high school principals’ uses of power and how
their use of power bases affects teacher satisfaction. The
summary includes (a) an overview of the problem, (b) the
research questions, (c) the research methodology and design,
and (d) the findings for each research question. The
summary is followed by conclusions and recommendations.

Summary

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this descriptive study was to explore
the use of power bases by middle school and high school
principals in the BCPS. Specifically, the study was
conducted to examine the relationship between the
principals’ use of power bases and their teachers’ expressed
level of satisfaction with work and supervisor. Three
research questions associated with power bases and teacher
satisfaction with work and supervisor were investigated in
the study. The research questions are presented below.

Research Question 1. To what extent is there a
correlation between teacher satisfaction with work and
supervisor, and the teacher’s perceived classification of
his or her principal’s use of power?

Research Question 2. To what extent is there
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and JDI, and (b) an analysis of the responses of 239 high

school teachers on the PPPO and JDI.
The principals’ responses on the PPPS and the teachers’

responses on the PPPO were used to determine the extent of

congruence between teachers’ perceptions of their

principals’ uses of power and the principals’ self-
An analysis of 24

perception of their own uses of power.
principals’ responses and 387 teachers’ responses was done

to determine the extent of congruence between the two

groups’ perceptions. The 24 principals and 387 teachers
were from middle schools and high schools in the BCPS.

The principals were categorized as positional or
personal based on the power bases they used most to induce

compliance from or influence the behavior of their teachers.

The results of the analysis of variance revealed three

categories: (a) positional, (b) personal, and (c) personal

and positional.
personal and positional power

The combination of the
scores were equal on two or more

category indicates that the
and the positional power bases.

of the personal power bases
The personal and positional category was included,

therefore, to lessen the degree of error in the analysis.

Summary of Findings for Research Questions

A summary of the findings for the research questions

under investigation in this study are presented below.

Research Question 1

To what extent is there a correlation between
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satisfaction with work and supervisor, and the teacher’s

perceived classification of his or her principal’s use of

power?

Middle School Teachers. The middle school teachers’

responses on the PPPO and the JDI revealed that there were
negative correlations between the middle school principal’s
use of coercive power, connection power, and legitimate

power and their teachers’ expressed level of satisfaction

with work and supervisor. There was a statistically

significant negative correlation between the middle school

principal’s use of reward power and their teachers’

satisfaction with supervisor. The correlation between the

principal’s use of reward power and teacher satisfaction
with work was also a negative correlation. The correlation

was in the expected direction; however, the correlation was

not significant. Reward power, coercive power, and
legitimate power are positional power bases. Connection

power is in the personal power category; nevertheless, the
middle school teachers’ responses indicate that they were
dissatisfied with the principal’s use of connection power.
There were statistically significant positive
correlations between the middle school principal’s use of

expert power and referent power and the teacher’s expressed

level of satisfaction with work and supervisor. Referent

power and expert power are classified as personal power

bases. The positive correlation between information power

and teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor was in the
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expected direction, because information power is classified
as a personal power base. The correlation, however, was not
significant.

High School Teachers. The high school teachers’
responses on the PPPO and the JDI revealed that there were
statistically significant negative correlations between the
high school principal’s use of coercive power and connection
power and the teacher’s expressed level of satisfaction with
work and supervisor. There was a statistically significant
negative correlation between the principal’s use of reward
power and teacher satisfaction with supervisor. The
negative correlation between the principal’s use of reward
power and teacher satisfaction with work was in the expected
direction. The correlation was not significant. Legitimate
power is classified as a positional power base; therefore,
the negative correlation between the principal’s use of the
legitimate power base and teacher satisfaction with work and
supervisor was in the expected direction. The correlation
was not significant.

There were statistically significant positive
correlations between the principal’s use of expert power and
referent power and their teachers’ expressed level of
satisfaction with work and supervisor. The positive
correlation between the principal’s use of information power
was in the expected direction, because information power is
classified as a personal power base. The positive

correlation was not significant based on the high school
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teachers’ responses.
se h estion 2

To what extent is there congruence between the
principal’s self-perception of his or her use of power and
the teacher’s perception of the principal’s use of power?

Middle School Principals and Teachers. There were
statistically significant differences in the means of the
middle school teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s use
of power and the middle school principals’ self-perception
of their use of power with (a) coercive power, (b)
connection power, and (c) expert power. There were
differences in the means with the four remaining power
bases, i.e., information power, legitimate power, referent
power, and reward power; however, the differences in the
means were not significant.

High School Principals and Teachers. There was a
statistically significant difference in the means between
the high school principals’ self-perception of their uses of
connection power and the high school teachers’ perception.
Research Question 3

Are there differences in the middle school and high
school principals’ uses of power?

Middle School Principals. There were statistically
significant differences in the means between the middle
school principals’ use of positional power, personal power,
and a combination of personal and positional power with (a)

coercive power, (b) connection power, (c) expert power, (d)
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Connection power is based on the leader’s "“connections"
with influential or important persons "inside" or "outside"
the organization (Hersey & Goldsmith, 1972; Hersey &
Natemeyer, 1988). A leader’s reliance on his or her
connections to induce compliance from or influence others is
an indication that the leader wants to please persons who
are perceived as powerful individuals.

conclusion 2. The principal’s use of connection power

is associated with teacher
dissatisfaction about their principal
and their work.

This conclusion is supported with the statistically
significant negative correlation between the principal’s use
of connection power and the middle school and high school
teachers’ dissatisfaction with their work and principal.

The negative correlation between the principal’s use of
connection power and teacher satisfaction with work and
supervisor is opposite the expected direction. It was
believed that teachers would view their principals’
connections as a form of power that could benefit the
teachers and the students.

The connections with influential or powerful people,
however, are not inherent in the position of principal. The
connections are gained from the principal’s use of his or
her personal traits. The middle school and high school
teachers in the BCPS apparently do not value their

principal’s connections with "powerful" people inside or
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Outside the organization. It is also apparent that

Principals who are perceived as being "well-connected" with

Other people do not increase their power to influence Or
gain compliance from their teachers. Connection power,

therefore, has little value in teachers’ satisfaction with

their work and their principal.
Expert power is based on a leader’s possession of

expertise, skill, knowledge, judgment, and experience
A

(French & Raven, 1959; Hersey & Natemeyer, 1988).
leader’s use of expert power is viewed as inducing

compliance or influencing others through the leader’s use of

his or her expertise, skill, and knowledge about their job

and the organization.
Conclusion 3. The principal’s use of expert power is

associated with teacher satisfaction

about their principal and their work.

There was a positive correlation between the
Principal’s use of expert power and teacher satisfaction

with work and supervisor for middle school and high school

teachers in the BCPS. The findings from other studies have

indicated that satisfaction and performance are highly
Correlated with leaders who rely on their expertise, skill,

and knowledge in attempts to influence behavior (Bachman et

al., 1966; Isherwood, 1973; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1970).

The findings of this study indicate that teachers in the
BCPS are more satisfied with their jobs and leader if

influence attempts are the result of their principal’s
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r to influence teachers chers want to
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reliability; therefore, the researcher was cautious in
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The positive c
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high
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le school and high school teachers’
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work
and supervisor were in th
th
e . o
correlations were weak and not significant.
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Ng process (Belasco & Alutto, 1980) .
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Teach
er ; ;
o s want to believe that their principal cares about
em an ;
d supports thelr efforts. Some information that is
shared wij
with teachers enhances their desire to become more

effective.
rincipals share information

The manner in which P
e of this power base.

affec
ts the teachers’ perceived valu
principals must be

Info ;
rmation that is shared bY
al must also decide if

i . R
cated effectively. The princip

shared with his or her

Certain i
in information should be
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hers. For example,
rs if the information
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egitimate power is base
1959; Hersey &
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in the organization (French & Raven,

h in legitimate power induces

Nate
m
] eyer, 1988). A leader hig
Omp]j

ance from or influences others because they feel that
e of position in the

the
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ader has the right by Virtd
11 be followed.

Qrga .
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zation to expect that suggestions Wi
onclusion 5. The association petween prlnc1pal's use

mate power and teacher

of legiti
satisfaction with work and their

principal is inconclusive.

cally significa

hool principals’

nt negative

T
here was a statisti
use of

l .
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:egltimate power and the middle school teachers’
satlsfaction with work and supervisor- There was no
tatistically significant correlation between the high
:chool principals’ use of legitimate power and the high
Chool teachers’ satisfaction with work and supervisor.

eted cautiously pecause the

These £3indgs
e findings must be interpr
legitj

imate power base has also shown low internal

Yeliabilj
bility (See Chapter Three) -

x and wood (1980) indicate that

The findings of CO
n they perceive that the

teac
hers become alienated whe
is rigid and that the

Qrgan 3 .
. izational hierarchy of authority
€gre .

e of job codification is high. rTeachers want to have
zation (CoX & Wood,

Some
de o (3 :
gree of control 1n their organl

Hornstein et al.
st satisfaction with

1980 -
; Tannenbaum, 1962) - (1968) concluded

that
teachers experience their greate
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y to perceive 2 st
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r princi
principals and their job
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ential. Teachers are 1es® likel
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ate power, however, may
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e school teachers that their feel
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concern. Once teachers heir opinions

the
Y
are almost sure to becomé

ve shown that /s use of

a leader

1 Research studies ha
egitj ,

imate power may not Pe the optimuml choice when
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m .
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i ional
legitimate power does not enhance organization

effectiveness (Bachman et al., 1968;

Ivancevich & Donnelly,
1970).

Teachers do not want to become involved in all of the

decisions made by the principals; consequently, principals
must be able t

o determine the conditions conducive to

effective participation of teachers (Bridges, 1967) .

Teachers are satisfied, however, with principals who make an

effort to use their legitimate power less to induce

i i their behavior.
compliance from teachers Or to influence

Based on their teachers’ perceptions, the differences

in the means between the middle school principals’ use of
legitimate power (12.33) and the high school principals’ use
of legitimate power (11.90) are not statistically
significant. The differences in the means between the
middle school principals’ use of expert power (9.66) and the
high school principals’ use of expert power (11.39) are
statistically significant. Based on their teachers’
perceptions, the high school principals rely more on expert

power than middle school principals. Teachers are

apparently more tolerant of the principal’s use of

legitimate power if the principal is perceived by his or her
teachers as an expert.

A leader’s use of referent power indicates that he or

she induces compliance from or influences the behavior of
others because they like,

admire, or respect the leader

(French & Raven, Hersey et al.,

1959; 1988) .
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pal’s use of referent power is

Conclusjon 6. The princi

associated with tea

r supervisor and work.

cher satisfaction
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There was a statis
use of referent power
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rent power (Bachman et al.,
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t power and referent power to 1n
|
studies have also indicated i
1|
|
|

inf)
uence behavior. Research
the decision-making

be involved in
personal power i

1986;

that 1
t if teachers are to
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irholm & Fairholm, 1984; High & Achilles,

19887 Regan,
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/g ability to
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Reward power is
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ide rewards for other Pe°
e able to provide
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He
rsey et al., 1988)-
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some of the
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Conclusion 7.
action

ass teacher dissatisf
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apout their principal and has an

insignificant effect on their

satisfaction with their work.

vailable to principals due to their

h the position held by the
1986;

Some rewards are 2

legitj
gitimate power that comes wit

Principal (Bachman et al., 1966/ High & Achilles,
Natemeyer, 1975). principals in the BCPS do not negotiate
salaries; however, the principals can assist teachers in
provide

in some instances,

gainj
ing promotions and,
o earn additional

income.

op o=
portunities for teachers -

liance on this however,

The principals’ re€ power base,
can . ; ;
be misleading or counterproductive. principals who

s to teachers without specific

consj
nsistently give reward
f the use

Crit . g
-1teria for doing s© diminish the effectiveness O

o
f reward power.

Based on the findings ©of this study, the middle school
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useful to princi
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Rew
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diffy
ficult to determine hoO
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Conclusion 8.
of power

their own uses

perceptions of

and the €

eachers’ perceptions of their
principal's use of power were not
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congruent.
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onclusion 9. The high school principals’ perceptions
of their own uses of power and the
perceptions of their
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principal’s use of

w their principals as using

High school teachers vie
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1982
; Isherwood & Taylor, 1978 stimson, 1987).

principals rely on the use

Conclusjon 10. Middle school

of their positional power to induce
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Conclusion 11. High
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of a combination of personal and
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h school pri
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o
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Recommendations

many researchers who

beliefs of

T .

. his study supports the
t that the leadership provided py the principal is
schools. The need

& effective
n-makind pr
e a reality-

jng of their

cru .
cla .
1 in the development o
ocess 1s also

e decisio
s to pecom

n understand

to 3
in
volve teachers in th

kev i
Y i .
f public school reform i

have a

Pri
urlnclpals must, thereforé:
Ses of power. TheY must als® understand their teachers’
ierceptiOns of their uses of power: Thus, the following
e
Rg::ﬁiiiijiijjiizre of fered:
mmendation
Provide leadership training workshops for principals
in developing a leadership style

t .
hat will assist them
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and the power bases that enhance shared decision-making

within their schools.

Rationale. Principals have been trained to use power

in the traditional sense which makes it difficult for them

to change their traditional ways of influencing others (Gunn

et al., 1988; Liebermann & Miller, 1990). Principals must
be trained to use their power in a positive sense as a

shared resource among colleagues (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985;

Stimson & Appelbaum, 1988). Principals must also be able to

assess the readiness skills (ability and willingness) of
their staff in their effort to restructure their schools.
Recommendation #2
Conduct a study to determine if the degree of
congruence between principals’ self-perceptions of
their use of power and the teachers’ perceptions of
their principal’s use of power affects the teacher’s
level of satisfaction with work and supervisor.
Rationale. The findings in this study suggest that
when congruence exists between the principal’s self-
perception of their use of power and the teachers’
perceptions of their principal’s use of power, teachers have
a higher level of satisfaction with their supervisor.
Moreover, principals and teachers need to understand the
importance of shared decision-making in order to create
effective schools.

Recommendation #3

Conduct a study to determine the degree to which
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supervisor satisfaction relates to work satisfaction.

Rationale. It is possible for teachers to be happy
with their principal and not be completely satisfied with
their work. Teachers tend to put forth more effort if they
respect, admire, and care about the leader.

eco datio 4

Explore the relationship between supervisor

satisfaction and satisfaction with co-workers, pay,

opportunities for promotions, and overall satisfaction.

Rationale. This information could be helpful in
determining whether satisfaction with supervisor is the most
important factor when employees assess their overall
satisfaction.
Recommendation #5

Explore the relationship between the principal’s uses

of power and the unique cultures of the school.

Rationale. The principal’s use of particular power
bases is sometimes contingent upon the readiness of his or
her staff to participate in the decision-making process.
Principals often use positional power in an attempt to
challenge teachers to become more accountable and
responsible individuals. Personal power bases can be used

effectively with teachers who have a shared vision for their

schools and their students.
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fs DEPAK”HHVTOFEDUCNHO
CITY OF BALTIMORE > %g RICHARD C. HUNTER
- - B Supenniendent of Public lastruction
IRT L. SCIIMOKE. Mayor 200 E. North Avenus
e Beltumore. Maryland 21202
March 9, 1990
Ms. Linda W
. Lymas
5239_HcCulloh Street
timore, Maryland 21217
Dear Ms. Lymas:
doctoral research A study of the
d the Affect on Teacher

Your progosed

gﬁ:@ership Styles of principals an

isfaction" is approved.
p—-— Mr. Larry Howe, pirector of the Department of Research
4 Evaluation, will provide & cover letter advising
Principals and teachers that your project has been approved
i This cover letter must
teachers toO

£ ;
acozcl_: their voluntary participation.
Par:TEQnY any requests tO principals or t .
dpace 3 ; may contact MI. owe at
396-3958. e in your survey You y
in Baltimore city Public

Thank you for Yyour interest

Schools.
Richard C. Hunter
Superintendent
/mmh

Ceis
gr. Norman J. Walsh
Mr' Denise G. BorderS
r. Larry Howe
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE

P .
Lease provide the following information pefore completing

€ instrument.

1|

School #
(check one)
20 L
evel of School
Middle
Senior
3 Bt 4
osition in School
Teacher
Principal
4,
Status (N/A for Principal)
Tenured
Non-tenured
5.

Sex

Male

Female
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APPENDIX C

COVER LETTERS FOR PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
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200 Font Hill Averwe
Baltimore, Maryland 21223

September, 1990

Dear Teacher:

' 1L e

that Wi‘]!.'; writing this letter requesting your tion in a research study

i be comitey i the Baltimore City Public Schools (BCPS) this month.

. Richard Hunter and is being conducted
ion of my doctoral studies at

t for complet
A letter from Dr- Hunter indicating

participa

Univers;
rsity of Maryland - College Park.

appl'twal
of this research study is attached.
r bases by middle

The
Schoo] ar:Hp? se of this research is to explore the use of powe
Pecificaly high school principals and their affect on teacher satisfaction.
e of m" » the study will examine the principal's sel {-perception of his/her
incipal r, the teacher's percept ¢ the principal's US€ of power, and the
and teacher's level of satisfaction with certain aspects of the job. If
you will be asked to provide answers to questions in two
than 20 minutes.- The instruments are the
The Poyger pescription Index (JDI).
Principg) Perception Profile is used to explore the teacher's perception of the
‘T‘atisfa(:t-s use of power. The JDI is used to examine the teacher's level of
I"Stmne lon with certain aspects of the job. Please complete the attached
The cmprllts within one week and return them to me through the inter-office mail.
Schml. eted instruments should be returned to M attention at Southwestern High
Y
OUT participation in this study is needed and will be highly appreciated. I
both principals and teachers, will
fidential. Your

aSSUre
You
Temy that the participants in this study,
will remain con
questions you may

in g
participati )"U_us and the data collected
on in this research effort is voluntary - 1f you have

Cont.
3t me at 396-1421 (work) or 728-4359 (homel:

ML .Ihﬂr:s ﬁ?r your assistance in this matter. 1 am hopeful that your response

Positive one.

sincerely,

u"L/hn | Linda W. Lymas
Abroyeq M

Mr. Lawrence Howe

tion

Di
.rect()r of Research and Evalud
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t Hill Averwe

200 Fon
land 21223

Baltimore, Mary
September , 1990

Principal :
ting your participation in a research study
gh schools of the

that
""’l'dn‘::wirle1 be cornducted in the middle schools a senior hi
Richary “,::ity Public Schools. This research study has peen approved by Dr.
Sompletion ter and is being conducted to fulfill the dissertation requirement for
letter ¢ of my doctoral studies at the University of Maryland - College Park. A
rom Dr. Hunter granting approval of this research is attached.
the use of power bases by

Mddle schoo rch study is to explore
ti 1 and senior high schoo s and their affect on teacher
anl ~perc1m: Specifically, study will examine the principal ‘s
. eption of his/ber use ©O power, 1g perception of the
incipal and teacher's level of job
ked to camplete two

Princj.
pal'
suse°fpowm',andrhe;ynmi
you will be as
will be asked to

1 am .
writing this letter reques

:Satisfa .
1mtm';:tsm' If you agree to participate,
Copilane o L Ahould) teke 0o longet 20 minutes. YoU
the Power Perception Profile for Self Ppps) vhich will be used o
/her use of power and the Cormell Job
level of job

©plore

?l'iptit:‘ l;nncipal's perception of his ;
1sfact;jon ndex (JpI). The JDI iS used to examine your
TOM your g The assistant principal(s) and a selected grovP of tenured teachers
“PStrumen school will also be asked to participate- Please complete the attached
1nst“‘lrents within one week and return them to me through inter-office mail. The
s should be sent to my attention at Southwestern High School .

Sat

each participant being

o ;’CCess of this research effort is contingent upon ;
\f'?lmta complete anomymity. —YoUT participation in this research effort 1s
: - When the results are campleted, I will be more than happy to share the
nterests at your request. If you have any

indj

ngs wi

. wlt{'l you and discuss your i
> Please contact me at 7284359 or 396-1421.

.. Thanks

wil) be for your assistance with this effort. 1 am hopeful that your response

a .
Siti
Positive res e.

WL/ by

Di. Lawrence Howe
rector of Research and Evaluation
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APPENDIX D

PERCEPTION OF SELF

POWER PERCEPTION PROFILE:
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POWER PERCEPTION
PROFILE

Perception of Self

Developed by Paul Hersey and Walter E. Natemeyer

Your Name:
PURPOSE

This instrument is designed to provide you with some important information about
utilization of various types of power as the basis of your leadership attempts.

PART L: Instructions for completing the profile

= Listed below are 21 pairs of reasons often given by people amples below, making sure that the numbers assigned
when they are asked why they do the things the leader sug- each pair add up to 3:
gests or wants them to do.

e Allocate 3 points between the two alternative reasons in 5 A ZC / E O(
each pair. Base your point allocation on your judgment of
each alternative’s relative importance as a reason for others’ O B I D L F } ¢
compliance to you.

L ]

Allocate the points between the first item and the second * After you have completed this profile, use the *
item based on perceived importance as shown in the ex-

Perception Profile Work Sheet” to relate the data gathere
""" to various levels of follower readiness.

Others respond to my leadership attempts because:

A | | can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me.
(B
B | They realize that | have connections wilh influential and imporntant persons.
C | They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.
2.
D | | possess or have access 1o information that is valuable to others.
E | My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities
3.
F | They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.
G | | can provide rewards and support to those who cooperate with me.
4.
A'| | can administer sanctions and punishiment to those who do not cooperate with me.
B | They realize that | have connectons with influenual and important persons.
5l
C | They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.
D | | possess or have access to information that is valuable to others.
6.
E| My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work aclivities
F| They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.
7.
G

| can provide rewards and suppont to those who cooperate with me.
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| can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me

& They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.
They realize that | have connections with influential and imponant persons.
* | possess or have access to information that is valuable to others.
They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and expenence.
i My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities
| possess or have access to information that is valuable to others.
F]‘ | can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me.
My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities.
i They realize that | have connections with influential and important persons.
They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.
13

They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.

| can provide rewards and support to those who cooperate with me.

They realize that | have connections with influential and imporntant persons.

| can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me.

My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities.

They realize that | have connections with influential and important persons.

They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.

They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.

| can provide rewards and supporn to those who cooperate with me.

| possess or have access 1o information that 1s valuable to others.

They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.

My position in the organization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities.
19.

| can provide rewards and suppon to those who cooperate with me.

They like me personally and want to do things that will please me.
20.

| can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me.

| can provide rewards and suppon to those who cooperate with me.
21

| possess or have access o information that is valuable to others.
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APPENDIX E

PERCEPTION OF OTHER

POWER PERCEPTION PROFILE:
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POWER PERCEPTION
PROFILE

Perception of Other

Developed by paul Hersey and Walter E. Natemeyer

Name of leader
PURPOSE

This instrument is designed 10 provide some important information about this per-
son’s utilization of various lypes ol power as the basis of leadership attempts.

T 1: Instructions for completing the profile

ed below are 21 pairs of reasons often given by people

en they are asked why they do the things the leader sug-
1s or wants them 1o do.

. o A

Scate 3 points between the two alternative choices in each ‘ } “Z C I q O G

. Base your judgment on the relative importance of each or or or

rmative. Thisisin reference o your | z F\ } A
em and the second item

yerception of why you 0 B I D
o After you have completed this profile, use the “’Power Percep
s on perceived importance as shown in the examples

rion Profile Work Sheet” to relate the data gathered to variout
levels of follower readiness.

below, making sure that the numbers assigned to each pai
add up to 3:

wly with this leader.
scate the points between the first it

ond to this leader’s influence attempts because:

This person can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperate.

| realize that this

person has connections with influential and important persons

| respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and expetience.

This person possesses or has access 10 information that is valuable to others

E | This person’'s p

ocition 1n the organization provides the authority to direct my work aclivities

| like this person and want 1o do things that will please.

F
G | This person can provide rewards and support 1o those who cooperate.
A | This person can

administer sanchons and punishment to those who do not cooperate

BJ | realize that this person has connections with influential and important persons
&

I respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and expernience

D\ This person possesses or has access 1o information that is valuable to others

E | This person’s position in the orgamization provides the authority to direct my work activities
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This person can administer sanctions and punishment 1o those who do not cooperate

i respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and expenence.

| realize that this person has connections with influential and important persons.

This person possesses or has access 10 information that is valuable to others.

I respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.

This person’s position in the organization provides the authority to direct my work activities.

This person possesses or has access 0 information that is valuable to others.

This person can administer sanclions and punishment to those who do not cooperate.

This person’s position in the organization provides the authority to direct my work activines.

| realize that this person has connections with influential and important persons.

I like this person and want to do things that will please.

| respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience.

This person can provide rewards and support to those who cooperate.

| realize that this person has connections with influential and important persons.

This person can administer sanctions and punishment to those who do not cooperale.

This person’s position in the organization provides the authority to direct my work activities.

| realize that this person has connections with influential and important persons.

I like this person and want 1o do things that will please.

I respect this person’s understanding, knowledge, judgment, and expenence.

This person can provide rewarde and support 10 those who cooperate.

This person possesses or has access to mlormation that 1s valuable to others

I like this person and want to do things that will please.

This person’s position in the orgamzation provides the authority 1o direct my work achivities.

This person can provide rewards and support to those who cooperate.

1 like this person and want to do things that will please.

This person can administer sanctiions and punishment to those who do not cooperate.

This person can provide rewards and support 1o those whn cooperate.

This person possesses or has access to information that is valuable to others.
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APPENDIX F

CORNELL JOB DESCRIPTION INDEX



7 R

1 on yaur job.
[ ol phr.q,g,
ow,

hink ot

"
fow weyy ::o:‘"d ol supervision 1hat you 0°
osciibe 'M"' esch ol the lollowing wo!d
e - n ‘_’" blank beside each word pel

Y .
Y lor~Yes" i1
Yes™ Il Il desciibes the supervision

: you pet on your job
i T :
il It does NOT describe i

" "
? Il you cannot decide

- SUPERVISION
\ %
—— Asks my advice |
—— "l]d lo plsase

—— Impoine

~~ Pua| L
388 good work

— '.c"u'
—~— ln"u.n".'

— up..o_d.'.

S— Do. o
"'t supervise enough * *

S—
Has '.'Ol"..

— lolls - me whats ) avand

\?r\ﬂnoylnq
\. sluhhln

~ X ’
nows job well -

~— 'f“""o'nl
—
PQO[ p‘.nn.'

~Ar
ound when needed

. Uo on to fhe nex! psge.--

7 " snn
you €

118

ouv do 8l preseni. How we
ds or phienes dascribe )y
d below, wille

Think of the work y
ol tha jollowing wo'
the blank beslde ench wef

Y _for"Yes

« )1 1l describes your work

M for *No~ Il 1l does NHOT descilibse Il

essococs

wonk ON PRESENT JOB

. Flscln:llnq
Noutine®
salislying
Boring
Good
Crealive
rlup-clod
Uncomlon:bl_c
pleassnt - .
yselul '
Thing
)iealthivl:

; Chsllengin?

Too much !o do -

Fwslullno

slnple

Repetitive -
Glves 3ens® ol accompllshmml ;

Go on to the nex



hink o
the o
Ow, Pportunl
% How weil does lies for gvomollon that you have
esch ol the lollowing words of

'.’.’ de

3Cribe

blow, wrjie these? In the bisnk beside ssch word
1

i
lor ptomollo:, describes your opportunities

~ lor "No~

e il :o::. Il lt does NOT describe them

S

— G°PPomuumEs FOR PROMOTION

~ 00d opportunilies for promotlon
Opporiunities somewhal limlied

~— Promotion on abllity

~ Dend-eng job

~— Good chance for promotion

~ Unilayr Promolion policy

-~ Inluquonl promotions

~ Ropular promolions

~— Faip
{ 4
vood chance lor promolion

Go on to the next page.- --
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Think ol the p8y you get now. How well¢
jollowing words of phrases describe yo
}a the blank beside esch word below, W

_Y _tor wyes” Il It describes your pé

‘N tor No I It does NOT descrlbe

7 11 you cannol decide

-aln..oolct...ono.o..lob..a...o.o004

PRESENT PAY

Income adeqguate lor normal exg

Falr

Barely live on jncome

Bad

Income provides juxurles

Insecure®

Less than} deserve
Well palb
Underpsld

Go on lo the



X ol the -

, .

o the p-o:::' ';o‘:" the peopie that you work with

u“o: well does ."“"l In connection with your

'Nom"c"b. thess ch ol the lollowing words of
B LT blank beside

- lor -y
es” I 1 )
You work wllh"f::rlms the people

~ lor=N
. o.‘
Il t does NOT describe them

~
YOu canngy docide

‘e
e
e
e
sue
-
cee
®eccccsccccce
cecscecccces
o

COWORKERS

-~ s"mul.”no

= Bollno

~ Slow

~ Heipjy)

~ Stupig

~R
"p°ﬂslb|.

~.F.“

- l"“'"ﬂ!m

~ Eag
: Y 1o make enemles
~ laik loo much

~ Smay
- Lagy
- Ul’lDl..‘.m
% G°’3Ipy
~Aclivg
- Nay
Tow Inlo,.sls
‘Loyy

Slubbol_n
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Think ol you! job In peneral. All nall, v
ol the time? in the blank peside sach
_Y _or «yegs” Il Il describes your

__N__ lor “No” |1 1t doss NOT desct

7 Il you cannol declde

.oa.oaoooo.-oooo-oo-aoo-‘ooo.-.-o

JoB IN QENERAL

pleasani
____Bad

Ideal

yaste ol time

B—— Good

Undesliable
worthwhlle
Wworse than mos!
Accepiable

supetlof

Pelter than mos!
Dl_slouublo
Makes me content
inadequale
Excellenl

Rotten

Enloylbl-

Poor

1982, Bowling Green Slale Ur

1
Copyright,
Aevised, 1985
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APPENDIX G

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS



t MST .VS- MSP
~te3t fO X
Ty B Coercive Power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Grou
P 148 6 273
G g.8514 3.31 :
R 12 6.4167 2.778 "802
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F .
Value =il < pegrees of 2-Tail & pegrees of 2-Tail
Eiok. Value Freedom prob. value Freedom pProb.
l.4
¢ .5 0,47 158 015 2.87 13.67 012
t-te
St for:
B Mg connection power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gtou
il 724 224
G 148 7.0068 2.
e & 12 4.5833 3.579 1.033
Pooled Variance Estimaté separate yvariance gstimate
F .
Valy 2-Tail £ of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
o Pogki Value Degigziom prob. value Freedom prob.
5
347
t-t
est ¢
B b cal]
¥ &4 Expert Povwer
Number standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
gioup 1 148 9.6689 3.265 -igg
oup 2 12 12.2500 1.603 .
Pooled variance pEstimate separaté yariance Estimate
X £ 2-Tail
Val 2-Tail ¢ 2-Tail t pegrees ©°*
ue Prob. Vaiue Degizzzo;‘ prob. yalue Freedom prob.
4.1
. .012 2.1 158 008 -4.83 19.48 .000
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MST .vs. MSP

t-test for: S4 Information Power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 148 8.7027 2.465 .203
Group 2 12 9.1667 1.697 .490

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate

F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom PIrob. Value Freedom Prob.
2s11 .166 -.64 158 +924 -.88 15.05 .395
t-test for: S5 Legitimate Power

Number Standard Standard

of Cases Mean Deviation Error

Group 1 148 12.3378 2.749 +226

Group 2 12 12.,1667 1.697 .490

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate

F 2-Tail < Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
2.63 .076 2 158 .832 I 7 16.13 - 255
t-test for: S6 Referent Power
Number Standard Standard

of Cases Mean Deviation Exrror

Group 1 148 5.8851 3.953 <325

Group 2 12 7..3333 3.025 +873
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
3 2-Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.

Lo 7L 323 -1.24 158 257 -1.85 14.24 .142



MST .VS. MSP
t‘teat
for: s7 Reward Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
STSEH 148 10.4797 1.978 .163
oup 2 12 10.9167 1.832 '529
Pooled Variance Estimate separate Variance Estimate
lue 2pTai 2-Tail
Val ABLY t Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees Oof ai
= Puch, Value greedom pProb. value Freedom Prob.
1
BEELEE -.74 158 .461 -.79 13.17 444
t-teS
© for: se satisfaction w/ supervision
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
paaup I 1.079
148 33.0000 13.121 ;
gy 8 12 26.5833 8.218 2.372
Pooled Variance Estimate separate Variance Estimate
F .
== i pegrees of 2-Tail
Val Bl t Degrees of 2-Tail t g
o8 Pk, Value gizzdom prob. value Freedom prob.
2.
5 .o8s -3.52 158 001 - 15.97 .000
tetg
St for.
e N satisfaction w/ Work
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
e | 148 27.6959 11.750 o'igﬁ
oL 12 41.2500 8.604 2
i imat
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F - .
Valy ¢ Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degree; of nggg%
22D Value Freedom prob. value Freedom
1.
B -3.91 158 .000 -5.09 14.55 -000
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t MST .vS. MSP
“test for:
el opportunities for promotion
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Gr
G:gﬁp - 148 16.3784 12.089 .994
H % 12 31.4167 13.728 3.963
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate
P
Value o t pegrees ©0% 2-Tail t pegrees ©of 2-Tail
Freb. Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
()
L -4.10 158 .000 -3.68 12.42 ,003
t~teS
t £ "
o satisfaction w/ Fay
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases mean  Deviation Error
Grou
2l 890
G 148 18.8919 10.830 5
o 12 31.4167 10.613 3.064
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F .
Valu 2 Tail i t pegrees ©of 2-Tail
T D of 2-Tail
*  Froh, Value egig:gom prob. value Freedom prob.
1.0
* L0086 -3.86 158 000 -3.93 12.93 002
s
teS-
S 3 "
oF: s12 satisfaction w/ co-workers
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
Gigﬁp g 148 33,7432 11.471 .943
P2 12 42.5000 13.787 3.980
i imate
F Pooled Variance Estimate separate yariance Est
e, 2 Taiy i pegrees of 2-Tail
. % £ 2-Tail t
1 Frob Value Degizgzoﬁ 2onb. value Freedom Prob.
s.q
v -2.50 158 g | -med TR .053
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MST .VS. MSP

:-test £
or:
r: S13 Job in General
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gro
Srane g 148 32.9392 11.745 965
12 45.5000 6.502 1.877

separate variance Estimate

5 Pooled Variance Estimate
2- . /

Value pzall t pegrees ©of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail

ab. Value Freedom prob. value Freedom pProb.

.000 -5.95 17.50 .000

3.2
& .033 ~3.85 158
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HST -vs- HSP
t-tes
t for: 81 Coercive pPower
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
poeup ¢ 239 7.9665 3.765 .244
Egup 2 12 g.3333 2.498 ‘321
pPooled variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
Vai 2-Tail ¢ Degrees of 2-Tail € pegrees ©of 2-Tail
e REsR. value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.27 .127 -.33 249 3y -.48 13.64 .638
t-te
8t fer: 52 Connection power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Suoup: 1 239 6.2845 3.143 .203
ooy & 12 3.9167 2.678 REE
Pooled Variance Estimatée separate variance Estimate
¥ 2-Tai - ¢ 2-Tail
Tail - bl t pegrees ©
v t pegrees ©of 2-Tal
alue Prob. value greedom prob. value Freedom prob.
138 .575 2.56 249 .011 2.96 12.5% .01l
t-tQSt
foz: 83 Expert power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviatiod Error
Group 1 239 11.3933 3.422 .22;
SEoup 2 12 13.0000 2.954 .85
pooled variance Estimate separate varianceé Estimate
H i : £ 2-Tail
2-Tail ¢ 2-78il t pegrees ©
Value Prob. Va.tlue De?iiiioi prob. value Freedom Prob.
l-38 611 -1.60 249 112 -1.82 12.53 .092
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& ‘51 .vs. HSP
~test .
for: sS4 Information Power
Number standard standard
of Cases . Mean peviation Error
EEen 239 9.0126 2.574 .167
up £ 12 8.9167 2.065 .596
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F - ¢ .
Value 2PTa;1 t Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
rob. value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1.
5% «420 .13 249 .899 .15 12.78 .879
t_test
for: S5 Legitimate power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
eooap 3 239 11.9079 2.417 .156
L g 12 11.1667 1.899 548
pPooled variance Estimate separaté variance Estimate
F 2 7 §
-Tail -Tai t pegrees of 2-Tail
Va t pegrees of 2 Tail g
lue Prob. value greedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1
82 .37 1.05 249 .297 1.30 12.86 .216
t-test
for: S6 Referent Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviatioDd Error
goeup 4 239 6.5649 3.731 .241
Boup 2 12 g.5833 2.429 .701
pooled variance Estimate separaté variance Estimate
F "
2-Tai : pegrees of 2-Tail
v ail t D of 2-Tail t g
alue Prob. value egizggom prob. value Freedom prob.
2.36 sl l =3.885 249 .065 =2 T2 13.75 .017
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" “51 .vs. HSP
~test .
for: s7 Reward Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
ok 239 9.7573 2.124 B,
up 2 12 9.1667 2.125 .613
pPooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F X
Value 2=Tail ¢ Degrees °f 2-Tail t pegrees ©of 2-Tail
Prob. Value Freedom prob. value Freedom pProb.
1.
00  .893 94 249 .348 .94 12.13 .366
t-tes
t for: S8 satisfactior w/ supervision
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
gr°“P 1 239 37.2092 12.730 .823
weup 2 12 28.9167 4.852 1.401
pooled yvariance Estimateé separateé yvariance Estimate
F
2-Tail i pegrees of 2-Tail
Va - t pegrees of 2-Tail t g
lue Prob. value g,eedom prob. value Freedom prob
[
-89 o001 317 249 ,002 -7.21 19.81 000
t-te
St fory B9 satisfaction w/ Work
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 47 .689
239 33.8912 10.6
Group 2 i 39.1667 7.767 2.242
pooled variance pstimate separate variance Estimate
¥ 2-Tai : pegrees of 2-Tail
v Tail of 2-Tail t eg
alue Prob. Vaiue Degigizom prob. value Freedom pProb.
\
1.88 .239 -1.69 249 .092 «2:29 1317 .042



% HST .vs. HSP
“test f .
or: 810 Opportunities for promotion
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
Finknd il 239 21.1255 15.110 977
P& 12 26.1667 11.738 3.389
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F .
Value Z;Tall t Degrees of 2-Tail Degrees of 2-Tail
rob. value Freedom prob. value Freedom Prob.
1.6
§ -350 ~1.34 249 .256 -1.43 12.90 R B 4
t-test
for: s11 satisfaction w/ Pay
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Sii“p : 239 24.4686 14.234 .921
up 4 12 36.1667 11.831 3.415
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F .
Value 2-Tail t pegrees ©f 2-Tail t pegrees ©of 2-Tail
Prob. value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1.
45 .506 _2.80 249 006 -3.31 12.65 .006
t-te
St
for: s12 satisfaction w/ co-workers
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Group 1 159
239 37.7322 11,734 .
e ¢ 12 45.3333 10.120 2.922 ,
Pooled Vvariance Estimate separaté variance Estimate
F .
2-Tai : pegrees of 2-Tail
Val ail t D s of 2-Tail t g
Ye  Pzob. Value eg;::dom prob. value Freedom prob.
Ui
34 .609 —2.20 249 .029 552 12.53 026
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: HST .vs. HSF
~tes
t for: 513 Job in General
Nurber standard
of Cases Mean peviation
Group 1
239 37.9833 ¥1,267
G - .
roup 2 12 44.6667 7.062
pPooled Variance Estimate
E . ;
Value ZPTAll ¢« pegrees of 2-Tail
rob. value Freedom prob.
2.54
.084 -2.03 249 .043

separat

value

-3.09
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Standard
Error
.729
2.039
e Vvariance Estimate
pegrees of 2-Tail
Freedom prob.
13.98 .008



correlation Matrix of Middle School Pri

School Teachers

ncipal Power Bases as Perceived by Middle

Coercive Connection Expert Information Legitimate Referent Reward

Coercive 1.0000 .2667 -.7095 -.2277 .3018 -.5602 .1282
p=.001 P=.001 p=.005 P=.001 P=.001 P=.121
connection 1.0000 -.6002 -.0443 .0360 -.5129 .1913
P=. P=.001 pP=.593 pP=.664 p=.,001 P=.020
Expert 1.0000 .0333 -.3967 .6406 -.3746
p=.687 p=.001 P=.001 P=.001
Information 1.0000 -.3094 -.0964 ~-.2399
P=.001 P=.244 P=.003
Legitimate 1.0000 -.5885 .2565
P=.001 p=.002
Referent 1.0000 -.4602
P=. p=.001
Reward -.4602 1.0000

P=.001 P=.

CEL




coercive connection Expert Information Legitimate Referent Reward

Coercive 1.0000 1787 -.6362 -.2215 .1220 -.5996 .1571
P=. p=.006 p=.001 p=.001 p=.060 p=.001 p=.015

connection 1.0000 -.5574 -.0640 -.2195 -.3546 -.0645
P=. p=.001 p=.325 p=.001 p=,001 p=.321

Expert 1.0000 -.0325 .0161 .3524 -.26717
p=.617 p=.805 p=.001 p=.001

Information 1.0000 -.3443 -.1337 -.2238
P=. p=.001 p=.039 p=.001

Legitimate 1.0000 -.3456 -.0355
P=. p=.001 p=.585

Referent 1.0000 -.1608
P=. p=.013

1.0000

EET

Reward




al Number Reference

Inde
pen
o dent samples of PNUM princip
oup 1.
¢ EQ L Group 2: PNUM EQ 2
t-tes
t for:
- =k Coercive Power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean pDeviation Error
Gro
Groﬁg ;_ 91 9.7802 3.036 .318
50 7.5400 3.309 . 468
Pooled Variance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
>
2-Taj ‘
Value p:all t pegrees of 2-Tail T pegrees of 2-Tail
1 or value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.19
ol a.06 139 .00p 3.96 93.89 000
t-te
St for-:
v B2 Connection power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean peviatioD Error
Gro
Groag ; 91 6.8901 2.350 .246
50 6.6800 3.120 .441
r Pooled variance Estimateée separate variance Estimate
2- : -
Value Pzall t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
1 — Value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.76
=eg 45 139 653 .42 80.07 679
ts
test
£ :
s Expert Power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Groy
Grou§ ;_ 91 9.1319 3.088 .324
50 11.0800 3.434 .486
F Pooled Variance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
Valye ‘plail es of 2-Tail
e t D ¢ 2-Tail .  Degrees
1 N Value egizzgoﬁ prob. value Freedom prob.
.24 =
“veE -3.44 139 ooy | =33 92.31 .001
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t‘t&st Eom
Information power

S4
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gr
Group ;. 91 g.7143 2.233 .234
¥ 50 8.7400 2.933 . 415
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F
2- : .
i o i pegrees of 2-Tail
3 t Degrees of 2-Tail t g
RS Value greedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1.9
Poooes -.06 139 954 -.05 80.70 957
t"te
St for:
©oss Legitimate power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gro
Group 2 91 12.8681 2.680 281
50 11.0200 2.527 .357
P Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
Vel g i pegrees of 2-Tail
= t pegrees of 2-Tail t
1 e Value greedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.12
o 4.00 139 .000 4.07 106.18 .000
t-t
est £
Or:
% Referent Power
N standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gro
Gr°3rp> % 91 4.8571 3.017 .31g
50 8.0400 4.768 .67
i imate
P Pooled Variance Estimateé separaté yariance Estim
e 2;Tai1 t Degrees of 2-Tail £ pegrees of 2;:2;1
2.5 wop Value Freedom prob. value Freedom
+30
Sk -4.85 139 000 .27 71.06 000

135



136

t-te
st for:
a1 Reward Power
Numbe
i Cas:5 standard standard
Grou Mean peviation Error
p 1
Group 2 gé 10.6813 1.843 183
9.8400 2.103 .297
P : :
S r e ooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
al ~Tail
ue Prob. v i pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees ©of 2-Tail
1.30 alue Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.278
2.47 139 S015 2237 90.33 .020
t-te
St for:
: S8 "
satisfaction w/ Supervision
N
ofugger standard standard
- ses Mean peviation Error
up 1
Group 2 gé 29.1099 12.398 1.300
40.2800 12.586 1.780

separate yariance Estimate

S pooled Variance Estimate
Val -Tail
u
€ Prob. " E pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees ©f 2-Tail
1.03 alue Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.885
5.09 139 .000 =5.07 99.74 .000
t~
test
for:
: 89
satisfaction w/ Work
N
ofugber standard standard
o ases Mean peviation Error
p 1
Group 2 21 24.1209 11.664 1,223
0 34.2800 9.833 1.391
ance Estimate

separaté vari

: 5 Pooled Variance Estimate
Valom, g : ‘ .
rob. v pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of =2-Tail
alue Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
000 -5.49 116.22 .000

1 q
~41
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t-test
For
or: S10 opportunities for promotion
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
i ol 91 14.8791 11.464 1.202
B 2 50 19.0400 13.632 1.928
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F ;
Value 2;Ta;1 t Degrees of 2-Tail t: pegrees of 2-Tail
rob. value Freedom prob. value Freedom pProb.
1.4
1 .1s56 -1.93 139 .056 -1.83 87.30 .070
t-tes
t for:
eEr Bk satisfaction w/ Pay
Number Standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
GEZ“p - 91 20.0330 10.124 1.061
up 2 50 16.0600 12.096 1.711
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F I3
Value a=Tani t Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
Prob. value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1,
43 .1as 2,08 139 .040 1.97 86.97 .052
t-tES
t
for: s12 satisfaction W/ co-workers
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Group 1 1.250
91 31.2967 11.920 .
ez & 50 39.2000 9.132 1.291
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F
2-Taj - of 2-Tail
Val Tail ¢ D of 2-Tail .  Degrees
ue Trab. Value egi:g;om prob. value Freedom pProb.
1,
70 .043 -4.07 139 .000 -4.40 124.35 QOO
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t-tes
t for:
¥ 510 Opportunities for promotion
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean pDeviation Error
GIO
Grozg ; 91 14.8791 11.464 1.202
50 19.0400 13,632 1.928
Pooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F . .
Value 2;Ta11 t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
L value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
1.41
kB -1.93 139 056 -1.83 87.30 070
t-te
St for:
Tl e satisfaction w/ Pay
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gr
Grggp 2 91 20.0330 10.124 1.061
7 % 50 16.0600 12.096 1.711
Pooled Variance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
F .
Valy 2-Tail i t pegrees of 2-Tail
€ t D of 2-Tail
e value egizzZom prob- value Freedom prob.
1.4
S 2. 08 139 040 1.97 86.97 052
t-te
St for:
seLIR 2 satisfaction w/ co-workers
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gr
Grgﬁp . 91 31.2967 11.920 lggg
3 50 39.2000 9.132 e
i Estimateé
F Pooled Variance Estimate separat€ variance
i -Tail
Valy 2-Tail ¢ 2-Tail t pegrees of 2
1 i Vaiue De?iigZo:L prob. value Freedom prob.
sl
e -4.07 139 000 sl 0 124.35 .00¢



t-
test for: s13

Number

of Cases
Group 1
mEioo&

Pooled Varianc

F 2
-Tai
Value Pro;l t

1.72 o040

value

-3.39

Job in General

Standnrd

Mean peviation
30.4945 121,575
37.4200 9.592

e Estimate

Degrees of 2-Tail
Freedom prob.
3139 .001

value

139

Standard
Error
1.318
1.356
arate yariance Estimate
t pegrees of 2-Tail
Freedom prob.
-3.66 124.70 .000
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Inde
pe
G ndent samples of PNUM principal Number Reference
roup 1: pNUM
PP EQ 2 Group 2: PNUM EQ 3
t-test
e
a5y B4 Coercive Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
G
e - 50 7.5400 3.309 468
up 2 8 622500 2.252 796
Pooled variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
F i .
Value 2;Ta11 t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
rob. Value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
2
46 288 1.06 56 294 1.40 12.46 .187
t‘tesr_
b 7
or: Sz Connection power
Number gtandard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
skl 50 6.6800 3.120 441
e 8 10.2500 1.982 "701
Pooled variance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
F .
2-Tai i of 2-Tail
Val oy ¢ Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees
ue Prob. Value greedom prob. value Freedom prob.
2.
18 .208 -3.12 56 .003 -4.31 13.35 .001
St for:
ez &2 Expert power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Group 1 486
7 50 11.0800 3.434 ]
Group 2 8 3.7500 1.488 .526
Pooled variance Estimate separaté€ yariance Estimate
4 -Tail
2-Tai ; rees of 2-Tai
Value TRul . pegrees ©of 2-Tail t Degreedom ey
Prob. Value Freedom prob. value
= o .00
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standard
Errorl
.415
.625
separaté yariance Estimate
t pegrees of 2-Tail
value Freedom prob.
.49 14,13 .634
Standard
Error
357
.375
separate yariance Estimate
t pegrees of 2-Tail
value Freedom prob.
-6.48 22.81 .004
Standard
Error
.674
.350

separaté variance Estimate

t pegrees of 2-Tail
yalue Freedom prob.
5.48 52.33 .00é

t-test
for:
£ &4 Information power
Number standard
of Cases Mean peviation
Grou
G,°ug % 50 g.7400 2.933
8 8.3750 1.768
pooled yariance Estimate
F
2-Tai
Value Prz;l ¢ Degrees of 2-Tail
5 . value Freedom prob.
.75
-162 .34 56 .735
t-tes
t for:
© 85 Legitimate PoOWer
Number Scandard
of Cases Mean peviation
Grou
Sxoup : 50 11.0200 2.527
8 14,3750 1.061
. Pooled yariance Estimateé
2-Tai
Value Prggl . Dpegrees ©°f 2-Tail
5. J Value Freedom prob.
.68
-022 -3.68 56 .001
t-te
st for:
: 86 Referent power
Number Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation
Gro
B E 50 8.0400 4.768
8 3.8750 .991
- pooled yariance Estimateé
13 Perad
Value prg;l T pegrees of 2-Tail
- - value Freedom prob.
15
-000 2.44 56 018
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t-test for: S7 Reward Power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 50 9.8400 2.:203 297
Group 2 8 12.1250 .991 . 350

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate

F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
4.50 .043 -3.00 56 .004 -4.97 19.29 .00¢
t-test for: S8 Satisfaction w/ Supervision
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 50 40.2800 12.586 1.780
Group 2 8 34.3750 3.998 1.413
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
9.91 .004 1..33 56 .196 2.60 34.44 .014
t-test for: S9 Satisfaction w/ Work
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 50 34.2800 9.833 1,391
Group 2 8 29.0000 4.986 1763
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2~Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.

-

3.89 .065 1.48 56 .144 2:35 17.46 .031



143

t-test
for:
£ 510 Opportunities for promotion
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gr
st 50 19.0400 13.632 1.928
P 8 19.5000 7.387 2.612
nce Estimate

separaté varia

Pooled variance Estimate
F
2— :
Value pTail t DpDegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
zob value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
3.4
el -.09 56 .926 .14 16.03 .889
t-tes
E if .
e B L Satisfaction w/ Pay
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
e o 50 16.0600 12.096 1.711
g 8 24.2500 4.200 1.485
pooled yariance Estimate separaté€ yariance Estimate
F .
Value 2-Tadd t Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees ©f 2-Tail
LR value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob
8.
29 .007 e B o5 | 362 30.28 001
t
for: s12 Satisfaction w/ co-workers
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 1.291
- 50 39.2000 9.132 -
s A 8 29.0000 7.635 2.699
pooled variance Estimate separat® gaciance Batimacs
F
2-Tai ; t pegrees of 2-Tail
Va ail T ¢ 2-Tail
lue Prob. value Degizzgo; preob. value Freedom prob.
1
43 655 548 - 004 3.41 10.49 006



Job in General

o
test for: S13
o?umber Standard
. Cases Mean peviation
rou
Groug ;_ 50 37.4200 9.592
8 34.6250 5.263
. pooled variance Estimate
2-Tai
v a
alue Pro;l t Degrees of 2-Tail
5 = . value Freedom prob.
-100 .80 56 .427

144

Standard
Error

1.356
1.861

separate yvariance Estimate

t pegrees of 2-Tail
value Freedom prob.
3. 23 15.78 .243



PNUM

principal Numbe

145

r Reference

Ind
ependent samples of
Grou e
P 1:
* PNUM
. EQ 1 Group 23 PNOM BO 3
—
orxr:
»1 Coercive Powerl
N
ofuggir standard standard
Bie es Mean peviation Error
up 1
Group 2 9; 9.7802 3.036 .318
6.2500 2.252 .796
P gug Pooled Vvariance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
Val =Tail
ue Prob. 5 ¢ Dpegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
T alue Freedom pret . value Freedom prob.
. 412
3.21 97 .002 4.12 9.40 .002
t-te
St for
Y
2 Connection power
O?Umber standard standard
- Cases Mean peviation Error
oup 1
Group 2 91 6.8901 2.350 .246
8 10.2500 1.982 .701
Foy Pooled Vvariance Estimateé separate yariance Estimate
Val -Tail
ue Prob. ¢ Dpegrees °f 2-Tail .  pegrees of 2-Tail
183 value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.675 o
-3.92 97 .00§ -4.52 .83 .002
i
test
for:
#2 Expert power
Number srandard standard
5 of Cases Mean peviatio? Error
rou:
Broys 3 91 g.1319 3.088 .324
8 7.7500 1.488 .526
g : pPooled Variance Estimateé geparate yariance Estimate
Va «=T4 3 :
Lue Progl . Degrees ©OF 2-Tail t pegrees ©°f 2-Tail
4.3 > Value rreedom prrb yvalue Freedom prob.
#HE 1.25 97 215 2.24 13.16 043
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Eetgn
t for:
4 Information pPower
o? i standard standard
& Cases Mean peviation Error
roup 1
Group 2 91 g.7143 2.233 .234
8 g.3750 1.768 .625
o pooled variance Estimate separate yariance Estimate
2-Taji
\Y Ta
alue Progl t  Degrees of 2-Tail £ pegrees of 2-Tail
1.58 : value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
’ .5
35 .42 97 €71 51 9.09 623
totg
st for:
FoAR Legitimate power
Number standard gtandard
of Cases Mean peviation Errorl
Grou
Groug ; 91 12.8681 2.680 .281
8 14.3750 1.061 .375
¥ pooled variance Estimate separate yariance pstimate
2- : ; )
Vel Piggl . pegrees °f 2-Tail .  Degrees of 2-Tail
6 : value Freedom prob- yalue Freedom prob
.38
S -1 .57 97 119 -3.22 16.65 005
teba
st for:
’ SGI referent power
Numbe r Standard tandard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gr
Grgﬁp 2 91 4.8571 017 316
P2 8 5. 8750 991 1350
pooled yariance ggtimaté geparat® yariance pstimate
F .
Valu 2-Tail . o-Tail t pegrees ° 2-Tail
9 " S Vaiue Degizzs 5 2Prob. yalue freed prob
B
s .91 97 364 2.08 21.92 049
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t-tes
t for:
§7 Reward Power
Number
of C Standard Standatd
—— ases Mean peviation Error
Group 2 9; 10.6813 1.843 193
12.1250 .991 1350
Pool i ;
v F  2-Tail i, MSEARREE Estimate separate variance Estimate
alue i
Prob. Vai Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
3.46 08 ue Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
. ¥ -
2.18 97 .032 N 11.82 ,004
t-te
st for
: S8 ;
satisfaction w/ Supervision
N
ofugng standard standard
S es Mean Deviation Error
pl
Group 2 9; 29.1099 12.398 1.300
34.3750 3.998 1.413
P " Pooled Variance Estimateé separaté€ variance Estimate
Valu -Tail
e Prob. % t  Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees © 2-Tail
9.62 alue Freedom rob. value Freed prob
.004
-1.19 97 237 ~2,74 22.58 012
t-
test
for:
$ S
9 Satisfaction w/ Work
o?“ngK standard standard
- ases Mean Deviation Error
oup 1
Group 2 91 4.1209 664 1.223
8 29.0000 45.986 1.763
© 3 pooled yariance Estimaté separaté yariance gstimatée
Val -Tail
ue Prob. t  Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees © 2-Tail
5.47 value Freedom prob value Freedo prob
02
. CW 97 245 _2.27 15.08 038
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t-test
for:
510 Opportunities for promotion
?umber standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Grou
Gr0u§ % 91 14.8791 11.464 1.202
8 19.5000 7.387 2.612
pPooled variance Estimate separatée yariance Estimate
F
2-7Taj
Value pzzgl t Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
5 ; Value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.41
-219 o1, 12 97 267 -1.61 10.24 .138
t-tes
t for:
il satisfaction w/ Pay
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
G
e o 91 20.0330 10.124 1.061
&% 8 24.2500 4.200 1.485
pooled variance Estimaté separaté variance Estimate
E .
Value “propt . pegrees of 2-Tail .  Dpegrees of 2-Tail
HOR" value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
5.8
¥ 080 -1.16 97 247 -2.31 15.66 035
t-te
st )
for: S1Z Satisfaction w/ Co—workers
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Group 1 250
91 31.2967 11.920 1a
Group 2 8 29.0000 2.635 2.699
Pooled yariance pstimate geparat€ variance Estimate
F .
2-Tai ; pegrees © 2-Tail
Val ail t pegrees of 2-Tail t g
ue Fegb. value greedom prob value Freedom prob.
2
44,213 53 97 505 g 10.28 457
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§13 Job in General

t-test for:
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 91 30.4945 12 .578 1.318
Group 2 8 34.6250 5..263 1.861
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
97 .361 -1.81 15.49 .090

Swi7l .021 =5 92
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Independent samples of PNUM Principal Number Reference
Group 1l: PNUM EQ 4 Group 2: PNUM EQ 5
t-test for: Sl Coercive Power
Numbe r Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Erroxr
Group 1 88 8.7500 3.749 .400
Group 2 95 6.9579 3.831 .393
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.04 .838 3.19 181 «002 3.20 180.45 .002
t-test for: S2 Connection Power
Numbe r Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 6.1591 2 .656 .283
Group 2 95 6.6105 3.431 .352
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
151677 .016 -.99 181 .324 -1.00 175.57 319
t-test for: S3 Expert Power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 117273 3197 . 341
Group 2 a5 11.6526 3i+357 .344
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
o 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail ol Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
110 .646 .15 181 .878 .15 180.86 .878
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t-tes
t for:
r: 5S4 Information Power
o?“gber standard standard
. ases Mean peviation Error
rou
Group : 88 §.8409 2.573 .274
95 9.0526 2.800 .287
. pPooled Variance Estimate separate variance Estimate
2-Tai
Value Pro;l t Degrees of 2-Tail € pegrees of 2-Tail
o . Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob
.18 ’
42
5 -.53 181 .596 - 53 180.99 .595
t-tes
t for-
©83 Legitimate power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Grou
il 3 88 12.1477 2.236 .238
95 11.6632 2.201 .226
= pPooled variance Estimate separaté variance Estimate
2-Tai
Value Prggl t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail
" : Value Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.03
e 1.48 181 .141 1.48 , 179:9° .142
t-te
St for:
: 56 referent power
Number standard standard
‘of Cases Mean peviation Error
Gro
B 2 88 5.3636 3.217 343
95 7..6211 3.609 30
. pooled Variance Estimate separateé variance Estimate
2-Tai i
Value Prggl i pegrees of 2-Tail t Degrees g Selel
g : value Freedom prob. yalue Freedom prob.
.26
«278 -4.45 181 .00C -4.47 180.74 .000
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t-test for: S§7 Reward Power
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 9.8636 1.846 +197
Group 2 95 9.3053 2:302 .236
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.56 .038 1.80 181 <073 2.82 177 .42 071

t-test for: S8 Satisfaction w/ Supervision

Numbe r Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 35.5909 11.378 1.223
Group 2 95 39.:0105 13.389 1.374
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail & Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.38 <125 -1.85 181 .065 -1.87 179.70 .064
t-test for: S9 Satisfaction w/ Work
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Erxror
Group 1 88 33.6364 9.762 1.041
Group 2 95 35.7579 10.060 1.032
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
E 2~Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.06 .777 =1,.45 181 150 ~1.45 180.60 -149
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t-te
st for:
: S10
Opportunities for promotion
Number
of C Standard Standard
Sroup 1 ases Mean peviation Error
Group 2 gg 21.3977 14.886 1.587
20.1263 15.796 1.621
Pool : .
. - i ed variance Estimate separaté yvariance Estimate
alue 4!
Prob t  Degrees of 2-Tail
s t pegreeé -Tai
1.4a3 57 vatue Freedom prob. value gree;o:f 29?3;1
. 6 ’
«56 181 .577 .56 180.94 .576
t-t
est f
or:
7 83
4 satisfaction w/ Pay
Nu
o ggef standard standard
Gron ses Mean peviatio? Error
p 1l
Group 2 gg 25.3977 13.314 1.419
24.1895 15.637 1.604
. - pooled Variance Estimate separat€ yariance Estimate
e et
€ Prob. » t Degrees of 2-Tail {2 pegrees of 2-Tail
1.3g alue Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
.130
.56 181 .576 .56 179.75 .573
t-
test
for:
1 Ss12 :
Satlsfaction w/ Co—workers
ofugbef Standard Standard
5o £ Cases Mean Deviation Error
up 1
Group 2 88 41.6023 9.817 1.047
95 36.1368 11.832 1.214
P Pooled variance Estimate geparat® yariance gstimate
Val =~Taml
3 ) . y
€ Prob. . Degree> of 2-Tail t Degrees 2-Tail
T VYalue Freedom prob. yalue Freed prob
« 07 \
< 3.39 181 001 3.41 178.89 001
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t-test for: S13 Job in General
Numbe r Standard Standard

of Cases Mean Deviation Error

Group 1 88 40.7386 9.982 1.064

Group 2 95 38.7684 10.482 1075
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.

1.20 .645 1.30 181 .195 | 1.30 180.86 .194
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Inde
sam o
Group 1 ples of PNUY principal Number Reference
: P
NUM EQ 3 sroup 23 PHVR EQ 6
t-tes
¢t for:
P Coercive power
?unmer standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
GrOu
Groug % 95 6.9579 3.831 .393
55 g.4727 3.349 452
. pooled yvariance Estimaté geparaté yariance Estimate
2-Tai
Value Prg;l ¢« Degrees of 2-Tail t pegrees ©° 2-Tail
1 ’ yalus Freedom prob. value Freedom prob.
o
S -2.44 148 016 -2.53 125.45 013
t—tes
t for:
¥ AR connectiol power
Numbe * standard standard
of Cases Mean peviatioPl Error
Gro
Groﬁg ;12 95 6.6105 3.431 .352
55 5.9273 3.366 454
pooled yariance pstimate separat® yariance gEstimate
F
Value 2-Tail i pegrees of 2-Tail
t pegrees of 2—Tall t g
s value greedom prob value Freedom prob.
1.04
S 118 . 148 239 1.19 114.68 237
t-te
st for:
v 83 Expert power
Numbe & Standard Standazd
of CaseS Mean peviatio? Error
G
Gigu‘o : 5 11.6526 3.357 .344
B & 55 10,3273 3.697 499
pooled yariance Escimate Separate Varzance Estlmate
F .
-Tai -Tail
Valu ot t ¢ 2-Tail t pegrees 2
* Feal, value Degi:ZZo;— prob yalué Free prob
1.2 :
oo , 24 148 o26 2.19 104.22 031
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t-test for: S4 Information Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 95 9.0526 2.800 .287
Group 2 55 9.2182 2.192 .296

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate

F 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail € pegrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
163 .052 -.38 148 % Lo -.40 135.00 .689
t-test for: S5 Legitimate Power
Numbe r standard Sstandard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 95 11.6632 2.201 .226
Group 2 55 11.9636 3.006 .405

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate

Vaiue 2;Tagl ¢ Degrees of 2-Tail £ pDegrees of 2-Tail
rob. vValue Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
2.8 .008 -.70 148 .483 -.65 87.85 519
t-test for: S6 Referent Power
Numbe r Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 95 7 .621& 3.6
i .608 37
Group 2 55 6.7091 4.188 .562
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t De !
grees of 2-Tail t i
- De -
alue Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value giiiZo:f 2?32;1

1.35 .206 1.41
148 .162 .38 99.81 .180
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Reward Power

t-test for: S7
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Ezror
Group 1 95 9.3053 2302 ;236
Group 2 55 10.3636 2.103 .284
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.20 .472 -2.80 148 .006 -2.87 121,38 .005

Satisfaction w/ Supervision

t=test fory (S8
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 95 39.0205 13.38% 1.374
Group 2 55 36.3818 1:3.:3833 1.798
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail € Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.01 .990 1.16 148 .248 1.16 113:28 .248
t-test for: §9 Satisfaction w/ Work
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 95 357579 10.060 11032
Group 2 55 30.9273 12,392 2.672
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail < Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prab. Value Freedom Prob.
1010 2.46 95.12 .016

1.52 . 077 2.60 148
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t-
test
for:
: 810
Opportunities for promoti
Number o
of Cas sta
Group 1 s Mean oeviﬁfiiﬁ FEBHaaEs
Sroup 2 95 Error
= 20.1263 15.796
22.1091 13,378 13%;
Pool
F ed varian ;
Wive 2;:ai1 ce Estimate separat® yariance Estimate
ob. T D
1.2 value egrees of 2-Tail ¢ D
1 e Freedom prob value egieeg - i
_ ' ee prob
s 77
148 . 445 -.178 121.70 434
t-
test
for:
r: S11
Satisfaction w/ Pay
Numbe r
of Case Standard S
" tandard
§§°“P . Mean peviatio? Error
ou 95
p 2 55 24.1895 15.637 1.604
23.4727 13.384 1.805
F pooled vari .
Value 2;7'&5.1 arianceé Est:.mate Separate Var;ance Estimate
rob t  Degre ;
) . Vi es of 2-Tail t D -Tai
.36 214 lue Freedom® prob- value e?iiii . 29:2;1
.28
148 .76 .30 127.37 767
t-
tes
tf
or:
s 1§12
Satisfaction w/ (:o—workers
Number
of Cas Standard granddr
groUp . es Mean Deviation Errof
rou 95
p 2 55 26.1368 11.832 1.214
4.1455 12.830 1.730
F POO]_ i . i -
D . ed Vaziance pstimaté geparat variant gstimate
e
Pr t 1
1.1 o - pegrees 9% o-Tail t pegrees ° ~rail
-18 . Freedom prob yalue freed® prob
.96 148 337 .94 105.57 348



t-test
£ :
or: S13 Job in General

Numbe I Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation
Group 1
88 40.7386 9.982
Gr g
oup 2 55 32.0364 12.503

ed yariance Estimate

pool
F
2-Taji
Value PTa;1 t pegrees of 2-Tail
rob. value Freedom p
1.57
-061 4.60 141 000

separat

valueé

4.36

159

Standard
Error
1.064
1.686
e yariance gstimaté
pegrees of 2-Tail
Freedom prob.
96.12 .000



t-test for: S13 Job in General

Number standard

of Cases Mean peviation

Group 1 95 38.7684 10.482

Group 2 55 32.0364 12.503
pPooled variance Estimate
- F 2-Tail & pegrees ©of 2-Tail
alue Prob. value Freedom pProb.
1.42 ;135 353 148 .001

Separate var

160

standard
Error

1.075
1.686

iance Estimate

t Degrees of 2-Tail
value Freedom Prob.
3.37 97.61 .001
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t=test for: §7 Reward Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean peviation Error
Group 1 88 9.8636 1.846 197
Group 2 55 10.3636 2.103 .284
Pooled Variance Estimate | Sseparate variance Estimate
e 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees Of 2;22;1
Value Prob. value Freedom  Prob. value Freedom
1.30 .276 -1.49 141 .138 -1.45 103.62 .150
t-test for: S8 satisfaction w/ supervision
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 35.5909 11.378 1.213
Group 2 55 36.3818 13.333 1.798

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate

F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail £ Decrees oOf 2-Tail
Value Prob. value Freedom rFrob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.37 .186 -.38 141 .706 -.36 201.32 .716
t-test for: S9 satisfaction w/ Work
Numbe r Standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 33.6364 9.762 1.041
Group 2 S5 30.9273 12.392 1.671

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate

F 2-Tail e Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail

Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.

1.61  .047 1.45 141 148 1.38 95.13 172
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t-test for: §S10 opportunities for Promotion
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 21.3977 14.886 1.587
Group 2 55 22.1091 14.378 1.939
Pooled Variance Estimate separate Variance Estimate
E 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees oI 2-Tail
Value Prob. vValue Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
1.07 BhE- I -.28 141 : 179 -.28 117:78 M 7
t-test for: Sli satisfaction w/ Pay
Number standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 25.3977 13.314 1.419
Group 2 55 23.4727 13,384 1.805
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate
B 2-Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1.01 .950 .84 141 .403 .84 114.312 .404
t-test for: 812 satisfaction w/ Co-workers :
Number Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 41.6023 9.817 1.047
Group 2 55 34.1455 12.830 1.730
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail e De :
£ grees of 2-Tail t De -Tai
v grees of 2-Tail
alue Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
1. 73 .02
6 3.92 141 .000 3.69 93.02 .000
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r Reference

Independent samples of PNUM
Group 1: PNUM EQ 4 Group 2: PNUM EQ 6
t-test for: S1 Coercive Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 8.7500 3.749 - 400
Group 2 55 8.4727 3.349 .452
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
.3 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail t pegrees Of 2-Ta;l
Value Prob. value Freedom P~~" value Freedom s
1.28 .374 .45 141 —£55 .46 124.35 .646
t-test for: S2 Connection Power
Number Standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 6.1591 2.656 .283
Group 2 S5 5.9273 3.366 .454
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail T Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
1.61 .049 .46 141 .648 .43 95.26 .666
t—test for: 1S3 Expert Power
Numbe r Standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 129273 3:197 . 341
Group 2 S5 10.3273 3.697 .499
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
Y i 2-Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail £ Degrees of 2-Tail
alue Prob. Value Freedom Prop Value Freedom Prob.
1.34  .226 2.40 141 .018 | 2.32 102.40 .022
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t-test for: S4 Information power
Numbe r standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 g8.8409 2..573 .274
Group 2 55 9.2182 2.192 .296
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail & pegrees of 2-Tail
vValue Prob. value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
1. 38 .206 -.90 141 -369 -.94 128.09 .351
t-test for: S5 lLegitimate Power
Number standard standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 12.1477 2.236 .238
Group 2 55 11.9636 3.006 .405
pPooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate
F 2-Tail t pegrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail
value Prob. value Freedom Prob. value Freedom Prob.
1.81 .014 .42 141 .676 .39 91.06 .696
t-test for: Sé6 rReferent Power
Number standard Standard
of Cases Mean Deviation Error
Group 1 88 5.3636 3.217 .343
Group 2 85 6.7091 4.188 . 565
Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
F 2-Tail o Dearees of 2-Tail t De i
g grees of 2-Tail
Value Prob. value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob.
b =2
0 .028 2.16 141 2082 -2.04 93.29 .045
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