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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

How do principals effectively influence the school 

environment? Are principals' perceptions accurate regarding 

successful influence strategies? Are principals' influence 

attempts stressful for principals and teachers? These 

questions currently plague schools as districts view 

principals as facilitative leaders who strive to increase 

student learning by improving instruction via teachers. 

Traditionally, the principal's role has been viewed as 

that of the middle manager in education, taking orders from 

the superintendent and central office and enforcing orders 

to teachers and staff (Sykes & Elmore, 1989). 

Furthermore, influencing the behavior of the school 

environment through effective communication with teachers, 

business leaders, and governmental agents was not a 

priority. The system will no longer support the traditional 

role of the authoritarian manager who issues decrees and 

mandates. 

The restructured schools of today emphasize a 

leadership that supports the belief that the principalship 

should provide facilitative leadership rather than relay 

orders from a central office. When leadership is 

facilitative, school leaders must directly influence those 

with whom they work (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991; Lewis, 1989; 

Murphy, 1990; O'Neil, 1990). This influence is a result of 
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techniques which a principal (source) utilizes to attain an 

outcome. 

Communication, either verbal or nonverbal, is a vehicle 

for the use of power (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983; O'Hair & 

Blase, 1992). Understanding principal communication with 

teachers requires close examination of dynamic forces and 

challenges impacting the principalship. Dynamic forces are 

the factors (environment, organization, and principal 

personal characteristics) with which the principal must work 

and over which he/she has little or no control. Challenges 

are factors (including stress, culture, and power types) 

that may impugn the principals' ability to influence. 

Principals who become more aware of how they, 

themselves, are influenced may become more cognizant of the 

methods utilized with teachers. If such an awareness is 

created, then principals may be able to facilitate the 

mission of the school by adapting their choices of power 

techniques to those most acceptable to teachers on their 

campus. 

Historically, social power refers to possessing 

control, authority, or influence over others and is 

dependent upon the perception that power exists. Empowerment 

occurs because a target believes the source has control over 

him or her (Wheeless, Barraclough, & Stewart, 1984). 

Sometimes, the use of power to achieve certain outcomes is 

misunderstood by educators who tend to think in terms of the 



use of power as manipulation and for the purpose of creating 

winners and losers. 

On the contrary, exercise of power is necessary for 

leadership, particularly in complex organizations such as 

schools (Thomson, 1989). In diverse heterogeneous 

organizations such as schools, power must be sufficient to 

join together the fragments into a whole. Effective 

communication, either verbal or non-verbal, is prerequisite 

to the use of power (Thomson, 1989). Communication must be 

sufficient for all of the parts to be influenced as a whole. 

Different groups or individuals in the school organization 

may be strong; however, until communication is sufficient to 

cause them to work together as a force, the full potential 

of their efforts will be unrecognized. 

Principals are leaders who move schools toward the 

goals and expectations of society. John Gardner, former 

Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, underscores this 

point, "Leaders, provided we have effective means of holding 

them accountable, can serve as checks on unseen players. 

When accountable leaders are stripped of power, the people 

lose power" (Thomson, 1989, p. 209). 

Many authorities point to site managers as key-people 

in the management of the complex school organizations 

(Sergiovanni, 1984). Accountability may be directly linked 

to use of power and also may be a cause of stress in 

principals. In many instances, boundary-spanning 



responsibilities of principals create a situation in which 

choices of techniques by the principal create stress for 

him/her. As Cooper, Sieverding, and Muth (1988) determined, 

responsibility for people is much greater than 

responsibility for things and may produce a potentially 

stressful environment for leaders, such as principals. 

The preliminary framework of strategic principal 

communication is derived from the literature review and 

visually depicts factors affecting principal influence and 

power. Key framework components include dynamic forces and 

challenges. Dynamic forces represent environmental, 

organizational and personal characteristics. Challenges 

focus on variables such as organizational culture, power 

type selection and occupational stress. Concentric circles 

represent those variables (see Appendix A). 

Problem Statement 

The interaction between dynamic forces and challenges 

plays an integral part in the manner in which principals 

strive to influence their constituency, particularly 

teachers. Influence is the act of indirectly affecting 

behavior by nature of a relationship, while power is the 

ability to influence. Principal influence is achieved by a 

use of power that affects behavior. The widespread 

recognition of stress among the majority of school 

principals is well documented (Cooper, Sieverding, & Muth, 



1988; Feitler & Tokar,1986; Gmelch & Swent, 1984; Kaiser & 

Polczynski, 1982; Lam, 1988; Milstein & Farkas, 1988; 

Sarros, 1988; Savery & Detiuk, 1986; Wiggins, 1988); 

however, less is known about one of the most stressful 

communication situations principals face: communicating with 

the sole purpose of influencing behavior. For example, a 

principal may attempt to encourage an incompetent teacher to 

leave the profession or request a teacher to change an 

instructional approach. What type of power strategy does 

the principal use? Is the principal effective? Can 

principals change the power strategy typically used to 

influence others to a different, more effective power 

strategy? Research is lacking which focuses on the role of 

principals' communication as related to use of power to 

influence the school environment and on the relationship of 

these to how occupational stress and personal 

characteristics interact in this arena. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate types of 

power used by principals to influence the beliefs of others 

regarding teaching and learning. Specifically, 

understanding effective principal power types requires 

careful examination of dynamic forces and challenges 

impacting communication. This study focuses on identifying 

techniques used by principals to influence teachers. 



comparing principals' and others' perceptions of power type 

effects, discovering the influence of diverse and changing 

demographics on technique selection, identifying 

principals' ability to change or adapt power type 

selections, and determining if there is a relationship 

between occupational stress and power strategy selection 

and use (see Appendix A). 

Scope and Limitations of the Study 

The sample for this study consisted of 276 full-time 

classroom teachers employed by a southwest Texas district. 

Full-time teachers were targeted because they had greater 

potential for interaction with campus principals than did 

teachers with part-time assignments or non-classroom 

teaching professionals, such as librarians or school nurses. 

These groups performed in an environment that differed from 

that of the classroom teacher. 

The study concerns the perceptions of teachers from one 

school district in one part of the country. The study 

focuses on occupational stress; however, the possibility 

that personal stress created by factors outside the work 

place is not addressed in the study. Such factors, in 

combination with sample size and rate of return, introduce 

notable limitations to the generalizability of survey 

results. Despite limitations, study results reflect relevant 

trends regarding influence and power. 



Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are provided in order to 

clarify key terms used throughout the study. 

Challenges: Challenges are factors, including stress, 

culture, and power types, that may impugn the principals' 

ability to influence. 

Culture: Culture interprets events, behaviors, words, 

and acts and gives them meaning in an organization. Culture 

also prescribes the way people should act and establishes 

appropriate and acceptable behavior in given situations 

(Rossman, Corbett, & Firestone, 1988). 

Dynamic Forces: Dynamic forces are factors such as 

environment, organization, and principal characteristics 

with which the principal must work and over which he or she 

has little or no control. 

Expectancies/Consequences: A power type identified by 

Wheeless et al. (1983) that involves strategies where the 

principal calls to the attention of the teacher the 

reasonable results of a specific course of behavior. Such 

consequences could include either some predicted gain and/or 

reward, or some loss and/or undesirable outcome. 

Influence: Influence is the act of indirectly affecting 

a person or event and is imbedded in actual relationships. 

Influence is not "fixed," as in a legal source, and 

techniques such as bargaining, manipulation, and exchange 

are used to achieve it (Hoyle, 1982; Ball, 1987). 
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Locus of Control: Locus of control separates people on 

the basis of perceived control of behavior and 

differentiates between externals and internals. Internal-

external locus of control is contingent upon how an 

individual perceives his/her rewards for certain behaviors. 

Individuals with an internal locus of control consider that 

they control themselves and their destiny. Individuals with 

an external locus of control regard their fates to be in the 

hands of others and due to factors, such as luck, chance, or 

powerful others, over which they have no control (Rotter, 

1966; Wheeless, Barraclough & Stewart, 1983). 

Power: Power is defined in this study as an 

individual's potential to have an affect on another person's 

or group's behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983). This 

definition is carried a step further to include facilitative 

power which focuses on the individual's potential to create 

conditions favorable to the enhancement of others' 

performance (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991). 

Relationship/Identification: A power category 

identified by Wheeless et al. (1983) which identifies power 

strategies wherein the teachers are invoked to behave in a 

certain manner in order to imitate and/or please the 

principal. 

Strategic Communication: Strategic communication is 

described as communication essential to the operation of the 

organization and includes goal setting, situational 



knowledge, communication competence and anxiety management 

(O'Hair & Friedrich, 1992). 

Stress: A number of definitions exist for stress. 

However, the definition which combines the various strands 

is that of Hobfoll (1988, p. 54), which states "stress 

is...a reaction to the environment in which there is either 

(a) the perceived threat of net loss of resources, (b) the 

actual net loss of resources, or (c) the lack of resource 

gain following investment of resources." Hobfoll (1988, p. 

54) further states that resources may be defined as "those 

objects, conditions, personal characteristics, or energies 

that are valued by the individual or that serve as a means 

for attainment of valued resources." 

Values/Obligation: A power category identified by 

Wheeless et al. (1983) where the teacher will be encouraged 

to behave in a certain way because "it is the right thing to 

do." The principal attempts to achieve compliance by 

addressing the teacher's sense of duty. The focus is on the 

the teacher's own values, not those of the principal. 

Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of this study are threefold: 

1. To delineate dynamic forces influencing principal 

power type selection. 

2. To describe challenges associated with principal 

power type selection. 
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a. To analyze stress levels associated with 

power types selection. 

b. To analyze school culture as associated with 

power types selection. 

c. To analyze organizational variables 

associated with power types selections. 

3. To establish from the data collected a model of 

how principal communication, influence theory, and 

stress interact to generate the observed data in 

the school environment. 

Research Questions 

The following six research questions were addressed in 

this study: 

RQl: What types of power strategies do teachers report their 

principals use most and least frequently? 

RQ2: Is there a difference between what power teachers say 

their principals use and what they consider effective? 

RQ3: How does principals' power use relate to teachers' 

perceptions of the school environment? 

a. Is there a difference between teachers' reports of 

principals' use of power and teachers' perceptions 

of external constraints that influence school 

culture? 
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b. Does a difference exist between teachers' reports 

of principals' use of power and the effect of 

power on the school culture? 

RQ4: Are there significant differences between teachers' 

reports of principals' power use and organizational 

characteristics? 

a. Does a significant difference exist between 

principal power use and school level, i.e. 

elementary, middle, or high school? 

b. Does a difference exist between principals' power 

use and campus size? 

RQ5: Are there significant relationships between principals' 

use of power strategies and personal characteristics of 

principals as perceived by teachers? 

a. Are there significant relationships between 

principals' use of power and gender? 

b. Are there significant relationships between 

principals' use of power and teachers' locus of 

control? 

RQ6: Are there significant differences between principals' 

use of power and teachers' perceptions of occupational 

stress? 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a theoretical 

framework for understanding, synthesizing, and evaluating 

the study. To accomplish this objective, two areas 

identified previously in the Framework of Strategic 

Principal Communication are examined: (1) dynamic forces; 

and (2) challenges. Dynamic forces are factors that 

principals have little or no control over. Challenges, on 

the other hand, are factors that principals have the 

potential to alter or change. Successful schools require 

strong proactive leadership. Leaders in successful schools 

must build the staff into a team. This building requires 

leaders who not only create and encourage change but also 

react to changes beyond their control through strategic 

communication. Principal influence is essential for school 

leaders to develop teams and achieve campus goals. 

Dynamic Forces 

Dynamic forces affect the culture of the school. 

Information and the environment prompt many tasks related to 

organizational communication. The information about the 

environment, as compared to the environment itself, forms 

the raw material of organizational communication and actions 

that result in campus culture. The changing nature of the 
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environment and the ways the changes impact communications 

create dynamic forces (Huber & Daft, 1987) that act on the 

principal and the culture. 

Environment 

The environment is a dynamic force with significant 

impact on the principal and the operation of the school 

(Schein, 1985). The demands of the environment are the 

conditions outside the work place that influence principals' 

power selections. These demands are created by regulators, 

suppliers, and competitors in the environment (Willis, 

1980). In other words, the demand is created by external 

components of the environment that have vested interests in 

schools. These may be seen as regulatory agencies, such as 

states, which have the authority to direct schools and 

districts to operate in a certain manner. Parents, 

taxpayers, and/or others to whom schools must look for 

fiscal support want a product that is highly viable, i.e., 

meets the needs for domestic manpower and measures well 

against those educational systems of other countries. To 

compound this issue, the environment contains competitors 

which serve as distractions to the education process. These 

distractors may take the form of drug abuse, economic 

conditions, family structures, and changing value systems. 

Principals aspire to influence these components. The 

task is complicated because, historically, the school 

13 
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environment has been extremely regulated. Regulation is a 

form of coercion which is extremely expensive (Elmore & 

McLaughlin, 1988). Direct costs include oversight, 

enforcement, and compliance, while indirect costs may be 

calculated in terms of lost initiative, diffuse 

responsibility, and organizational complexity (Sykes & 

Elmore, 1989). Site based management and facilitative 

leadership may ameliorate these costs. However, the 

principal is "the heir of the past, receiving a handsome 

legacy from a distant relative and those of the future will 

labor under history's unseen hand" (Kerchner, 1988). 

Societal Demands 

Societal demands create a part of the environment. 

Conditions in which children and young people are being 

reared change and have a profound effect on schools. Diverse 

populations create situations in schools where principals 

must use influence techniques to which teachers and others 

associated with the school will respond. 

Children in schools today are similar in 
many ways and different in others from 
those of even a generation ago. 
Teachers and teaching are similar and 
different as well. There have been 
profound changes in students, the 
families and communities from which they 
come, and the schools they attend. In 
schools, the changes involve 
authority, power, and interpersonal 
relationships. (Passow, 1989, p. 30) 
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Student demographic projections for the year 2 000 

indicate that between 3 0 and 4 0 percent of the total school 

enrollment will be from a minority group (Hodgkinson, 1985; 

Grant & Secada, 1991). One in four students will be poor 

(Kennedy, Jung & Orland, 1986; Grant & Secada, 1991); one in 

five students will live in a single-parent home (CES, 1987; 

Grant & Secada, 1991); and one student in seven will be at 

risk of dropping out of school (Hodgkinson, 1985; Grant & 

Secada, 1991). Though Spanish is the predominant language of 

many of these children, increasing numbers of children come 

from backgrounds such as Arabic, Chinese, Hmong, Khmer, Lao, 

Thai, and Vietnamese (Grant & Secada, 1991). Current 

statistics involving the divorce rate, poor voting records, 

alcoholism, suicide, drug abuse, child abuse, venereal 

disease, dropouts, and falling achievement test scores are 

also alarming (Passow, 1989). 

Society today has a much greater diversity than ever 

before. Consequently, the student population is more 

dissimilar than ever before in history, while the teaching 

staff is more similar. As noted previously, the ethnicity of 

the student population has changed significantly, and it 

appears that the ratio of teachers teaching these diverse 

student populations will become more Anglo and female and 

have a median age of 39 (Grant & Secada, 1991) . These 

factors have significant implications for principals as they 
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attempt to influence teachers and thereby to improve 

instruction for all students. 

Principals will find (Brody & Good, 1986; Dusek, 1986, 

Grant £e Secada, 1991) that attitudes and behaviors of 

teachers and others involved in the school are important to 

an effective instructional program for all students. 

Research shows that teachers often expect less of students 

of different ethnicity and females than of whites males. "If 

these organize the teacher's world and reduce the complexity 

of instructional decisions, then race, gender, family 

background, and similar characteristics might serve as 

initial proxies for needed knowledge about student ability" 

(Grant & Secada, 1991, p. 419). By the time teachers have 

gained personal knowledge about a student's abilities, 

expectations for students are already established. 

The school staff requires access to specialized bodies 

of knowledge. More than ever before, principals have major 

responsibility for their faculty's performance. Principals 

must carefully analyze methods of teaching diverse student 

populations and, then, use their influence techniques to 

create an environment in which teachers are open to changes 

and have appropriate opportunities to prepare themselves to 

meet student needs. 

Other factors which principals must use influence 

strategies to overcome include: 

Teachers who teach lower level courses 
or populations who are seen to need 
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special services are typically 
perceived as having low status in their 
schools. Beginning teachers are often 
assigned classrooms that other teachers 
do not want. Because many low-skills 
classroom are densely populated with 
students of color, we need to 
investigate how teachers in these 
situations develop their beliefs about 
the children they teach. It is ironic 
to note that, after teachers have 
learned their craft with students who 
can ill afford to be experimented on, 
they move on to teach other, more 
capable students. (Grant & Secada, 1991, 
p. 419) 

An environment of diverse students and teachers who are 

becoming more alike has special implications for principals. 

In other words, students are becoming more heterogeneous, 

whereas teachers are becoming more homogeneous. As Blase 

(1992) notes, principals must mirror the possible. 

Principals must be able to lead the school so that needs of 

the diverse population of students are met, while also 

serving as a role model for students and teachers. 

Principals are the school's primary link with dynamic 

forces created by societal demands as a part of the external 

environment. They must respond to these external forces 

while maintaining internal integrity in the school (Andrews, 

1987). Principals must provide leadership for the school 

that mediates the needs of the school to reach student 

outcomes, and, at the same time, recognize and reconcile the 

needs of the external environment. 
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Needs of the schools have changed, but many schools 

have not, thus establishing an environment of declining 

support for principals and teachers (Futrell, 1988). Schools 

are not serving the same clients they were even a decade 

ago. Different types of leadership than those used in 

earlier eras are required and, in this environment, more 

adaptive approaches will be needed. Knowledge will come 

heuristically through trial and error (Kerchner, 1988). 

School principals of the 1990s are in an environment in 

which dissent exists. They are facing larger, more 

ethnically diverse populations, tremendous technological 

advances, greater emphasis on the individual, and a move 

away from management to more active leadership (Naisbitt & 

Aburdene, 1990). Family structures have also changed. 

Intrinsic values of an education are not communicated by the 

family; communities fail to respect children's educational 

need for a safe place to explore; children are encouraged by 

advertising to seek only immediate gratification; the 

educational efforts of teachers are undermined; and 

conditions for educating are eroded. Employers are also 

reducing the content of jobs typically held by young people. 

Educational conditions for schooling and creating a positive 

learning environment are facing a serious onslaught (Kerr, 

1987) . 
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Business demands 

Another component of environmental forces is business 

demands. These demands arise from the shift of production 

from industrial- to information-based technologies which 

require mental rather than physical labor (Naisbitt, 1990). 

As the work force changes to a knowledge base more 

education is required. Forty years ago only 5 percent of 

the work force had graduated from college; in 1983, it was 

25 percent (Kanter, 1983), and Naisbitt (1990) reported 40 

percent. 

Even greater demands are placed on schools by today's 

more global economy (Naisbitt, 1990). More and better 

trained human resources are required if businesses are to 

remain competitive. Skills required are more sophisticated 

than those needed in the industrial age. The work force of 

the industrial age was predominantly composed of males with 

a high school education or less who assisted with 

manufacturing of goods. Requirements of the information age 

will be a work force taught to think and managers or leaders 

who can lead thinking people. 

It is almost impossible to "supervise" 
information work. Mental tasks have 
replaced mechanical ones. "Work" is what 
goes on inside people's heads at desks, 
on airplanes, in meetings, at lunch. It 
is how they communicate with clients, 
what they write in memos, what they say 
at meetings. (Naisbitt, 1990, p. 233) 
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Governmental Demands 

The last element of the environmental component is the 

government. Governmental demands on education today concern 

equality and school effectiveness. Issues of the past were 

consolidation, dangers of federal aid, and adequacy of 

school finance plans. Historically, these issues did not 

touch individuals as closely as do the governmental issues 

of today. Current debates over educational quality go 

directly to the purposes of education and its effectiveness 

as delivered in schools across the nation (Frazier, 1987). 

These concerns have direct implications for campus 

principals. 

In the past, the role of the federal government in 

education has been limited. While writing the constitution, 

the founding fathers left powers not specifically named as 

belonging to the federal government to the states. Education 

is one of those left to the states with the federal 

government as an indirect stake holder. However, one of the 

current initiatives proposed by President Bush to address 

problems in education is "America 2000" (Doyle, 1991). The 

plan is evidence of a nationwide concern for what appears to 

many to be a troubled system. This plan would permit the 

vision of research and development in education to become a 

reality, while addressing the needs and interests of all 

students (Doyle, 1991). The underlying concepts are choice, 

higher standards, radical reform, and national tests. 



21 

State governance has become more sophisticated than 

ever before (Kerr, 1987). Electronic networks, conference 

opportunities, the strength of leadership of the National 

Council of State Legislators, and the addition of more staff 

members have offset the complexity of state leadership. 

There is more emphasis on accountability, and states are 

left to become the leaders in education. In most states, 

education is driven by the governor and the legislature. 

Current legislation addresses matters such as graduation 

requirements, college admission standards, teacher 

certification requirements, and salary schedule expansion 

(Frazier, 1987). Strong collaboration is necessary between 

state and local policy makers charged with implementing 

policy. Many legislators and governors take the following 

perspective on education: 

if the public believes the education 
system is broken and the state 
constitution has given the state plenary 
power when it comes to education, then 
it is up to us, the executive and 
legislative branches, to address the 
problem. The education community is 
suspect as an agent of change since 
educators and board members at the state 
and local levels are seen too often as 
part of the problem. (Frazier, 1987, p. 
109) 

With this level of concern, the natural tendency would be 

for increased pressure on school principals to effect change 

and improve student outcomes. There would seem to be little 

doubt that principals will attempt to influence teachers to 
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improve student outcomes and that stress for principals will 

be created in the process. 

Principals, with the advent of site-based management, 

are being held accountable more than ever before for what 

happens on the school campus. These administrators, who 

have direct access to the public, are conditioned to present 

a positive image when questioned and to satisfy the public, 

while still dealing with different aspects of the 

environment. Historically, the role of the principal was to 

receive and dispense, policy by policy, directive by 

directive (Wolcott, 1973). "His freedom [was] to make no 

serious mistakes" (Wolcott, 1973, p. 306). The role is more 

critical now because the principal must perform functions of 

adaption to the environment, achieving goals, and 

coordinating or integrating the various activities that take 

place on the campus (Sashkin, 1988). In other words, the 

principal is responsible for communicating on the campus. 

Organization 

Organizational factors are also a variable which may be 

seen as a challenge influencing principal power choice and 

resulting stress. Principals affect school outcomes through 

supervising the work structure of the organization and 

building effective school climate and culture (Heck, Larsen, 

& Marcoulides, 1990). Successful schools are better 

organized than ineffective ones (Bossert, 1982). 



23 

Principals specifically affect instruction through the 

ways decisions are made in the areas of school goals, 

establishment and communication of high expectations for 

student achievement, allocation of resources, supervision of 

teacher performance, organization of classrooms, supervision 

of student performance, and provision of a positive 

environment for student learning (Heck, Larsen & 

Marcoulides, 1990). Factors that affect principals' power 

selection and produce stress in the organization are 

organizational form, professional relationships, and campus 

size/campus level, i.e., elementary or secondary. 

Organizational Form 

Organizational form is created when people must 

cooperatively assume roles and play out role relationships 

in order to transform inputs into outputs (Weick & McDaniel, 

1987) . This cooperation is bounded by information and 

information processing which defines and interprets 

organizational roles. 

People tend to learn those things that 
are congruent with interpretations 
rather than those that challenge 
interpretation. People also plan in 
such a way as to strengthen existing 
interpretations. They see what they 
expect to see and, to a large measure, 
what the organization lets them see. 
(Weick & McDaniel, 1989, p. 331) 

The primary purposes of organizations are to help members 

interpret their world and, after interpretation, decide what 
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to do. "Through the delineation of roles and role 

relationships, the organization defines acceptable 

interpretations of the world and seeks commitment from its 

members by providing them with these definitions" (Weick & 

McDaniel, 1989, p. 331). For example, principals may 

function as interpreters for teachers in many respects by 

directing attention towards some information and away from 

other information. Thus, the role of the principal, through 

the use of influence, may become one of stabilizing the 

organization. 

Organizations may be either mechanistic or organic. 

Mechanistic forms are characterized by low complexity, high 

formalization, high centralization, and the existence of a 

well-defined hierarchy (Ticky, 1981). From an administrative 

perspective, it is less difficult to direct than to listen, 

easier to tell than to persuade, and easier to appeal to 

position power than to competence. The reverse is true of 

organic forms which are characterized by high complexity, 

low formalization, low centralization, and a structural 

network akin to a network (Gerwin, 1981; Welch & McDaniel, 

1989) . Certainty is greater in the mechanistic form while 

the organic is restless because there is a continuous search 

for definition, information, and meaning. Members may 

actually be less satisfied with it due to the existence of 

greater uncertainty (Welch & McDaniel, 1989). 
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As leadership in schools becomes more facilitative, the 

organization is evolving into more organic configurations. 

Thus, an environment is created which departs from the 

familiar clarity and fixity of the hierarchy structure and 

is often experienced by the principal as an uneasy, 

embarrassed, or chronically anxious quest for knowledge 

about what he/she should be doing or what is expected of him 

or her (Weick & McDaniel, 1989). The state gathers 

information more frequently and keeps members better 

informed. 

Professional Relationships 

Much of the work done by principals is "invisible" or 

unseen by staff (Willis, 1980). Such work comprises that 

done by principals alone in the office, after-hours work 

duties, activities during the day that take him/her away 

from school to meetings held elsewhere, or undisturbed work 

at home. Different groups, i.e., principals, teachers, 

parents, and superintendents, have a different view of the 

instructional leadership expected from the principal (Heck, 

Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990) and have different 

instructional leadership expectations of the person in the 

principal's office. 

Sergiovanni (1988) found principals' relations with 

other professionals in the school to be very dense. In other 

words, leadership is shared. The principal is in charge but 
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is also a member of a collegial team. John Gardner (1986) 

aptly defines this concept as the difficult task of making 

fluid, interacting systems function effectively which cannot 

be ordained from a central point. Top leaders cannot be 

expected, working alone, to make the system work without the 

help of many others. Individuals throughout the system must 

be in a state of psychological readiness to take the 

initiative and to take leader-like actions to improve the 

functioning at their level. 

However, principals need restoring and stimulating as 

well. This helps to expand their repertoire of ideas and 

practices with which to respond to overwhelming demands. 

They need a sense of their own professionalism (Barth, 

1987) . 

The role of the principal is one of spanning boundaries 

to promote growth and change in the school (Sykes & Elmore, 

1989) . Results may be seen as the product of interaction 

between dynamic forces and the principal. Perhaps, more than 

any other single individual in the American school 

hierarchy, the role of the principal is the culmination of 

dynamic forces. The campus leader works as a broker between 

teachers and students, on the one hand, and the political 

establishment, superintendent, school board, and taxpayer, 

on the other (Crowson & Porter-Gehrie, 1982). Dynamic forces 

include environment, organization, and personal 

characteristics. 
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Campus Level 

Greenfield (1984) cites two major studies on the impact 

of school level on principal performance. The Wolcott 

(1973) study provides insights on elementary principals and 

Metz (Greenfield, 1984) on secondary principals. 

The elementary principal's performance is packed with 

myriad activities, each necessary, unavoidable, and filled 

with meaning (Greenfield, 1984). The focus is on a leader 

who keeps things as they are or maintains life as the 

principal thinks it should be in the school. The principal 

works through the thousand varied activities to ensure that 

things do not change, that the unexpected never occurs. If 

the unexpected occurs or the unusual does happen, the 

principal sets out to make it routine (Greenfield, 1984). 

Metz (1978), in an ethnographic study, looks at two 

principals using different approaches to their jobs. One 

principal was absolutely democratic as long as the democracy 

made the decisions he would make anyway; the other had a 

more open approach, and conflicts were allowed in order to 

help make sounder decisions for teachers and students 

(Greenfield, 1984). Hallinger and Murphy (1987) suggest that 

different leadership may also be required between the 

secondary and elementary contexts of schooling. 

Several elements influence the different operational 

mode on the secondary level. These include size, range of 

subject matter, and shape of administrative hierarchies. 
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Secondary principals may use more indirect, facilitative, 

and symbolic modes of leadership, and provide direct 

intervention in only a few situations (Bridges, 1984; 

Firestone & Herriott, 1982; Firestone & Wilson, 1985, Heck, 

Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990). 

School organizations are built around organizational 

form, culture, professional relationships, and campus level. 

Each of these make important contributions to the school. 

However, the design of school organizations must be built 

around the needs of the professional staff of the school 

(Barth, 1989). Principals must recognize that creativity and 

innovation are found in organizational structures that 

promote freedom, self-control, and personal development. 

Organizational studies indicate such non bureaucratic 

characteristics as activity, variability, self-efficacy, 

empowerment, and disaggregation are more likely to be found 

in effective organizations than are their bureaucratic 

counterparts, stability, regularity, accountability, 

control, and centralization (Clark & Meloy, 1989). These 

premises have strong implications for principals as they 

seek to influence teachers. 

Personal Characteristics 

Another challenge which influences principals is the 

personal characteristics of the individual principal. 

Personal characteristics become critically important as the 
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principal responds to situations that range from one extreme 

to another. Customized treatment for virtually every 

activity requires unique and new demands constantly on the 

principals' personal resources. These resources span 

principal's personality and the gender of principals and 

teachers. 

Despite the work pressures and other people's 

expectations of the principalship, principals' personalities 

influence their work, their choices in work content, their 

attempts to control work characteristics, and the emphasis 

on its orientation (Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990). Each 

encounter of the principal has a separate set of special 

requirements in relation to its duration, location, and time 

of day. Reactions are influenced by other experiences that 

the principal has had with the same person, initiation and 

the scheduling of the activity, its purpose, and finally, 

the particular chemistry of the interpersonal relationship. 

These factors may be attributable to the locus of control 

and the gender of the principal (O'Hair, 1987). This study 

will explore gender and teacher locus of control as factors 

which may effect principal influence. 

Openness and interaction with the environment are 

crucial to principals. Perhaps one of the most important 

tasks for campus administrators is to shed rational notions 

that conceive of the environment as hostile, and to open the 

boundaries between schools and the communities they serve 
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(Andrews, 1987). Openness is necessary because schools are 

dependent on the environment for a number of important 

resources, including information, to take corrective actions 

when threat or decline are present. An example is the "four-

walls" perception where school is a stronghold of 

professional activity to be kept carefully closed to all 

"outside" participation and influence (Crowson & Porter-

Gehrie, 1982) . 

Locus of Control 

Locus of control (Lefcourt, 1982; Rotter, 1966; 

Stewart, Kearney, & Plax, 1984) is a construct that 

separates people on the basis of perceived control of 

behavior and differentiates between external and internal 

locus of control. It is an important aspect of communicating 

with others. Derived from social learning theory, internal-

external locus of control is contingent upon how an 

individual perceives his/her rewards for certain behaviors 

to be gained (Wheeless, Barraclough, & Stewart, 1983). In 

terms of principals and teachers, teacher's locus of control 

may influence their perception of a principal's use of 

influence (O'Hair, 1987). The influence factor lies where 

the power to effect control abides. An internal may be 

conceptualized as a perception that behavioral rewards are 

contingent on one's own actions and the expectation for 

reinforcement for the behavior. In other words. 
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self-perceived ability and efforts are the deciding factor. 

External locus of control is associated with feelings that 

rewards for behavior are out of the individual's own 

control and are due to luck, fate, or powerful others 

(Lefcourt, 1981; Lefcourt et al., 1985). 

Gender may also be a factor in locus of control. 

Canary, Cunningham, and Cody (1988) found in a study of 434 

students in three mid-western universities that females use 

more distributive behaviors in reaching routine goals, such 

as seeking help from another and enforcing an obligation. 

"Males use of denial may be due to their desire to control 

conversational topics by disallowing that a problem exists 

or it may reflect less desire to confront a partner than 

females have" (p.441). Thus females are more likely to 

reflect an internal locus of control; males an external. 

In an organizational context, internals are more apt to 

use personal persuasion techniques and less likely to use 

coercive ones (Canary, Cunningham, & Cody, 1988). In a 

study of goals and locus of control, Canary et al. (1986) 

reported that internals were more likely to use positive 

feelings of the target, to appeal to the relationship, and 

to give reasons, while externals depended more on direct 

requests, manipulation of positive and negative feeling, and 

avoidance. 

Teachers may view principals' influence attempts from 

the perspective of their locus of control. Internals 
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require and attempt to gain more information relevant to the 

situation and to the demands of the request than do 

externals. Externals are particularly concerned with the 

desires of the requester, while internals are concerned more 

with the demands of the situation. Externals are also less 

likely to resist complying with the requests that compete 

with their own judgments than internals (Wheeless et al., 

1983) . 

Several conclusions may be drawn which might affect 

principals' attempts to influence. Internals would be 

expected to be more resistant to persuasion attempts as 

compared to less resistance for externals (Lamude, Daniels, 

& White, 1987). Internals respond better to participative 

leadership and externals better to autocratic leader 

(Watson, 1982). The power orientation of internals is 

greater than that of externals (Berger, 1985). Personal 

persuasion is more effective with internals, while externals 

can be persuaded by coercive means (Goodstadt & Hjelle, 

1973) . This knowledge is important for principals because 

such information allows them to identify how teachers will 

react and facilitate change. 

Teachers may view themselves differently depending on 

their locus of control (Halpin et al., 1985). Teachers with 

internal locus of control, recognizing that they are 

influential in the classroom, accept the responsibility for 

their actions and work hard to achieve educational goals. On 
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the other hand, teachers with an external locus of control 

will view events as beyond personal control, due to fate, 

luck, or chance and place little value on planning, ability, 

or effort (Halpin et al., 1985). 

Teachers' locus of control provides useful data as to 

how they will perceive influence attempts of principals. 

O'Hair (1987, O'Hair & O'Hair, 1992) found in a study of 161 

teachers that communication preference was tied to locus of 

control preferences. Young male junior high teachers 

preferred high information/external locus of control, while 

young female junior high, and elementary schools teachers 

favored low information and internal locus of control 

supervisory communication. Generally, high school teachers 

preferred more directive and controlling communication. 

Females across all levels described more internal locus of 

control. 

Gender 

Social control and influence are important aspects of 

the daily interaction with organization members (Jablin, 

1979; Kipnis, Swaffin-Smith, & Wilkinson, 1984; Harper & 

Hirokawa, 1988). There are, however, contradicting reports 

on the effectiveness of male and female managerial 

characteristics. The existence of the difference seems to 

be, in many cases, contingent on the focus of the 

investigation. Consistently, however, analysis of form and 
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content of male and female communication indicates 

differences. Kanter (1977) notes that women typically employ 

communication strategies which connote passivity and open-

mindedness, while men tend to employ communication 

strategies which connote strength, power, assertiveness, and 

security. Conrad (1985) observed that women tended to use 

strategies such as tag question and disclaimers, and men 

tended to use strategies such as clear, structured; he 

supported these arguments and attributed this to gender. 

Burgoon et al. (1983) attributed this to societal 

expectations for males and females. Expectations are that 

males will use more aggressive persuasive strategies, and 

the degree to which these techniques are used or not used is 

related to the inhabitation of attitude change. Females, on 

the other hand, are expected not to be aggressive and are 

penalized when they are. 

Many studies have focused on comparisons of male and 

female managerial communication, while very few have focused 

on "the persuasive strategies employed by managers to 

influence and control the attitudes, values and behaviors of 

subordinates" (Harper & Hirokawa, 1988, p. 158). Hirokawa 

et al. (1990) in a study of 25 males and 25 females in a 

midwestern profit-making organization found that the 

persuasive strategies of powerful male managers differed 

from those of powerful female managers. The anticipated 

influence strategies of powerful male managers indicate 
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almost exclusive use of power-based strategy (i.e., reward 

and punishment strategies). The majority (80%) selected some 

form of punishment-based tactic (typically ultimatum or 

warning) to influence their subordinate. Powerful female 

managers were divided in their responses. Fifty-eight 

percent indicated that they would resort to the use of 

power-base strategies; however, 47% reported they would use 

a non-power strategy, such as counsel, or explanations to 

influence their subordinates (Hirokawa et al,. 1990). This 

study supported the conclusion that "powerful male managers 

are likely to use their power base to influence their 

subordinates, powerful female managers may not necessarily 

do so unless they are forced into it by a reluctant or 

excessively stubborn employee" (Hirokawa et al., 1990, p. 

47). 

Challenges 

Many challenges affect the future power types 

principals select. The factors to be considered in this 

study are power selection and use, stress, and culture. 

Power 

Influence results from power (Ball, 1987); therefore, 

power is an important concept as principals seek to 

influence teachers. Typically, it can be defined as an 

individual's potential to have an effect on another person's 
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or group's behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983). Power may 

also be defined as "access to influential resources, and it 

is a result of interpersonal perception: people have as much 

power as others perceive them to have" (Roach, 1991). If 

principals are to provide leadership which leads to change 

in schools, they must be able to influence. Therefore, 

communicating power is a significant aspect of a principal's 

leadership. 

The term used more often in schools today in relation 

to power is facilitation. Dunlap and Goldman (1991, p. 130) 

delineate facilitative power as a process that, "by creating 

or sustaining favorable conditions, allows subordinates to 

enhance their individual and collective performance." This 

power type is manifest more often through someone rather 

than over him. Principals use facilitative power in four 

areas (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991). First, they help to arrange 

material resources that provide support for educational 

activities. Second, these principals select and manage 

people who can work together effectively, paying attention 

to both skills and the personalities that comprise the mix. 

They also provide training for, and modeling of, 

collaborative behaviors, and power is still exercised. 

Third, these leaders supervise and monitor activities, not 

in order to exercise hierarchical control, but to stress 

feedback and reinforcement and to make suggestions. Finally, 

they provide networks for activities, adding members to 
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groups, linking groups to activities elsewhere, helping 

groups to "go public" with activities, and diffusing new 

ideas. 

French and Raven (1968) provide a frequently used 

framework for identifying and describing individual power in 

a hierarchical setting. Power types in the framework are 

expert, legitimate, referent, reward, coercive, and 

information. These categories determine relative importance 

of power in terms of subordinate perceptions of the 

superior's influence attempts. 

The French and Raven model is the focus of a series on 

power in the classroom. In part I of the series, McCroskey 

and Richmond (1983) conclude that the impact of teacher use 

of power on student learning in the classroom is mediated by 

students' perception of the power use. Therefore, it would 

seem that effectiveness of principal use of power would be 

contingent upon teachers' perceptions of its use. 

High and Achilles (1986) conducted a study of principal 

influence-gaining behaviors in nine elementary and middle 

schools based on their effectiveness as gauged by student 

performance scores on the California Achievement Test. 

Using the French and Raven classification system, they 

reached several conclusions relating to principal use of 

influence and more effective schools. Study methods included 

observation, interviews, and principal's experience. 

Effective schools were defined as those with improved 
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student achievement on standardized tests. The study 

reported that principals were quite aware of their 

leadership/influence-gaining behaviors and were able to 

describe and classify these behaviors. Teachers were also 

able to describe and classify principal leadership/ 

influencing behaviors. The study also found that principals 

of high-achieving schools provided more extensive leadership 

because they exhibited [more influence gaining] behaviors 

than did the principals of other schools. Some of the 

conclusions reported in the study are: 

• Principals should develop expertise in 
school-related matters which teachers 
value. (Principal as expert) 

• Principals with more "expertness" use 
this expertness to influence teachers to 
improve instructional efforts. This 
seemed to result in increased pupil 
achievement. 

• In an organizational sense, principals 
under-utilize their legitimate authority 
with teachers. 

• Teachers can describe and classify 
influence-gaining behaviors of their 
principals, (p.117) 

This study also finds that principals are ranked very 

similarly by teachers in high-achieving and in other schools 

in terms of the influence-gaining behaviors used. Often, 

there are perceived differences in the proportions of a 

particular behavior the principal uses. "Principals in 

higher-achieving schools seem to be busier; they display 
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more energy and do more of the important influence-gaining 

behaviors" (p.119). 

Another analysis of power is that of Etzioni (1961, 

p.5) which states that "power differs according to the means 

employed to make the subjects comply." Kinds of power 

included in this model are coercive, secured through threats 

of pain, etc.; remunerative, achieved through control of 

resources; normative, subdivided into pure normative 

(manipulation of esteem, prestige, etc.); and social (based 

on allocation and manipulation of acceptance and positive 

responses). According to Etzioni, the orientation of the 

target, which may be strongly negative, strongly positive, 

or neutral, is an important factor in power use (Wheeless, 

Barraclough, & Stewart, 1983). 

Kelman (1961, 1974) provided another analysis which 

asserts three processes of social influence. The processes 

are compliance, acceptance of influence of another because 

of a desire to achieve a favorable reaction from the other; 

identification, adoption of behavior of another because this 

behavior is associated with a satisfying self-defining 

relationship to this person; and internalization, accepting 

influence because the behavior is congruent with one's own 

value system. 

Four modes of power are included in the analysis of 

Parson (1963). These are persuasion, inducement, activation 

of commitments, and deterrence. In this approach, one person 
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"utilizes the situation channel by making it advantageous or 

disadvantageous for another person to engage in a specified 

behavior" (Wheeless, Barroclough, & Stewart, 1983, p. 124). 

A more recent treatment of power is that of Kelley and 

Thibaut (1987) which deals with social exchange theory. The 

two broad bases of power are fate (one person is perceived 

to have control over another no matter what the other person 

does) and behavior control (one person is perceived to be 

able to change his/her behavior in order to change another 

in some way). This analysis is different from the older 

ones in that fate and behavior control can coexist with any 

of the areas named in the other models (Wheeless, 

Barroclough, & Stewart, 1983). 

Though these models provide useful information, 

communication literature and research offers a combination 

of power theories and techniques which seem appropriate for 

a study of principal influence (Wheeless, Barroclough & 

Stewart, 1983) . The categories as researched by French and 

Raven, Etzioni, Kelman, Parsons, and Kelley and Thibaut are 

combined into one model. The three categories are 

expectancies/consequences, relationships/identification, and 

values/obligations. Expectancies/consequences as outlined 

(Wheeless, Barraclough, Stewart, 1983, p. 124) may be 

identified as a situation in which the agent "previews the 

consequences of behavior in such a way as to cause another 

person [the target] to make behavioral choices so as to cope 
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with those expectations or consequences (for example to gain 

^reward' or to avoid a ^punishment')." On the other hand, 

relationships/identification power (Wheeless, Barraclough, 

Stewart, 1983, p. 125) appears in situations where the 

target "desires to be like another person [the agent] 

strongly enough to follow that other's example" or 

"engages in behavior in order to win acceptance by a social 

group." The third category, as identified by Wheeless, 

Barraclough, and Stewart (1983, p. 125), involves 

values/obligations. This category occurs as a situation in 

which the agent attempts to "influence another by focusing 

on the inherent moral nature of a behavior," causing the 

agent's behavior to be compliant on the basis of some duty 

or sense of obligation" (Wheeless et al., 1983, p. 125). 

Culture 

Culture describes the way things are; it interprets 

events, behaviors, words, and acts and gives them meaning. 

It prescribes the way people should act and normatively 

regulates appropriate and acceptable behavior in certain 

situations. Culture defines what is good and true (Rossman, 

et al., 1988). 

The culture of the school is a significant factor in 

determining the principal's attempt to influence. Principals 

and teachers are involved in the culture of the school 

(Liebermann & Rosenholtz, 1987). Traditionally principals 
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learn their jobs by doing them. They hold on to the ways 

that are most comfortable and least threatening to them. 

Their concerns generally focus on physical plant, social 

organization, community, curriculum, extra curricular 

activities, and new state regulations. The common culture 

for teachers is that they work alone and distrust both ideas 

and the interactions of others who stand in the way of their 

major source of reward—the student. The price of this 

autonomy and privacy is the potential for exacerbated 

feelings of vulnerability (Heckman, 1987). Such an 

environment means that teachers are unlikely to desire or 

support change and more likely to want to continue current 

practices to maintain their security. 

The culture tempers the methods principals use to 

influence others and how they feel about themselves and 

others. It is carried, communicated, and shaped through 

efforts to understand, master, and participate in the life 

of the organization (Bates, 1987). Language is the window 

through which culture may be seen, and culture defines how 

teachers interact with one another and administrators. 

Therefore, principals' attempts to influence teachers and 

others may be significantly impacted by the culture of the 

school. 

In conclusion, the present study seeks to explore 

principals' use of power by focusing on teachers' perception 

of principals' influencing-gaining techniques. The 
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connection between the principal and teacher is their 

communication. The cause of the principal's choice in using 

one technique over another is subject to dynamic forces 

which are the environment, the organization, and personal 

characteristics. While the principal has little or no 

control over these factors, other elements, such as stress, 

culture, and power type selection, are also at work on the 

ability of the principal to influence teachers. The 

importance of examining principals' use of influence 

techniques resides in the need for a general framework in 

terms of the methods principals communicate their influence 

attempts. 

Communication is an important part of culture. The 

business of communication is to manage meaning, and 

communication can either constrain or empower efforts for 

change (Kanter, 1983). Schools depend on effective 

communication between teachers and teachers, teachers and 

administrators, school staffs, and parents. Communication 

between principals and key groups is important because 

principals have an extraordinary opportunity to influence 

the school environment and instruction in this process. 

Principals set general directions and create environments 

and structures that enable teachers to discover their own 

skills and talents and, thereby, help students discover 

theirs (Barth, 1982). They are in a unique position to set 
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the stage for a synchronized performance by teachers so that 

student learning can be increased. 

There are agents of change (Henshaw, Wilson, & 

Morefield, 1987) that principals must use in their 

communication with teachers and others with whom they come 

in contact. These factors include: 

1. Challenging already consolidated skills and 

knowledge by facing issues; 

2. Analyzing current assumptions and orders of 

hegemony in teaching and learning, and linking the 

two in an organizational social setting; 

3. Reassembling the ways concern for the emerging 

intelligence of children are expressed; 

4. Taking action on the basis of wide-range 

understanding of various ideologies, including 

those of children; 

5. Appraising the consequences of our sense of 

responsibility; and 

6. Educating and becoming educable by the wider 

communities linked with the school. 

Thus, the implication of the study was that principals can 

become the link that causes change if they themselves are 

willing to change. 

Collegiality encourages change and is one of the 

strategies a principal may have at his or her disposal. Four 
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specific behaviors (Barth, 1989) are present in 

collegiality. 

First, adults in schools talk about the 
practice of teaching and learning 
frequently, continuously, and in 
concrete and precise terms. Second, they 
observe each other teaching and 
administrating. Third, they work on the 
curriculum together by planning, 
designing, researching, and evaluating. 
Finally, they teach each other what they 
know about teaching, learning, and 
leading, (p. 231) 

These behaviors can be specifically related to 

principal behaviors. Principals must explicitly state their 

expectation of teacher cooperation, provide a model for 

collegiality, reward collegiality by providing release time, 

recognition, space materials or funds to support it, and 

protect teachers who practice collegial behavior at the risk 

of retribution by their fellows. 

Change or adapting behavior is a difficult aspect of 

culture. It requires tremendous commitment (Henshaw, 

Wilson, & Morefield, 1987). Anthony Wallace (1959) offered 

a way to understand the process; he introduced the 

"mazeways" as a way to understand problem-oriented, crisis 

motivated cultural changes in terms of individual 

experiences at such times. A mazeway is described in the 

following manner (Henshaw, Wilson, & Morefield, 1987): 

The mazeway, as he says, is nature, 
society, culture, personality, and body 
image as seen by one person...Changing 
the mazeway involves changing the total 
Gestalt of his image of self, society, 
and culture, of nature and body, and of 
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way of action...The effort to work a 
change in mazeway and real system 
together so as to permit more effective 
stress reduction... is the effort of 
revitalization. (p. 149) 

Many contend that schools are slow to change, although 

the literature offers a great deal of hope for restructuring 

and site based management. Specific directions on how to 

create "effective" schools are scant and teachers and 

administrators are many times uncomfortable with such 

dramatic shifts in roles (Weiss, 1990; Blase, 1992). Hence, 

significant change as viewed in the reform movement has 

consisted of sporadic trials with mixed results. The need 

for change presents profound challenges for principals and 

teachers. These challenges will take the form of diminished 

formal authority for principals, while teachers will assume 

the role of co-leaders (Blase, 1992). Changes in strategies 

in operating schools are coming at the time when the 

students are more diverse. 

Actions of campus principals are affected by the 

environment, the organization, and the personal 

characteristics of the principal. The impact of the dynamic 

forces triad on principals is interpreted through the 

principals' interaction with the forces in terms of 

leadership. As Sergiovanni and Corbally (1984, p. 106) 

state, the "real value of leadership rests with the 

^meanings' actions impart to others rather than in the 

actions themselves." Therefore, the impact of these forces 
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would seem to have a significant bearing on principals' 

communication generally, and specifically on the methods 

chosen by principals to influence members of the school 

community and consequently the school culture. 

Stress 

There is tremendous concern over the role of stress in 

human health and performance. In 1984, Gmelch and Swent 

found an overwhelming amount of information to be available 

on stress; 100,000 articles and books, 1,000 research 

projects, and 6,000 more publications each year are 

catalogued under the category of stress. 

The word "stress" has different meaning for different 

people. Selye (1974, p. 27) defines it as "nonspecific 

response by the body to any demand made on it." Stress is 

created in a person by a complex interaction between the 

environment, personality, and the body. As Cooper, 

Sieverding and Muth (1988) explain, "the external 

environment puts demands on the nervous system which are 

mediated by the personality (the combination of desires, 

drives, preferences, background, and upbringing), triggering 

complex biochemical reactions" (p. 198). This leads to the 

conclusion that stress factors are either diluted or 

intensified according to internal personal conditions (Lam, 

1988). 
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Control may be viewed as a cognitive construct that is 

influenced by subjective perceptions. Stress results when 

individuals perceive that an encounter is uncontrollable 

(Methany & Cupp, 1983; Sandler & Guenther, 1985; Stern, 

McCants, & Pettine, 1982). When individuals are uncertain 

about how much control they have over stressful events, 

greater stress is created than when events are perceived as 

clearly uncontrollable (Rhodewalt & Agustsdottir, 1984; 

Suls, & Mullen, 1981) . 

The influence of personal and environmental factors, as 

theorized by Lazarus and Folkman (Benight & Kinicki, 1988), 

on stress outcomes relies basically on the extent to which 

an individual perceives that he/she has control over the 

situation or stressor (Benight & Kinicki, 1988). The 

perception of control is important because control 

uncertainty makes it difficult to both appraise a stressor 

and decide what can be done to avoid, endure, or master it. 

There are different schools of thought on the stress 

placed on school principals. Some researchers believe that 

the case of principal stress is overstated. Wiggins (1988) 

reported, in a study of randomly selected individuals who 

were school administrators in urban, suburban, and rural 

school districts in Oklahoma, that administrator work needs 

and abilities matched the demands of the environment. These 

principals perceived themselves as healthy, missed few days 

of school due to illness, and participated in physical 
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activities which indicated good general health. Apparently, 

"the needs and abilities of the workers fit the resources 

and demands of the work environment. In the terms of the 

Darwin metaphor, these administrators could be included 

among the fittest survivors" (Wiggins, 1988, p. 123). 

Others view stress from the perspective of 

organizational-environment relationships where stressors 

result from administrators' interaction with their 

organizational/external environment (Lam, 1985; 1988). This 

position indicates stress in administrators, while highly 

interrelated, originating from many sources, and being of 

different types, varies greatly in magnitude and sequential 

causal linkages (Lam, 1988). 

Lazarus (1981) views stress as residing neither totally 

in the person or the situation, but as being a part of a 

relationship in which "all parts of the system have a 

constant reciprocal relationship; one part does not simply 

act on another part" (Benner, 1984, p.4). People respond to 

and create their own environments (Cameron & Meichenbaum, 

1982). Therefore, it would seem that principals' stress and 

the situations which lead to this stress may also lead to 

types of behaviors which create stress for those with whom 

he/she works (Benner, 1984; Hobfall, 1988). This assumption 

would be particularly true if the individual felt powerless 

to reverse the circumstances (Lazarus, 1966). 
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Levels of Stress 

Milstein and Farkas (1988), in a survey of the 

literature on stress, point to a small but apparently 

growing body of literature showing that teachers and 

administrators experience a low level of stress. Three 

factors are credited with this reduced stress. The first is 

the result of conditioning. Administrators experience less 

stress because they have learned to manage the stress 

associated with their jobs over a period of time. Second, 

administrators may simply be hardier and more resilient. 

Martin and Willower (1961) found principals, while 

experiencing a substantial workload, greater than that of 

job-related time commitments to comparable, private sector 

middle managers, accepted the hectic pace of their jobs 

without stress. This was theorized to result from self-

selection to be principals. The third factor was that 

principals do not look to their roles for satisfaction. 

These administrators expect: 

relatively little beyond the basics of 
job security and economic compensation 
for their school district. Instead they 
turn for needs fulfillment to such 
sources as families, friends, support 
groups and hobbies. Detachment from 
one's work situation may have other 
costs, but one benefit is that it helps 
to blunt the intensity of job-related 
stress. (Milstein & Farkas, 1988, p. 
246) 

On the other hand, as principals are confronted with 

increasing technological and social changes, the majority of 
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research indicates they are facing a more complex 

environment which exerts greater pressure and stress than 

ever before (Cooper, Sieverding, & Muth, 1988; Gmelch, 1982; 

Gmelch & Swent, 1984; Koff, Laffey , Olson, & Cichon, 1979-

80; Lam, 1988). "Bureaucratic forces keep the organization 

from meandering; goal oriented forces keep the organization 

moving toward higher achievement," (Kaiser & Polczynski, 

1982) and these forces combine to create an environment ripe 

for stress. 

As the population of administrators grows older (Grant 

& Secada, 1990; Sashkin, 1988), the demands on them will 

become greater because adapting is harder. In a study of 

256 school administrators in Manitoba, Lam (1988, p. 255) 

reported findings which suggest that "older and more 

experienced administrators adapted less easily to the 

changing power in that position." Lam (1988) also concludes 

that stress arises from a 

demand for a greater accountability as a 
principal is required to exercise 
his/her formal authority in 
restructuring, managing and directing a 
complex mix of human and material 
resources. Such a role clashes with a 
staff's need for greater autonomy. 
Reinforced and legitimized by 
negotiation, there is often an emergence 
of a dual authority structure, (p.253) 

In other words, a competing dual authority structure may be 

created which could contribute to principal stress (Lam, 

1988). 
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The question posed by Walter H. Gmelch (1988) as to how 

much stress there must be to warrant attention seems to be 

valid. Gmelch contends that the real challenge for 

organizations and people in them is to do what they can to 

alleviate stress no matter what the amount and degree. 

Results of Stress 

Specific harms or results can occur for principals. At 

one extreme, creative stress can lead to greater 

accomplishments, on the other hand, conditions may be 

created in the body that can lead to poor health, if not to 

death. Stress does not cause the body's reaction; it is the 

body's reaction (Cooper, Sieverding & Muth, 1988). Not all 

reactions are extreme (Breslow & Buell, 1980; Cooper, 

Sieverding & Muth, 1988). Stress affects an individual at 

four levels. These levels include: 

1. Temporary stress characterized by heart rate 

increases, breathing rate increases, rise in blood 

pressure and other changes in physiological 

metabolic states. 

2. Irritability, anxiety, tension, inability to 

concentrate, restlessness and prolonged level one 

symptoms. 

3. Headaches, stomach upsets, chest pains and other 

pronounced physical disorders. 
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4. Ulcers, strokes, alcoholism, drug addiction, heart 

attack and psychosis - indicators of the final 

stages of debilitating stress (Savery & Detiuk, 

1986, p. 273). 

Burnout is a result of stress, has no redeeming 

features, and is a consequence of chronic distress (Sarros, 

1988). It robs the individual of the will to achieve and 

contributes to the development of a lowered sense of self-

esteem, decreased work performance, cynicism, apathy, and 

emotional ennui (dullness). Maslach (1984) defines the 

state as a pattern of emotional overload in which people 

lack energy to face another day and develop negative 

attitudes, such as cynicism and negativism (Golembiewski & 

Munzenrider, 1988). Another type of burnout is described as 

the tendency to evaluate oneself negatively, particularly 

with regard to one's work with clients. For a principal to 

be severely burned out in his or her job is to be 

professionally buried (Sarros, 1988). 

Treatment of Stress 

The first step in recovery from stress is recognizing 

that the condition exists (Cooper, Sieverding, & Muth, 

1988) . Physiological symptoms must be recognized before 

intervention can take place. These interventions may include 

bio-feedback, medication, or group support and consultation. 

Sarros (1988) indicates that burnout in principals may be 
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"ameliorated by breaking up repetitive contacts with people, 

understanding the stresses of the job, saying no to work 

demands, delegating responsibility, and chunking [sic] work 

into manageable parts" (p. 193). 

As principals struggle to balance organizational and 

environmental pressures, role conflict will occur (Lam, 

1988). Although role conflict creates stress for the 

principal, change in the principal's role and the school 

generally is facilitated in the process and adaptation to 

environmental pressures will result. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

As described in the literature review, key components 

affecting strategic principal communication include dynamic 

forces and challenges (see Appendix A). Dynamic forces are 

comprised of those factors that currently affect the 

principal. These forces include environmental, personal, and 

organizational characteristics. Challenges are those factors 

that interact with the dynamic forces and over which the 

principal has some control. These factors include power 

selection and use, stress, and culture. 

Research Design 

The design of the research for this study is to be 

descriptive and inferential in nature, with attention 

directed toward analyzing teacher perceptions of campus 

principals' use of influence strategies in terms of dynamic 

forces and challenges. Data for the study will be obtained 

through the use of a survey instrument sent to teachers in 

southwestern public school districts. Analysis of these data 

include descriptive and correlational procedures, as well as 

discriminant techniques to determine the nature of 

differences between variables of power use and 

effectiveness, gender, and stress. 

55 
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Instrument 

The instrument (see Appendix A) used to gather the data 

in this study was a questionnaire consisting of several 

scales, borrowed and/or adapted from instruments developed 

in other studies, and a few demographic items. The scales 

measured power use and effectiveness, stress, locus of 

control, and school culture. A pilot of the instrument was 

not deemed necessary because validity and reliability has 

been established for each of the components in previous 

studies. The power use scale, initially constructed by 

Stewart, Wheeless, and Barraclough (1984) and later adapted 

by Roach (1989), was used to collect data relevant to 

teachers' perception of principals use of three compliance-

gaining strategies, i.e., relationships/identification, 

expectancies/consequences, and values/obligations. A teacher 

stress questionnaire (Clark, 1981; Halpin, Harris & Halpin, 

1985) was also included in the instrument. The scale used to 

gather data on locus of control was developed by Rotter 

(1966) and adapted by O'Hair (1987). School culture data as 

related to power was collected with a scale developed by 

Midgley (1992). The questionnaire was completed by teachers 

and included demographic information. The following are 

descriptions of each part of the instrument. 
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Demographic Information 

The first portion of the questionnaire was dedicated to 

obtaining demographic information. The information 

requested from respondents included: teacher's age, sex, 

ethnicity, years of experience at present school, total 

years teaching experience, and grades included in the school 

level, i.e., elementary, middle, or high school, and school 

and district size. Other demographic information requested 

was principal's ethnicity, age, experience, and length of 

principal's tenure at the school. Anonymity was assured, in 

the cover for the questionnaire (see Appendix A), for 

responses to demographic data and other information obtained 

in the survey. 

Use and Effectiveness of Power Scales 

To measure teachers' perceptions of power use, 

participants were directed to respond to 21 power use 

statements adapted from a scale developed by Stewart et al. 

(1984). Each of the statements represented one of the power 

categories identified by Wheeless et al. (1983). Categories 

and items were expectancies/consequences, items 1, 2, 3, 4, 

5, 16 and 17; relationships/identification, items 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 18, and 19; and values obligations, items 11, 12, 13, 

14, 15, 20, and 21. Figure 1 gives the individual items by 

category for this part of the questionnaire. The following 

instructions are given to respondents (Roach, 1989): "At 
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times your principal asks you to do things that you may or 

may not want to do. The approaches below are some that 

he/she might use in making such a request. Indicate the 

frequency with which you think your principal uses each 

approach by marking the space to its left..." Format for 

responses was a six point Likert-type scale allowing for 

interval ranking of (1) never, (2) seldom, (3) sometimes, 

(4) frequently, (5) most of the time, and (6) always. The 

original seven-point scale used by Stewart et al. (1984) 

showed internal reliability for expectancies/consequences at 

.75; relationships/identification at .84; and values/ 

obligations at .80. These were confirmed by the later study 

conducted by Roach (1989). The instrument was validated by 

both Stewart et al. (1984) and Roach (1989). Figure 1 

(Roach, 1989) provides specific items for each category for 

this particular portion of the instrument. The scale was 

adapted to indicate the relationship as principal to faculty 

member. 

To obtain effectiveness ratings, respondents were 

instructed to indicate their perception of principal 

effectiveness with each approach in getting the teacher to 

do or not to do something the principal wanted done. Each 

item provided another Likert-type scale for marking interval 

degrees of effectiveness in a space to the right of the 

item. The range for marking principal influence included 

were from (1) totally ineffective, (2) mostly ineffective. 
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Expectancies/Conseguences 
1. My principal gets teachers to do specific things by 

rewarding them. 
2. My principal get faculty to do certain things in order 

to avoid punishment. 
3. My principal gets faculty to do a certain thing for 

something in return. 
4. My principal gets faculty to do things to make the 

situation better for them. 
5. My principal gets faculty to not do something to avoid 

making the situation worse. 
16. My principal gets faculty do things to bring about good 

results for them. 
17. My principal gets faculty to avoid doing certain things 

to prevent bad results for them. 

Relationships/Identification 
6. My principal gets faculty to do things because he/she 

knows how they should be done. 
7. My principal gets faculty to do a certain thing because 

they know the principal would do it. 
8. My principal gets faculty to do something because they 

know it makes them acceptable to the principal and/or 
others they like. 

9. My principal gets faculty to do things because they 
think it makes them like the principal. 

10. My principal gets faculty to do a specific thing by 
using his/her authority as the principal. 

18. My principal gets faculty to do certain things because 
they like the principal. 

19. My principal gets faculty to do a certain thing simply 
because the principal does it. 

Values/Obligations . ̂ ^ ^^. 
11. My principal gets faculty to do the right thing in 

order to make them feel better about themselves. 
12. My principal gets faculty to do something because they 

believe it is the proper thing to do. 
13. My principal gets faculty to do certain things by 

making them want to do the right thing. 
14. My principal gets faculty to avoid doing some things by 

making them not want to do the wrong thing. 
15. My principal gets faculty to do certain things so they 

will get a favorable reaction from the principal. 
20. My principal gets faculty to do something because it is 

the moral or just thing to do. 
21. My chair gets faculty to do certain things because they 

have an obligation to do it. 

Figure 1. 
Power Questionnaire Items by Power Category 
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(3) somewhat ineffective, (4) somewhat effective, (5) 

mostly effective, to (6) totally effective. 

Teacher Stress Scale 

Teacher stress in this study is seen as indicative of 

the level of stress experienced by principals or may be 

termed reciprocal stress. Principals' stress may lead to 

types of behaviors that create stress for those with whom 

he/she works (Benner, 1984; Hobfall, 1988). Scores on the 

Teacher Occupation Stress Factor (TOSF) Questionnaire 

(Clark, 1980; Halpin, Harris, & Halpin, 1985) were used to 

determine the level of stress, either high or low, 

experienced by the subject. The instrument includes 3 0 items 

related to situations that were potentially stressful in a 

Likert-type format. The five interval responses included not 

stressful, somewhat stressful, considerably stressful, 

decidedly stressful, and extremely stressful. The five 

factors found to be significant in an initial factor 

analysis (Halpin et al., 1985) include professional 

inadequacy, collegial relationships, group instruction, job 

overload, and principal/teacher professional relationships. 

Included in these items were seven relating to 

principal/teacher relationships. The alpha internal 

consistency reported (Clark, 1980) for the five factors 

range from .93 to .98 for a statewide random sample of 251 

K-12 public school teachers. Halpin et al. (1985) reported 
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smaller alpha coefficients, ranging from .73 to .87. O'Hair 

(1987) in a later study of 161 teachers reported reliability 

of .80 to .94 for each of the components. 

Locus of Control Scale 

Locus of control (LOC) was measured by Locus of 

Control-TLOC was designed specifically for teachers, and 

constructed and validated by Hall, Smitley, Villeme, and 

Schwartz (1980) and revised by Halpin et al. (1985). As 

characterized by Hall, Smitley, Villeme, and Schwartz (1980) 

teacher locus of control is as follows: 

When an event which is related to a 
teachers' profession, and which follows 
some action by the teacher, is perceived 
by that teacher as not contingent on 
his/her actions, but is perceived as 
luck, chance, fate, as under the control 
of powerful others, or as the result of 
complex, unpredictable forces, then this 
is labeled a belief in external control. 
On the other hand, if the teacher 
perceives that an event related to his/ 
her teaching profession is contingent 
upon his/her own behavior, this is 
labeled a belief in internal control. 
(Halpin, Harris, & Hall, 1985, p. 137) 

The 2 0 items are ranked on an interval, Likert-type scale 

with a range of responses that included (1) totally 

disagree, (2) strongly disagree, (3) disagree, (4) agree, 

(5) strongly agree, and (6) totally agree. Ten of the items 

were oriented toward an internal locus of control and ten 

toward an external locus of control. Hall et al. (1980) in a 

study of 111 practicing teachers, reported coefficient alpha 
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internal of .85. Coefficient alpha internal consistency of 

.78 was reported by Halpin et al. (1985) using 130 full-time 

teachers enrolled in graduate courses at the university 

level. In a study using the scale with 256 teachers, O'Hair 

(1987) reported acceptable alpha (r = .65). 

School Culture Inventory 

The development of the School Culture Survey (Midgley, 

Maehr, & Smith, 199 0) was guided by the work of Braskamp and 

Maehr (1983, 1985). The survey is designed for teachers and 

consists of 45 brief multiple choice statements. The scale 

uses a six-point, interval, Likert-type range which included 

(1) never, (2) almost never, (3) sometimes, (4) frequently, 

(5) almost always, and (6) always. The instrument measures 

school culture from the perspective of perceived organi

zational stress on power, accomplishment, teacher input, 

innovation, external constraints, evaluation/recognition, 

and collegiality. The study included 117 elementary and 

middle school teachers and has alpha coefficients and 

standardized alpha coefficients (Buck & Lee, 1991) listed in 

Table 1. 

Selection of Sample 

Perception is an important aspect of power (Littlejohn, 

1989) . Therefore, the use of teacher perceptions in the 

study of dynamic forces and challenges impact upon 
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principals communication behavior seems particularly 

relevant. Problems of accessibility, overt and covert 

methods or attempts to influence, and behavioral 

abnormalities resulting from an awareness of being 

Table 1 
Alpha Coefficients of Culture Subscales 

Components Alpha Coeffi- Standardized 
cient Alpha Coeffi

cient 

Power .78 .79 
Accomplishment .83 .83 
Teacher Input .84 .85 
Innovation .84 .84 
External Cons
traints .67 .67 

Evaluation/Re
cognition .76 .76 

Collegiality .73 .73 

observed would hinder direct observation of principals. 

Therefore, teachers' perceptions of principals' behaviors 

will be analyzed for this study. The sample for this study 

consisted of 276 elementary and secondary teachers from a 

selected southwest Texas school district. Ten elementary 

campuses were randomly selected while all middle and high 

school teachers were sent questionnaires. 

Data Collection 

Before distribution of the questionnaires, several 

preliminary steps were taken. Approval was requested from 

the superintendent of the southwest Texas school district 
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for permission to distribute copies to teachers in the 

district. The next step was to select (with a drawing) the 

elementary schools, to be surveyed. Ten elementary school 

names were drawn. All five district middle schools were 

surveyed as were the two high schools in the district. The 

next step was to secure permission from each of the 

principals at the schools for questionnaire to be 

distributed to full-time faculty members on the selected 

campuses. One principal declined to distribute the survey, 

citing time of year and magnitude of other teacher 

responsibilities as the reason. Full-time teachers on 

sixteen campuses were surveyed. Participants were requested 

to return the forms within one week. 

To insure anonymity, as promised in the cover letter 

(Appendix B), questionnaires were free from codes or 

identifying marks. A return envelope for the survey was 

addressed to the researcher through the district delivery 

service. A reminder was sent to all survey recipients on the 

day before surveys were due to be returned. 

Data Analysis 

Data were coded, stored on a computer file and analyzed 

using SPSS-X Data Analysis System (SPSS Inc., 1988). 

Research question one was analyzed by using a frequency 

count. Question two was analyzed by computing factor 

analysis and a chi-square. Questions three and six were 
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analyzed by conducting a regression analysis. Analysis of 

Variance was used to analyze data in question four and t-

tests and a chi-square were used in question five. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents sample response characteristics 

and results of analyses relative to each research question 

Analyses focused on power use in relation to three power 

domains. 

Characteristics of Sample 

Two hundred seventy-six of the surveys returned were 

usable, providing a 31% rate of response for the study. 

Respondents consisted of 189 females (68.5%) and 85 males 

(30.8%), with five respondents (.8 %) who did not identify 

themselves as male or female. The subjects ranged in age 

from 22 to 65 years of age, with the mean age being 42.6 and 

the modal age being 40. 

In terms of teaching experience, respondents indicated 

a range from 0 to 38 years. The mean was 13.58 years; the 

mode score was 3 years; and the median was 11.5 years. 

These data suggest that the majority of the faculty 

responding to the survey were of moderate age and 

experience. Such central tendencies would seem to indicate 

less response to the survey by faculty members at either end 

of the spectrum, both those with limited experience and 

those with many years of experience. 

66 
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The following indicate, in descending order, the 

response rates for the various campus levels and campus 

size. One hundred eighteen of the respondents (42.8%) were 

from high school campuses; this represented the majority. 

Elementary respondents were second with a total of 87 

(31.5%). The lowest number of responses, 69 (25%), came from 

the middle schools. Though the majority of responses were 

from teachers at the high school level, elementary and 

middle school campuses were moderately represented (see 

Figure 2). 

In terms of campus size, 123 respondents (44.6%) 

indicated the size of their campus was over 1000 students. 

One hundred twelve respondents (40.6%) indicated the size of 

their campuses to be between 500 and 1000 students, while 

the smallest number of respondents, 35 (12.7%), were 

teachers on campuses with less than 500 students. 

Representation from schools with a greater number of 

students was constant, while smaller schools were poorly 

represented. 

Respondents provided the following information about 

principals on their campus. Principals' tenure was reported, 

in terms of years of experience as a principal, ranging from 

1 to 3 0 years. The mean for this range was 4.56 years, the 

mode one year, and the median 4.04 years. Principals' 

gender, as indicated by respondents, included 118 females 

(42.8%) and 153 males (55.4%). Principals' ages were 



68 

reported to range from 35 - 63 years, the mean age was 47 

years, the mode 40 years, and the median age 47.75. 

M.O 
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Figure 2. 
Campus Level and Size 

Reliability 

Reliability estimates, in terms of alpha coefficients, 

were computed for each of the measures used in the study. 

Analysis indicated excellent reliability estimates for the 

stress scale of .90. Alpha coefficients for the power scales 

were .88 for power use and .93 for the power use 

effectiveness. Analysis indicated an acceptable alpha 

coefficient of .70 for the twenty-item locus of control 

scale. The subscales from the culture instrument used in the 

study were power and external constraints and had alpha 

coefficients of .69 and .59, respectively. 
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Examination of Research Questions 

Power Strategies 

The first research question asked, "What types of power 

strategies do teachers report their principals use most and 

least frequently? High and low categories of power use were 

obtained by collapsing responses of "1" and "2" on the six 

point scale into a low frequency-of-use category and 

collapsing responses of "5" and "6" into a high frequency-

of-use category. Only those items for which 50% or more of 

the respondents reported high or low use were addressed. 

Because none of the items met the criteria in the high-

frequency of use category, the next level, which constituted 

substantial use, was examined. Substantial use was defined 

as between 40% and 50% and three items were identified at 

this level. These items included: "My principal gets 

teachers to do something because they believe it is the 

proper thing to do" (item 12 - 41%); "My principal gets 

teachers to do certain things by making them want to do the 

right thing" (item 13 - 43%); and "My principal gets 

teachers to do things to bring about good results for them" 

(item 16 - 40%). 

Only three items of the remaining items met the 

requirement in the low frequency-of-use category. These 

items were: "My principal gets teachers to do certain things 

in order to avoid punishment" (item 2 - 82%); "My principal 

gets teachers to do a certain thing for something in return" 



70 

(item 3 - 55%); and "My principal gets teachers to do things 

because they think it makes them like the principal" (item 9 

- 71%). Again, due to the limited number of items falling 

into the low frequency of use category, the next level was 

analyzed. Five items had substantially low frequency of use, 

between 40 - 50%. These items included: "My principal gets 

teachers to do specific things by rewarding them" (item 1 -

41%); "My principal gets teachers to do something because 

they know it makes them acceptable to the principal and/or 

others they like" (item 8 - 40%); "My principal gets 

teachers to do a specific thing by using his/her authority 

as the principal" (item 10 - 43%); "My principal gets 

teachers to do certain things so they will get a favorable 

reaction from the principal" (item 15 - 43%); and "My 

principal gets teachers to do a certain thing simply because 

the principal does it" (item 19 - 44%). Table 2 indicates 

frequency of use for each of the items. 

Power Use and Effectiveness 

The second research question asked, "Is there a 

difference between what power teachers say their principals 

use and what they consider effective?" High and low 

categories of power effectiveness were obtained by combining 

responses, as in research question 1, of "1" and "2" into a 

low frequency-of-effectiveness category and calculating 
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responses of "5" and "6" into a high frequency-of-

effectiveness category. For purposes of analysis, only those 

items for which 50% or more of the respondents reported high 

or low use will be addressed. Six items with high frequency 

of use included "My principal gets teachers to do things to 

make the situation better for them" (item 4 - 56%); "My 

principal gets teachers to do certain things by making them 

want to do the right thing" (item 11 - 62%); "My principal 

gets teachers to do something because they believe it is the 

proper thing to do" (item 12 - 66%); "My principal gets 

teachers to do certain things by making them want to do the 

right thing" (item 13 - 64%); "My principal gets teachers to 

avoid doing certain things to prevent bad results for them" 

(item 17 - 56%); and "My principal gets teachers to do 

something because it is the moral or just thing to do" (item 

20 - 52%). Low effectiveness was indicated for only one 

item, "My principal gets teachers to do things because they 

think it makes them like the principal" (item 6 - 51%) . 

To further analyze data for this question, a principal 

component factor analysis with varimax rotation forcing 

three factors previously identified in previous research 

(Wheeless et al., 1983), was used on the power use subscale 

to determine if the power use items considered to represent 

each category would statistically portray that category. 

Seven items loaded on factor one: "My principal gets faculty 

to do the right thing in order to make them feel better 
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Table 2 
Use and Effectiveness Ratings for 
Power Techniques, Percentages and Means 

Power 
Technique 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Overall 

Low 

41 

82* 

55* 

5 

21 

16 

32 

40 

71* 

43 

13 

8 

11 

25 

43 

9 

21 

33 

44 

13 

14 

30.5 

Use % 

High 

8 

1 

4 

26 

14 

26 

22 

12 

3 

9 

33 

41 

43 

16 

8 

40 

24 

18 

12 

33 

26 

19.9 

Mean 

1.7 

1.3 

1.6 

2.4 

2.3 

2.6 

1.4 

2.8 

1.4 

2.8 

2.8 

3.1 

3.0 

2.1 

1.8 

3.0 

3.4 

2.2 

2.1 

2.8 

2.7 

2.4 

Low 

17 

47 

25 

7 

17 

10 

20 

26 

51* 

28 

8 

5 

7 

12 

27 

3 

13 

32 

27 

8 

6 

19 

Effectiveness 

High 

9 

18 

23 

56* 

35 

40 

34 

21 

12 

31 

62* 

66* 

64* 

26 

17 

56* 

37 

13 

20 

52* 

43 

35 

% 

Mean 

2.1 

2.0 

2.4 

3.1 

2.8 

2.9 

2.7 

2.3 

1.8 

2.5 

3.2 

3.2 

3.2 

2.8 

2.2 

3.4 

2.9 

2.4 

2.3 

2.9 

3.1 

2.7 

*50% or above 
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about themselves" (item 11); "My principal gets teachers to 

do something because they believe it is the proper thing to 

do" (item 12); "My principal gets teachers to do certain 

things by making them want to do the right thing" (item 13); 

"My principal gets teachers to avoid doing some things by 

making them not want to do the wrong thing" (item 14); "My 

principal gets teachers to do things to bring about good 

results for them" (item 16); "My principal gets teachers to 

avoid doing certain things to prevent bad results for them" 

(item 17); and "My principal gets teachers to do something 

because it is the moral or just thing to do" (item 20). 

Each of these items had a factor loading of .60 or greater 

with no secondary loading exceeding .40 (see Table 3). Taken 

together these items seem to reflect a use of power 

concerning the values/obligation category generally, but 

more specifically a "moral-self" sort of appeal. Of these 

seven items, none were reported to be used frequently by 

more than half of the sample. 

Five items loaded on the second factor: "My principal 

gets teachers to do a certain thing for something in return" 

(item 3); "My principal gets teachers to do something 

because they know it makes them acceptable to the principal 

and/or others they like" (item 8); "My principal gets 

teachers to do things because they think it makes them like 

the principal"(item 9); "My principal gets teachers to do a 

specific thing by using his/her authority as the principal" 
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(item 10); and "My principal gets teachers to do certain 

things so they will get a favorable reaction from the 

principal" (item 15). Together, these items best reflect the 

relationships/identification domain. More specifically, they 

represent an authority-pleasing basis of power. 

Of these five items, two were reported as used 

infrequently (items 5 and 9); the others were reported to be 

used substantially (between 40-50%). The communality 

percentage for power use factor one was 3 0.6% and factor two 

was 12.8 for a combined total of 42.4%. The majority of the 

items not loaded were found in the expectations/consequences 

category. Since these items did not load, they were not 

considered in this analysis. Based on these analyses the sum 

of ratings for the respective items in each factor were used 

as an index of use of that domain as perceived by teachers. 

As with frequency of use rating, effectiveness ratings 

were also subjected to principal component factor analysis 

to see if items statistically reflected the domains they 

were conceptually associated with. Varimax rotation, forcing 

three factors, produced two factors essentially identical to 

those of "use" ratings. Factor one reflected perceived 

effectiveness of the values/obligations or "moral-self" 

domain and consisted of seven items: 6, "My principal gets 

teachers to do things because he/she knows how they should 

be done"; 11, "My principal gets the faculty to do the right 

thing in order to make them feel better about themselves"; 
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12, "My principal gets teachers to do something because they 

feel better about themselves"; 13, "My principal gets 

teachers to do certain things by making them want to do the 

right thing"; 16, "My principal gets teachers to do things 

to bring about good results for them"; 17, "My principal 

gets teachers to do something because it is the moral or 

just thing to do"; and 20, "My principal gets faculty to do 

a certain thing because they have an obligation to do it." 

Each of these items had a factor loading of .60 or greater 

with no secondary loading exceeding .40 (see Table 4). Taken 

together these items seem to reflect perceived effectiveness 

of the values/obligations category of power generally. More 

specifically they reflect a "moral-self" sort of appeal. Of 

these seven items, none were reported to be used frequently 

by more than half of the sample. 

Factor two reflected the relationships/identification 

or "authority pleasing" domain consisting of items 2, 3, 8, 

9, 10, and 15. These items were respectively, "My principal 

gets teachers to do certain things in order to avoid 

punishment"; "My principal gets teachers to do a certain 

thing for something in return"; "My principal gets teachers 

to do something because they know it makes them acceptable 

to the principal and/or others that they like"; "My 

principal gets teachers to do something because they know it 

makes them acceptable to the principal and/or others that 

they like"; "My principal gets teachers to do a specific 
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Table 3 
Factor Analysis Results for Power 
Use Items Frequency of Use* 

Item Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Factor One 

.27 

.09 

.08 

.58 

.40 

.52 

.57 

.21 

.10 

.05 

.71 

.79 

.78 

.63 

.16 

.69 

.69 

.47 

.54 

.73 

.59 

Factor Two 

.28 

.57 

.63 

.10 

.20 

.14 

.18 

.71 

.65 

.68 

.01 

.00 

.14 

.21 

.76 

.02 

.05 

.49 

.27 

.13 

.30 

figure 1 for item wording. 
*None were reported as being used frequently by principals 



77 

thing by using his/her authority as the principal"; and "My 

principal gets teachers to do something because it is the 

moral or just thing to do." 

Based on these factor analyses, the sum of ratings for 

the respective items in each factor was used as an index of 

effectiveness for that domain as perceived by teachers. The 

communality cumulative percentage for power effectiveness 

factor one was 44% and two was 9.6% for a combined total of 

53.6%. The remainder of the analyses will focus on these two 

domains since a third did not emerge. 

Additionally, chi-square tests were used to compare the 

frequency of responses between teachers' perception of power 

use and their perception of power effectiveness. If no 

differences existed between the perceptions, it would be 

expected that the responses would be in the same proportion 

as the numbers for each group. Expected responses for each 

of the categories were computed for the seven responses in 

each of the 2 categories. Before computing the x̂ , levels 5 

and 6 were collapsed into one level, high, and 1 and 2 into 

another, low. Chi-square was computed using high and low 

categories for the following combinations of variables: 

power use domain of values/obligations by the power 

effectiveness domain of values/obligations and the power use 

domain, relationship/identification by the power 

effectiveness domain, relationships/identification. If the 

chi-square was significant, this meant that one of the 
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Table 4 
Factor Analysis Results for Power 
Effectiveness Ratings 

Item Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Factor One 

.23 

.06 

.25 

.58* 

.49 

.61 

.58 

.24 

.11 

.22 

.74* 

.79* 

.84* 

.66 

.39 

.70* 

.71 

.56 

.48 

.80* 

.65 

Factor Two 

.57 

.75 

.70 

.31 

.35 

.32 

.28 

.72 

.73 

.65 

.11 

.14 

.05 

.36 

.65 

.22 

.22 

.48 

.50 

.22 

.45 
Note: Items loading on a factor are in bold print. 
See figure 1 for item wording. 
*Reported as highly effective by teachers. 
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groups perceived a category significantly more or less often 

than the expected frequencies should have indicated. Future 

analysis was conducted if the chi-square was statistically 

significant. Standardized residuals (R) were calculated for 

each of the cells in the chi-square. If the absolute value 

of the residual was greater than or equal to 2 for any cell, 

the value indicated that the cell was a major contributor to 

the statistical significance (Hinkle, 1988). 

A significant difference existed between teachers' in 

their perception of power use and power effectiveness in the 

values/obligations domain (x̂  = 78.925, df = 1, p < .05). 

Table 5 shows the results of these calculations. Cells of 

Table 5 
Chi-square Statistics for Power Use and Effectiveness 
Values/Obligation 

Power Effectiveness 
Values/obligation 

Low 

High 

Column 

Observed 
Expected 

Observed 
Expected 

Total 

Power Use -

Low 

100 

64.0 

34 

70.0 

134 

- Values/Obligation 

High 

26 
62.0 

104 

68.0 

130 

Row 
Total 

126 

138 

264 

the x̂  yielded the following results: more teachers than 

expected (n = 100) perceived that principals had low power 

use in values/obligation and perceived it to have low 

effectiveness (R = 4.5); fewer teachers than expected (n = 
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26) perceived that principals had high use of values/ 

identification power and that the potential for 

effectiveness was low (R = 4.6); Fewer teachers expected (n 

= 34) perceived principals had low power use in this 

category although they believed it had a high potential for 

effectiveness (R = 4.3); and more teachers than expected (n 

= 104) perceived that principals had high use and high 

potential for effectiveness in this category (R = 4.4). 

Overall, there was more agreement than expected in what 

teachers perceived as effective and what they perceived 

principals to use in the values/obligation domain. 

Statistics also produced a significant difference among 

teachers' in their perception of power use and power 

effectiveness in the relationships/identification domain (x̂  

= 386, df = 1, E < .05). Results are shown in Table 6. Cells 

of the x̂  yielded the following results: more teachers than 

expected (n = 68) perceived principals to use low 

relationships/identification power and that principals would 

have a low level of effectiveness when using the category (R 

= 3.6); fewer teachers (n = 55) than expected perceived 

principals to have high relationships/identification power 

use and that principals had a low potential for 

effectiveness (R = -2.6); fewer teachers (n = 25) than 

expected perceived principals to have low power use and a 

high effectiveness (R = -2.98; and more teacher (n = 112) 
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Table 6 
Chi-square Statistics for Power Use and 
Effectiveness, Relationshios/Identi f in;̂ tion 

Power Use 

Relationships/Identification 

Power Effectiveness Low High Row 
Relationship/Identification Total 

observed 68 55 12 3 
Low expected 40.0 79.0 

observed 25 112 137 
High expected 49.0 88.0 

Column Total 93 167 260 

than expected perceived that principals had high use in 

relationships/identification and that the power 

effectiveness was high (R = 2.6). In this category, as well, 

there was more agreement than expected in what teachers 

perceived to be effective and what was used. 

Power Use, the Environment, and Culture 

The third research question asked, "How does 

principals' power use relate to teachers' perception of the 

school environment?" This question was further divided into 

two parts. The first asked, "Is there a relationship between 

teachers' reports of principals' use of power and teachers' 

perceptions of external constraints which influence school 

culture?" The relationship between teachers' reports of 

principals use of power and external constraints was 

determined by conducting a multiple regression analysis. 
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The dependent variable was external constraints and the two 

predictor variables were the use ratings of the 

values/obligations and relationships/identification domains. 

The regression analysis (R = .05, R̂  = .002, F = .395, £ > 

.05) indicated that external constraints were not 

significantly related to principals' of either values/ 

obligations or relationships/identification domains of 

power. 

The remainder of research question three dealt with the 

differences in perception of teachers of power in the 

organization's culture, on principals' use of power 

techniques and asked, "Does a difference exist between 

teachers' reports of principals' use of power and the effect 

of power of the school culture?" Regression analyses (R = 

.079, R2 = .006, F = .878, p > .05) again indicated a non

significant difference between perceived use of power and 

school culture. 

Principals' Power Use and the Organization 

The fourth research question asked, "Are there 

significant differences between teachers' reports of 

principals' power use and organizational characteristics?" 

This question had two parts. The first asked, "Does a 

significant difference exist between principal power use and 

school level, i.e., elementary, middle, or high school?" Two 

one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to answer the 
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question, one for each power factor serving as the dependent 

variable. Campus levels constituted the independent 

variables in both analyses. 

The first ANOVA, power use (values/obligation) by 

school level, indicated a significant difference among 

school levels, i.e., elementary, middle school, and high 

school (F (2, 271) = 3.734, p < .05). Results appear in 

Table 7. The means/standard deviations were 23.7/7.16, 

25/6.93, and 26.7/8.86 respectively. To pinpoint the 

differences in the groups, a Tukey HSD multiple comparisons 

test was used. The test revealed that elementary and high 

school levels were significantly different at the .05 level. 

Teachers perceived that elementary principals used the 

values/obligation category of power less than did those on 

the high school level. This means that more values/ 

obligation power was perceived to be used on the high school 

level than on the elementary level. 

Table 7 
Values/Obligation Power Domain 
by Campus Level 

Source 

Values/Obligations 

Residual 

Total 

SS 

464.564 

16856.871 

17321.434 

DF MS F 

2 232.282 3.734* 

271 62.202 

273 63.448 
f£ < .05 

The results for the ANOVA calculated for relationships/ 

identification were not significant (F (2, 271) = 491, £ > 

.05). Results appear in Table 8. The means/standard 
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deviations for elementary, middle school, and high school 

were 11.78/5.17, 11.3/4.63, and 11.13/4.44. 

Table 8 
Power Use Domain of Relationships/ 
Identification and Campus Level 

Source SS DF MS F 

Relationships/Identification 21.973 2 10.99 .491 

Residual 6066.552 271 22.386 

Total 6088.536 273 22.302 

The second part of this research question asked, "Does 

a difference exist between principal power use and campus 

size?" Campus sizes included: group 1, below 500; group 2, 

501-1000; and group 3, over 1000. Two one-way analyses of 

variance (ANOVA) were used to answer this question in the 

same way as in the earlier analyses, one for each factor. 

Campus size was the independent variable. Again, there were 

no differences in teachers across campus size. The effct 

of campus size on teachers' perception of the values/ 

obligations' domain was not significant (p > .05). Results 

appear in Tables 9 and 10. 

Table 9 
Power Use Domain of Values/ 
Obligation and Campus Size 

Source SS DF MS F 

Values/Obligations 366.086 2 183.043 2.898* 

Residual 16863.132 267 63.158 

Total 17229.219 269 64.049 
*p > .05 



85 

The means and standard deviations for each of the levels in 

the values/obligations' domain were: below 500, 25.23/7.57; 

500-1,000, 24.09/7.35; and over 1,000, 26.59/8.55. 

Table 10 
Power Use Domain of Relationships/Identification 
and Campus Size 

Source SS DF MS F 

Relationships/Identification 1.215 2 .608 .027* 

Residual 5945.748 267 22.269 

Total 6088.536 269 22.108 
*E > .05 

The means and standard deviations for the relationships/ 

identification category include: over 500, 11.20/4.56; 500 -

1,000, 11.41/5.16; and over 1,000, 11.38/4.33. 

Power Use and Principal Personal 
Characteristics 

The fifth research question asked, "Are there 

significant relationships between principals' use of power 

strategies and personal characteristics of principals (i.e., 

gender) as perceived by teachers (i.e., locus of control)?" 

This question had two parts. The first part asked, "Are 

there significant relationships between principal use of 

power and gender of the principal?" The second asked, "Are 

there significant relationships between principals' use of 

power and teachers' locus of control?" 

Two t-tests, one for each of the power use domains, 

were used to test the influence of gender on principals' use 
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of power. The first was values/obligations by gender. 

Results indicated significant differences (t = 3.1, p < .05 

level) in the domain of values/obligations with females 

(M/sd = 27/8.1) using values/obligations power more than 

males (M/sd = 24/7.5.). The second was 

relationships/identification by gender. Results for the 

relationships/identification domain did not indicate 

significance (t =1.1, p > .05). The means/standard 

deviations for males and females were 11.08/4.8 and 

11.7/4.6, respectively. 

The second question asked, "Are there significant 

relationships between principals' use of power and teachers' 

locus of control?" For the purposes of this analysis, a 

teacher with internal locus of control had a score greater 

than 50 percent and an external had a score of less than 50 

percent. Chi-square statistics for neither the values/ 

obligations nor the relationships/identification domains 

were significant at their respective levels (x̂  = .218, 1 

df, and £ > .05 and X̂  = .464, 1 df, and p > .496). There 

were no relationships in principals' use of power and 

teachers' locus of control. 

Power Use and Stress 

The sixth research question asked, "Are there 

significant differences between principals use of power and 

teachers' reports of occupational stress?" A multiple 
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regression analysis was used to answer the question. The 

frequency-of-use sums for values/obligations and 

relationships/identification domains served as independent 

variables, and teacher stress was the dependent variable. 

The analysis produced significant results (F(df) = 27.16 

(2) , £ < .05, R̂  = .165) . 

Examination of standardized regression coefficients 

revealed that both domains of power contributed 

significantly to teachers' reported levels of stress (for 

values/obligation, B = -.29, t = 5.16, £ < .05; and for 

relationships/identification, B = .36, t = 6.28, , E < .05). 

Thus, both the relationships/identification or "authority 

pleasing" form of power, and values/obligation or "moral 

self" forms of power acted on stress. Though the difference 

was significant, the total interaction with the two 

categories of power on stress was limited (R̂  = .165). 

Teachers perceived that principals' communication of 

relationships/identification (B =.36) and values/obligation 

(B = -.29) forms of power were inversely related to stress. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND CONCLUSIONS 

Discussion 

Generally, the results of this study indicated that 

principals did not use any one power strategy more 

frequently than another. Teachers did perceive that the use 

of certain techniques had greater potential for 

effectiveness than others, and the majority of these 

techniques were in the values/obligations classification. 

Significant differences were seen between power use domains 

and power effectiveness domains, between power use and 

campus level, between principal power use and stress, and 

between power use and gender. In this chapter, these general 

results are discussed in relation to a model of strategic 

principal communication (see Appendix B) based on the 

results of the investigator. Recommendations for future 

research and overall conclusions from the study are also 

offered. 

Challencres 

The challenges included in the model were power, 

culture, and stress. Of the three, power and stress appear 

to have the most significant impact on strategic 

communication in schools. Power and stress play a 

88 
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more dominant role in the model than do dynamic forces. 

Therefore, they will be discussed first. 

Power Use 

The first research question related to power as one of 

the challenges in the model. The fact that teachers' did not 

perceive any one power use type to be used more than another 

could be related to several factors. One is the delegation 

of authority by principals to others, such as grade level 

chairs on the elementary level, and department chairs on the 

secondary level. A situation is created where less 

communication comes directly from the principal and more 

through horizonal communication. Indirect communication and 

delegation to others without the necessary training may 

create frustration and even feelings of isolation in 

teachers. 

On the other hand, the current emphasis on many 

campuses is site-based management. This may create 

conditions under which teachers are less idealistic or, as 

their opinions are solicited more often, the type power a 

principal uses becomes less of an issue. Another possibility 

is that teachers do not recognize or are unwilling to 

identify the type of power used by a principal. The fact 

that one type of power is not used more than another may be 

caused by a greater sense on the part of teachers that they 

control their own destinies and are less frustrated in their 
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work. This condition may be particularly true in a district 

such as the one surveyed in which teachers seemed to feel 

principals are less bureaucratic. As teachers claim more 

control over their own actions, less power use is required 

because teachers will, out of support and loyalty to the 

principal, perform tasks, unless they are viewed as wrong or 

unjust. 

Power Use and Power Effectiveness 

Research question two examined the differences 

perceived by teachers in power use choices employed by 

principals and the potential effectiveness of the choices 

for effectiveness. Though none of the items were ranked as 

frequently used, (over 50%), two of the three items, 11 and 

12, were ranked as used substantially, (40% - 50%), and 

represented the values/obligation category. However, 

teachers identified five of the seven items in the 

values/obligation category (11, 12, 13, 20, and 21) as used 

frequently or substantially in the category of greatest 

potential for effectiveness. Only one item of the seven was 

identified in the relationships/identification category. See 

Figure 1 for the specific items. 

The chi-square for the values/obligation category 

indicated that fewer teachers than expected observed in 

their principals high levels of use of strategies they 

considered having low levels of effectiveness. Fewer 
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teachers than expected also observed low levels of use of 

strategies that they thought had high levels of 

effectiveness. A greater number of teachers than expected 

observed low level of use and low level of effectiveness. A 

greater number of teachers than expected also observed high 

use of values/obligation power and a high level of 

effectiveness. This indicated greater agreement than 

expected on the use and effectiveness of this type power. 

These results of the study seemed to support the 

findings of Wheeless et al. (1983). The values/ obligations 

category reflects power use appealing to teachers' own value 

system and "doing the right thing". The "right thing" being 

that which conforms to the teachers' sense of the right and 

just. For example, some teachers do not like to perform 

certain duties, but they do them out of support for the 

principal. Influence on the teacher may come from the 

perceived view that principals have a "right" to make 

certain demands, and that the teacher has an obligation to 

support the demands out of a sense of loyalty. If the 

teacher's internal value system agrees with this judgment 

enough to change behavior, then the principal has power over 

the teacher. Usually, an individual's value system allows 

that certain other people genuinely have the right to 

prescribe and proscribe behavior, at least within specified 

limits. To the degree that one person accords another this 

right, that second person has power over the individual. If 
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a principal causes compliant behavior in a teacher on the 

basis of some sense of duty or obligation, then the role of 

power can be traced to the teacher's sense of values. This 

sense of values gives meaning to the power concept of 

values/obligations (Wheeless et al., 1983). Power in the 

values/obligations classification affords teachers more 

control over themselves and thus is positive, enhancing 

morale. 

As a person begins striving toward self-
defined esteem and self-actualization, 
genuinely internal and idiosyncratic 
goals and values become more operative. 
These values may well be rooted in -
and, therefore, may reflect societal 
values, but at this point they are 
internalized and taken as one's own. 
They also are often individualized. It 
may be this kind of motivation and 
striving that gives impetus to the 
summoning of values and/or obligations. 
(Wheeless et al., 1983, p. 141) 

The same patterns as seen in the chi-square results for 

values/obligation power were seen in the differences between 

relationships/identification power. The only exception was 

that the numbers of teachers responding to the items in this 

category were less. More teachers than expected observed 

principals using low levels of power in the relationships/ 

identification classification and had low expectations for 

effectiveness. More teachers than expected also observed 

high levels of use and high levels of effectiveness. Fewer 

teachers than expected observed low levels of expected 

effectiveness and high levels of use. These results seemed 
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to indicate that, from the teachers' perspective, 

principals are using this type power and teachers consider 

it to be effective. 

Relationships/identification techniques are actualized 

as an individual's need to belong, to love/to be loved, and 

to be esteemed by others. In terms of power, a principal may 

invoke a relationship or some identification process, but 

the identification whether preexisting or created, 

ultimately resides in the teacher. The more active these 

needs become the more an individual becomes concerned with 

other people. A person who invokes relationships/ 

identification may be defining a relationship with others or 

defining self in relation to others (Wheeless et al., 1983). 

However, values/obligation power was more frequently 

used. Teachers also responded that power in the values/ 

obligation category had the greater potential for 

effectiveness. 

Culture 

Culture was also a challenge in the model of the study. 

The second part of research question three dealt with 

principals' use of power and cultural power. It was directed 

at the amount of power teachers perceived themselves to have 

on their campus. School culture fosters many of the feelings 

teachers have about the power they and their peers possess 

and the power techniques used by principals to accomplish 
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goals. Items listed pertained to teacher perception of their 

power and the degree that each experienced this power, the 

significance of power in the school, the level of access of 

teachers to school resources, competition among teachers at 

the school, administrative support of competition among 

teachers at the school, administrative favoritism towards 

some teachers, and whether teachers try to outdo each other 

at the school. Teachers appeared not to consider cultural 

power as significant to principals' use of power. This, too, 

may be attributable to greater participation by teachers in 

campus governance. 

Stress 

The last part of the challenge portion of the model to 

be discussed is stress. The sixth research question was 

directed toward the study of the teachers' perception of 

differences between principals' use of power and stress. The 

differences indicated by the regression were significant. 

However, the total contribution of both domains of power was 

meaningful. The regression also indicated that an inverse 

relationship existed between relationships/identification 

power and values/obligation power with this particular group 

of teachers. In other words, if relationships/ 

identification power were being used there would be less use 

of values/obligation had and vice versa. 
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Relationships/identification power rests with the 

interpersonal relationships or identification of the target 

with another person, in this study the relationship of the 

teacher with the principal. As stated aptly by Wheeless et 

al. (1983): 

When one engages in behavior in order to 
win acceptance by a social group, those 
who grant admission into that group have 
power. When an individuals considered by 
others in an interpersonal relationship 
of being specially qualified or 
knowledgeable in a given area, that 
person has power to influence those who 
so respect him or her, at least in 
matters connected the area of expertise, 
and sometimes, beyond, (p. 125) 

Principals may initiate a process for this relationship or 

identification but whether or not it actually exists rests 

with the teacher. Though the results of this study show that 

only a portion of the stress experienced by teachers may be 

affected by their perception of principal power use, the 

amount would nonetheless seem meaningful in establishing the 

least stressful environment for both principals and 

teachers. 

The inverse relationship with stress and values/ 

identification power could be created by the use of power 

that is, in a sense, self-actualizing. The values portion of 

the classification appeals to the inherent moral values of a 

behavior and must agree with a teachers' personal values to 

the point that power is used and influence occurs. The 

obligation factor results from the right teachers perceive 
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for a principal to have certain powers and is granted by the 

teacher to the principal by nature of his/her position. 

Just as McCroskey and Richmond (1983) concluded that 

student learning was impacted by teachers' power use, 

principals were impacted by stress in teachers. Stress in 

teachers seemed to influence the types of power they 

perceived to be used by principals. Previous studies have 

indicated that principals are aware of their ability to 

influence teachers (High & Achilles, 1986). The most 

effective schools were those where influence gaining 

techniques were utilized more extensively. If teachers did 

not feel that the power use techniques they saw as most 

effective were being used, then the results could be 

stress. This would be compatible with the concept put forth 

by Hobfoll (1988) in which stress was created by either a 

perceived threat, the actual loss of resources, or a lack of 

gain from the investment of resources. 

The self-actualization characteristics of values/ 

obligation power places the individual in greater control of 

his/her actions. The teacher who perceives that a principal 

is exercising leadership by using those powers that fulfill 

his/her needs, such as "moral self" or "right and just," 

creates a potential stress. People who are stressed do not 

perform as well as others. When teachers are stressed 

unduly, reciprocal stress may result for the principal. 
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Dynamic Forces 

The environment, organization, and personal 

characteristics of both principals and teachers act upon a 

principal's ability to communicate in a manner leading to 

the achievement of campus goals. 

Environment 

One of the dynamic forces addressed in the study was 

the environment and the first part of question three 

addressed this question. Teachers who responded to the 

questionnaire perceived no relationship between principals' 

use of power and external constraints. These teachers felt 

unconstrained by the community, state, and federal agencies 

in terms of principal use of power. 

Teachers deal with parents and the community on a daily 

basis. The perception of being unconstrained in terms of the 

community could be linked to the demographics of the area, 

to values shared by principals, teachers, parents, and the 

community, and/or to the level of support the community has 

traditionally provided for its schools. There are three 

church-affiliated universities, a military base, and 

regional medical and physical rehabilitation facilities 

within its boundaries. These institutions, in addition to 

the school system, are the major employers in the community. 

The per capita income is $15,000. The nearest large cities 

are approximately 150 miles away. Within the last two 

years, a school bond election was passed by citizens, which 
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added three new elementary campuses, a new middle school, 

and 20 new classrooms to each of the two high schools. The 

school district has a student population of approximately 

24,000; elementary schools have an average size of 500 

students, with a student-to-teacher ratio of 22:1; middle 

schools have a student population of an average of 625 and a 

student-to-teacher ratio of 14:1; and high schools have a 

student population of 2235 with a student-to-teacher ratio 

of 14:1. Approximately 35-40% of the teachers hired each 

year graduated from a local teacher training institution. 

Fifty percent of the first year teachers graduated from 

local institutions. 

From an internal perspective, these teachers perceived 

that they shared the same ideas about the school that the 

principal had, that the principal supported the school, and 

that they had the principal's support in terms of what 

parents could pressure them to do in the classroom. These 

teachers also perceived that there was no relationship 

between principals' use of power and limits placed on 

teachers' ability to modify school, district, and state 

mandates which made a teacher's job difficult. These 

feelings about constraints may be the results of site-based 

management. Teachers are encouraged more than ever before to 

participate in decision making. Teachers do not view 

constraints as an issue. These results seemed to imply that 
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teachers felt more control over their destinies, and 

external constraints appeared not to dictate the internal 

environment of the school. 

Organization 

Organization of the school was another dynamic force in 

the model. Research question four addressed the levels of 

the organization and campus size in relation to principals' 

use of power. School structure, i.e., elementary, middle, or 

high school, seemed to be a factor in the values/obligation 

domain but not in the relationships/identification. The 

difference occurred between the level of values/obligation 

power used on the elementary and high school campuses. 

The differences in the levels of the relationship/ 

identification domain were significant. Though the means 

were numerically close, the greatest difference was on the 

elementary and high school levels. Demographic data 

indicated that 87 elementary teachers and 118 high school 

teachers on the elementary participated in the study. The 

mean for the elementary level was 23.7 and 2 6.7 on the high 

school level. 

The values/obligations classification is characterized 

by power techniques that appeal to the teacher's own value 

system and sense of "what should be done." This category 

touches deep cognitive structures of right and wrong. The 

motivation is the individual's "moral self" and ethical 
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belief structure. A difference in interpretation of how 

principals use this power may be attributed to the fact that 

teachers may have a different view of "what is right and 

good" on each of the levels caused by their distinct person 

needs and their view of what is right for the school. 

This difference on the elementary campuses, on this 

particular domain, may be attributable to the usually less 

diverse organization of these campuses. Consequently, 

greater autonomy is experienced and teachers seem to have 

more occasions to reach procedural and behavioral decisions 

on their own. The environment is more nurturing; in many 

cases, teachers are working with the same students all day 

each day allowing them to know their students better. 

Consequently, they require less intervention from 

principals. This, however, may contribute to teachers' 

isolation and a desire for more contact and direction from 

the principal. The literature does point out, however, that 

elementary principals try to maintain life on the campus as 

he/she thinks it ought to be and to make the unexpected 

routine. This would seem to be consistent with this level 

using less values/obligation power. 

On the other hand, high schools have a great deal less 

autonomy as a group, are much more specialized, and require 

a wider range of power use to retain their cohesiveness. 

This could be ascribed to the multiplicity of personality 

types and demands placed on high school teachers and 
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principals, in addition to teachers teaching a greater 

number of students. High schools seem to have a more complex 

structure and, therefore, more occasions in which principals 

might have to intervene in order to maintain the structure. 

The values/obligations category also projects more 

control over self. High school principals have less time for 

intervention, so in many cases, no contact/or minimal 

contact is received from the principal. Others, such as 

associate principals or department chairs, have more direct 

contact with teachers. An environment is created for these 

teachers that has a different hierarchy than elementary 

campus. Principals would rely on internal motivation of 

teachers to perform tasks. Thus, they base their requests on 

the personal values in the individual, not on the authority 

possessed by the principal. The literature maintains that 

leadership modes on the high school level are more 

facilitative and symbolic than on the other levels. The 

personal support and loyalty the teacher has for the 

principal would be motivation to perform tasks. This 

motivation would come from teachers doing those things they 

perceived as "right and moral" or a form of self-

actualization. 

Middle or junior high schools are the transition from 

one level to another. They have some of the experiences of 

both the elementary and the high schools. Many of the 

activities on the high school level are experienced on the 
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elementary level, with perhaps, less veracity. At this level 

students are striving to become less dependent on others, 

teachers are attempting to assist this process while 

providing an environment for learning. Principals work with 

teachers to accomplish the goals of the school, attempting 

to overcome obstacles for both groups. 

Size was not seen to be as significant an issue as 

level in teachers' perception of principal power use. Some 

of the middle schools surveyed were over 1,000, but most 

fell in the 500-1000 category. The same was true for 

elementary schools. No elementary school was over 1000, 

while no middle school was under 500. This may have 

accounted for the lack of significance at the .05 level. 

Personal Characteristics 

The last of the dynamic forces to be discussed is 

personal characteristics of the principal. Research question 

five was designed to study the relationship of principals' 

personal characteristics, i.e., gender, and teachers' locus 

of control on teachers' perception of principals' use of 

power. 

Prior research (Hirokawa et al., 1990) findings on 

manager's persuasive techniques indicated gender was not a 

factor in the power selection choices for male or female 

subordinates. The difference seemed to be in how the male or 

female managers reacted to the need to use power. The same 
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study found that male managers resorted to the fact that 

they would almost exclusively use power-based strategies 

based on reward and punishment, while female managers 

indicated a "tendency to forego their power and employ less 

forceful means of persuasion" (p. 46) . Contrary to these 

findings, this study found a difference existed between the 

power female and male teachers perceived their principals 

used and the difference was found in the values/obligation 

domain. This could be attributed to the fact that there was 

one male and one female principal on the high school level 

and that the greater number of teachers were on the high 

school level and female. 

Other studies have also found that males and females 

responded differently in similar circumstances. Since a 

greater number of women teachers than men participated in 

this study, this difference could be attributed to the 

greater number of male principals who participated. 

Values/obligation power afforded female teachers the 

opportunity to use their own ethical and moral beliefs as a 

reason for complying. This would be very appealing to 

females. This is particularly true for women who are, as 

cited by Kanter (1977), open minded and nurturers. These 

characteristics would also seem to be a key factor in 

participative and facilitative leadership styles. Principals 

utilizing this leadership style would affirm teachers and 
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increase their morale. This seemed to be the type of 

leadership teachers perceived be most effective with them. 

Teachers' locus of control, neither internal or 

external, appeared not to be a factor in the power use of 

principals. This outcome may be tied to the perception of 

the teachers surveyed that principals do not appear to use 

any specific power more frequently than others. If this were 

so and principals used diverse power strategies, then locus 

of control would not be an issue because both the needs of 

internals and externals would be met. 

Recommendations 

Studies, such as this one, have ramifications for the 

administration of schools. Some of the resulting 

recommendations include: 

1. Training for principals in communication skills so 

that they recognize readily when to use 

techniques, such as different types of power use, 

to more easily adapt communication to address 

needs of teachers. 

2. Training for principals that will enhance 

recognition that different power use techniques 

may create stress and provision for them of 

training in methods to minimize such stress. 

3. A study focusing on the principal that identifies, 

as objectively as possible, those power strategies 
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that are viewed as most effective by the 

principal. Principals could have other 

perspectives on the use and effectiveness of 

different power strategies with teachers. These 

might pinpoint other power strategies and how they 

are most effectively used. One method of 

analyzing power use and effectiveness might be 

coding actual interaction between principals and 

teachers. 

4. Replication of the study in other public and 

private schools and in districts of varying sizes. 

The results of the study were tied to one school 

district. Information from other school districts 

would provide important comparisons and contrasts, 

as well as insights into how power is used and its 

effectiveness in other school settings. 

5. A study looking at similar relationships between 

department chairs and principals, and principals 

and superintendents. Such studies would provide 

useful insights into power use of others in the 

school district, such as superintendents. Power 

methods used by one group may be influenced by the 

power use of others, such as superintendents. 
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Conclusions 

Power emerged as a dominant variable in the study. 

Based on the results of this investigation and the framework 

developed from the review of the literature, a Model of 

Strategic Principal Communication is developed. The model 

(see Appendix B) graphically represents the following: 

Power Use 

The results indicate that other types of power 

influence strategic communication, but the most effective, 

in terms of use, was that of values/obligation. Leadership 

based on this kind of power seems to draw upon basic human 

needs and value systems. In this school district, even if 

not always used, principals who choose values/obligation 

power types have the greatest potential for communicating 

strategically and thereby reaching campus goals. 

Stress 

Methods of communicating power seem to impact teacher's 

stress. Stress is differentially related to the type power 

used, relationship/identification associated with more and 

values/obligation associated with less. Although the amount 

of variance attributable to power use was small, the amount 

revealed should be a consideration in communication to 

accomplish school goals. However, theoretically, stress 



107 

could independently have some effect on strategic 

communication. 

Organization 

Organization in this school district also is a factor 

in teacher perception of power use. Therefore, level, i.e., 

secondary or elementary, influenced teacher perception of 

power use and should be a consideration in defining 

strategic communication. 

Personal Characteristics 

A relationship exists between teachers' perception of 

power use and gender. Females view values/obligation power 

as the most effective. Therefore, principals, in choosing 

effective communication strategies with teachers, should 

weigh this variable in their selection of strategies to 

accomplish campus goals. Principal training programs should, 

therefore, include instruction in effective methods for 

principal/teacher communication. 

The Principal Strategic Communication Model indicates 

that challenges (personal characteristics and the 

organization) affect power use. Power use may also be 

associated with stress. Theoretically, both these dynamic 

forces (power use and stress) could influence strategic 

principal communication and impact the accomplishment of 

campus goals. 
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Based on this data, principals must consider carefully 

power type selections. Power choices school success by 

defining the principal's ability to effectively lead a 

campus to reach goals. 
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APPENDIX B: 

PRINCIPAL STRATEGIC COMMUNICATION MODEL 
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APPENDIX C: COVER LETTER 

May 11, 1992 

4301 S. 20th 
Abilene, TX 79605 
March 30, 1992 

Dear Teacher: 

In addition to my associate principal duties at Cooper, 
I am a doctoral student in Educational Administration and 
Communication Studies at Texas Tech University. My 
dissertation study concerns administrative behaviors of 
principals as perceived by teachers. As a teacher, your 
responses to the enclosed questionnaire will be valuable to 
the study. Please take a few minutes to complete it 
relative to your campus principal. 

Your responses will remain anonymous and all data will be 
analyzed in aggregate. Please return the completed survey to 
me at Cooper by May 20, or as soon as possible. An 
envelope, addressed to me at Cooper which may be returned 
through the district delivery service, is attached for your 
convenience. 

Thank you for your assistance. I know the time of year is 
busy, therefore your help will be appreciated even more. 

Sincerely yours. 

Martha Garraway 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Administration 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX D: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please complete the following about yourself, your 
principal, and your school: 

Teacher (About yourself): 

(Please circle or fill in blank as appropriate) 

SEX: Female Male AGE: 

ETHNIC ORIGIN: Hispanic Anglo Black Native American 
Asian Other 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL: BS/BA BS/BA+15 MA +15 MA+30/above 

YEARS TAUGHT: 

(PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING ABOUT THE PRINCIPAL OF YOUR 
SCHOOL. IF SPECIFIC INFORMATION IS UNKNOWN, PLEASE PROVIDE 
APPROXIMATE DATA. 

PRINCIPAL: 

(Please circle or fill in blank as appropriate) 

SEX: Female Male AGE: 

ETHNIC ORIGIN: Hispanic Anglo Black Native American 
Asian 
Other 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL: MA +15 MA+3 0/above 

NUMBER OF YEARS AS A PRINCIPAL: 

SCHOOL: 

(Please circle appropriate answer) 

CAMPUS LEVEL: Elementary Junior High/Middle School 

High School 

NUMBER OP STUDENTS ON CAMPUS: below 500 501-1000 over 1000 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OP STUDENTS TAUGHT: low medium 
high 
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Directions; 
(1) 

(2) 

Use 

At times your principal asks you to do things you may 
or may not want to do. The approaches below are some 
that she/he might use in making such a request. 
Inciicate the frequency with which you think your 
principal uses each approach by marking the space to 
Its left (1) Never, (2) Seldom. (3) Sometimes. (4) 
Frequently, (5) Most of Time (6) Always. 
Next, please indicate how effective you think each 
approach would be/is for your principal to get you to 
do or not to do something. Mark item's degree of 
effectiveness in the space to its right using this 
scale: (1) Totally Ineffective. (2) Mostly Ineffective. 
(3) Somewhat Ineffective, (4) Somewhat Effective. (5) 
Mostly Effective (6) Totally Effective. 

Effectiveness 
1. My principal gets teachers to do specific things 
by rewarding them. 

2. My principal gets teachers to do certain things 
in order to avoid punishment. 

3. My principal gets teachers to do a certain thing 
for something in return. 

4. My principal gets teachers to do things to make 
the situation better for them. 

5. My principal gets teachers to not do something to 
avoid making the situation worse. 

6. My principal gets teachers to do things because 
he/she knows how they should be done. 

7. My principal gets teachers do a certain thing 
because they know the principal would do it. 

8. My principal gets teachers to do something 
because they know it makes them acceptable 
to the principal and/or others whom they like. 

9. My principal gets teachers to do things because 
they think it makes them more like the principal. 

.10. My gets teachers to do a specific thing by 
using his/her authority as the principal. 

.11. My principal gets the faculty to do the right 
thing in order to make them feel better about 
themselves. 
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12. My principal gets teachers to do something 
because they believe it is the proper thing 
to do. 

13. My principal gets teachers to do certain things 
by making them want to do the right thing. 

14. My principal gets teachers to avoid doing some 
things by making them not want to do the wrong 
thing. 

15. My principal gets teachers to do certain things 
so they will get a favorable reaction from the 
principal. 

16. My principal gets teachers to do things to bring 
about good results for themselves. 

1*7. My principal gets teachers to avoid doing certain 
things to prevent bad results for themselves. 

18. My principal gets teachers to do certain things 
because they like the principal. 

19. My principal gets teachers to do a certain thing 
simply because the principal does it. 

20. My principal gets teachers to do something 
because it is the moral or just thing to do. 

21. My principal gets faculty members to do a certain 
thing because they have an obligation to do it. 

Directions: 
(1) Indicate the extent to which each of the following 

items is stressful to you in your job by indicating the 
appropriate number in the space to the right of each 
statement. 

1 - Not stressful 
2 - Somewhat stressful 
3 - Considerably stressful 
4 - Decidedly stressful 
5 - Extremely stressful 

(2) Mark your first impression and don't spend a lot of 
time on any one item. Please respond to every item. 

1. Trying to motivate students who do not want to learn. 

2. Feeling my salary is not equal to my duties and 
responsibilities. 
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3. Feeling there is a lack of administrative support 
for teachers in my school. 

4. Working in a school where there is an atmosphere 
of conflict among teachers. 

5. Having students in my class/classes who talk 
constantly. 

6. Having to do school work at home to meet what is 
expected of me. 

7. Feeling my principal lacks insight into classroom 
problems. 

8. Feeling some teachers in my school are incompetent. 

9. Feeling too many parents are indifferent about 
school problems. 

10. Feeling my opinions are not valued by my principal. 

11. Feeling there is competition among teachers in my 
school rather than a team spirit of cooperation. 

12. Having to tell my students the same things over 
and over. 

13. Having sufficient opportunity for rest and prepara
tion during the school day. 

14. Working for an inadequate salary. 

15. Feeling my principal gives me too little authority 
to carry out the responsibilities assigned to me. 

16. Planning and organizing learning activities for 
wide ability range. 

17. Feeling there is a lack of recognition for good 
teaching in my school. 

18. Feeling poor teacher-teacher relationships exist in 
my school. 

19. Feeling that a few difficult to discipline students 
take too much of my time away from the other students. 

20. Feeling I cannot tell my principal in an open way 
how I feel about many school related matters. 
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21. Feeling my students do not adequately respond to 
my teaching. ^i J 

22. Having too little clerical help. 

23. Having a few teachers in my school who do not carry 
their share of the load. 

24. Feeling I do not have adequate control of my 
students. 

25. Feeling there is a lack of parental involvement 
in solving school discipline problems. 

26. Feeling my principal is too aloof and detached 
from the classroom. 

27. Feeling that cliques exist among teachers in 
my school. 

28. Feeling my job does not provide the financial 
security I need. 

29. Feeling I never catch up with my work. 

30. Feeling that poor communications exist among 
teachers in my school. 

Directions: 

Following are twenty statements about school, teachers and 
pupils. Please indicate your personal opinion about each 
statement indicating one of the following to numbers in the 
space to the right of the statement. 

(1) - Totally agree 
(2) - Strongly agree 
(3) - Agree 
(4) - Disagree 
(5) - Strongly disagree 
(6) - Totally disagree 

1. It is desirable to require pupils to sit in assigned 
seats during assemblies. 

Pupils are usually not capable of solving their 
problems through logical reasoning. 

Directing sarcastic remarks toward a defiant pupil 
is a good disciplinary technique. 

Beginning teachers are not likely to maintain 
strict enough control over their pupils. 
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5. Teachers should consider revision of their teaching 
methods if these are criticized by their pupils. 

6. The best principals give unquestioning support to 
teachers in disciplining pupils. 

7. Pupils should not be permitted to contradict the 
statements of a teacher in class. 

8. It is justifiable to have pupils learn many facts 
about a subject even if they have no immediate 
application. 

9. Too much pupil time is spent on guidance and 
activities and too little on academic 
preparation. 

10. Being friendly with pupils often leads them to 
become too familiar. 

11. It is more important for pupils to learn to obey 
rules than to learn to make their own decisions. 

12. Student governments are a good "safety valve" but 
should not have much influence on school policy. 

13. Pupils can be trusted to work together without 
supervision. 

14. If a pupil uses obscene or profane language in 
school, it must be considered a moral offense. 

15. If pupils are allowed to use the restroom 
without getting permission, this privilege will 
be abused. 

16. A few pupils are just young hoodlums and should 
be treated accordingly. 

17. It is often necessary to remind pupils that their 
status in school differs from that of teachers. 

18. A pupil who destroys school material or property 
should be severely punished. 

19. Pupils cannot perceive the difference between 
democracy and anarchy in the classroom. 

20. Pupils often misbehave in order to make the teacher 
look bad. 
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Directions: 
This part lists a number of characteristics of schools. 
Read each statement and decide how it seems to describe 
your school. Use the following scale to select your 
answer. 

(1) - Totally Agree 
(2) - Strongly Agree 
(3) - Agree 
(4) - Disagree 
(5) - Strongly Disagree 
(6) - Totally Disagree 

1. This school accepts mediocre teaching from some of 
its faculty. 

2. This school makes teachers want to work hard. 

3. Teachers feel isolated in this school. 

4. Teachers are recognized if they are particularly 
effective with at-risk students. 

5. No teacher has more influence than another in 
this school. 

6. Teachers are recognized if they come up with 
innovative ideas or projects. 

7. Power and influence count a lot around this 
school. 

8. I would teach differently if this district would 
allow it. 

9. In this school, things are done the same way year 
after year. 

10. Teachers are recognized if their students improve 
significantly during the school year. 

11. My ideas are different from the principal in 
this school. 

12. If someone has a good idea or project, the 
administration listens and supports it. 

13. Teachers in this school are involved in decisions 
that directly affect their future. 

14. Teachers in this school are evaluated on lesson 
plans and other paperwork more than on what 
actually goes on in the classroom. 
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15. People in this school believe that a few students 
won't do well academically no matter what we do. 

16. In this school some teachers have greater access to 
resources than others. 

17. Teacher evaluations are based solely on the 
principal's conception of good teaching. 

18. At this school teachers have many opportunities 
to learn new things. 

19. Teachers in this school rarely have a chance to 
make educationally important decisions. 

20. State and district educational mandates 
significantly limit teachers' ability to 
modify curriculum according to the needs of 
their students. 

21. The administration helps us work out ways to share 
expertise with each other. 

22. Teachers are recognized if their students improve 
significantly during the school year. 

23. This school supports instructional innovations. 

24. Teachers in this school make significant directions 
about retention and promotion of students. 

25. This school has given up on some of its students. 

26. Interruptions by announcements and school-wide 
events get in the way of classroom instruction. 

27. At this school it is important to do better than 
other teachers. 

28. The administration in this school actively 
encourages competition among teachers. 

29. Teachers in this school make significant 
decisions about disciplinary procedures. 

30. School rules and policies make my job difficult. 

31. Effective communication is lacking in 
this school. 

32. There is very little competition among teachers 
in this school. 



132 

33. The principal at this school is very supportive 
of my ideas. 

34. Practical constraints severely limit teachers* 
ability to implement new ideas. 

35. Teachers in this school make significant 
decisions about curriculum. 

36. This school has given up on some of its 
teachers. 

37. Clearly defined criteria are used to evaluate 
teachers' job performance. 

38. Teachers regularly share ideas about instruction 

39. There are frequent opportunities for teachers 
to make choices in this school. 

40. In this school teachers receive feedback that 
helps their teaching. 

41. Teachers feel pressured by parents to do things 
in the classroom they might not do otherwise. 

42. Evaluations of teachers' work have little to do 
with how much their students are improving. 

43. The administration at this school shows 
favoritism to some teachers. 

44. Teachers try to outdo each other in this school. 

45. The administration at this school is always 
working to improve teaching. 

Thank you for your assistance. 


