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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 a ppear to affe c t t eacher s atisfaction with 

wor k or supervi sor . The r elati onship between the 

p r incipal ' s u s e of legiti mate power a nd teacher satisfaction 

with work and supervisor was inc onc lusive. The principal 's 

use of exper t power and referent power is a s sociated with 

teacher sati sfact ion with work and wi th pri ncipal. 

In addi tion, the findings indicated that the middle 

school principals' perceptions of their uses of power were 

not congruent with their teac hers' perceptions. The high 

school principals' perception s 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 

1 

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 



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, 

1985; Edmonds, 1979; Goodlad, 1984; Ogawa & Hart, 1985; 

Roberts, 1989). These behaviors are summarized as follows: 

(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 

2 



3 
decision-making process (Maeroff, 1988). 

Power and Leadership Behavior 

Power is viewed as the influence exerted by som 
e People 

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 & Holda way, 

1986). This study is primarily based on the prominent 

typology of French and Raven's (1959) bases of power. 

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 

used in this study. The two power bases are information 

power and connection power. Information power is based on 

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 



(Hersey & Goldsmith, 1972). 

Because the use of the word power has suggested 

dominance and control over other people, its use i 
soften 

thought of in a negative sense (Stimson & Appelbawn, 
1988

_ 

' zalenick & Kets de Vries, 1975). Power has also been 

viewed, however, in a positive sense as a shared 
resource 

among colleagues (Herlihy & Herlihy, 1985; Stimson & 

Appelbaum, 1988). 

4 

Adams and Bailey (1989) defined the 
power 

of principals as "the impetus for leadership in super . 
visory 

relationships" (p. 86). Traditionally, the power of 

principals to control educational affairs is believed to 

have derived from their 

is the legitimate power 

formally designated positions h" , w ich 
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. In 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, and 

remain calm in dealing with teachers. 

3. The principal should perform administrative tasks 

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 

(Adams & Bailey, 1989; Giammateo & Giammateo, 1981; Herlihy 

& 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 

principa1s' uses of different power bases and their 

teachers' expressed level of satisfaction with their work 

and supervisor. The study attempted to determine the extent 

to which principals used position power compared to personal 

power. Position power refers to the power and authority 

that come with the position of principal in a school. Adams 

and Bailey (1989) stated, "In a school, the role of the 

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: 

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 

6 



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? 

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 

teachers' expressed level of satisfaction with their work 

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 

7 
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understand their use of power and to share some of their 

power with teachers, school reform wi ll not be fully 

realized (Maeroff, 1988) . 

The data collected for this study will enhance the 

limited body of knowledge that i s currently available on 

principals' use of power and its relationship to teachers' 

satisfaction with work and superv isor (Hornstein, Callahan 
I 

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

Much of the research on power and employee satisfaction has 

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 t he 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 r elinquish 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 i mportant 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 

8 



9 
status of public school teachers in order to overcome the 
low self-eSt eem that is currently prevalent among them; (b) 
provide teachers opportunities to become more knowledgeable 
in their subject areas, thereby enhancing the quality of 
their teaching; and (c) make teachers participants in the 
decision-making process, thereby 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, 
1986; Maeroff, 1988; Regan, 1988) . Herlihy and Herlihy 
(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 



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, Prefers t o 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: 

l. Reward Power - O's ability t o mediate rewards for 

P. 

2. Coercive Power - The perc eption 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 perc eption 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 influenti al or "important" 

persons. 

Position Power - The ability to elicit compliance from 

others based on the use of one's pos i tion in the 

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



Peabody, 1980, p. 469). The three position 1 a Power bases 
are (a) reward, (b) coercive, and (c) leg1.' t• 

1.mate. 
Personal Power - Influence derived from 

Personality 
traits; it relies heavily on the relationship between the 

leader and his/her follower(s) (Hersey & Blanchard 
, 1988). 

The four personal power bases are (a) referent, (b) 

information, (c) expert, and (d) connection. 

Legal Authority - The rights, duties, and/or 

responsibilities that are inherent in an individual's 

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. 

11 

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. 
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Chapter Two 

Review of Related Literature 

Introduction 

This review of related liter ature presents definitions 

and categories of power and influence and develops a 

conceptual framework for them. I n addition, this discussion 

examines theories about the relat i onship 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 bas es affect teacher 

satisfaction. 

Concepts of Power 

The research on the concepts o f power is filled with a 

variety of definitions and categori zations (Bacharach & 

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

1947). Muth (1984) affirmed this c ontention when he stated 

that "what power is and what power i ncludes are the subjects 

of considerable debate" (p. 25) • Da hl (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 a s 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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t by virtue of an 

that were not necessarily inheren 
Etzioni's power typology 

legitimate authority. 
individual's 

consisted of 

These forms of power 
three forms of power. 

power, and normative 

were coercive power, remunerative 

Of 
each power base follows: 

power. An explanation 

re
fers to the application of 

1. Coercive power 
. • ain perpetrating 

physical sanctions such as inflicting P , 

genera
ting frustration through 

deformity, or death; 

restriction of movement; or controlling through force the 

. such as those for food, sex,. and 
satisfaction of needs 

physical comfort. 
· p

0
trer refers to the leader's control 

Remunerative ,. 2. 

over material resources and rewards through allocation of 

salaries and wage, commissions and contributions, "fringe 

benefits," 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 "distribution 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 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 bureaucratic 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 



actor to affect another's behavior, regardless of other's 
wishes,· (b) t authority, the legitimate right of an actor o 
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affect another's b h . e av1.or; and (c) influence, the ability of 

an actor, without recourse to force or legitimization, to 

affect another's behavior. Influence appears to directly 
relate to the f t b se re erent power base and exper power a 
identified 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 indicated in Table 1 Etzioni's three bases of power I 

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 Identified by Etzioni. French & 

Raven. Filley & Grimes. and Muth 

Researcher 

Etzioni 

Muth 

Filley & Grimes 

French & Raven 

Types of Power Bases 

Positional 

Coercive 

Coercion 

Manipulative 

Coercive 

Remunerative 

Authority 

Control of 
Resources 

Formal Authority 

Reward 

Legitimate 

Personal 

Normative 

Influence 

Responsibility 

Collegial 

Expert 

Referent 
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Furthermore, Bacharach and Lawler's (1980) 

categorizations of power also correspond to French and 
Raven's bases of power. Bacharach and Lawler's perception 
of power, however, indicated a difference between bases of 
power and sources of power. The 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 & Lawler, 1980). 

Individuals must use their influence rather than their 
authority to bring about change in the organization 
(Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; French & 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: 

1. Authority implies force; influence requires 
cleverness or skill in using different tactics to 
bring about change. 

2. Authority is the formal aspect of power; influence 
is informal. 

3. Authority refers to formal rights sanctioned by 



the organization; influence is not sanctioned by 

the organization. 

4. Authority implies involuntary submission; 

influence is voluntary. 

5. Authority is centralized; influence is 

decentralized. 

20 

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 

principal as (a) referent; (b) expert; (c) rewarder; (d) 

coercer; (e) legitimate authority; (f) involver; and (g) 

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 

collected from four sources: personal observation, an 

interview guide, and two questionnaires. Data from the 

principals' questionnaires and teachers' questionnaires were 

compared in four ways: (a) teacher perceptions between the 

two groups of schools; (b ) teacher and principal perceptions 

within effective schools; (c) principal perception between 

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 
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an interrelation of many entities. Specifically, 

a job is the interrelation of tasks, roles, 

responsibilities, interactions, incentives, and rewards. 

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 

(1975) believes, however, that studies of satisfaction are 

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 

identifying these elements is factor analysis. In using 

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, 

197 6) . 

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, 
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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 or regular evaluation settings, 

so that teachers can perceive themselves as effective 

(Brissie et al., 1988, p. 112). 

The major theories of job satisfaction were developed 

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, 1990) • According to Katzell and Thompson ( 1990 ) , 
job enrichment 1.· s 

one means of making jobs attractive, 
interesting, and 

satisfying. 

In order to examine the relationship between job 

enrichment and work motivation, 90 clerical workers in a 

large quasi-federal · t f the agency served as participan s or 
st

udy (Katzell & Thompson, 1990) . The employees were 

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

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

were enriched by increasing task identity and significance, 

feedback, and 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 and 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 



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. 
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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 

greater (Miskel et al., 1980). 

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, 

1981). The higher order need strengths of teachers were: 

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

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

independence, (d) challenge, (e) expression of creativity, 

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 

(Belasco & Alutto, 1972; Cox & Wood, 1980; Isherwood & 

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 regulate 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, 



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 "positional" (legitimate, 

coercive, and reward) and "incremental" (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 leader 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 satisfaction 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 most often used basis of power. Nevertheless, 

legitimate power did not appear to enhance organizational 

effectiveness nor did it relate specifically to total amount 

of control (Bachman t 
e al., 1968) . 

Bachman et al. (1966) examined the relationship between 

French and R , t f ntrol aven s bases of power and the amoun o co , 

performance, and satisfaction of employees . This study was 

co
nd

ucted in a national firm that sells intangibles. The 

sample population consisted of 656 salesmen and 36 branch 

offices. 
The data from this study indicated that total 

control, satisfaction, and performance were highly 

correlated with office 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 and positional power bases . Twenty-five 

elementary school 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 

principals 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. In 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. In 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 



37 

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 

(participation in more decisions than preferred) (Belasco & 

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 indicated 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 decisional 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 to 

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). 

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) 
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observations, (b) interviews, (c) 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--a midwestern 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. 

The principals in this study benefited from shared 

9overnance in two significant ways. First, the principals 
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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 "s . . d . . . 

, upervision can be ynamic in empowered situations if 

administrators are philosophically committed to the concept" 

(p. 29). 

Q..U!IUnaty 

This review of the literature highlights the variety of 

def' · · 
. 

in1t1ons and categorizations of power. The concepts of 

leadership and power have generated lively interest, debate, 

a nd 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 use of power. Dahl's (1957) 

concept of power expressed the discomfort that individuals 

Often encounter when attempting to explain power and 

influence: 

If so many people at so many different times have felt 

the need to attach the label power, or some thing like 

it to some Thing they believe they have observed, one 

is tempted to suppose that the Thing must exist; and 

not only exist, but exist in a form capable of being 

studied more or less systematically ... a Thing to 

Which people attach many labels with subtly or grossly 

different ways in many different cultures is probably 

not a Thing at all but many things. (p. 201) 

ii ., ,, ., ,, 
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Principals occupy powerful positions. They are the 

sole evaluators of their teachers. Principals can recommend 
the retention or firing of teachers and make teacher 
assignments. Because principals occupy powerful positions, 
it is imperative that they join forces with teachers to 
combine their powers for the good of the schools. 

0nder constant pressure to produce quick results, 
principals are sometimes tempted to use an autocratic 
approach to impose change and reform. such an approach may 
accomplish the task in an expedient manner, but ultimately 
the approach is 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 
studies, the use of personal power is the most effective 
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 



should not be ignored. 

Individuals in leadership positions may positively or 

negatively affect the level of job satisfaction of 

employees. Therefore, principals, as leaders of their 

schools, must have a clear understanding of power bases and 

how these power bases can affect teacher satisfaction. 

Peters and Waterman (lga2) 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 

arouse, engage and satisfy the motives of followers. 

Leadership, unlike naked power wielding, is thus 

inseparable from followers' needs and goals. (p. 83) 
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This chapter provides an overview of the methodology 

a
nd 

procedures used to examine the use of power bases by 

middle school and high school principals and how these power 

bases affect teachers' satisfaction with their work and 

supervisor. A description of the survey instruments used is 

included. Further, a description of the survey population 

a nd 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 
I the 

researcher was able to obtain from the Division of Human 

Resources and Labor Relations address data on the pr· . 
incipals 

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, and (d) two 

survey instruments. In 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 issues regarding the validity and 

reliability of the instruments are presented below. 

~ewer Perception Profile. The Power Perception Profile 

(PPP) included 21 pairs of responses which were developed by 

Hersey et al. (1988). The PPP was based in large part on 

Natemeyer's dissertation (1975). Natemeyer's classification 

of Power styles was based on French and Raven's model of the 

classifications of power. As a part of his study, Natemeyer 

Paired 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 

reasons for compliance with authority, based on the reason 

that · is perceived as being more important to the respondent. 

In the PPP used for this study, the seven power bases 

Yielded 21 possible pairs of reasons given by people when 

they were asked why they do the things their leaders 

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

Versions of the instrument were used for the present 

analysis. The principals were asked to complete the PPPS. 

'I'he p 
· · 

PPS was used to determine the pr1nc1pal's perception of 

his or her use of power. The teachers were asked to 

complete the PPPO. The PPPO was used to determine the 

teacher' • · l' f 
s perception of their principa s use o power. 

'I'herefore, the power bases used most often by principals 

~ere determined based on responses from the principal and 

the t 
h 1 E h t t t 

enured teachers in his or her sc oo. ac s a emen 
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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. 

B. 

This person can administer sanctions and 

punishments to those who do not cooperate. 

I 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. In 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 



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. 
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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 

power 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 

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 (JOI) 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 JOI consists of five subtests. 
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The SUbtests · f t' These 
measure five areas of job satis ac ion. 

areas are : 
(a) the work itself; (b) the supervision; (c) 

th
e opportun1.· t · d ( ) the ies for promotion; (d) the pay; an e 

co-workers . A 1 (JIG) may sixth measure, the job in genera 

be used to determine whether overall satisfaction is related 

to such behahi' ors as · career 
v quitting the job, seeking a 

change, or other long term actions. 

In this study, the researcher focused specifically on 

two of the subtests, although all of the subtests were 

completed by the respondents. These subtests were (a) 

Supervision 
' and (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 
th

ree groups: the Baltimore Teachers' Union, the Board of 

School Commissioners, and the City of Baltimore. The 

principal is not involved in the negotiations. 

The respondents 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, nQ if it did not apply, and al if the respondent 

was undecided. 

Smith et al. (1975) cite three distinct reasons for 

using the JOI in measuring satisfaction. These advantages 

are as follows: 

1. The JOI is directed toward specific areas of 

satisfaction rather than global satisfaction. 



... 

2. 
The Verbal level required to answer the JOI is 

quite low. The respondent does not have to make 
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3. 

abstractions or understand long, vague sentences. 

The JOI does not ask the respondent directly how 

satisfied he is with his work, but rather it asks 

him to describe his work. 

The JOI subtests are discriminately different. The 
subtests hav h · · · · ant and e igh reliabilities as well as discrimin 

convergent Validity. Critical-incident interviews and job 

attitude literature were used to develop each subtest. 

Preliminary studies of split-half estimates of internal 

consistency of both the direct and triadic JOI scales 

yielded an average corrected reliability estimate of .79 for 

the JOI Direct scales and .74 for the JOI 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 JOI 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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nd 

all of the tenured teachers from middle schools and 

Se ' 
nior high schools in which principals agreed to 

Participate. 

~ncipals 
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Of the 27 middle school principals in the BCPS invited 

top 
articipate, 12 principals--four females and eight males--

returned the survey. one middle school principal died 

before the end of the school year, leaving an incomplete 

survey form. Three middle school principals indicated that 

they Were t' · 
d f th h 1 

re iring before the en o e sc oo year and 

Preferred not to participate. Of the 14 high school 

pr· 
incipals, invited to participate, 12--four females and 

eight males--agreed to do so. 

~ 
Two hundred seventy middle school teachers volunteered 

to 
Participate in this study. These teachers were from 

schools in which principals had also volunteered to 

Participate. Of the 270 volunteer participants, 148 middle 

school t 
' ' H' h 

eachers returned their questionnaires. ig school 

teachers who volunteered to participate in the study 

nUllibered 484. 

quest · 
ionnaires. 

387_ 

Of the 484, 239 teachers returned the 

The total response for tenured teachers was 

Distribution of survey Instruments 

A discussion of the methods used to distribute the 

surve . 
Y instruments follows. This includes methods used to 

distr·b 
t t d th 

i Ute the PPPS, PPPO, and the JOI o s u Y e 
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populations. 

Power Perception Profile: Perception of Self 

The Principals' questionnaire package was mailed to 
middles h 5 

c 001 and high school p r incipals on October 1 , 
1990

• The Principals were asked to complete and return the 

in
st

ruments within one week of r eceipt. The Director of 

Research and Evaluation in the BCPS signed the cover letter 

i
nd

icating that approval had been granted from the BCPS (see 

Appe
nd

ix C) • The cover letter stated the purpose of the 
st

udy and the importance of princ ipals' participation. In 

addition, the cover letter sought to assure the participants 

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 JO, 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 . 



Table 2 

Number of Power Perception Profiles (Self Version) 

Distributed and Returned 

PRINCIPAL 

Middle School 

High school 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTED 

14 

41 

RETURNED 

12 

12 

24 

% RETURNED 

48% 

85% 

65% 

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



questionnaire package, and (e) a brief explanation on how 

the PPPO and JDI would be used in this study. 
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The researcher reassured teachers that their responses 

Would remain confidential. Prior to distributing 

questionnaires to the teachers who volunteered to 

participate, 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 questionnaire 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 of Te h . acer Responses to the Power Perception Profile 

(Perception of Other Version) and the JOI 

TEACHERS NUMBER OF 
TENURED TEACHERS RETURNED % RETURNED 

Middle School 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' percept i ons of their principal's 

use of power. The teachers' per ceptions of the principal's 

use of power is considered the most objective for this 

research question because the teachers' perceptions 

determine their reason for cooperating wi th the principal. 

The JOI 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 

scores could range from o 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 relations hip between the principal's 

perception of his or her use of power and the teacher's 

perception of his or her principa l '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 e x ists between the teachers ' 

perception and the principals' per ception. 

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 r esearch 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. In 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 

The purpose of this descriptive study was to explore 

the 
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Use of power 

in the BCPS. 

by middle school and high school principals 

Specifically, the study was conducted to 

examin 
e the relationship between principals' use of power 

bases and their teachers' levels of satisfaction with their 

Work 
and supervisor. 

survey Findings 

The findings of this study are the result of the 

follow · 
l.ng analyses: (a) an analysis of the responses 

Pr_ovided by 
' h h 1 . 

12 middle school and 12 hig sc oo principals 

on the 
Power Perception Profile: Perception of Self (PPPS); 

(b) an 
analysis of the responses provided by 148 middle 

school teachers · h 1 t hrs nth P 

and 239 high sc oo eac e o e ower 

Percept· 
ion Profile: Perception of Other (PPPO); (c) an 

ana1ys1.· s of the responses provided by 148 middle school 

teachers and 239 high school teachers on the Cornell Job 

bescript · 
ion Index (JOI). 

All mean values discussed in the findings associated 

With the PPPS 
f 0 t 18 

and PPPO were based on a range o o . 

'l'he mean 

f 

Values for the JOI were based on a range o Oto 

For each research question, with the exception of 

:t'esea 
rch question 1, an independent t test was run on the 

Qata set. The statistical hypotheses and findings are 



presented for each research question . 

Research Question 1 

To what extent is there a correlation b t 
e ween teacher 

satisfaction with work and supervisor, and the teacher's 

perceived classification of his or her principal's use of 

power? 

statistical Hypothesis 1.1 

There is no statistically significant correlation 

between teacher satisfaction with work and supervisor 
, and 

63 

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

use of legitimate power. 

Statistical Hypothesis 1.6 

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 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 

Middle School Teacher's Level of Satisfaction as Measured by 

the PPPO and JOI 

Level 

Middle School 

N .. 148 

P = < .01 

Power 

Base 

Coercive 

Connection 

Expert 

Information 

Legitimate 

Referent 

Reward 

Supervisor Work 

Satisfaction Satisfaction 

-.6308 -.6242 
P=.001 P-=.001 

-.3658 -.3202 
P=.001 P-=.001 

.7191 .5920 
P=.001 P-=.001 

.0762 .1970 
P-=.358 P-=.016 

-.4767 -.3360 
P=.001 P-=.001 

.6461 . 4730 
P=.001 Ps.001 

-.3264 -.2162 
Pz.001 pa::.008 

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 JOI. 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 and 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. 

1.6 was rejected . 

Therefore, statistical hypothesis 

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 JOI. The correlations for high school 

respondents are shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

correlation Between High School Principal's Power Base and 

High School Teacher's Level of Satisfaction as Measured by 

the PPPO and JOI 

Power Supervisor Work 

Level Base Satisfaction Satisfaction 

High School Coercive -.4859 -.3866 
P=.001 Ps.001 

Connection -.3182 -.2359 
P=.001 P•.001 

Expert .5211 .4236 
P=.001 P-=.001 

Information • 0284 .1374 
P=.662 P-=.034 

Legitimate -.1421 -.1273 
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 
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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 



supervisor. statistical hypothesis 1.7 was accepted with 

respect tot 
eacher satisfaction with work. 

Research Question 2 

To What extent is there congruence between the 

principal' 
s Self-perception of his or her use of power and 

the teach , 
er s Perception of the principal's use of power? 

Statistical H . 
YPothes1.s 2.1 
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There is · • · h 
no stat1.st1.cally significant difference int e 

means of the t 
eachers' perception of their principal's use 

of power and the · h 
principal's self-perception of his or er 

use of power. 
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Table 6 

nde e dent t- est Between Middle School Princi as' Self­

Perception of Their use of Power and Middle School T h 
-- _eac ers' 

Perce on of Their Princi al's Use of Power for Resea c 

Question 2 

Group Means 

Power Base I II 

Coercive 8.85 6.41 

Connection 7.00 4.58 

Expert 9.66 12.25 

Information 8.70 9.16 

Legitimate 12.33 12.16 

Referent 5.88 7.33 

Reward 10.47 10.91 

N '"' 148 Middle School Teachers (Group I) 

N = 12 Middle School Principals (Group II) 

P '"' < • 05 

df t Test 

158 2 . 47* 

158 2.89* 

158 - 2 . 71* 

158 - -64 

158 . 21 

158 - 1.24 

158 - .74 

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. 



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 II 

Coercive 7.96 8.33 

Connection 6 . 28 3 . 91 

Expert 11.39 13.00 

Information 9 . 01 8.91 

Legitimate 11.90 11.16 

Referent 6 . 56 8.58 

Reward 9 . 75 9.16 

N 239 High School Teachers (Group I) 

N = 12 High School Principals (Group II) 

p < .OS 

df t Test 

249 - .33 

249 2 . 56* 

249 - 1.60 

249 . 13 

249 1.05 

249 - 1.85 

249 .94 
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Findings. There was a statistical l y 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 



school principals' uses of power based on their teachers' 

perceived classifications? 

Statistical Hypothesis 3.1 
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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 sand 

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 . 

. 
' Ji . 
11 . . , 



Table 8 

Analysis of Variance Between Middle School Teacher Ratings of Principals' Power Styles 

for Research Quesj:ion 3 

Power Base Group N Source ss df MS F 

Coercive Positional 91 Main Effects 218.61 2 109.30 11.38 

Personal so 

Personal/Positional 7 

Connection Positional 91 Main Effects 90. 71 2 45.35 6.61 

Personal 50 

Personal/Positional 7 

Expert Positional 91 Main Effects 154 . 99 2 77. 49 7 .79 

Personal 50 

Personal / Positional 7 

I nformation Positional 9 1 Main Effects .940 2 . 470 . 077 

Personal 50 

Personal/Positional 7 

Legitimate Positional 91 Main Effects 145.61 2 72 . 80 10.98 

Personal 50 

Personal/Positional 7 

p 

. 001 

. 002 

. 00 1 

. 926 

. 001 

-..J 
,p. 



Table 8 (Continued) 

Analysis of Variance Between Middle School Teacher Ratings of Principals' Power Styles 

for_ Resear~h.....Question 3A 

Power Base Group N Source ss df MS 

Referent Positional 91 Main Effects 360.63 2 180.32 

Personal 50 

Personal/Positional 7 

Reward Positional 91 Main Effects 45.81 2 22.90 

Personal 50 

Personal/Positional 7 

..,.iii:-=- - ---=- ~- - - - - -- --~-~-
- - -- ---.--_--=-------=:--:-::-:~ 

F p 

13. 57 . 001 

6.31 .002 

...J 
U1 
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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. 



'.l'able 9 

t-Test Between Power Grou s for Middle School 

~ 

Power B aae --- Group Group Means df 

Coercive-------------------------

Iv. II 9.78 7.54 97 

Connect· .i.on 

Int 0 rrnation 

II v. III 7.54 6 . 25 

I v. III 9.78 6.25 

I v. II 6.89 6 . 68 

II v. III 6.68 10.25 

I v. III 6.89 10.25 

Iv. II 9.13 11.08 

II v. III 11.08 7.75 

I v. III 9.13 7.75 

I v. II 8. 71 8.74 

II v. III 8.74 8.37 

I v. III 0. 11 8.37 

I v. II 12.87 11.02 

II v. III 11.02 14.38 

I v. III 12.87 14.38 

I v. II 4.86 8.04 

II v. III 8.04 3.88 

I v. III 4.86 3.88 

I v. II 10.68 9.84 

II v. III 9.84 12.13 

I v. III 10.68 12.13 

56 

139 

139 

56 

97 

139 

56 

97 

139 

.56 

97 

139 

16.65 

139 

139 

97 

139 

97 

19.29 

139 

t Test 

4.06* 

1.06 

3.21* 

.45 

-3.12* 

-3.92* 

-3.44* 

2.69* 

1.25* 

-.06 

.735 

.42 

4.00* 

-3.22* 

4.00* 

-4.85* 

5.48* 

2.08* 

2.47* 

-4.97* 

-2.18* 

----~- I_= _________________________ _ 

Principals who rely on positional power, II= 

l>i:- . 
lncipals who rely on personal power, III= Principals who 

i:-e1y 
on a combination of personal and positional power. 

77 

"'If nl' 
I 

1

, 't ': "'/ / 
I •ii/, 

"'' ' 
I ''II ' 

I )II 
'I :::Ii 

i/1/ I 

I :: It}' 
q"f I 

I 111/t 
11 1111 

.. /!Ill! 
' 1/111 Uil ' 

~II 



ns:ar..,~ 

78 

Findings. There was a statistically significant 

d' 
ifference in the means between the power groups for (a) 

coer . 
cive power, (b) connection power, (c) expert power, (d) 

leg · t · 
i imate power, (e) referent power, and (f) reward power. 

As indicated in Table 9, there does not appear to be a 

consistent pattern between the three groups for coercive 

Power, and 
th th 

connection power. However, e ree groups are 

significantly different from each other for legitimate 

Power 
, referent power, reward power, and expert power. 

Therefore, statistical hypothesis 3.1 can be rejected 

consistently for legitimate power, referent power, reward 

Power 
, and expert power. 

"''/ II U:/ 
' ;:II 



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 

Coercive Positional 89 Main Effects 164.75 2 82 . 37 6.03 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

Connection Positional 89 Main Effects 18.50 2 9.25 . 932 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

Expert Positional 89 Main Effects 78.61 2 39 . 30 3 . 43 

Personal 95 

Personal / Positional 55 

Information Positional 89 Main Effects 5.07 2 2 . 53 . 379 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

Legitimate Positional 89 Main Effects 164.75 2 82 . 37 6 . 03 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

-=---=-~-~~-------

p 

.003 

. 395 

\ 

I . 034 

.685 

.003 

-.J 
\D 



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 

Referent Positional 89 Main Effects 234.07 2 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

Reward Positional 89 Main Effects 40.62 2 

Personal 95 

Personal/Positional 55 

MS F 

117. 03 8.95 

20.31 4.62 

p 

. 001 

. 011 

00 
0 
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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 . 

' 
' 11 
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Table 11 

Independent t-Test Between Power Groups for High School 

Teachers for Research Question 3 

Power Base Group Group Means df t Test 

coercive I v. II 8.75 7.00 181 3.19* 

II v. III 7.00 8.47 148 -2.44* 

I v. III 8.75 8.47 141 .45 

connection I v . II 6.16 6.61 181 -1.00 

II v . III 6.61 5.93 148 1.18 

I v. III 6.16 5.93 141 .46 

Expert I v. II 11.72 11.65 181 .15 

II v. III 11.65 10.33 148 2.24* 

I v. III 11.72 10.33 141 2.40* 

Information I v. II 8.84 9.05 181 -.53 

II v. III 9.05 9.21 148 -.38 

I v. III 8.84 9.21 141 -.90 

Legitimate I v. II 12.15 11.66 181 1.48 

II v. III 11.66 11.96 87.85 -.65 

Iv. III 12.15 11.96 141 .42 

Referent I v. II 5.36 7.62 181 -4.45* 

II v. III 7.62 6. 71 148 1.41 

I v . III 5.36 6.71 93.29 -2.04* 

Reward I v. II 9.86 9.30 177. 42 1.82* 

II v. III 9.30 10.36 148 -2.80* 

I v. III 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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congruence between the principal's self-perception of his or 

her Use of power and the teachers' perception of their 

Prin · 
Cl.pal's use of power? 

Research Question J. Are there differences in the 

ll1 • 
l.ddle school and high school principals' uses of power 

based . 
on their teachers' perceived classifications? 

~arch Methodology 

This descriptive study was conducted by means of survey 

The population for the descriptive study included 

(a) llliddle school principals, (b) middle school teachers, 

(c) h. 
l.gh school principals, and (d) high school teachers in 

the BCPs. 

The Principals' self-perception of their uses of power 

and th 
e teachers' perceptions of their principals' uses of 

Power 
Were needed to identify the power bases used most 

Often b 
Y the principals. The PPPS was used to gather data 

about 
each principal's self-perception of his or her use of 

Power. The PPPO was used to gather data about the teachers' 

Percept· ions of their principals' use of the power bases. 

'l'wo 
sub-tests on the JDI were used to gather data about the 

teachers, level of satisfaction with their work and 

Principal. 

. . 

The two sub-tests were (a) Supervision and (b) 

1'lork 
on Present Job. 

The analyses used to determine the relationship between 

the pr· 
l.ncipal's use of the power bases and teacher 

satisfa""t. 
. ( ) l . 

~ ion with work and supervisor were a an ana ysis 

Of th 
e responses of 148 middle school teachers on the PPPO 
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and JOI, and (b) an analysis of the responses of 239 high 

school teachers on the PPPO and JOI. 

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

perception of their own uses of power. An analysis of 24 

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. 

The combination of the personal and positional power 

category indicates that the scores were equal on two or more 

of the personal power bases and the positional 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 



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 JOI 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 

87 
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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 JOI 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. 

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? 

89 

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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leg·t · 1 
imate power, (e) referent power, and (f) reward power. 

High School Principals. There were statistically 

s· 
ignificant differences in the means between the high school 

Principals' use of positional power, personal power, and a 

CODlb ' 
ination of personal and positional power with (a) 

coer · 
cive power, (b) expert power, (c) legitimate power, (d) 

refer 
ent power, and (e) reward power . 

Conclusions 

Based on this study, the following conclusions were 

d2-a"111 about the middle school and high school principal's 

Use f 0 Power and teacher satisfaction with work and 

supervisor. 

A leader's use of coercive power is viewed as inducing 

Co111p1• 
iance from or influencing others through the use of 

force 
or punishment (French & Raven, 1959; Hersey & 

»at 
ellleyer, 1988) . 

.Q_onclusion 1. The principal's use of coercive power is 

associated with teacher dissatisfaction 

about their principal and their work. 

This conclusion was reached as a result of the 

Stat. . 

. 

istically significant negative correlation between the 

Prine · 1Pal's use of coercive power and teacher satisfaction 

With Work and supervisor for middle school and high school 

teachers in the BCPS. consistent with the findings of other 

research 

1 t· b 

studies, there is a negative corre a ion etween a 

leader's 

. . 

use of coercive power and subordinate satisfaction 

With 
Work and supervisor (Natemeyer, 1975; Stimson, 1987). 
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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 

(French & Raven, 1959; Hersey & Natemeyer, 1988). A 

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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e>cpert· 
ise, skill, and knowledge rather than his or her use 

of coer . 
cion and connections. 

Information power is based on the leader's possession 

Of 
or access to information that is perceived as valuable to 

others ( 
Hersey & Natemeyer, 1988; Raven & Kruglanski, 1975). 

'l'he p · 
rincipal's use of information power indicates that the 

Principal uses his or her information to induce compliance 

fro:rn or to influence the behavior of teachers . 

.Q.onclusion 4. The use of information power by 

principals does not appear to affect 

teachers' satisfaction with their work 

and principal. 

The fact that principals are able to use information 

Power to ~nfluence . 1· th t t h t 

• teachers imp ies a eac ers wan to 

know "what is going on" in their school or school system, 

l:'eg 
a rdless of whether it directly affects them (Stimson, 

l9a7) . 
Information power was one of the power bases with 

low r 1· 
e iability; therefore, the researcher was cautious in 

drawing 
conclusions. 

'l'he positive correlations between the middle school and 

high 
School principals' use of information power and the 

~iddle school and high school teachers' satisfaction with 

Work 
and supervisor were in the expected direction, although 

the cor 1 
· 'f' t 

re ations were weak and not s1gn1 ican • 

Teachers feel a need to have information shared with 

the:rn 
so that they can actively participate in the decision-

~akin 
9 Process (Belasco & Alutto, 1972; Duke et al., 1980) . 

I 'I ' :1 
II 



'.l'eachers 
want to believe that their principal cares about 

them and 
supports their efforts. Some information that is 

Shared With 

effect· .lVe. 

teachers enhances their desire to become more 

The manner in which principals share information 

affects the 
teachers' perceived value of this power base. 

lntormation 
that is shared by principals must be 

collllllu . 
n.icated effectively. The principal must also decide if 

certai . 
n .information should be shared with his or her 

teachers. 
For example, the principal's use of information 

Polo/er is 
more valuable to teachers if the information 

illlproves 
the personal relationship between the principal and 

the t 
eacher. The interpretations of the usefulness of this 

Po"' 
er could vary among teachers, thereby contributing to its 

lo"' · 
.internal reliability. 

Legitimate power is based on the position held by the 

leader . 
.in the organization (French & Raven, 1959; Hersey & 

»atellleyer, 1988). A leader high in legitimate power induces 

colllhl' 
~ .lance from or influences others because they feel that 

the leader 
has the right by virtue of position in the 

orga . 
n.1zat.1'on to 

·11 b f 11 

expect that suggestions wi e o owed. 

~clusion 5. The association between principal's use 

of legitimate power and teacher 

satisfaction with work and their 

principal is inconclusive. 

There was a statistically significant negative 

Correlat· 
.ion between the middle school principals' use of 
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legiti1nate 
power and the middle school teachers' 

satisfa t. . 
c ion with work and supervisor. There was no 

stat· 1stica11y significant correlation between the high 

sch001 
Principals' use of legitimate power and the high 

sch001 t 
eachers' satisfaction with work and supervisor. 

These find' 
ings must be interpreted cautiously because the 

legiti1nate 
power base has also shown low internal 

reliability (See Ch t Th ) 
aper ree. 

The findings of cox and Wood (1980) indicate that 

teachers b 
ecome alienated when they perceive that the 

organizational 
~ hierarchy of authority is rigid and that the 

degree of 
job codification is high. Teachers want to have 

Sollle d 
egree of control in their organization (Cox & Wood, 

l9ao. 
' Tannenbaum, 1962). Hornstein et al. (1968) concluded 

that te 
achers experience their greatest satisfaction with 

their . 
Principals and their jobs when they are mutually 

influent· ia1. Teachers are less likely to perceive a strong 

auth . 
0 ritar;an 

· · k · · h d ( 

~ structure when decision-ma ing is s are Hoy 

& So 
Usa, 1984). The middle school principal's reliance on 

leg· 
iti1nate power, however, may create a perception among 

llliddle 
School teachers that their feelings or ideas are of 

little teachers perceive that their opinions 

concern. once 

are n 
ot considered in the decisions made that affect them, 

they 
are almost sure to become alienated. 

Research studies have shown that a leader's use of 

leg· 
iti1nate 

· h . uhen 

power may not be the optimum c oice w . 

atte1npt . 
ing to induce compliance and that the use of 
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legitimate power does not enhance organizational 

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 to 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 

compliance from teachers or to influence their behavior. 

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, 1959; Hersey et al., 1988). 
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.Q_onclusion 6. The principal's use of referent power is 

associated with teacher satisfaction 

about their supervisor and work. 

There was a statistically significant positive 

correlat;on 
• between the principals' use of referent power 

a
nd 

teacher satisfaction with work or supervisor. 

Sat · 
i
s faction and performance, based on previous research 

studies , are highly correlated with expert power and 

l:'eferent 
Power (Bachman et al . , 1966; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 

Leaders should, therefore, focus on their use of 

e)Cpert 
Power and referent power to induce compliance or to 

inr1u 
ence behavior. Research studies have also indicated 

that · 
it teachers are to be involved in the decision-making 

Process th . 
f 1 . . . 

, e principal's use o persona power is imperative 

(Fai:rh l 
om & Fairholm, 1984; High & Achilles, 1986; 

t · 
ightfoot 

1 

, 1986; Maeroff, 1988; Regan, 1988). A eader's 

Pers0 na1 power comes from his or her personal traits. 

Reward power is based on the leader's ability to 

Provid 
e rewards for other people (French & Raven, 1959; 

liersey et al., 1988). Principals are able to provide 

ce:rta;n 
4 kinds of rewards to their teachers. Some of the 

rewards 
are (a) an additional planning period, (b) 

recognition for outstanding performance, (c) opportunities 

to leave school before the end of the school day, or (d) 

lno:re 
attention given to their opinions/ideas. 

£Q.nc1usion 7. The principal's use of reward power is 

associated with teacher dissatisfaction 



about their principal and has an 

insignificant effect on their 

satisfaction with their work. 

Some rewards are available to principals due to their 

legit • 
imate power that comes with the position held by the 

Principal (Bachman et al., 1966; High & Achilles, 1986; 

Natemeyer, 1975). p · · 1 . th BCPS d t t' 

rincipa sin e o no nego iate 

salar· 
ies; however, the principals can assist teachers in 

9aini 
ng Promotions and, in some instances, provide 

opportunities for teachers to earn additional income. 

The Principals' reliance on this power base, however, 

can b 
e misleading or counterproductive. Principals who 

cons· 1stent1y give rewards to teachers without specific 

Cl:" ' 
_itel:"ia for doing so diminish the effectiveness of the use 

Of l:" 
eward power. 

Based on the findings of this study, the middle school 

teachers and high school teachers in the BCPS expressed 

dissatisfaction with their principal's use of reward power . 

.\ccess t 
o some rewards can be useful to principals in 

9aini 
ng compliance or influencing their teachers' behavior. 

~ewal:"d 
Power has shown low reliability; therefore, it is 

d' 
ifficu1t to determine how valuable this power base is to 

teachers. 

£Q.nclusion a. The middle school principals' 

perceptions of their own uses of power 

and the teachers' perceptions of their 

principal's use of power were not 
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congruent . 

The subject of congruence relating to statistical 

hYpotbesis 2.1 was discussed in the findings of several 

l:'esear h 
c ers mentioned in Chapter 2. Roesner and Sloan 

(1987) 
concluded that principals and teachers differ 

Sign't• 
i icantly in their descriptions of the principal's 

leadership behavior. An investigation of the extent of 

congruency between decision items in which the staff council 

Pal:'t' 
icipated and the items in which they should participate 

(based 
on the perceptions of the principal, teacher members 

Of the 
School council, and the remaining teachers) revealed 

that th 
ere was congruency between the groups' perceptions 

about th . 
eir participation (Isherwood & Taylor, 1978). 

lsh 
erwood and Taylor concluded that extensive participation 

Of te 
achers increases the teachers' level of job 

Sat• istact· ion . Argyris (1982) contends that administrators 

a:r-e 
Usua11y unable to recognize the way that their 

SUbord ' 
inates perceive their management style. Stimson 

(1987) 
agrees that there is some relationship between 

congr 
Uent perceptions and satisfaction with supervisors. 

Middle school teachers in the BCPS view their 

P:t-incipals as significantly more coercive, more connected, 

and l 
ess expert than the principals view themselves. It is 

also 
noteworthy that the middle school teachers perceive 

that the;r 

h' h . 

4 principals use less referent power, w ic is 

Class if ;ed 

h . . 1 

4 as a personal power base, tan principa s 

thein 
selves perceive. 
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~nr.lusi' on 9. Th h' 
· · 

- _ e igh school principals' perceptions 

of their own uses of power and the 

teachers' perceptions of their 

principal's use of power were congruent. 

High school teachers view their principals as using 

Jnore 
connection power than do high school principals. The 

lack 
of difference between the high school teachers' 

Percept· ions of their principal's use of the power bases and 

the high 
school principals' perceptions of their use of the 

:r:-e ..... 
"'aining Power bases has little significance. 

The correlation between the middle school teachers' 

satisfaction 'th · · · 1 d k d the mi'ddle 

wi their principa an wor an 

schoo1 . . 
Principals' use of the positional power bases (e.g., 

Coercive 
Power, legitimate power, and reward power) were 

Str 
onger than the correlation between the high school 

teachers, 
perceptions of their principal's use of the 

Positional 
power bases and their level of satisfaction with 

their . 
Principal and work. 

The correlation between the middle school teachers' 

Percept· 
ions of their principal's use of referent power and 

th
e llliddle school teachers' satisfaction with principal and 

wol:'k . 
l.s stronger than the correlation between high school 

teachers, 
perception and their level of satisfaction with 

work 
and supervisor for the referent power base. It seems 

that . 
llll.ddle school teachers are less satisfied with their 

wo:r:-k 
and Principal than the high school teachers, which 

corr 
Oborates the assertions of other researchers (Argyris, 
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1982. I h 
' s erwood & Taylor, 1978; Stimson, 1987). 

~onclusion 10. Middle school principals rely on the use 

of their positional power to induce 

compliance or to influence the behavior 

of their teachers. 

The differences in the means between the power groups 

(e.g p . . 
·, 0s1.t1.onal power, personal power, a combination of 

Personal and pos1.·t1.·onal) t t' t· 11 · 'f' t 
were s a 1.s 1.ca y s1.gn1. 1.can for 

each Power base, with the exception of information power. 

'I'he Dliddle school principals in the BCPS rely on (a) 

coerc. 
. 

ion, (b) their legitimate authority, and (c) the 

reward 
s that are available to them to influence the behavior 

Of th . 
ei.r teachers. They use less referent power and expert 

Power. Middle school teachers expressed a level of 

dissat· l.sfaction with their principal's use of connection 

Power , although connection power was classified as a 

Perso na1 power base. 

Research studies indicate that the principal's use of 

his 
or her positional power in any attempts to influence 

teachers is oftentimes not effective (Adams & Bailey, 1989; 

Gunn et al., 1988). Isherwood (1973) offers six suggestions 

in h' is description of the advantages of a principal's use of 

Pers0 na1 power over positional power. Several researchers 

have . 

. . 

indicated that the use of personal power is imperative 

in any influence attempts (Fairholm & Fairholm, 1984; High & 

~Chi11 
es, 1986; Isherwood & Taylor, 1978). 

~nclusion 11. High school principals rely on the use 



of a combination of personal and 

positional power bases to induce 

compliance from their teachers or to 

influence the behavior of their 

teachers. 
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The differences in the means between power groups were 

Stat • 
l.St ica11y significant for (a) coercive power, (b) expert 

Polier ( 
' c) referent power, and (d) reward power. The 

three power groups indicates that the 

colllpar · 
ison between the 

h· 
l.gh school principals in the BCPS use a combination of 

Person 
al and positional power. The analysis indicates that 

the h . 
. l.gh school principals use coercion and rewards to 

l.nflue 
nee; however, high school principals use more expert 

Po\t/er 
and referent power than middle school principals use. 

Recommendations 

This study supports the beliefs of many researchers who 

assert that the leadership provided by the principal is 

ci:-ucia1 . 
in the development of effective schools. The need 

to • 
involve teachers in the decision-making process is also 

key . 
l.f PUblic school reform is to become a reality. 

t>:r:- • 
J.ncipals must, therefore, have an understanding of their 

Uses 
Of Power. They must also understand their teachers' 

Pei:-cept· ions of their uses of power. Thus, the following 

:t"ec0 
llllnendations are offered: 

Reco 
!!Unendation 1 

Provide leadership training workshops for principals 

that · 
• d 1 pi' ng a leadership style 

Will assist them in eve o 
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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. 

Recommendation #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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PERMISSION LETTER FROM DR. HUNTER 
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CITY OF BAL TIM ORE 

DEPARTMENT OF £DUCA TIO 

RlotARD C. ffUtn'D. 

kllRT L SOIMO).;E. Mayor 

.Ms L . 
2oj9 inda w. Lymas 

Ba _Mcculloh Street 

ltimore, .Maryland 21217 

Dear .. 
nS . Lymas: 

Supenn1aadm1 ol Public Lu1111ctaon 

Z00£NotthA,,_.,. 

a.1t._. Muylaad ZJ202 

.March 9, 1990 

L Your proffosed doctoral research • A Study 

9 adershi s 
ff 

of the 

Teacher 

Sat • f ~ tyles of Principals and the A ect on 

is action " is approved . 

and Mr · Larry Howe, Director of the Department of Research 

Pr . Evaluation, will provide a cover letter advising 

incipal 
for . s and teachers that your project has been approved 

ace thei.r voluntary participation. This cover letter must 

Par~~P~ny any requests to principals or teachers to 

396-a~tb~te in your survey . You may contact .Mr. Howe at 

S h Thank you 
c Ools . 

for your interest in Baltimore City Public 

/rnmh 
Cc : D 

r. Norman J . Walsh 

Dr . Denis e G. Borders 

1'1r . Larry Howe 

Ric l1ard C. Hunter 

Superintendent 

I 
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Please . the, provide the following information before completing 

instrument. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

School# ------
(check one) 

Level of School 

Middle 

Senior 

Position in School 

Teacher 

Principal 

status (N/A for Principal) 

Sex 

Tenured 

Non-tenured 

Male 

Female 
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COVER LETTERS FOR PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS 



~r teacher: 
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200 Font Hill Avenue 

BaltinDre, l'bry laru 21223 

Septeni>er, 1990 

I am wt"i.ti 
that "'ill ng this letter requesting your participation in a research stujy 

'lhis res be Corxiuc:ted in the BaltinDre City fublic Schools (DCPS) this nonth. 

to fuJ.fi~n:h s~y has been approved by Dr. Richard fulter and is being conducted 

ti}e lJniVers ~ di.ssertation requirerJEnt for caipletion of my doctoral stl.dies at 

aPJ:>rova1 of i.ty_ of l-tiryland - College Park. A letter fran Dr. Hunter indicating 

this research stl.Liy is attached. 

1he 
6 Chao1 a~se of this research is to explore the use of power bases by middle 

SPec:ific:all high school principals and their affect on teacher satisfaction. 

IJse of ~' the St\.dy will examine the principal' s self-perception of his/her 

Pti.nciPal r' the teacher's perception of the principal 's use of power, arxJ the 

~~ a~ anc1 teacher's level of satisfaction with certain aspects of the job. If 

ltJst~n~o ~rticipate, you will be asked to provide answers to questions in t1olO 

~r Pen: ~i.ch should take no longer than 20 mirutes. 1he instrunents are the 

~ P~r ~ti.on ~file for Other and the Cornell Job Description Index (JDI J. 

Pr.1.l"lciP<Jt • en:ept1.on Profile is used to explore the teacher's perception of the 

~atisfact. s use of JJO',ler. 1he JOI is used to examine the teacher's level of 

ltJs l.Or) • th 
t~nts _"11 • certain aspects of the job. Please cmplete the attached 

1he c:Qfpl Wl.thi.n one week and return them to rrE thra.rgh the inter-office neil. 

Sc:hoo1 . etec1 instnrrents should be returned to my attention at Swthwestern High 

Yaur . 

assure y Part.1.cipation in this stu:Jy is needed and will be highly appreciated. I 

~in :;-1 tha t the participants in this stu:Jy, both principals and teachers, will 

Partic:ip,at~s and the data collected will remin confidential. Your 

Cont 1.on in th · 
If ha t· 

aq ~ i.s research effort is vohmtary. you ve ques ions you ney 

at 396-1421 (~rk) or 728-4359 (hare). 

lhaflks 
'-'ill be for Your assistance in this matter. I am hopeful that your response 

a P0sitive one . 

Appro"ed: 

~- Lawrence llowe 

ui.r-ect 
or of Research 

Sincerely, 

Linda W. Lynes 

and Evaluation 
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&ltinvre, "'3rylarxf 21223 

Septermer, 1990 

I an . 

that "1ill ';:1-tu,g this letter re<pesti~ yarr participation in a research stmy 

~ltlnnre Ci C<nh:ted in the middle schools and senior high schools of the 

Riehatt1 lbi ty Public Schools. This research sa.dy has been approved by Dr. 

~letior, !;1" and is bei~ conducted to fulfill the dissertation ~rement for 

ett~ fran Dr~ doctoral st:u:lies at the University of "'3ryland - College Park. A 

· Hunter granti~ approval of this research is attached. 

llti.dcfl~6~e of this research sa.dy is to explore the use of power bases by 

satisfacti 
1 and Senior high school principals arrl their affect on teacher 

se~r""'PeTcep~ Specifically, the sa.dy will examine the principal 's 

Pt-inciPal , or, of his/her use of power, the teacher's perception of the 

~tisfacti 
5 

use of J)OWe'r, and the principal arrl teacher's level of job 

1
1'1st~tsor, . . If Yw agree to participate , you will be asked to cmplete t1oJO 

~lete the '-'hi.ch should take no longer than 20 min.Jtes. You will be asked to 

~lore the ~ ~rception Profile for Self CPPPSJ lilfrich will be used to 

CtiPtior, Pti.ncl.pal s perception of his/her use of power arrl the Cornell Job 

;atisfacti 
1ndex CJDI). The JDI is used to examine your level of job 

. tt.i, YotJr or, . 1he assistant principalCsJ and a selected group of terured teachers 

~l'lst~~~l. Will also be asked to participate. Please cmplete the attached 

1
1"1st~ts '-'ithin one "'1eek and return them tone through inter-office rruil. The 

shQ.i1d be sent to my attention at SaJthwestern High School. 

~ 
asS! ,__ • SUccess of .. L . 

• 
ch rt . . be . 

\It>. -•tc'O of uu.s research effort is cont1~ent upon ea pa ICJ.pant 1~ 

~- ~lete anonymity. Your participation in this research effort is 

C/ue rrjl~s "1:i.th n the res~ts are cmpleted, I will be nvre than happy to share the 

St1ons Yw and discuss your interests at your request. If you have any 

'Please contact neat 728--4359 or 396--1421. 

Will lhan1cs for . 

be a Po . Yaur assistance with this effort. I am hopeful that your response 

s1tive response . 

Sincerely, 

~ {.~;».~ 

~lbn 

Linda W. Lynes 

~:~~ 
Di wt'ence Howe 

l'ector of Research arrl Evaluation 

110 
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APPENDIX D 

POWER PERCEPTION PROFILE: PERCEPTION OF SELF 
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POWER PERCEPTION 
PROFILE 
Perception of Self 
Developed by Paul Hersey and Walter E. Natemeyer 

Your Name: 

PURrosE 
This instrument is designed to pl'Ollide you with some important information about utilization of _various types of power as the basis of you r leadership attempts. 

PART I: Instructions for completing the profile 
• Listed below are 21 pairs of reasons often given by people 

when they are asked why they du the things the leader sug­
gests or wants them to do. 

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

• Allo cate 3 points between the two alternative reasons in 
each pair. Base your point allocation on your judgment of 
each· alternative's relative importance as a reason for others' 
compliance lo you . 

w~w~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ • Allocate the points between the first item and the second 

item based on perceived imrortance as shown in the ex-
• After you have completed this profile, use the "Powt 

Perception Profile Work Sheet" to relate the data g.3there 
to various levels of follower readiness. 

Othen respond to my leadcnhip attt'mpts bt"caust": 

A I can administer sanctions and runishment to those who do not cooperate with me . 
1 . 

B They realize that I ha ve con nec1tons with influential and important persons. 

.. . C They respect my understanding, knowledge, 1udgmen1. and experience. 
2 . 

D I possess o r have access lo in forma tion that is valuable lo others. 

E My position in the organiza1,on provides me with the authority to direct thei r work activ ities. 3 . 
F They like me personally and want to du things that will rlease me . 

G I can prov ide rewards .ind support to those wh o cooperate with me . 
4 . 

A I can administe r sa nc 11 o ns and punishment to those wh o do not cooperate with me . 

B They realize tha t I have connec 11ons wi th m!l uen1,a l and important persons. 
5 . 

C They respect my understa nding. knowledge , judgment , and experience. 

D l possess or have access 10 informa11on that ,s valuable 10 others. 
6 . 

E My position in th e organ1 z.111on provides m e with the authority to direct their work act ivities. 

F They like me r ersonally and want to do things that will please me. 
7 . 

G I can p rovide rewards and support to those who cooperate with me . 
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A 1 can .administer sancuons and punishment 10 those who do nol cooperate with me. 

8 . 
T~ respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment. and experience . C 

B They realize that I have connections with influential and imponanl persons. 

9 . 
1 possess or have access to informauon that is valuable to others. D 

C They respect my understanding. knowledge, judgment, .and e>tpenence . 

10 . 
My position in the organization provides me with the .authority to direct their work acuviues. E 

D I possess or have access to informatton that Is valuable to others. 

11 . 
A 1 can administer sancuons and punishment to those who do not cooperate with me. 

E My position in the org;1nization provides me with the authority to direct their work activities. 

12 . 
B They realize that I have connections with influential and imponant persons. 

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

13 . 
C They respect my understanding, knowledge, judgment, and experience. 

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

14 . 
B They realize that I have connections with influential and imponant persons. 

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

15 . 
E My position in lhe organ1z;11 ion provides me with the authority to direct their work activities. 

B They realize that I have connections with 1nlluen1ial and Impor1an1 persons. 

16 . 
F They like me personall y and want to do things that will please me. 

C They respect my understanding. knowledge, Judgment, and experience. 

17. 
G I can provide reward s and support to those who cooperate with me. 

D I possess or h;1ve access to 1nlo rma11on that Is valuable to others. 

18 . 
F They like me µerson;1ll y and want to d o things that will please me. 

E My position in th e organIza1Ion provides m e w ith the authority to direct thei r work activiltes. 

19 . 

G I can provid e reward s and su pport to those who cooperate with me. 

F They like me personall y and want lo do things that will please me. 

20 . 
A I can administer sanctions and pun ishment to those who do not cooperate with me. 

G I can provide rewards and support lo those who cooperate with me. 

21 . 
D I possess . or have access lo information that is valuable to others. 
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APPENDIX E 

POWER PERCEPTION PROFILE: PERCEPTION OF OTHER 



POWER PERCEPTION 
PROFILE 
Perception of Other 
Developed by Paul Hersey and Walter E. Natemeyer 

Name of leader ___________________ _ 

PURPOSE 
This instrurnC'nt is clesi11ned to provicle some important information ahout this per­

son·s utilization of v.,rious types of JXJ',ver as the basis of leadership attempts. 

T I: Instructions for completing the profile 

115 

ed neltJW ;,re 21 p.,irs of reasons often giwn by people 

en they are ;,sked why they do the things the leader sug-

below, making sure that the numbers assigned to e.ich pai 

add Ufl to 3: 

15 or want< them tu do. 
-,catc 3 poi nts betwt.-en the two alwrnative choices in ('ach {TI or ~ or 03 or 

[Q_j lI3 ~ 
~ 
~ . Ba<e your judgment on the relative importance of each 

; .. .,1,v,: . Thi< is in reference lo your percertion of why you 

,ply with this leader. 
x:-;,i c 1he poinls het-n the first item and the seconcl t1ern 

~c..l on r,erceived importance as shown in the ex;11nrles 

• Aher you h;,ve completed lhis profile , use the "Power Percep 

tion Profile '\Nork 5he<'t" lo relah• lhe data gathered 10 variou: 

levels of follower rcacliness. 

ond to this le,,dt'r's influt'm:t' allt'm[ll< bt'caust': 

A 1 his [)Crson can adm1111ster s;mctrons and runi shment to those who do nol coo1ll'ra1e . 

0 I realize thal this person has connect,on< with influential ,,ml imporlant fl('rson, . 

C I resr,ect this fl('r<on·s unders1a1Hl111p.. knowledF,<' . judgment, and ex[l('1ienle. 

D 1 his [l('rson posse sses or has .,ccess lo i11lorrna1ron 1ha1 is v,1 luahle to others 

E 1 hi< 1wrson's po<1l1011 tn 1hr nri;:.11111a1 ,on provicies the a uthority lo direct my wrnk ac1iv11res. 

f I like 1h1s person and w,1111 lo du 1h 111gs th ,11 will plea,e. 

G lhis person can provide reward s ,1nd s11ppn1 1 to those who cooperate. 

A This fl('rsrn, can adm111i,1e r ,an< 1,ons and puni<hmenl to tlmse who do not cooperate . 

8 I realize lhat this person h;is cu11nect1ons with mfluenlial ilml imporl.1111 persons. 

C I respell this person·, umlers1,1ndtnp., knowledge, judgment , and experrence. 

D This person possesses or has access lo information lhat is villuahle lo olhers. 

I E This_pcrson·s position in the org;miz;ition provides lhe authurit lo direct n 

' 
y iy work ,,cllvrt1es. 
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A This r,erson can adm111ist!'r Silncltons and punishment to tlms!' who do not cooperilte. 

C I resl)!'Ct thi s f'l('rson ·, und!'rSlilndrng, knuwledg<', jud~menl, and !'xpenence. 

B I reali1.e that this person hil< connection< with inlluenli;il ilnd importilnt person<. 

D This nerson possesses or h;is .1ccess to inlorm.1tion that is valu.1l>le to others. 

C I respect this person's understanding. knowledge, judgmenl, and experience. 

E This person's position in the organiz.1tion pr011ides the authority to direct my work act1vi1tes. 

D This person possess!'s or h.1s .1ccess to inform.1tion th.1t is valual>I!' to othC'rs. 

A This person can ;administer s.111c1tons .1nd punishment to those who do not coof>!'rilte. 

E This J)!'rson·s position in the org,,nization pr011ides the authority to direct my wrnk ;ictivitoes. 

B I re.1lize thilt this fl('r<on l,;is cmmections with inlluenti.,I ;iml important nersom. 

F t like this f)('rson ;ind want to do thing<- th;it will pleilse. 

C I respect this person·, 11ndC"rst,1ncJing, knowledge, judgment, ilnd experience. 

G Th is person can pr011icle rewards .1nd support lo those who cooperate. 

B I reali1.e that lhi s person h.os connections wilh inlluenlial ilnd important persons . 

A This J)('rson c.111 .1d111i111s1er s;uicltons ilnd punishment to those who do not cooper.,tc. 

E Thi s person's po<it,on 111 1hc orft,1111z;i tio11 p,ovitles lhe ;iu1hority to direct my work ;irtiv11ie<. 

0 I rc;il,ze th;it thi s person h.,, ton11ect1011< with 111llue11tiill and 1m1M11l;int J)l'rsons . 

r I like th is person ;ind w,1111 10 dn th111J: < th,11 will r,le,,se. 

C I rcsr,ect this ,x·rson'< 1111der<1.1ml1ng, k11nwlcds:<'. fll(iµmenl . ,111d experoentr. 

--- -
G This p<'r<o11 Cilll prov,dt· lf'w,11d < ,11111 support to those who coo11Cratc. 

i 

D Tho< person poss, ·<ses or h,,s .11 u•ss 10 111for111at1nn 1h,11 " v,1l 11,1hl e to others 

--- -
F I like tlm person ,ind w,1111 to do 1l11ni:s th ,11 will plc,1se. 

E l lois person's posor,011 11 1 the ori: ,11111,11 11,11 p1ov1<les 1he ,1u1huro1r lo direct 1111• wo,k ;it 11v11,c~. 

G This [l{'r<on <.:,ln poov id f' rrw,1111 < ,111tl support lo !ho se who cooper,11e. 

F I like thrs person .1nd w;mt 10 do 1h,11gs th.11 will please. 

A This person c;m .1dm111is ter S,llll r ,on< illHI punishmf'nl In those who do not cooper,, te. 

G lhis person can provide rew.,rds .111cJ support lo those whn cooperille. 

l) lhis person r,os<<'sses or h;is ;access lo 111for m.11to11 th,11 is v;,lu.,l>le to o lhPr< . 
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APPENDIX F 

CORNELL JOB DESCRIPTION INDEX 



'filnli I to a lh• lilnd al • -•II do• ■ur,•"111"" 11, ■ 1 you o•• on ynur fob 
IICfl • ••ch ol lh I . be thlll In • ollowlnO woid• r.r pru~s•• 
11111 • · ':'9• blenk be ■ld• eech wo,d D•I••• 

y • 
-lar"YH"li . Y,,u II de1crlb■1 th• 1upervl1lon 

· 1 ' 1 on_ your job 

N 
- lor "tlo" U I I doH UOT ducrlb• II 

-l_u • • you c■nnot dee Id ■ 

······ ······································· 
: SUPERVJSJON 

-Asli1 . my ■dvlc■ 

-ll■rdlopl •••• 
-Impolite 

_P,111■, g:>od WOik 

- hcllul 

- lnllu1nt11I 

- U'1·1o-d■le 

_Doe,n·twu P•"I•• enough : . 

-11■1 I . ■Y0tll■• 

-1■111 -me . where I ■ t ■nd 

-...:..t,nno;,tno 

-stubborn 

-!\no · •• lob w■ II . 

-B•d 

-1n1111111,n1 

-f'oo1 . Pl ■nna, 

-'-round .. 
•hen n111ded 

-Lazy 

Uo on to 111 ■ n■•I p ■O• .•• 
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lhlnk ol lh■ work you do ■ I 11ru ■nl . Ito"' w■ 
ol 11111 toUowlnO word ■ or phr•••• dncrlb• y 
tit ■ blink be ■ld■ e■ ch word b ■low, will ■ 

__:!- lor "YU .. If II d■■crlbU your "ork 

__!!..- for "Uo" JI II do■t uor ducrlb■ II 

--1-- II you· c■nnol .d■cld• 

······································ 
wonK ON rnESEHT JOB 

- r-11c1n1tlnO 

_5,11,tylnO 

_eorlnO 

-Good 

_er••""• 

_nup■c!ed 

- Uncorntort1bl• 

__. Pt•••■nl _­

.:.-- u,■lul 

__. Tirino 

__. ll ■■llhlul · 

-- c111111nolnO 

-- Too ,nucl1 ~D do · 

-- fru11r1llno 

-Slrnpll 

-- n,p■ tlll•• . · 
GIYII 11nll ol accompllshrn■nl --· ; 

Go on ID lh• n .. 



'hl11k of lh 

o_._ ••o• ::::P0rlunllle1 for promollon that you hew• 

1111111 deicrtt,e doe, ••ch ol'th• lollowlnp •ords or 

llo1r, IIWrlle lhe197 In lh1 blank bHlda HC:h word 
I 

y 
' 

-- •or .. y11 .. 11 
lor Pro II de1crfbas your opporlunlllH 

rnouon 

N 
-- lor .. No- II 11 doH Nor duc:rlb• lhem 

? __ ,,,, 
ou c1nno1 dacfde ... 

········~---····· . ·························· 

OPPORfUNITJES FOR PROMOTION 

--Goodo 
PPoriun111., lor promotion 

--oPPortu I 11 11•• lomewhal Umll•d 

- Prornou 011 o11 ■blllly 

- 0.11d .. 11d lob 

-Oood Ch 
•nee lor promotion 

- lJn111r 
Promouon Polley 

- •111r1q 
u1111 Promot1on1 

- Ao0u1,, Prorno11on1 

" - llrty DOod 
Chane, lor promollon 

Go on lo Iha nul pap• ... 
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Think ol lh• pay you o•I now. How well.c 

lollowlno words Of phr■H■ describe yo 

In IM blanll beside ••di word below, • 

__!__ lor '"Y••" II II dHcrlbel your P• 

_!!_,_ /or .. Ho" II II doH NOT dascrlbt 

~ II you cannot d1cld1 

·······························
··•· · 

PRESENT PAY 

_ lnc:om• adaquat• lor normal IJ(J: 

_Fair 

_ Baraly 11111 on lncom• 

_Bad 

_ lncom• ptoYldas luxurlH 

_1n11cure 

_weupatd 

_Und.,pald 

Go on to lh• 



lk 01 th 
' or lh 

1 
"'•lor1ty ol lh 

, Ii I P1op11 )' 
1 People lhal you worll wllh 

1~ 1 
°"' ••II doe• ou "'••t In eonnecllon with your 

1 01 " ••ch ol lh 

1 ._ •e1lb1 lh • lollowlno words or 

Ord below, .,,1~:· PIOple7 In lh• blank bHld• 

-10, .. .., 
. 

' 11 "1t11 0 
You •orl( I uerlb■1 lh• people 

•th . . 

- lor'"N ,. 
. o If II d 

oe, NOT describe lhem 

- II You c 
• • • • • lnno1 doc/de 

····· ······ ····· · ·················
···· · 

- S11rnu1111na 

- 80,1,ig 

-s10"' 

- H11p1ui 

- Stup1c1 

... A,, 
Porislbl1 

- F1,1 

.. 1"1•111 01ri1 

.. E,, 

COWORKEns 

l' lo Fl'tal,i 

7 
1 '"•mies 

' 11/i loo -
'""Ch 

' Sm,,, 
- la1y 

- llri 
Pl1111'1I 

- Gossipy 

. -'cu"• 

. N,,,o"" 
lnt,11313 

• lo>'tl 

Srut,b 
Or,i 
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Thlnll ol your job In oene,al. All In al/, " 

ol lhl llme7 In lhe blank bHld1 Heh · 

__ Y_ lor .. YH" It II dHcrlbes your 

__ N_ lor "No" II II does NOT duet 

__ 7_ II you eannol decide 

......•...••......•...•...•...... 

___ Ple■Hnl 

_Bad 

_Ideal 

JOB IN OEHERAL 

--- Wall• ol Um• 

_Good 

_ Undesltable 

_ Worlhwhll1 

_ Wor■• lhan mail 

_ Acc1pl1bl1 

_Superior 

_ 811111 than moil 

- DlsaorHabll 

_ Mall•• m• conlenl 

_ fn1d1qu1l1 

_ Exeallanl 

_Roll•n 

_Enjoyable 

_Poor 

Copyrloht, 2982, Sowllnc, Graen 51111 Ur 



APPENDIX G 

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS 
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Sl 

Group 1 
Group 2 

r 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l . 42 .529 

S2 

Group 1 
Group 2 

r 
Val 2-Tai· 1 

ue Prob. 

t-t est 

. 146 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S3 

1:-

Vai.ue 2-Tail 
Prob. 

.012 

MST . vs. MSP 

Coercive Power 

Standard 
Number Deviation 

of Cases Mean 

148 8.8514 
3. 316 

12 6.4167 
2.778 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

: Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom Prob. 

2.47 158 
.015 

Connection power 

Standard 
Number Deviation 

of Cases Mean 

148 7.0068 
2 . 724 

12 ,;.5833 
3.579 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob-

2 . 89 15B 

Expert power 

Number 
of Cases 

148 
12 

Mean 

9 .66B9 
12.2500 

.004 

standard 
Deviation 

3.265 
::. .603 

Pooled va:::-iance 
Estimate 

t Degrees o: 2-ra.:.l 

Value :reeciom 
prob -

-2.71 1 58 
.oos 

standard 
Error 

.273 

. 802 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
freedom 

Prob . 

2.87 
13. 67 

. 012 

standard 
Error 

.224 
1 .033 

separate variance Estimate 

2-Tail 
prob . 

2.29 

Degrees of 
freedom 

12.06 

standard 
Error 

.26B 

. 4 63 

separate 
variance 

t. 
Dearees of 

value 
freedom 

-4.B3 
19 . 48 

. 041 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.ooo 
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t-test for : S4 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

2.11 .166 

t-test for : S5 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

2.63 . 07 6 

t-test for : S6 

Group 1 
Group 2 

= 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

1. 71 .323 

MST .vs. MSP 

Information Power 

Number Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation 

148 8 . 7027 2 . 465 
12 9.1667 1.697 

Standard 
Error 

.203 

. 490 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob. 

- . 64 158 .524 

Legitimate Power 

Number Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation 

148 12.3378 2 . 749 
12 12.1667 1.697 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . 

-.BB 15.05 . 395 

Standard 
Error 

. 226 

.490 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . 

.21 158 .832 

Referent Power 

Number Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation 

148 5.8851 3 .953 
12 7 .3333 3. 025 

Pooled Va:::iance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tai l 
Value Freedom Prob . 

-1. 2~ 158 . 217 

t Degrees of 
Value Freedom 

. 32 16.13 

Standard 
Error 

.325 

. 873 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

. 755 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 
Value Freedom 

-1.55 14 . 24 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

. 142 
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t-test for· 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S7 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l.17 .835 

t-test for: S8 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob . 

2 -55 .085 

for: S9 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Val 2-Tai.·1 ue Prob. 

l . 97 .248 

MST .vs. MSP 

Reward Power 

Number 
of Cases 

148 
12 

Mean 

10.4797 
10.9167 

Pooled Variance 

Standard 
Deviation 

1. 978 
1. 832 

Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob. 

-.74 158 . 461 

Standard 
Error 

.163 

.529 

separate variance 

t Degrees of 

Value Freedom 

-.79 13.17 

Satisfaction w/ supervision 
standard 

Number 
Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

148 
1. 079 

33.0000 13.121 

12 46 . 5833 
0.218 2 .372 

Pooled variance Estimate 
separate variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 

Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom 

-3.52 158 .001 -5.21 
15.97 

Satisfaction w/ work 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

148 27.6959 
11- 750 

.966 

12 41.2500 
8.604 

2 . 484 

Pooled variance Estimate 
separate 

variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 

Value Freedom prob. value 
Freedom 

-3.91 158 .ooo -5.09 
14 .55 

124 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.444 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.ooo 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.ooo 



t-te:st for: 510 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l.29 · 472 

t-test for : Sll 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Val 2 -Ta1.· 1 ue Prob. 

l .000 

S12 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
V 2-Tail alue Prob. 

l . 44 
.318 

MS'l' .vs . MSP 

Opportunities for Promotion 
Standard 

Number 
Standard 

of Ca:ses Mean Deviation 
Error 

148 16.378.; 12.089 
.994 

12 31.4167 13. 728 
3.963 

Pooled Variance Estimate 
separate variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 

Value Freedom Prob. value Freedom 

-4.10 158 . ooo -3.68 12.42 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

148 18.8919 
10.83 0 

.890 

12 31.4lJ) 
10.613 

3.064 

Satisfaction w/ pay 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 

Value Freedom Prob. 
value 

Freedom 

-3.86 158 .ooo -3.93 
12.93 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

148 33 . 7432 
:!.1 . 471 

.943 

12 42 . 5000 
13. 787 

3.980 

Satisfaction w/ co-workers 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

~ Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees of 

Value Freedom prob -
value 

freedom 

-2.50 158 .013 
-2.14 

12.27 

125 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.003 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.002 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
prob. 

.053 



Group l 
Group 2 

F' 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

3.26 .033 

s13 

Number 

MST . vs . MSP 

Job in General 

Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

148 32.9392 11.745 .965 

12 45.5000 6.502 1.877 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate I Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2 -Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob. 

-3.65 158 .000 -5 . 95 17.50 . 000 

126 



t-test f or: Sl 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

2.27 .127 

t-test for· S2 

Group 1 
Group 2 

vaiue 2-Tail 
Prob. 

1. 38 .575 

t-test for : 53 

Grouo 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob. 

l.34 . 611 

Coercive Power 

standard 
Number 

Mean Deviation 
of cases 

239 7.9665 
3.765 

12 B. 3333 2 . 498 

Pooled variance EstiJnat.e 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob-

-.33 249 .739 

Connection power 

standard 
Number Mean 

oeviation 
of cases 

239 6.2845 
3 .143 

12 3. 9167 
2 . 678 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob -

2 . 56 249 .011 

Expert power 

Number 
of Cases Mean 

standard 
oeviat.ion 

3 . 422 
2 .954 239 

12 

11. 393 3 
13.0000 

Pooled variance 
E.stimate 

Degrees o: 2-Tail 
prob -t 

Value freedom 

-1 . 60 249 . 112 

127 

Standard 
Error 

.244 

. 721 

separat.e variance EstiJnate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value Freedom Prob. 

-.48 13.64 .638 

standard 
Error 

.203 

. 773 

separate variance EstiJnate 
2-Tail 

Prob . t 
value 

2.96 

Degree.s of 
Freedom 

12.57 

standard 
Error 

.221 

.853 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 

value 
Freedom 

-1.82 
12.53 

.011 

E.stimate 

2-Tail 
prob. 

. 092 



11ST .vs. HSP 

Information Power 

Number 
Standard Standard 

of Ca:,e5 . Mean Deviation Error 

Group l 239 9.0126 2.574 .167 

Group 2 12 B. 9167 2.065 .596 

Pooled 
Separate Variance Estimate 

I 
Variance E,ti=te I 

F 2-Tail 
Value 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob. 

l.55 -420 .13 249 . B99 . 15 12.78 .879 

t-te5t for: 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

l.62 .373 

t-test for : 

Group 1 

Group 2 

F' 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob . 

2.36 -lll 

S6 

I 

S5 Legitimate Power 

Number 
Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

239 11.9079 2.417 .156 

12 11 . 1667 l. 899 .548 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate/ 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degree5 of 2-Tail t Degree5 of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob . 

l. 30 12.86 .216 

l.05 249 .297 

Referent Power 

Number 
Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

239 6 . 5649 3 . 731 
.241 

12 8.5833 2.429 
. 701 

Pooled Variance Esti=te I separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob. 

-1.85 249 .065 -2. 72 13.75 . 017 
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t-test f or: 57 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

1. 00 .893 

t-test for: 58 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

6 · B 9 .001 

t-test for : S 9 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob. 

l.BB .239 

129 

lfSf . vs . HSP 

Number 
standard 

Standard 

of case5 Mean Deviation 
Error 

239 9.7573 
2.124 

. 137 

12 9.1667 
2.125 

. 613 

Reward Power 

Pooled varian ce 
Estimate 

separate variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2- Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value 
Freedom Prob . 

.94 249 .348 
.94 12.13 .366 

Satisfaction w/ supervision 
Standard 

standard 
Number Mean 

Deviation 
of Cases 

12 . 730 
239 

37 . 2092 

12 48 . 9167 
4.852 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob . 

-3.17 249 
.002 

satisfaction 
w/ work 

standard 
Number Mean 

oeviat.ion 

of cases 

239 
33.8912 

10 . 647 

12 
39.1667 

7,767 

Pooled variance 
Est. irnat.e 

t. Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
prob -

-1.69 249 
.092 

Error 

.823 
1. 401 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob . 

-7.21 
19 . 81 

. ooo 

standard 
Error 

.689 
2 . 242 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t 
oegrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

Prob. 

-2.25 
13.17 

. 042 



t-test for: S10 

Group 1 
Group 2 

vaiue 2-Tail 
Prob. 

1 . 66 .350 

t-test for : S11 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

1 .45 .506 

t-test for : 51 2 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

l. 34 .609 

130 

Ntf . vs . HSP 

Opportunities for Promotion 
Standard Standard 

Number 
of Cases Hean Deviation 

239 21.1255 1:.110 

12 26.1667 
11 . 738 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob. 

-1.14 249 .256 

Satisfaction w/ Pay 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

239 24.4686 
14.234 

12 36.1667 
11.831 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom prob. 

-2.80 249 .006 

Error 

.977 
3.389 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob . 

-1.43 12.90 . 177 

standard 
Error 

. 921 
3 . 415 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob . 

12. 65 
.006 

-3.31 

Satisfaction w/ co-workers 
standard 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

239 37 _732 2 
11 -734 

.759 

12 45.33 33 
10 . 120 

2.922 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Ta i l 
t 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom Prob -
value 

freedom 
Prob . 

12.53 
. o-i6 

-2.20 249 
.029 

-2 . s2 



t-t e:,t for : 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F' 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . 

2 . 54 .084 

S13 

Nwrber 

#fsT'.vs. HSP 

Job in General 

Standard Standard 

of Ca:,es Mean Deviation Error 

239 3 7 .9833 11. 267 . 729 

12 44 . 6667 7 . 062 2.039 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate I Separate Variance E:,timate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob . 

- 2 . 03 249 . 043 -3.09 13.98 .008 
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Correlation Matrix of Middle School Principal Power Bases as Perceived by Middle 

School Teacher~ 

Coercive Connection Expert Information Legitimate Referent Reward 

Coercive 1.0000 .2667 -.7095 -.2277 . 3018 -.5602 . 1282 

P=.001 Pa.001 p .. . oos P• . 001 P•.001 P• . 121 

Connection 1.0000 -.6002 -.0443 . 0360 -.5129 .1913 

p., , p .. ,001 Pz . 593 P= . 664 P•. 00 1 p ... 020 

Expert 
1.0000 .0333 - . 3967 .6406 - . 3746 

P•.687 P• . 001 P•.001 pa , 001 

Information 
1.0000 -. 3094 -. 0964 - . 2399 

P•.001 P•.244 P• .003 

Legitimate 
1 . 0000 -.sees . 2565 

P•.001 P• . 002 

Referent 
1.0000 -.4602 

P•. p .. . 001 

Reward 
-.4602 1.0000 

P•.001 P•. 

.... 
w 
flJ 



Correlation Matrix of High School Principal Power Bases as Perceived by High School 

Teachers 

Coercive Connection Expert Information Legitimate Referent Reward 

Coercive 1 . 0000 .1787 -.6362 - . 2215 .1220 - . 5996 . 1571 

P= . P• .006 P• .001 Pz.001 P•.060 ps,001 P•.015 

Connection 
1. 0000 - .5574 - . 0640 -.2195 -. 3546 -. 0645 

P• . Pz .001 P• . 325 P•.001 P• . 001 P• . 32 1 

Expert 
1.0000 - . 0325 .0161 . 3524 - .2677 

p ... 617 P• . 805 P• . 001 P•.001 

Information 
1.0000 -.344 3 - . 1337 -. 2238 

P=. Ps .001 P•.039 P• . 001 

Legitimate 

1 . 0000 - . 3456 -. 0355 

P•. P•.001 P• . 585 

Referent 

1 .0000 -. 1608 

P•. P•.013 

Reward 

1 .0000 
f--1 
w 
w 



Incte pendent samples o f 

Group l : PNUM EQ l 

PNUM 
Principa l Number Reference 

Group 2: PNUM EO 2 

t-test for: 51 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l .1 9 . 47 6 

t-test fo r : 5 2 

Group l 
Group 2 

F Val 2-Ta i· l 
ue Prob . 

1 , 7 6 

t-t est 

. 020 

for : S3 

Group l 
Group 2 

F' 
Val Ue 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.382 

Coercive Power 

Standard 
Number Deviation 

o f Cases Mean 

91 9 . 7802 
3 . 036 

50 7. 5400 
3.309 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

4 . 06 139 .ooP 

Connection power 

standard 
Number Deviation 

of Cases Mean 

91 6 .8901 
2.350 

50 6.6800 
3.120 

Pooled variance Es t imate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob . 

. 45 139 . 65 3 

Expert power 

Number 
of Cases 

91 
50 

Pooled 

t. 
Value 

- 3 . 44 

Mean 

9 . 1319 
11 . osoo 

standard 
Deviat.ion 

3.088 
3. 434 

variance Estimate 

Degree s of 2-Tail 

F reedom 
prob , 

139 
. 00 1 

standard 
Error 

.318 

. 468 

separate variance Estimate 

2-Tail 
t Degrees of 

value 
freedom Prob . 

3.96 93.89 
.000 

standard 
Error 

. 246 

.441 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value freedom Prob. 

.42 80.07 . 679 

standard 
Error 

.324 

. 48 6 

separate 
variance 

t 
Degrees of 

va1 ue 
rreeci9m 

_3_ 34 
92.31 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
prob. 

. 0 01 

134 



t-te:st for: S4 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

t-t 

1. 73 .025 

est for : 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S5 

F Val 2-Tai' l 
ue Prob . 

1 -1 2 

t-t est 

. 661 

for : S6 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Va1 2-Tail 

Ue Prob. 
2 -SO .coo 

Information power 

Number 
Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 

91 8. 7143 2.233 

50 8 . 7400 2.933 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob-

-.06 139 .954 

Legitimate power 

standard 
Number 

of Cases Mean Deviation 

91 12.8681 
2.680 

50 11.0200 
2.527 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom prob -

4.00 139 .ooo 

Referent power 

Number 
standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

91 4.8571 
3.017 

50 8.0400 
4.768 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom prob -

-4.85 139 . ooo 

135 

standard 
Error 

.234 

.415 

separate variance E:1tirnate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
freedom 

Prob. 

-.05 
00.70 

. 957 

standard 
Error 

.281 

.357 

separate variance 
Estimate 

t 
Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
freedom 

Prob. 

4.07 
106 . lB 

.ooo 

standard 
Error 

_316 
.674 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees 

value 
freedom 

prob -

71.06 
.ooo 

_4_27 



t-test for · S7 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l.30 . 278 

t-test for : SB 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

t-t 

l .0 3 . BBS 

es t for: 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S9 

1:-
Va -1 2 -Tai" l 

ue Prob . 

.192 

Reward Power 

Number 
of Cases 

91 
50 

Mean 

10.6813 
9.8400 

standard 
Deviation 

1. 843 
2. 103 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

2 . 47 139 .015 

Standard 
Error 

. 193 

.297 

separate variance 

t Degrees of 

value 
Freedom 

2.37 90 . 33 

Satisfaction w/ supervision 
standard 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

91 29,1099 
12.398 

1.300 

50 40 . 2800 
12.586 

1.780 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees of 

Value Freedom Prob . 
value 

Freedom 

-5 . 09 139 . ooo -5.07 
99 , 74 

Sat i sfaction 
w/ work 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

91 24 . 1209 
11.664 

1,223 

50 34,2800 
9,833 

1 .391 

Pooled variance Estimate 
separate 

variance 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail 
t 

Degrees of 

Value Freedom prob-
va1ue 

freedom 

-5 . 2 2 139 
.ooo -s . 49 

116. 22 

136 

Es t imate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.020 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.ooo 

Estimate 

2-Ta i l 
prob . 

.ooo 



t-test f or: S1 0 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail Prob. 

1 .41 . 156 

t-test f or : S1 1 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2 -Tail 
P r ob . 

l. 43 . 145 

t-tes t for : S12 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Z-Tail 
Va l ue Prob. 

l . 70 .043 

137 

Opportunities for Promotion 
Standard Standard 

Number 
o f Cases Mean De'll'iation 

91 14.8791 
11.464 

so 19.0400 
13.632 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob-

- 1 . 93 139 . 056 

Satisfaction w/ pay 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

91 2 0 . 0330 
10.124 

so 16 . 0600 
12 . 096 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t 
Value 

2 . 08 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
Freedom prob -

139 .040 

Error 

1.202 
1. 928 

Separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob . 

87.30 .070 
-1 . 83 

standard 
Error 

1.061 
1. 711 

separate variance Estimate 
2-Tail 
prob. 

1. 97 

oegrees of 
Freedom 

86 . 97 . 052 

Sat i sfact i on w/ co-workers 
standard 

Numbe r 
standard 

of cases Mean 
oeviation 

Error 

91 31. 2967 
11.920 

1 . 2s o 

so 39 . 2000 
9 . 132 

1 . 291 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob . 

value 
Freedom 

Prob . 

124 . 35 
. ooo 

-4 . 0 7 13 9 
.ooo 

_4 _40 



t.-test. for : SlO 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob . 

l.41 

t-t est. 

. 156 

for : 511 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Va1 2 -Ta.1.· 1 
ue Prob . 

l.43 

t-t est 

. 145 

for: 512 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 

2 -Tail 
Prob . 

l · 70 . 043 

138 

Number 
Standard 

Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

91 14 . 8791 
11. 464 

1 . 202 

50 19.0400 
13.632 

1.928 

Opportunities for promotion 

Pooled variance Estimate 
separate 

variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
Prob . 

value 
freedom 

Prob. 

-1. 93 139 
. 056 

-1 . 83 
87 . 30 

.070 

Number 
Standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

91 20.0330 
:!.O .124 

1.061 

50 16 . 0600 
12 . 096 

1 . 711 

Satisfaction w/ pay 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
prob. 

va1ue 
freedom 

Prob, 

2.08 139 
. 040 

1. 97 
86,97 

.052 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

91 31.2967 
11.920 

1.2so 

50 39.2000 
9.132 

1.291 

Satisfaction w/ co-worKers 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

2-Tail 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

t Degrees of 
t 

Value Freedom 
prob . 

value 
freedom 

prob. 

-4.07 
.ooo -4.40 

124. 35 
.ooc 

139 



139 

S13 Job in Genera l 

Number Standard Standard 

of Ca:ses Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 91 30 . 4945 12. 575 1.318 

Group 2 50 37 . 4200 9.592 1.356 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate I Separate Variance Estimate 

F' 2 -Tail 
Value 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Prob . Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob . 

1 . 12 . 040 -3 . 39 13 9 . 001 -3.66 124.70 .000 



Inde pendent samp l es of 

Group 1 : PNUM EQ 2 

Principal Number Reference 

Group 2 : PNUM EQ 3 

t-test for : 51 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

2. 16 .288 

t -test for : S2 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

t-t 

2 - 48 .209 

est for: 

Grouo 1 
Group 2 

S3 

F 
Value 2 -Tail 

Prob. 

S.32 . 027 

coercive Power 

standard 
Number 

Mean Deviation 
of Cases 

so 7.5400 3 . 309 

8 6:2500 2 . 252 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob. 

1. 06 56 . 294 

connection power 

standard 
Number 

Mean Deviation 
of Cases 

50 6.6800 
3.120 

8 10 . 2500 
1 . 982 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

- 3 .12 56 . 003 

Expert powe r 

Numbe::­
o f cases 

50 
8 

Pooled 

t 
Va l ue 

2 .69 

Mean 

11 . 0000 
7.7 50 0 

standard 
Deviation 

3 .434 
1.488 

variance 
Estimate 

Degree s o f 2-Tail 

freedom 
prob-

56 
::'b·o 9 

standard 
Error 

.468 

.796 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value freedom Prob . 

1 . 40 12.46 . 187 

standard 
Error 

. 441 

.701 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 

va1ue 
freedom 

-4.31 
13.35 

standard 
Error 

.486 

. 526 

separate 
variance 

t 
Degrees of 

value 
freedom 

4_65 
21.75 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

. 001 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
prob -

. oo f 

140 



t-test for: S4 

Group 1 
Group 2 

vaiue 2-Tail 
Prob . 

2.75 . 162 

t-test for· S5 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

5 - 68 . 022 

t-test for : S6 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . 

23.15 .0 0 0 

Information Power 

Standard 
Number 

Mean Deviation 
of cases 

so 8.7400 
2.933 

8 8.3750 
1.768 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob. 

.34 56 .735 

Legitimate 
power 

standard 
Number Mean Deviation 

of Cases 

so 11.0200 
2.527 

8 14.3750 
1.061 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob-

-3.68 56 
. 001 

Referent power 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

50 0 . 0400 
4 . 768 

8 3 . 8750 
. 991 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
prob-

2.44 56 
.018 

141 

Standard 
Error 

.415 

.625 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob. 

. 49 
14 .13 .634 

standard 
Error 

.357 

.375 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t 
Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

Prob . 

-6.48 
22.81 .oo ♦ 

standard 
Error 

. 674 

. 350 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t 
Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

prnh . 

52.33 
.oo• 

s . 4B 



t-te.!lt for : S7 Reward Power 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

4.50 .043 

t-test for : S8 

Group l 
Group 2 

I 
F 2-Tail 

Value Prob. 

9 . 91 . 004 

t-test for: S9 

Number 
of Ca.!les 

50 
8 

Pooled 

Mean 

9.8400 
12.1250 

Standard 
Deviation 

2.103 
. 99 1 

Standard 
Error 

.297 

.350 

Variance E.!!timate Separate Variance E:,timate 

I 
t Degree :, of 2-Tail 

I 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prot> . 

-3.00 56 .004 -4 . 97 19.29 . oof 

Satisfaction w/ Supervi.!lion 

Number Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

50 40.2800 12 . 586 l.780 
8 34 . 3750 3.99B l.413 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

I 
Separate Variance E:,timate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom Prob . 

l. 31 56 . 196 2.60 34.44 . 014 

Satisfaction w/ Work 

Number Standard Standard 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

3.89 . 065 I 

of Cases 

so 
8 

Pooled 

t 
Value 

l.<8 

Mean Deviation Error 

34.2800 9.B33 1.391 
29.0000 4.986 l . 763 

Variance Estimate 

I 
Separate Variance Estimate 

Degrees o= 2 -Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Freedom P.::ob . Value Freedom Prob. 

56 . 144 2.35 17.46 . 031 

142 



t-test for · SlO 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

3 .41 . 094 

t-test f or : 511 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2 -Tail 

Prob . 

B • 2 9 . 007 

t-test for: 512 

Grouo 1 
Group 2 

F Z-Tail 
Value Prob. 

l . 43 . 655 
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Number 
Standard 

Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

50 19.0400 
13.632 

1.928 

8 19.5000 
7.387 

2. 612 

Opportunities for promotion 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate variance Estiffl4te 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob. value 

Freedom Prob. 

- . 09 56 
.926 

-.14 
16.03 

. 889 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

50 16.0600 
12.096 

1. 711 

4.200 
1.485 

Satisfaction w/ Pay 

8 24.2500 

Pooled variance Estimate 

separate variance Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prot' -

t 
Value 

-1.88 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
freedOJn prob . 

5 6 . 0 65 
-3. 62 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

30.28 

Satisfaction w/ co-workers 

standard 
standard 

Number 
of cases Mean 

oeviation 
Error 

so 39.2000 
9.132 

1.291 

B 29 . 0000 
7. 635 

2 . 699 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t. Degree s o f 2 -Ta il 
t 

oegrees of 

value freedom 
prr-h. 

value 
freedom 

10.49 

2.99 5 6 
.004 

3 . 41 

.001 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

. 006 
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S13 Job i n General 

Number 
Standard Standard 

o f Ca.ses Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 5 0 3 7 .420 0 
1. 356 

Group 2 

9 . 592 

B 3~ . 6250 5 .263 1. 861 

I 
Pooled Variance Eoti=te I Separate Variance E.!ltimate 

F 2 -Tail 
Value 

t Degrees o f 2 -Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Prob. Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom Prob . 

3 .32 - 1 0 0 . BO 5 6 . 427 1.21 15.78 . 243 
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lnde pendent samples of 

Group 1 : PNUM EQ 1 

PNUM 
Principal Number Reference 

Group 2 : PNUM EQ 3 

t-test for: Sl 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l .82 . 412 

t-test for : S2 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob . 

1 -41 

t -t est 

.675 

for : S3 

Group 1 
Group 2 

~ 

vaiue 
2 -Tail 

Prob . 

4 -31 .047 

Coercive power 

standard 
Number 

Mean Deviation 
of cases 

91 9 . 7802 
3.036 

8 6 . 2500 
2 . 252 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prr .. . 

3. 21 97 . 002 

connection 
power 

standard 
Number 

Mean 
Deviation 

of cases 

91 6.8901 
2 .350 

8 10.2500 
1.982 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob-

-3 . 92 97 
.ooq 

standard 
Number Mean 

Deviation 
o f cases 

91 

3. 088 
9. l 319 

8 
7. 750 0 

1 . 488 

Poo led variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees o: 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
Pr "b-

l .25 97 
.215 

standard 
Error 

.318 

.796 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

Prob . 

4.12 
9 . 40 . 002 

standard 
Error 

. 246 

. 701 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob-

_4_52 0.03 .002 

standard 
Error 

. 324 

. 526 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t 
Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

prob -

2 .24 
13 . 16 

. 043 



t-test for : 54 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l . 59 . 535 

t-test fo r : 5 5 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2 -Tail 

Prob. 

6 - 38 . 015 

t-t est for : 56 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . 

9 - 27 . 005 

Information power 

standard 
Number 

of Case:, Mean Deviation 

91 
8 . 7143 

2 .233 

8 8 . 3750 
1 . 768 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 - Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob . 

. 42 97 
. f77 

Legitimate 
power 

Number 
standard 

of Cases Mean 
oeviation 

91 12 . 8681 
2.680 

8 
14 , 3750 

1 .061 

Pooled variance 
Es t imate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob -

-1. 5 7 97 
.119 

Number 

standard 

o f cases 
Mean 

Deviation 

91 

3 .017 
~ . 85 71 

8 
3 .8750 

. 991 

Referent powe r 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob-

. 91 97 
.364 
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standard 
Error 

.234 
,625 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t 
Degrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

Prob. 

.51 
9 , 09 

. 623 

standard 
Error 

.281 

. 375 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t 
oegrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

prob 

-3.22 
16.65 

. 005 

standard 
Error 

_316 
.350 

separate 
va r iance 

Estimate 

t 
oegrees of 2-Tail 

value 
Freedom 

prob -

2 . 0B 
21.92 

. 049 



t-te:,t for : 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S7 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

3 . 46 . 087 

t-te:,t for : S8 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

9 - 62 .004 

t-test for : 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S9 

I:' 

vaiue 2-Tail 
Prob . 

S . 47 .023 

Reward Power 

Numbe r 
of Cases 

91 
8 

Pooled 

t 
Value 

-2 . 18 

Mean 

10.6813 
12 . 1250 

Variance 

standard 
oeviation 

1. 843 
. 991 

EstimAte 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
prob-Freedom 

97 . 03 L 

standard 
Error 

.193 

.350 

Separate variance 

t oegree-' of 

value 
freedom 

-3.61 
11 -82 

Satisfaction w/ supervi:,ion 
standard 

Number 
standard 

of cases Mean 
oeviation 

Error 

91 29.1099 
12 . 398 

1. 300 

8 34 . 3750 
3 . 998 

1 . 413 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

oegrees of 

Value Freedom 
prob-

value 
freedom 

-1 .19 97 
. 23 7 

- 2. 74 
22 . SB 

Satisfaction w/ work 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
oeviation 

Error 

91 24 . 1209 
11.664 

1.223 

8 29 . 0000 
4 . 986 

1 . 763 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

oegrees of 

Value freedom 
prob -

value 
freedom 

-1 .17 97 
.245 

- 2. 27 
1s.OB 
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Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob -

.004 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob -

.012 

E-'timate 

2-Tail 
prob -

. 038 



t-test for : S10 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob. 

2 -41 .219 

t-test for : S11 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

S.81 . 020 

t-te:st for: 512 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Value Prob. 

2 · 44 .213 
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Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

91 14. 8791 
11 . 464 

1.202 

8 19.5000 
7. 387 

2.612 

Opportunities for promotion 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. 
value 

freedom Prob. 

-1.12 97 
.21i7 

-1.61 
10.24 

.138 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of Cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

91 
20.0330 

10.124 
1. 061 

4.200 
1.485 

Satisfaction w/ pay 

8 24.2500 

Pooled variance Estimate 

separate variance Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

t 
Value 

-1.16 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
freedom prob -

97 . 247 

t 
va1ue 

-2.31 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1s.66 

Satisfaction w/ co-workers 

standard 
standard 

Error 
Number 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

91 
31. 296 7 

11.920 
1.250 

8 
29.0000 

7.635 
2.699 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees of 

Value freedom 
prob-

va1ue 
freedom 

. 53 97 
.5 95 

.77 
10.28 

. 035 

Estimate 

2 -Tai l 
prob . 

. 457 
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t-test for : Sl3 Job in General 

Number Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 91 30.4945 12.575 1.318 
Group 2 8 34.6250 5.263 1. 861 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate 

I 
Separate Variance Estimate 

F 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Prob. Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob . 

5 . 71 . 02 1 - .92 97 .361 -1.81 15.49 .090 



Independent samp l es of PNUM 

Group 1 : PNUM EQ 

Principal Number Reference 

Group 2 : PNUM EQ 5 

t -test for : Sl Coercive Power 

Number Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 88 8 . 7500 3 . 749 . 400 
Group 2 95 6.9579 3 . 831 .393 

Pooled Variance E:,tirnate Separate Variance 

F 2 -Tail t Degrees of 2 - Tail t Degrees of 
value Prob . Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom 

1. 04 . 838 3. 19 181 . 00 2 3.20 180.45 

t -te:,t f or : S2 Connect i on Power 

Numbe r Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 BB 6.1591 2. 656 .283 
Group 2 95 6.6105 3.431 . 352 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance 

F 2 -Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 
Value Prob . Va l ue Freedom Prob. Value Freedom 

1. 67 . 016 -. 99 18 1 .324 -1. o·o 175.57 

~-tes t for : S3 Expe r t Powe r 

Numbe r St andard Standard 
o: Case s Mea n Deviation Error 

Gr oup 1 BB 11 . 72 7 3 3 . 197 . 341 
Group 2 95 :!.1 . 6526 3 .357 . 344 

Pooled Va:::: i ance Estimate Separate Variance 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.00 2 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

. 319 

Estimate 

. 2 -Tail t Degrees o: 2-Ta il t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Prob . Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom Prob. 

1. 1 0 .646 .15 18 1 .878 .15 180 . 86 .878 
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t-test for : S4 

Group 1 
Group 2 

vaiue 2-Tail 
Prob. 

1.18 .425 

t-test for · S5 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob . 

l.03 .877 

t-test for: S6 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . 

l.26 .278 

Information Power 

standard 
Number 

Mean oeviation 
of cases 

88 8 . 8409 
2.573 

95 9.0526 
2.000 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t oegrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . 

-.53 181 
.596 

Legitimate 
power 

standard 
Number Mean 

Deviation 
of Cases 

88 12.1477 
2.236 

95 11 . 6632 
2.201 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom prob. 

1. 48 181 
. 141 

Referent power 
standard 

Number Mean 
Deviation 

of cases 

BB 5.3636 
3.217 

95 
7 .621 1 

3.609 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
:: 

Value freedom 
prcb. 

-4.45 181 
.ooc 
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Standard 
Error 

.274 

.287 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob. 

100 . 99 .595 
-.53 

standard 
Error 

.238 

. 226 

separate variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
value Freedom Prob. 

1.48 
179.45 

. 142 

standard 
Error 

.343 

.370 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees 
Freedom 

prob. 

va1ue 

_4_47 
100.74 

.ooo 



t-te.s~ fo r : S7 Reward Powe r 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . 

l. 56 .038 

t -tes t for : SB 

Number Standard Standard 
of Ca:,e.s Me a n Deviation Error 

88 9 . 8 636 1. 846 .197 
95 9.3053 2 . 302 .236 

I 

Pooled Variance E:itimate 

I 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom Prob . 

l. 80 181 .073 l. 82 177 . 42 .071 

Satisfaction w/ Supervision 

Numbe r 
o f Cases Mea n 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Group l 88 35. 590 9 
3 9 .010 5 

11.378 
13.389 

1 . 213 
l. 374 Group 2 95 

I 

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. 38 . 125 -1. 8 5 181 . 065 -1.87 179.70 . 064 

t -tes~ for : S9 Satisfaction w/ Work 

Number Standard Standard 
o f Cases Mean Deviation Error 

Group 1 88 33. 636-i 9 . 762 1.041 
Group 2 95 35. 7579 10.060 1 . 032 

I 

Po o led Va::::iance Es timate Separate Variance Estimate 

F 2-Ta il :: Deg rees o : 2 -Tai l t Degrees of 2 -Tail 
Value Prob . Value Freedom Prob . Value Freedom Prob . 

1. 06 .7 7 7 -1. 45 1 81 : l-50 - 1 . 45 180 . 60 . 149 

152 



t-t est for .· S10 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail Prob. 

l.13 . 576 

t-test for: S11 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F Value 2-Tail 
Prob. 

l . 38 

t-t est 

. 130 

for: S12 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

1 · 45 .079 

153 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of case:i Mean Deviation 
Error 

88 21.3977 
14 . 886 

1. 587 

95 20.1263 
1s.196 

1.621 

Opportunities for promo~ion 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom 
prob-

value 
freedom 

prob. 

.56 181 
.577 

.56 
100.94 

.576 

Number 
standard 

standard 

of cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

88 

1.419 

25.3977 
13 . 314 

95 24.1895 
1s . 637 

1.604 

satisfaction w/ PaY 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

value Freedom 
prob-

value 
rreedom 

prob-

. 56 181 
_576 

.56 
179.75 

.573 

Number 
standard 

standard 

0~ cases Mean 
Deviation 

Error 

BB 
9.817 

1.047 

41.6023 

95 36 . 1368 
11. 832 

1.214 

Satisfaction w/ co-workers 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

of 2-Tail 
t 

oegrees of 2-Tail 

:: oegrees 

rreedom 
prob -

Value rreedom 
prob-

value 

3.39 
. 001 

3.41 
11s.B9 

.001 

181 



t-test for: S13 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

1.10 . 645 

Job in General 

Number Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation 

BB 40.7386 9.982 
95 38 . 7684 10 . 482 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob. 

1. 30 181 .195 

Standard 
Error 

1.064 
1.075 
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Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Prob . 

1.30 180.86 .194 



lnde pendent. samples of PNUM 
Principal Number Reference 

Group 2: PNUM EO 6 

Group 1 : PNUM EQ 5 

t-test. for : 51 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob . 

1. 31 .283 

t-t.est. for: 52 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tai l 

Prob. 

l.04 · 8 91 

t-test for : S3 

Grouo 1 
Group 2 

F 
Value 2-Tail 

Prob. 

l.21 .410 

coercive power 

Number 
st.andard 

of cases Mean 
Deviat.ion 

95 
6.9579 

3.831 

55 
8. 4 727 

3 . 349 

Pooled variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value Freedom 
Prob. 

- 2. 44 148 
.016 

connection power 
standard 

Number 
of Cases 

95 
55 

Pooled 

t 
Value 

1.18 

Numbe::: 
o: cases 

95 
55 

Pooled 

t 
Value 

2.24 

Mean 
Deviat.ion 

6 . 6105 
5_9273 

3.431 
3_366 

variance 
Estimate 

of Degrees 
freedom 

148 

Mean 

:'..1.6526 
10.3273 

2-Tail 
prob-

.239 

standard 
oeviation 

3_357 
3.697 

va:::iance 
Estimate 

Degrees of 2-Tail 

freedom 
P '"'?b. 

148 
.026 

st.andard 
Error 

.393 

.452 

separate 
variance 

t 
Degrees of 

va1ue 
Freedom 

-2 . 53 
12s.45 

standard 
Error 

.352 

. 454 

separate variance 
of 

t 
Degrees 

value 
freedom 

1.19 
114. 68 

st.andard 
Error 

.344 

. 499 

separate variance 
of 

t 
Degrees 

value 
freedom 

2.19 
104.22 
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Est.imate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.013 

Est.i.mat.e 

2-Tail 
prob-

. 237 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
prob. 

. 031 



t - te:, t for : S4 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Ta il 
Va l ue Prob . 

1. 63 . 05 2 

t-t e st f o r : 

Group l 
Group 2 

S5 

F 2 -Ta il 

Va l ue Prob. 

l. 87 . 00 8 

t - t e st f o r: S 6 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tai l 
Va l ue Prob . 

l. 35 .2 06 

Information Power 

Number Standard 

o f Ca:,e:, Mean Deviation 

95 9 . 0526 2.800 

5 5 9.218 2 2 .1 92 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail 

Va l ue Freedom Prob. 

-.38 148 . 707 

Legi timate Power 

Number 
of Cases 

95 
55 

Mean 

11 . 6632 
11. 9636 

Standard 
Deviation 

2.201 
3 . 006 

Standard 
Error 

.287 
. 296 
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Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degree:, of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. 

-.40 135.00 .689 

Standard 
Error 

.226 

. 405 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Va l ue Freedom Prob. 

Separate Variance Estimate 

- .70 148 . 48 3 

Referen t Powe r 

Numbe r St andard 

of Cases Mean Deviation 

95 7. 62 1 1 3. 609 

5 5 6. 709 1 ~ - 188 

Po o led Va riance Estimate 

t Degrees o f 2 -Tail 

Va l ue F reedom Prob . 

:!. • 4 1 148 . 162 

t Degrees of 

Value Freedom 

-. 65 87 . 85 

Standard 
Error 

. 370 

.565 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

. 519 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 

Va l ue Freedom 

1. 35 99.81 

2 -Tail 
Prob. 

.180 
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t-test for : 5 7 Reward Power 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tai l 
Va.l.ue Prob . 

1.20 . 47 2 

t-test for: SB 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tai.l. 
Value Prob . 

1. 01 .990 

t -test for: S 9 

I 

Number 
of Cases 

95 
5 5 

Pooled 

t 
Va.l.ue 

- 2. 80 

Mean 

9.3053 
10.3636 

Standa r d 
Deviation 

2.302 
2. 103 

Standard 
Error 

. 236 

.2a.:; 

Variance Estimate 

I 

Separate Variance 

Degrees of 2 - Tai.l. t Degrees of 
Freedom Prob. Va.l.ue Freedom 

148 . 006 I -2.87 121.38 

Satisfaction w/ Supervision 

Number Standard St andard 
o f Cases Mean Deviation Error 

95 39.0105 13.389 1 .374 
5 5 36 . 3818 13.333 1 . 798 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.005 

I 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

I 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Va.l.ue Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob. 

1. 16 148 . 2 48 1.16 113.28 .248 

Satisfaction w/ Work 

Number Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

1. 52 . 077 I 

95 
5 5 

Pooled 

t 
Va l ue 

2. 60 

35.7579 10 . 060 1. 032 
30 . 927 3 12.392 1.671 

Va:::-iance Estimate 

I 

Separate Variance Estimate 

Degrees of 2 -Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Freedom P:::-,.,b . Va.l.ue Freedom Prob . 

148 . 01 0 2 .46 95.12 .016 

1 



t- tes t f o r : S10 

Group 1 
Gr oup 2 

F 2-Ta i l 
Va l ue Prob . 

l . 21 . 45 5 

t-t e st for : Sll 

Grouo 1 
Group 2 

F 
Va l ue 2-Ta il 

Prob. 

l. 36 .2 1 4 

t - t es t f or: Sl2 

Gr oup 1 
Gr oup 2 

F 2- Ta il 
Value Prob . 

1 .1 8 . 48 7 
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Number 
standard 

standard 

o f cases Mean Deviation 
Error 

95 20 . 1263 
15 . 796 

1.621 

55 
22 . 1091 

14 . 378 
1.939 

Opport unit ies for promotion 

Poo led variance 
Estimate 

separate 
variance 

Estimate 

t Degrees 

of 2-Tail 

of 2-Tail 
t 

Degrees 

val ue Freedom 
prob -

value 
rreedorn 

prob-

- . 77 148 
.445 

- . 78 
121.70 

.434 

Satisfact ion 
w/ pay 

Numbe r 
s tandard 

standard 

of c a s e s 
Mean 

Deviation 
Error 

95 
2~.1 89 5 

is.637 
1 . 604 

55 
23.4727 

13. 384 
1 .00s 

Pooled va r iance 
Estimate 

separate variance 
Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t 

pegrees of 2-Tail 

Value freedom 
prob -

value 
rreedolll 

prob -

. 28 14 8 
_776 

. 30 
127.37 

_767 

Number 

s t andard 
standard 

of c ases 
Mean 

Deviation 
i::.rror 

95 

11, 83 2 
1 . 214 

36.13 68 
1. 730 

55 
34 _ 14 55 

12. 830 

Sati s f ac t i on w/ co-workers 

Poole d 

separate 
variance 

i::.stiniate 

vari an ce 
Est i mate 

2-Tail 
Degrees of 

t Deg ree s o: 2- Tail 
t rreedolll 

prob-

Value 
rreedolll 

prob . 
value _348 

1os.s7 

. 96 14 8 
_337 

. 94 
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t - t es t fo r: S1 3 Job in Genera l 

Numbe r 
S t andard Standard 

o f Case s Mean Deviation Error 

Group l 88 40 . 7386 9.982 1 . 064 

Group 2 55 32 . 0364 12 .503 l. 68 6 

I 
Pooled Variance Estimate I Separate Variance Estimate 

F 2-Ta il 

Value 
t Degrees of 2-Tail 

t Degrees of 2-Ta il 

Prob . Value Freedom Prob Value Freedom Prob . 

l. 5 7 · 061 4 .60 141 
. 000 

4.36 96.12 . 000 



t-test for : Sl3 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 

Value Prob . 

1. 42 .135 

Job in Genera l 

Number 
o! Ca!leS 

95 
55 

Mean 

3B.76B4 
32 . 0364 

standard 

Deviation 

10 . 48 2 
12. 50 3 

Pooled variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

value Freedom Prob. 

3.53 14B 
.001 

Standard 
Error 

1 . 075 
1. 686 
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Separate variance Estimate 

t 
value 

3.37 

Degree!! of 
Freedom 

97 . 61 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.001 



t-1: e:, 1: f o r : S7 Reward Power 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Ta il 
Val u e P rob . 

1. 3 0 . 27 6 

t-tes t f o r : S8 

F 

Group 1 
Grou p 2 

2 - Ta i l 
Va l ue P rob . 

1. 3 7 .1 8 6 

t -te st for : 

Group 1 
Group 2 

S9 

F 2 -Tail 
Va l ue P rob . 

1 .61 .on 

Number 
Standard Standard 

o f Ca:,e s Mea n Deviation Error 

88 9 . 8636 1 .846 . 197 

5 5 10 . 3636 2 .103 .284 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail t Dearees of 2-Tail 

Value F reedom Prob . Value Freedom 

-1 .49 141 . 138 - 1.45 103.62 

Sa t isfaction w/ Supervision 

Numbe r 
o f Ca3es 

8 8 
5 5 

Mean 

35 . 5909 
3 6 . 3818 

Standard 
Deviation 

11.378 
1 3 .333 

Standard 
Error 

1.213 
1. 798 

Po o led Variance Estimate Separate Variance 

t Degrees of 2 -Tai l 

Value Freedom £-rob . 

- . 38 14 1 . 706 

Sa t isfac t ion w/ Work 

Numbe r 
o f Case s 

88 
5 5 

Mean 

3 3.6364 
30 . 927 3 

Standard 
Deviation 

9. 762 
12. 392 

t Degrees o f 

Value Freedom 

- . 36 101. 32 

Standard 
Error 

1.041 
1 . 671 

Prob . 

. 150 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

. 716 

Pooled Var i ance Estimate 

t Degrees o f 2 -Tai l 

Val ue F reedom Prob . 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

1. 45 14 1 . 14 8 1. 3 8 95.13 . 172 
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t - tes t for : S lO 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Ta il 
Val u e Prob . 

1. 0 7 . 79 3 

t - test for : Sl l 

Group 1 
Gr oup 2 

F 2 -Ta il 
Va l u e Prob. 

. 95 0 

Sl 2 

Group 1 
Gr oup 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Va l ue Prob . 

1. 7 1 . 02 6 
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Opportuni ties for Promotion 

Numbe r Standard 

o f Cases Hean Deviation 

BB 2 1 . 3977 14 . 886 

55 22. 1091 14 . 378 

Poo l ed Variance Estimate 

: Degrees o f 2 -Ta il 

Value Freedom Prob . 

- . 2 8 14 1 . 779 

Sat i sfaction w/ Pa y 

Numbe r 
of Case s Hean 

Standard 
Deviat i on 

88 
55 

25. 397 7 
23 . 4727 

13 .314 
13 .384 

Poo l ed Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 - Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. 

. 8 4 14 1 . 40 3 

Standard 
Error 

1.587 
1 .939 

Separate Variance 

t Degrees o: 

Value Freedom 

- . 28 117. 78 

Standard 
Error 

1 . 419 
1 .805 

Estimate 

2 -Tai l 
Prob. 

. 777 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 
Value Freedom 

• 8 4 114.31 

2 -Tail 
Prob . 

.404 

Sat i s f ac tion w/ Co-workers 

Numbe r 
of Cases 

8 8 
55 

Pool e d 

: 
Va l ue 

3. 92 

Standard 
Mea n Dev i ation 

'1 1. 602 3 9.81 7 
34 . 145 5 12 . 830 

Va riance Estimate 

Degrees o f 2-Tai l 
F reedom Prob. 

H l . 000 

Standard 
Error 

1 . 047 
1.730 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2 -Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

3.69 93.02 . 000 



ln~ependent samples of PNUM Principal Number Reference 

6 
Group l: PNUM EQ 4 Group 2: PNUM EQ 

t-test for: S l 

Group l 
Group 2 

F 2-Tai l 
Value Prob. 

1.25 . 374 

t-t.e s t for : S2 

F 

Group 1 
Group 2 

2 -Tail 
Value Prob. 

1. 61 .049 

t-t es t for: S3 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob. 

1.34 .226 

Coercive Power 

Number Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

88 8.7500 3.749 . 400 

55 8. 4727 3.349 .452 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate variance Estimate 

of 2 - Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 
t Degrees 

Value Freedom p--" 

. 45 141 7"55 ' 

Connect.ion Power 

Number 
of Cases 

88 
55 

Pooled 

t 
Value 

. 46 

Mean 

6.1591 
5.9273 

Variance 

Standard 
Devi ation 

2.656 
3.366 

Estimate 

Degrees of 2-Tail 
Freedom Prob . 

141 .648 

Expert Powe::: 

Number Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation 

88 11.7273 3.197 
55 10.3273 3. 697 

Value Freedom 

. 46 124.35 

Standard 
Error 

.283 

.454 

Separate Variance 

t Degrees of 
Value Freedom 

. 43 95. 26 

Standard 
Error 

.341 

.499 

Prob . 

. 646 

Estimate 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

.666 

Pooled Va:::iance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees o: 2-Tail t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom p~ Value Freedom Prob . 

2.40 Hl .018 2.32 102.40 . 022 
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t. - tes t for : S4 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2 -Tail 
Va l ue Prob . 

1. 3 8 . 206 

t. - t es t f or : S5 

Group 1 
Gr oup 2 

F 2 -Tai l 
Value Prob. 

1. 8 1 . 014 

t -tes t for : S6 

Group 1 
Group 2 

F 2-Tail 
Value Prob . 

1. 70 . 028 
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Information Powe r 

Number 
Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

BB 8.8409 2.573 .274 

55 9.2182 2 . 192 .296 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance E:,timate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail t Degree:, of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob. Value Freedom Prob. 

- . 90 141 . 369 -.94 128.09 .351 

Legitimate Power 

Number Standard Standard 

of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

BB 12.1477 2.236 .238 

5 5 11.9636 3.006 .405 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Va l ue Freedom Prob. 

. 42 141 . 67 6 

Referent Power 

Number Standard 

of Cases Mean De v iation 

BB 5.3636 3 .217 

55 6.7091 4.188 

Poo led Variance Estimate 

-.: Degrees of 2-Tai l 

Va l ue Freedom Prob. 

- 2.16 1 41 . 03 2 

t Degrees of 

Value Freedom 

.39 91.06 

Standard 
Error 

. 343 

.565 

2-Tail 
Prob . 

.696 

Separate Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 

Value Freedom Prob . 

-2.04 93.29 . 045 
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