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Situational Leadership Theory in one specific environment where it

has been used — the public school system. Specifically, the rela-

tionship between principals and supervisors with teachers in an

entire public school district was examined.

For the purposes of this investigation, the results were

organized around three areas. The first dealt with the perceptions

held by the followers relative to their maturity level and how they

viewed their principals' or supervisors' leadership style. The

second area considered leader effectiveness as perceived by both

followers and a panel of central office raters and its relationship

to leadership style and maturity level. In the third area, the match

between leadership style and maturity level was examined relative to

leader effectiveness in order to determine the validity of Hersey

and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory.

1 .4 Definition of Terms

Situational Leadership Theory : As conceptualized by Hersey

and Blanchard, the theory proposes that one of four leadership styles

(SI, S2, S3, or S4) is the most effective for varying task relevant

maturity levels (Ml, M2, M3, or M4) of followers.

Leader effectiveness : In this study, leader effectiveness

was operationally defined in terms of data provided by a panel of

central office administrators, who were asked, based on the stated

goals of the school system and specific criteria, to score the per-

formance level of each leader within the school system. The higher

the score, the greater the degree of effectiveness. This measure

of leader effectiveness, while perhaps lacking in theoretical validity.
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is grounded in solid pragmatism. In essence, it is those persons

in positions of power in the organization who ultimately define those

leaders who are considered successful and those who are not. The

specific criteria involved included both short term, output-oriented

measures as well as intervening variables, i.e., the health of the

human resources in the organization. An additional measure of leader

effectiveness was obtained from the followers.

Leadership style : As defined in Situational Leadership Theory,

is stated in terms of task behavior and relationship behavior. The

four basic styles of leadership are defined as follows:

51 is high on task behavior, low on relationship behavior,

52 is high on both task and relationship behavior,

53 is low on task behavior, high on relationship behavior,

54 is low on task behavior and low on relationship behavior.

Mersey and Blanchard (1977) define leadership style as the consistent

behavior pattern they (managers) use when they are working with and

through other people as perceived by those people. These behavior

patterns emerge in leaders as they respond in the same manner under

similar conditions. Leaders d^evelop habits of action that become some-

what predictable to those who work for them.

Task relevant maturity : Is operationally defined in Situa-

tional Leadership Theory in terms of job maturity and psychological

maturity. These two dimensions refer to a follower's ability and

willingness to complete a given task. Four levels of maturity are

defined as follows:

Ml is low on both ability and willingness.
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M2 is low on ability but high on willingness,

M3 is high on ability but low on willingness,

M4 is high on both ability and willingness.

The above maturity levels should be considered in relation to a

specific task to be performed (Mersey & Blanchard, 1977, p. 161).

Overleadership : A theoretical condition existing when the

task relevant maturity level of the follower(s) is higher than would

be appropriate for the style of leadership being utilized.

Underleadership : A theoretical condition existing when the

task relevant maturity level of the follower(s) is lower than would

be appropriate for the style of leadership being utilized.

Effective leadership : According to Mersey and Blanchard, a

theoretical condition where leadership style (SI, S2, S3, or S4)

matches follower maturity level (Ml, M2, M3, or M4).

Leader : Any person involved in the teacher evaluation process

who serves in the roles of evaluator or assessor, i.e., principals and

supervisors.

Follower : Any person involved in the teacher evaluation

process who serves in the roles of evaluatee or assessee, i.e.,

teachers, librarians, counselors, and pupil services personnel.

Teacher evaluation : State mandated, locally developed eval-

uation system mutually agreed to and adopted by the West Martford

Board of Education and the West Martford Education Association on

May 1, 1979, which provides diagnostic appraisal of professional

performance based on the appropriate position guide.

Evaluator : The person evaluating teachers during the Im-

provement of Instruction phase of the teacher evaluation process.
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Evaluatee: The teacher being evaluated either in the Improve-

ment of Instruction or Assessment phase of the teacher evaluation

process.

Improvement of Instruction : That component of evaluation

occurring continuously and focusing on the achievement of objectives

developed from the appropriate position guide by consensus of the

evaluatee and the evaluator.

Assessor : The person designated by position guide as being

responsible for evaluating teachers during the Assessment phase of

the teacher evaluation process.

Assessee : The teacher being evaluated during the Assessment

phase of teacher evaluation.

Assessment : That component of evaluation formalized every

fourth year covering the full range of the appropriate position guide

responsibilities.

Principal, Supervisor, Coordinator, Department Chairperson:

Position guide roles involved in the teacher evaluation process as

either evaluator or assessor.

Teacher : Any person involved in the teacher evaluation process

who is not in the role of evaluator or assessor.

1 .5 Outline of Dissertation

The dissertation contains five chapters. In Chapter One, the

background, the problem, the purpose, and the definition of terms

have been presented. Chapter Two provides a review of the literature.

An historical review of leadership theories and a review of leadership
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studies using the Situational Leadership Theory in schools are offered.

Also, it includes a discussion of measures of leader effectiveness.

The methodology for the study is described in Chapter Three. It

presents an introduction, the population/sample utilized, the instru-

ments used, and procedures for data collection. The results and

discussion are presented in Chapter Four. Chapter Five is a summary

of the results, interpretations of the findings, and suggestions for

further research and conclusions.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

This chapter is presented in four sections: The first is an

overview of Leadership Theories, the second is an overview of Leader-

ship Theories in schools, and the third is an overview of measures

of Leader Effectiveness. In the fourth section, a summary is provided.

2.2 An Overview of Leadership Theories

Theoretical models which have attempted to describe leader

behaviors in two dimensions (TASK and RELATIONSHIPS) are numerous.

Murphy (1941) described the work situation and the social situation.

Bales (1958) discussed the task leader and the socio-emotional leader.

Cartwright and Zomder (1960) proposed goal achievement functions

and group maintenance functions. McGregor (1960) offered his Theory X

and Theory Y assumptions about workers and the corresponding type

of leader behavior that flows from those assumptions. Likert (1961)

and Blake and Mouton (1964) considered the production centered leader,

one concerned with production, as opposed to the people, or person

centered leader. Brown (1967) analyzed leader behavior on two dimen-

sions, system oriented and person oriented. Fiedler (1967) described

the directive low least preferred co-worker and the permissive high

13
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least preferred co-worker. Vroom and Yetton (1963) described auto-

cratic and democratic modes of leader behavior.

In applying leader behavior to organizational effectiveness,

Zanders (1979) placed theorists in either single style or multi-style

categories. Those theorists with single ideal styles were Weber

(1946) bureaucrat, Taylor (1947) scientific management, Mayo (1933)

human relations, U.S. Military (1947) leadership, Homans (1948)

social exchange and McMurray (1958) benevolent autocrat. Each theorist

proposed that there was one best style of leader behavior which would

insure the successful functioning of an organization.

The multi-style theorists considered both the TASK and RELA-

TIONSHIP dimensions. Lewin (1939) proposed democratic, McGregor (1960)

suggested Theory Y, while Blake and Mouton (1964) offered the 9, 9

location (high task, high relationship) on the managerial grid as the

most effective style. Halpin (1966) proposed Quad II, while Likert

(1967) suggested System 4 as the best style.

Recent theorists have added yet another analytical dimension,

that is, the variables associated with the situation. Fiedler's

(1967) Contingency Theory focused on the leader's ability to influence

his/her followers as being the key to effectiveness. He suggested

the job or organizational environment be matched to fit the leader's

predominate style and personality. Blake and Mouton (1978) expanded

on their original managerial grid theory by noting that flexibility

means changing behavior to fit the situation, while versatility meant

changing the situation to allow for a 9, 9 style of management.
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W. J. Reddin (1970) used the 3-D Theory of Management to de-

scribe eight styles of leader behavior, four more-effective (benevolent

autocrat, executive, developer, bureaucrat) and four less-effective

(autocrat, compromiser, missionary, deserter), dependent upon the

situation.

A. K. Korman (1966) reviewed over 25 studies which used the

LBDQ to relate "Consideration" and "Initiating Structure" to various

measures of effectiveness. He found these descriptors of leader

style not to have any significant ability to predict effectiveness.

In these studies, effectiveness was defined in various ways, such as

group productivity, performance under stress, grievances and absenteeism.

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) proposed Situational Leadership

Theory. Their theory suggested that leaders analyze and diagnose

situations in terms of follower maturity, then adapt their style to

the situation. Low follower maturity would warrant telling leader

behavior, moderate maturity selling or participating behavior, and

high maturity, delegating leader behavior.

Four leadership styles are identified in Situational Leader-

ship Theory. The SI style is high on task behavior and low on rela-

tionship behavior. The S2 style is high on task behavior and high on

relationship behavior. The S3 style is high on relationship behavior

and low on task behavior and the S4 style is low on task behavior and

low on relationship behavior. Reddin (1967, 1970) was the first to

add an effectiveness dimension to the situational leadership model.

Hersey and Blanchard adapted this concept of effectiveness to indi-

cate that any specific leadership style could be used effectively or

ineffectively depending on the situation in which it was used.
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In order to add a defining parameter to the situational

variable, Mersey and Blanchard introduced a concept labeled "task

relevant maturity". It is defined in terms of the followers' job

maturity (ability) and psychological maturity (willingness) to do a

specific task.

In -Mersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory, four

levels of task relevant maturity that a group of followers or a

follower may possess are defined. Maturity level one (Ml) is low on

willingness and low on ability. Maturity level two (M2) ishighon

willingness but low on ability. Maturity level three (M3) is low

on willingness and high on ability and maturity level four (M4) is

high on both willingness and ability.

In Situational Leadership Theory it is maintained that leader

effectiveness results from matching the appropriate specific leader-

ship style with the task relevant maturity of the followers. This

necessitates that effective leaders not only have a range of leader-

ship styles (from SI to S4) but also possess the diagnostic skills

necessary to be able to determine the necessary leadership style,

and then adapt their behavior to the appropriate task relevant maturity

level of their subordinate(s) (from Ml to M4).

Specifically, to apply Situational Leadership Theory correctly,

it is necessary to use SI leader behavior with Ml task relevant

maturity, S2 leader behavior with M2 task relevant maturity, S3 leader

behavior with M3 task relevant maturity, and S4 leader behavior with

M4 task relevant maturity.
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In describing the nature of highly effective groups, Likert

(1961) noted:

The superior of each work group exerts a major
influence in establishing the tone and atmosphere
of that work group by his leadership principles
and practices. In the highly effective group,
consequently, the leader adheres to those princi-
ples of leadership which create a supportive
atmosphere in the group and a cooperative rather
than competitive relationship among the members.
(pp. 162-177)

Hersey and Blanchard would maintain this atmosphere can be created

by telling or delegating, dependent on the group's maturity or orienta-

tion.

Situational characteristics of the educational environment,

in terms of teacher job concerns, have been adapted from Reddin'

s

3-D Theory by T. J. Sergiovanni (1977) as follows:

As a general guide, the related style will be

effective if the situation involves the follow-

ing job demands:

Teachers have high expertness or unusual technical

skills
Teacher identification and commitment are necessary

for success
The job is arranged so that teachers can largely

decide how tasks will be accomplished

It is difficult to evaluate performance outcomes

precisely
Teachers need to be creative and inventive in

their work

The separated style will be the most effective,

if the situation involves the following job

demands

:

The teacher's job is programmed routinely and

requires the following of established proce-

dures, curriculum formats, teaching strategies

The teacher's job is simple, easy to perform,

and easy to regulate

Automatic feedback is provided so that the

teacher can readily note his progress

Intellectual privacy and thinking are much

more important than the teacher being

actively involved in something



If the situation involves the following demands,
the integrated style will be the most effective:
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Teachers need to interact with each other in
order to complete their tasks

Teachers are interdependent; the success of one
depends upon the help of others

Successful completion requires that the chair-
person must interact with teachers as a group

Several solutions are possible and the number of
solutions proposed and evaluated are improved
by interaction among department members

Teachers can set their own pace as the department
pursues its tasks

The dedicated style will be most effective, if the
situation involves the following job demands:

The chairperson knows more about the task or
problems at hand than teachers

Numerous unplanned and unanticipated events are
likely to occur, requiring attention from the
chairperson

Teachers need frequent direction in order to

complete their task
The teacher's performance is readily measurable

and corrective action by the chairperson is

visible and can be easily evaluated, (pp. 151-152)

In the preceding analysis, the attitudinal styles mentioned

by Sergiovanni are related to behavior according to Hersey and

Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory as shown below:

Behavior Attitude

tel ling dedicated

sel 1 ing integrated

participating related

delegating separated

After a comprehensive examination of research in leadership

theory in several fields outside of education, G. R. Firth (1976)

reports that:
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Evidence is clear that leaders do not possess
common characteristics, traits, or consistent
patterns thereof. Nor is it possible to predict
potential for leadership on the basis of per-
sonality, intelligence, stature, or scholarship.
Evidence indicates that the leadership style
perceived as effective is that which is con-
sonant with the nature and expectations of the
group to be led. (pp. 327-328)

Jolm M. Jermier and Leslie J. Berkes (1979) note:

The debate in the police literature on leader-
ship power and influence has its parallel in the

organization theory literature. Related to these
questions, Kerr (1977) has challenged leadership
models which generally assume that while the

type of leader behavior which will be effective
varies with the situation, some set of formal

leader behaviors will always be important re-

gardless of the situation. He proposes that,

for example: Routine tasks, inflexible rules

and procedures, closely knit, cohesive work

groups and job-relevant skills and experience

on the part of subordinates all may substitute

for a leader's structuring behavior. Similarly,

intrinsically satisfying tasks and cohesive work

groups tend to substitute for the formal leader's

supportive function, (p. 5)

Within the Path Goal Theory of Leadership framework (House,

1971; House & Dessler, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974), situational

factors which influence the relationship between leader behavior

and subordinate attitudes are being investigated. Some of these

are environmental factors (task, formal authority system, primary

work group). Other factors are subordinate characteristics (ability,

authoritarianism, focus of control).

Hersey and Blanchard utilized an analysis of research done

by Likert (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977) to conclude:

Therefore, based on the definition of leadership

process as a function of the leader, the followers,

and other situational variables, the desire to

have a single ideal type of leader behavior seems

unrealistic, (p. 100)
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Expanded further, Mersey and Blanchard (1977) introduced the concept

of adaptive leader behavior which is defined as follows:

The more managers adapt their style of leader
behavior to meet the particular situation and
the needs of their followers, the more effective
they will tend to be in reaching personal and
organizational goals, (p. 101)

Clearly then, the issue of leadership, both in its definition,

as either a performing art (Lippitt, 1979, p. 399) or as a science

(Taylor, 1913) and in its appl ication, as either one best or the most

appropriate of many styles, continues to be of interest to educators.

The combination of customer dissatisfaction with the service

rendered (the kids can't read — let's get back to the basics) and a

taxpayer revolt (Proposition 13 in California, school budget referenda

locally), has forced those in positions of educational power to

grapple with the problem of how to increase the quality of the output

with a decreased input of resources. This squeeze, coupled with a

general decline in student enrollment which reduces the economies of

scale, begs for creative leaders who can apply imaginative techniques

in a highly labor intensive enterprise.

Since 85% of the typical educational budget goes for salaries

and therefore, people, it is effective leadership, not technologically

sophisticated teaching machines or turn-key performance contracting,

that appears to be the most appropriate strategy to manage limited

educational resources for maximal productivity. Leader style and

other variables relating to leader effectiveness have been operation-

ally defined by many persons, each in terms of the theoretical

construct which they support.
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Theorist Whyte (1961) identified three essential factors

which influence leader effectiveness, i.e., the leader and his/her

personality, the followers and their characteristics, and the sit-

uation of the group. Fiedler (1967), Reddin (1970), Blake and

Mouton (1964), and Hersey and Blanchard (1977) all presented theoreti-

cal constructs which focused on the interaction between leader

behavior and the situation.

Fiedler's contingency model suggests matching the job situa-

tion to the leader's natural style. Reddin's 3D-Theory maintains

the leader possess style-flex, allowing the appropriate of four

styles to be selected by the leader and used in specific situations.

Blake and Mouton's Managerial Grid considers 9, 9 (high task, high

relationship) behavior as describing versatile leader behavior. A

versatile leader changes the situation to make the 9, 9 stylo success-

ful, while a 5, 5 (moderate task, moderate relationship) leader

behavior is described as flexible and adaptable to the situation.

Hersey and Blanchard in their work propose adapting leaders'

style to the situation in terms of the maturity level of the followers.

They define maturity as "the capacity to set high but attainable goals

(achievement-motivation), willingness and ability to take responsi-

bility, and education and/or experience as an individual or a group.

These variables of maturity should be considered only in relation to

a specific task to be performed" (Hersey & Blanchard, 1976, p. 349).

Within the framework of the teacher and his/her job, it

seems that the characteristics of a highly bureaucratic person (Corwin,

1969) would correspond to Hersey and Blanchard's follower with low
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maturity, while a highly professional person (Corwin, 1969) would

correspond to a follower with high maturity.

Perceptions of the workplace, as seen by both leaders and

followers, often vary. In a study of American industrial supervisors

and workers, each were asked to rank order the importance to the

worker of 10 variables in the work situation. The following compares

the results (from Hersey & Blanchard, 1977, p. 47):

RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO WORKERS

Vari able- Percept ions By Supervisors By Workers

Good working conditions 4 9

Feeling "in" on things 10 2

Tactful disciplining 7 10

Full appreciation for work done 8 1

Management loyalty to workers 6 8

Good wages 1 5

Promotion and growth with company 3 7

Sympathetic understanding of

personal problems
9 3

Job security 2 4

Interest work 5 6

The significant variation in perceptions indicates not only

poor inter-group communications but also a high probability that

supervisory action intended to bring about workers satisfaction would

in fact have the opposite effect. For example, less expressed appre-

ciation for work done exhibited by the supervisor toward the worker

would serve to anger workers, who rated this number one, while super-

visors, thinking it unimportant, rated it number eight.
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White (1979), completed an exploratory study of leadership

styles of State Department of Education Supervisors of Curriculum

using a variation of Blake and Mouton's managerial grid. The most

predominant leadership style among supervisors was characterized by

low concern for task (2.6 on a scale of 1 to 9) and a moderate con-

cern for people (6.3 on a scale of 1 to 9). In this study, leader-

ship style indicated leader perception of leader behavior, and did

not indicate follower perception of leader behavior. The results

characterized this group as thinking they behaved in a way which

encouraged "participation" between leader and follower. It would be

interesting and important to know how their followers perceived

their behavior and whether or not it was considered effective.

Group production is directly related to the motivation of

the individuals that compose a work group. Argyris, in applying

McGregor's Theory and assumptions about people, found that job en-

richment, allowing an individual to totally assemble the entire

product versus only assembling one sub-system of the product, led

to increased production, reduced waste and a 96% reduction in

letters of complaint (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977).

Frederick Herzberg (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977) developed

the Motivation-Hygiene Theory. This theory identifies two types

of factors which contribute to employee performance:

a. hygiene factors — which if not present, result in

reductions in worker performance and

b. motivator factors — which if present, can increase

worker performance.
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Some examples of hygiene factors are:

1. policies and administration

2. supervision

3. working conditions

4. interpersonal relations

5. money, status, security

Some examples of motivators factors are:

1. achievement

2. recognition for accomplishment

3. challenging work

4. increased responsibility

5. growth and development

All of these factors serve to form the basis of the larger concept

called morale. To have high morale, the hygiene factors must be

satisfied. Dissatisfaction with hygiene factors prevents satisfac-

tion of motivator factors.

A close look at these hygiene and motivator factors reveals

that most are under the direct influence of the building principal

or immediate supervisor. VJith the exception of money (salary) and

some district wide policies, such as staff reduction required by law

to be negotiated by the teachers union and the Board of Education,

the building principal can insure the presence of the needed hygiene

factors and provide the motivator factors. Some examples follow:

a. supervision — either directly or through other

administrators in the building, the principal

carries out the day to day supervision of the

staff. A skilled principal with a dynamic

informal communications network can easily

learn of problem areas which can be eliminated

by improved supervisory techniques or the

reassignment of supervisors. In today's cli-

mate there is no excuse for poor supervision.
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b. interpersonal relations — skillful assignment of
personnel can set up situations that provide
for rewarding interpersonal relations. Dif-
fusing of trouble areas via appropriate inter-
vention by the principal can enhance these
relationships.

c. recognition for accomplishment — usually left
undone and seldom overdone, this motivator
factor can be easily satisfied by any principal
willing to take the time to thank those for a

job well done. It only requires an ability to

recognize genuine accomplishment and the ima-
gination to create a variety of appropriate ways
to say thank you.

d. increased responsibility — with so much to be

done and so little time and resources available
to do it, the astute building principal with a

flair for delegating should have no trouble
finding tasks of great importance for staff to

become involved in.

2.3 Leadership Theories in Schools

Below are summarized studies which investigated leadership

in schools:

a. The principal, far more than any other person, shapes

and articulates the school's atmosphere and creates

its sense of mission (Goodlad, 1979).

b. Effective principals meet the expectations of teachers

and show that there is a positive correlation between

teacher satisfaction and the leadership style of the

principal (Chase, 1953).

c. Teacher satisfaction is highest when there is a con-

gruency between the teacher's conception of ideal

behavior and the principal's actual behavior (Moyer,

1955).

d. Staff development and quality performance, when

stressed by principals, affects in a positive manner

teacher morale and student performance (Gross &

Herriott, 1965).
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e. Principal behavior can be a function of the type of
school. Participative styles of leadership were
found more often in multi-unit and individually
programmed instruction schools than in the control
schools (Eidell , 1969)

.

f. The behavior of the immediate supervisor is a major
factor in group productivity (Cogan, 1973).

g. Faculty behavior during researcher interaction closely
mirrored the predominate behavior observed by the
researcher in the principal (Ringrose, 1976).

In summary, these studies show that a principal's behavior

in terms of leadership style is related to teacher satisfaction,

morale and performance; and the effects of leadership style can

vary depending on follower expectation and the characteristics of

the environment.

The following studies summarize task and relationship

behavior in principals:

a. Trustful, considerate leadership brought satisfaction

to professionally oriented teachers (Grassie & Carss,

1972).

b. Faculties with a high professional orientation provided

school settings which were perceived by students as

providing an adaptive organization (Gordon, 1975).

c. High relationship (idiographic) leadership is pre-

ferred by professionally trained people (Getzels &

Guba, 1957).

d. More innovation was reported in schools with high

relationship (idiographic) principals than with task-

oriented (nomothetic) principals (Harrell, 1972).

e. Task-oriented principals were critical of teachers'

ideas while relationship-oriented principals were

supportive of teachers' ideas (Doyle & Ahl brand, 1974).

f. More innovations were found in schools where the

principal behavior was relationship-oriented (Chesler,

Schmuck, & Lippitt, 1963).
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g. Two studies reveal findings that trend in the
opposite direction to those stated above. Moeller
(1964) found teachers felt more power to change
the system in a bureaucratic, rather than demo-
cratic, organization. Congreve (1957) found
teachers to prefer an impersonal, formal style
of leadership.

Depending on the goal of the school (innovation vs. stability)

and the orientation of the staff, teachers are effective with either

task or relationship types of leader behavior.

Research with the Path-goal Theory (Filley, House, & Kerr,

1976) showed that each of the four leadership styles — instrumental,

participative, supportive and achievement-oriented, can be effective

depending on the situation. Some of the situational variables which

determine the degree to which the above leadership styles should be

used are: demands of the task, follower capability to do the task,

and follower attitude toward being directed.

Fiedler (1967) identified three situational variables,,

leader-member relations (group acceptance), task structure, and

leader position power. These interact with two leadership styles,

directive and permissive, as determined by low or high scores on the

Least Preferred Coworker (LPC) instrument. The following summarizes

studies which used the LPC instrument:

a. McNamara (1968) found school principals who had low

LPC scores were more task oriented and demonstrated

Style 1 and Style 2 leadership behaviors. School

principals with high LPC scores exhibited more

Style 3 and Style 4 leadership behaviors.

b. McKague (1968) found principals with low LPC scores

exhibited Style 1 and Style 2 leadership behaviors.

c. Hawley (1969) found in schools where leader-member

relations were poor, principals with low LPC scores

are perceived by staff as meeting the needs of the

system rather than the needs of the staff.
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d. McKague (1970) found that principals with low LPC
scores are perceived as effective and their teachers
satisfied if group-member relations are good.

e. Watkins (1966) and Duncan (1975) both report princi-
pals with high LPC scores have faculties with higher
morale than do principals with low LPC scores.

The divergent nature of the results of research done in

schools with the Contingency Theory makes the results of little

use to educational leaders.

The Ohio State Model (Stogdill & Coons, 1957) is based on

two dimensions, initiating structure (task behavior) and consider-

ation (relationship behavior). Most research done with the leader-

ship behavior of school principals utilizes the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). While much of the research indi-

cates high consideration behavior is positively correlated with

workers' satisfaction with leaders, no one style has been shown to

be consistently the best.

Beck (1978) summarized the findings of several research

projects done using the Ohio State Model in school settings with

leaders as follows:

. . . principals should use task-oriented and

relationship oriented styles of leadership.

However, it is not clear if the principal

should use Style 2 (high/high). Style 1

(high task), and Style 3 (high relationship)

or all three. Also, there is no indication

of when a principal should use each type of

behavior, (p. 37)

Little research has been done using Hersey and Blanchard s

Situational Leadership Theory in a school setting. Smith (1974)

found support for the postulate that effective leader behavior is

adapted to follower maturity in the global sense. Raynor (1976)
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found the ability to diagnose correctly hypothetical management

situations could be increased with training. Beck (1978) found the

theory to have limited validity with elementary school principals

and teachers. Even though widely accepted in many fields, including

education, the validity of the theory has not been established

through research.

2.4 Overview of Measures of
Leader Effectiveness

Leader effectivness can be defined in many ways. However,

since leaders accomplish things through and by working with people

(Drucker, 1967), leader effectiveness has often been defined in

terms that relate to the leader's immediate work group or to the

total output of the larger organization.

Measures of leader and organizational effectiveness differ

in the private and public sectors. The private sector can be illus-

trated by the Fortune 500, a list of the United States 500 largest

corporations which generate an estimated 80% of our country's gross

national product (GNP). The performance of these organizations is

ranked by Fortune on these measures of effectiveness:

1. Rate of return on equity

2. Earnings growth per year over last five years

3. Dividend yield

4. Rate of return on invested capital

5. Sales growth per year

6. Market share

7. Price to earnings ratio
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It should be noted that these easily quantifiable descriptors do

not consider corporate social responsibility, the depth or breadth

of management, or the quality of the work environment, areas which

are also of concern to the business community when evaluating cor-

porate enterprises.

The public sector also has developed indices to measure

effectiveness. In its Initial Report (February 1974) the Urban

Institute and the International City Management Association reported

on "Measuring the Effectiveness of Basic Municipal Services."

Three types of performance measurement were defined:

1. Measures of effectiveness. They measure the extent
to which the goals and objectives of the service are

being met. They should attempt to measure such aspects

as:

- The degree to which the intended purposes of the

services are being met.
- The degree to which unintended, adverse impacts

of the service on the community occur.

- The adequacy of the quantity of the service pro-

vided relative to the community's needs, desires,

and willingness to pay.

- The speed and courtesy displayed in responding to

citizen requests.
- Citizen perceptions of the satisfactoriness of the

service (even though these may not be in agreement

with "factual" observations).

In sum, they should measure whatever is involved in

answering the question, "How well is this service

doing what it should do for the citizens and the

community?"

2. Efficiency Measures. These measures attempt to

relate the amount of a service output produced to the

amount of input required to produce it, e.g., number

of tons collected per man-hours. They indicate how

efficiently the service is being provided. Govern-

ments often use the inverse form: the amount of

input could be units of workload performed, or poten-

tially, units of effectiveness achieved. Efficiency

measures complement measures of effect! veness, since

an "ineffective" service can be provided inefficiently.
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The term productivity measure is often used to refer
to an efficiency measure in the form of output per

_
unit of input. However, we believe that the term
productivity should be used to encompass both ef-
fectiveness and efficiency concerns examined jointly.
(This usage is in keeping with its broader meaning
of "productive" as encouraged by the National Com-
mission on Productivity.)

3. Measures of Workload Performed. These measure the
amount of work done. They serve various operational
purposes and can be used to justify expenditures
and to determine budget requirements. But such
measures (e.g., tons of waste collected, millions
of gallons of water processed, or number of square
yards of road repaired) indicate little about the
effectiveness or proxies for effectiveness measures.
We strongly recommend against this practice for
assessing effectiveness.

In the foregoing quotation, "measures of workload
performed" are in reality one part of the efficiency
equation, that is, efficiency = output/input — and
that is output. (Mercer & Koester, 1978, pp. 51-52).

The educational portion of the public sector has a different

approach than the municipal part in developing standardized measures

of effectiveness. This results largely from the historical use of

input variables to rate school district effectiveness. Some of these,

the pupil/teacher ratio, total dollar expenditures per student,

diversity of curricula, co-curricular and extra-curricular activities,

etc., serve to indicate that which is offered to students. However,

input characteristics do not indicate the quality of the experience

had by students or the performance levels acquired by students in

the basic skills or in any other area.

Silberman (1970) noted that per pupil expenditures had more

than doubled after adjusting for inflation between World War II and

1970, yet little data was available on how much students learned

from school

.
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The current national concern over the effectiveness of our

educational establishment focuses on the public's concern over output

variables, primarily student reading and writing performance levels

and student ability to do elementary mathematics. Commonly referred

to as the basic skills, concern for student success in these areas

far exceeds all other areas of the curriculum.

The national decline in SAT scores serves as a case in point.

The output of the educational system, as measured by this instrument,

is declining. The following table (from Monday, 1979, p. 496)

displays the data.

SAT TEST SCORES

Year Verbal Quantitative

1965 473 496

1966 471 496

1967 467 496

1968 466 494

1969 462 491

1970 460 488

1971 454 487

1972 450 482

1973 443 481

1974 440 478

1975 434 472

Yet much debate and scholarly critique of the data has caused

the responsibility for this decline to be attributed to many factors,

some of which are totally beyond the control of the school system.

One of these factors is thought to be the increase in the percentage,

and therefore, the number of lower ability students taking the test,

due to a policy of "open admissions" at the college level (Munday, 1979).
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Standardized testing is done across the nation:

It is estimated that some 200 million standardized
tests are administered annually in American schools,
and the trend toward the greater use of such tests
shows no signs of diminishing. The majority of the
standardized tests used — perhaps two-thirds of
them — are "achievement" tests which seek to measure
attainment of specific instructional goals, to give
a "status report" on students' learning progress.
The second largest category is "general" or "special"
ability — aptitude — tests which seek to measure
learner characteristics for improved guidance or
educational diagnosis. Such diagnostic tests are
becoming increasingly important as teachers develop
Individualized Education Programs (lEP's) for their
special education students to meet the requirements
of PL 94-142. (Charrey, 1979, p. 12).

While achievement tests may serve well to measure student

progress, they are not currently used in the State of Connecticut in

a manner which would allow comparison from school district to school

district. Even within the Town of West Hartford, which has a sophis-

ticated and extensive testing program, pupil achievement data do

not play a formal part in assessing leader effectiveness on the

building level

.

Teacher-given grades have been suggested by some as indicators

of pupil success, but grade inflation and lack of consistent standards

make this criteria for measuring organizational effectiveness inappro-

priate. Also, because student achievement as determined by standard-

ized tests is so narrow in terms of the overall goals of education and

may well be related to factors under little or no influence of the

school, it seems clear that test scores are undesirable as the sole

measure of leader and/or organizational effectiveness in a school

situation.


