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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE LEADERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL AS RELATED
TO INNOVATIVE PRACTICES IN SELECTED
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

By

A. Arthur Behrmann

Purpose

This study was d:signed to determine if there
were relationships existing between factors of: (1)
principal leadership style, (2) organizational climate
of the school, (3) biographical and school characteristics
and (4) innovative practices in participating schools.
This study also examines innovative practices as reported
by principals in relation to their initiation and imple-
mentation.

The sample consisted of 13 elementary principals
and 154 teachers representing their staffs from selected

schools in Michigan.

Method
Principals were asked to indicate on a prepared
list of innovations which ones were occuring within their
respeétive buildings. Teachers were asked to complete a

Principal Role Behavior Opinionnaire and the Organizational
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Climate Description Questionnaire. These were used to de-
termine principal leadership style and the climate under
which a school functioned. Both principals and teachers
completed a general background questionnaire. A personal
interview was also conducted with each principal to verify

innovative practices.

Description

The Principal Role Behavior Opinionnaire yielded
information concerning perception of the leadership style
of the principals. These styles were determined as either
idiographic or nomothetic. The idiographic person would
be more concerned with individuals rather than accomplish-
ing the role of the institution. The nomothetic person is
one who emphasizes the demands of the institution rather
than the individual.

The Organizational Climate Description Question-
naire, developed by Halpin and Croft, was designed on the
theory of interaction between individuals in an organiza-
tion and their ability to accurately perceive each other's
behavior within a particular organizational setting. <Cli-
mate profiles were arranged on a continuum from "open' to
"closed."

Biographical and school characteristics were di-
vided in areas of age, years of experience in education,

years in present school, major barrier to educational
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change, socio-economic status and whether or not teachers

considered their school to be innovative.

Conclusions

The principals' leadership style as measured on a
nomothetic--idiographic continuum, did show a significant
relationship to innovative practices measured for each
school. The data also indicated a relationship between
the principal's leadership style and the organizational
climate of the school. Principals who were more idiographic
in their leadership style were also in schools having a
more open climate.

School climate did not appear to be a determining
factor in school innovation. Innovative schools were not
more open in their climate than schools with a more closed
climate.

The innovative score computed for each building
did relate to certain biographical and school character-
istics. The factors found to relate to the degree of in-
novativeness were years of experience in present school
and socio-economic status of the community.

In all cases principals' indication of innovations
did not agree with the number of innovations observed by
the writer.

Major sources of information for new ideas lead-
ing to innovations originated outside the local school dis-

trict. In some cases, principals' perception of what
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constitutes an innovation is not clear. Additional re-
search and other means to explore innovative practice

must be carried out.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Innovation, relative to the processes and materials

of education, has long been a subject which has aroused
interest and stirred controversy among educators and lay-
men alike. Few topics will produce a more heated discus-
sion among teachers and interested parents than a new
method of teaching reading, a new device intended to make
arithmetic more meaningful, or a new technique for stim-
ulating interest in learning among children.

Everything might be fine and uncomplicated if new
ideas were the ideas of the majority. They are not, how-
ever, and never can be; they are usually the ideas of the
minority. Only experience, gained after intelligent de-
liberation, can prove whether any given new idea is pro-
gressive, and experience is possible only if the idea is
disseminated - if people gather round it and fight in its
name. Many new ideas appear irrelevant, unexamined and
illogical. The well-prepared, open-minded educator will

overcome the tradition of conservatism, and in some cases

indifference, to grapple with the problems of change.



Traditionally schools and school people have been
extremely conservative.1 This is especially true with re-
gard to implementing change in the curriculﬁm and the
methodology used. The time necessary to institute innova-
tion can be substantially reduced when innovation is given
widespread publicity and financial support.

Educational leaders frequently meet resistance in
attempting to introduce and implement innovations. Author-
ities and researchers offer varied and sometimes contra-
dictory advice to the educational leader regarding how he
might most effectively proceed with innovation and change.
Attempts must be made to lend research support for exist-
ing hunches, assumptions, and guesses of experts and the
clarification of contradictory findings of researchers re-
garding the many facets of the innovative predicament.

Much previous focus on educational innovations has
pertained to the content of the desired changed with little
emphasis regarding the role of the persons who are responsi-
ble for introducing and implementing particular innovations.
In studying the school organization and educators who inno-
vate, the less predictable and more illusive behavioral
sciences must be consulted. When this is done, leadership

behavior, within a particular environment, becomes an

1Paul R. Mort and F. G. Cornell, American Schools
in Transition (New York: Teachers College Press, 1941).




important ingredient. 1In the final analysis, educational
leadership has the responsibility to provide adequate
planning, needed criteria, and strategies to implement
innovation.

If it is true that innovations are never adopted
on the basis of their own merits,l then persons and organ-
izations, formal and informal, must be studied as crucial
factors for determining causes of being innovative or not.
The leadership of superintendents has been studied by
Ca:lson2 but few have reported the results of leadership
or explored the productive thinking aspects of school
principals in relation to the adoption and implementation
of innovations.

The school principal is a key person in creating
a climate that nurtures or discourages change. The tradi-
tional manager role of preserving the status quo must give
way to that of educational leader.

A healthy school organization emerges as a result

of the interactions between and among vpersons and groups.

1Matthew B. Miles, "Innovation in Education: Some
Generalizations,'" in Innovation in Education, (New York:
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity, 1964), p. 635.

2Richard 0. Carlson, Adoption of Educational Inno-
vations (Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study
of Educational Administration, 1965).




The quality of interpersonal relations is identified as
"climate" or more generally recognized as morale. Improv-
ing the organizational health of a school, within a
bureaucratic system, is the challenging responsibility of
the principal.

Glines emphasizes the importance and responsibility
of the principal.

The first and foremost factor in planning and affect-
ing needed changes in a school is that of developing
creative and committed leadership. The school re-
flects its principal as well as the climate of the
school system. Most schools are rather dull, unimag-
inative, conventional 1930 kinds of institutions be-
cause most principals in America today are products
of obsolescent educational training and additional
experiences. Most are afraid to venture very far
off the time-worn path.

It is therefore imperative that one study the
role of the principal in the innovative process. The
principal is aware of his particular locality and its in-
herent problems and can most effectively meet these prob-
lems in any innovation contemplated. If principals are
to be responsible for improving education they must be
well prepared academically and be able to keep an open

mind. They will have to involve themselves in the pro-

cess of implementation.

pon E. Glines, 'Planning and Effecting Needed
Change in Individual Schools,'" in Designing Education for
the Future, ed. by Edgar L. Morphett and Charles 0. Ryan
(New York: Citation Press, 1967), p. 166.




Purposes of the Study

This study will explore the leadership character-
istics of elementary principals and the organizational cli-
mate in which they work as two inseparable and key ele-
ments of the change process. The findings of Halpin and
Croft make possible the measurement and interpretation of
school climate as perceived by the principals and their

1 From these findings, answers will be sought to

staffs.
the basic question: '"Why are some elementary schools more
willing to adopt and maintain new ideas, while others,
often neighbors in the same school district, are less
innovative and more resistive to change?"

Direction to this study was given through a pri-
mary and secondary purpose:

1. Of primary importance was to determine what
relationships, if any, exist among the factors of: (1)
principal leadership style, (2) organizational climate of

the school, (3) biographical and school characteristics

and (4) innovative practices in participating elementary

schools.

2. Secondary emphasis was to examine the inno-
vative practices reported by principals in relation to

their initiation and implementation.

1Andrew Halpin and Don C. Croft, The Organizational
Climate of Schools, Cooperative Research Project No. 543,
(Washington: Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, 1962).




Assumptions

For purposes of this study, the following assump-
tions are made:

1. Most innovations occurring in elementary
schools are desirable. The exploration and implementation
of change is to be encouraged.

2. The items selected as innovative changes are

assumed for the purpose of this study to be innovative re-

gardless of date of adoption.

3. The instruments used to measure the charac-
teristics desired are assumed to be adequate.

4. The principal's leadership style and the
organizational climate of the school are primary factors
in determining innovativeness.

5. The sample is representative, selected in an
appropriate manner and adequate for the conclusions and

inferences to be drawn.

6. Perceptions of principals and teachers in re-
sponding to instruments were accurate expressions of what

was actually in practice.

7. All schools possess an organizational cli-
mate which can be measured and the democratic type is

more preferred than to that of less democratic type.

Significance of the Problem

if education is to progress at a rate consistent

with the rate of progress in the general technology, it
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must have the kind of creative leadership which is condu-
cive to bringing about needed improvements.

The importance of accelerating change in our
schools was given great emphasis with the launching of
the first Russian Sputnik. Improvement of our educational
program became for many one of the important tasks of
national survival. There is still the belief on the part
of many that, if we are to endure as a world power, we in
the United States must have the most modern, efficient and
effective means of education in the world. This is possible
only by constant and dedicated attention to an ever-improv-
ing program of research and development in the field of
education.

As a consequence of the extensive activity and em-
phasis being placed on research and its findings which led
to the implementation of innovations in education, the
question arises, ''Where does the local administrator and
particularly the elementary school principal fit into the
complex picture of educational change?'" He cannot stand
aside or be ignored. He is powerful not because he has a
monopoly on imagination or creativity to precipitate de-
cision, but because he possesses the necessary leadership
skills to initiate innovation. Authority is a critical
element in innovation because proposed changes generate

mixed reactions which can prevent consensus among peers

and result in stagnation.



Educational innovation has become a popular cru-
sade. Pressures both within and without, are encouraging
schools to innovate. Sufficient evidence showing that
schools can change is available. Both content (curric-
ulum) and process (methodology) have successfully yielded
to change. Organizational patterns of team teaching and
multi-gradedness are being tried. Movable wall, computer-
assisted instruction, independent study, micro teaching,
simulation and single concept films are but a few of the
new terms in the education vocabulary.

While change cannot always be equated with prog-
ress, most would agree that changes have benefitted educa-
tion. Attacks from the conservative right and from anti-
intellectuals have created healthy discussions on the
directions of education. It appears that a majority of
people and organizations now support the fact that educa-
tional change is needed and desirable.1

The area of responsibility of the principal re-
garding innovation has largely been neglected. 1In view
of the fact that there is increasing pressure being
brought upon the schools to change, it is becoming vitally

important that the principal be research oriented and

1Richard I. Miller, "An Overview of Educational
Change," in Perspectives on Educational Change, (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), p. 19.




sensitive to innovation. Studies of the role of the prin-
cipal in the area of research and innovation are not only

timely but are very much needed.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study the following terms

are defined:

Educational Innovation-~any practice, device or

procedure which is relatively new to the user in an educa-

tional situation.

Innovativeness--that characteristic, possessed

by an individual or a group, of being willing and able

to try new ideas and to replace outmoded ones.
Innovator--an individual who possesses the charac-

teristic of innovativeness.

Elementary Principal--the elected or appointed

administrative head of a public school whose organization-
al pattern does not exceed that of grade six.

Principal Leadership Style--the manner in which

teachers view the way in which the principal behaves.
This is measured by the Principal Role Behavior Opinion-

naire.

Planned Change--a conscious effort to improve the

operation of the school.
Adoption--a decision to continue full use of an

innovation.
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Climate--a flavor or quality of life existing
within an organization.

Change Agent--the person who provides the idea,

impetus, and guidance in initiating, developing, promoting,
and adopting desirable change.

Mode of Operation--the pattern of behavior dis-

played by an individual relative to the degree of permis-
siveness permitted subordinates in determining policy and

courses of action.

Limitations

1. Practices and conditions currently existing
will be observed and reported.

2. The study will be limited to the elementary
school principals who volunteer from those attending
Michigan State University Extern Program, Elementary Prin-
cipal sections X and Y during the 1974-75 school year.

3. All principals included in this study have
served a minimum of one year in their present school.

4. Only teachers who had one or more years ex-
perience as full time staff members in the particular

school under study are included in this study.

Hypotheses

All hypotheses will be tested at .05 level for

appropriateness of significance.
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1. There is no significant relationship between
the teachers' perception of the principals’
leadership style and innovative practices
as determined by the principal.

2. There is no significant relationship between
teachers' perception of principals' leader-
ship style and school climate as determined
by the teachers.

3. There is no significant relationship between
biographical and school characteristics, as

B reported by principals and teachers; and inno-
vative practices as determined by the principal.

4. There is no significant relationship between
school climate as determined by the teacher
and innovative practices as determined by
the principal.

5. There is no significant relationship between

principals', perception of innovations and the
innovations observed.

Procedures for Analysis of Data

The Sample

The population of this study will be all elementary
principals enrolled in the Michigan State University Extern

program, elementary principals sections X and Y during the

1974-75 school year. The sample will be drawn from the
population and will include elementary principals whose
schools have been designated innovative by them. Princi-
pals will also have had to serve at least one year as prin-

cipal in their respective buildings.

Administration of the Instruments

1. "Checklist of Innovations'" instrument will be

administered during the September, 1974 meeting of Elementary
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Principals enrolled in the Michigan State University Ex-
tern Program, elementary principals sections X and Y.
Principals will also be asked to complete a short "Biograph-
ical Instrument."

2. The sample will be selected by determining
the total number of changes indicated by each principal.
An attempt will be made to include an equal number of
principals having high scores and an equal number of
principals having low scores.

3. Each participating principal will be mailed
"Principals Pevceptions of Innovative Practices' instru-
ment to be completed and returned prior to being inter-
viewed at the participant's school.

4. Each participating school will be visited by
the writer. Personal interviews will be conducted with
all principals. The interview will be patterned by the
raising of questions and having the respondents discuss
the innovations listed.

5. "Principal Role Behavior Opinionnaire'' along
with "Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire"
will be administered to teaching staffs of the buildings
included in the study. Teachers will also be requested
to complete short "Biographical Information'" forms at

this time.
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Treatment of the Data

The data will be programmed and processed by the
computor at Michigan State University.

1. Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients
and Point Biserial Correlations will be obtained to show
relationships between variables indicated in hypotheses
one through four.

2. One Way Analysis of Variance tests will be
used to compare innovative and non-innovative schools
on their leadership style scores.

3. Chi-square tables will be developed to look
at relationships between specific items as they pertain

to innovative and non-innovative relationships.

Overview of the Study

A reference point for the entire study is contained
in Chapter I. It includes a statement of the need and
purposes of the study. Important terms have been identi-
fied and defined. General assumptions are made as well
as a statement of the hypotheses to be tested. Research
methods, limitations, and objectives of the study are
listed. The means of analyzing the data are also presented.

Chapter II contains a review of the literature
related to the involvement of the elementary principal in
the innovative process. Research findings which are basic
to an understanding of the over-all innovation activity
are included. Also included are findings related to inno-

vation as a change process.
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A description of the research design and procedures
are included in Chapter III. Information relating to the
sample, the instruments, the administration, the collection
of data, and the analysis procedures are covered.

Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data. Des-
criptive statistics are presented for each of the hypothe-
ses listed in the study.

Significant findings, conclusions, and implications
are summarized in Chapter V. This final chapter includes

suggestions for any future studies.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature and research studies reviewed in
this chapter will attempt to provide background and other
information necessary to understand the principal's role
as leader of an organization in a dynamic, rapidly chang-
ing social system. Interwoven in this chapter the follow-
ing general areas are reviewed: (1) studies related to
background knowledge which is basic to an understanding
of the overall innovation activity, (2) studies concerning
the elementary principal in the innovation process, and
(3) studies related to innovation as a change process.

The studies that have been conducted through the
years concerning the role of the elementary principal in
innovation have been few in number. There is a very ob-
vious neglect of the role the elementary school principal
plays in research and innovation. Studies have been con-
cerned with the role of the superintendent in bringing
about educational change, and he has been found to be by
far the most instrumental innovator. Elementary school

principals have undoubtedly contributed significantly to

15
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the accomplishments credited to the superintendent, but
this is for the most part opinion and not substantiated.

Although the role of the elementary principal in
educational innovation is the focal point of the investi-
gation, it must be realized that this is only a part of
an extremely complex process. Therefore, some of the
studies to be reviewed will contribute background know-
ledge which is basic to an understanding of the over-all
innovation activity.

Ebey studied the elementary schools of St. Louis
and found the principal an important factor in the inno-
vation process.l In an interpretation of the importance
of the principal it was suggested that while "recency of
the principal's training' denotes that recent professional
training may be helpful, continuing contact with institu-
tions of higher learning probably also is indicative of a
principal's professional alertness. It was also pointed
out that another important factor that contributed to the
innovativeness of the principal was his educational opinion.
If the principal favored innovation he would promote and
encourage change. |

Skogsberg, in his search for the emerging design

of administration, interviewed superintendents in the most

lGeorge W. Ebey, Adaptability Among the Elementary
Schools of An American City (New York Bureau of Publications,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1940).
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forward-looking systems he could reach.1 In these people
he found a searching for the better way to do things, an
awareness of the advantage of team accomplishment, and

the fact that ideas can come from every person involved in
the undertaking. A high degree of professional training
seems to be typical.

In the University of Florida leadership study Sugy
found a significant relationship between working patterns
of elementary principals and the readiness of their teach-
ers for curriculum change (significant at the .0l level in
favor of democratic schools).2 He also concluded that
democratic schools change more quickly, and use a wider
variety of methods and procedures in accomplishing these
changes, including the use of non-staff persons working on
program changes. Women principals were found to rank sig-
nificantly ahead of men as democratic principals. Program
change in a school is not so much related to what the prin-
cipal thinks about change or his readiness for change as it
is to his general operational pattern. How the principal

feels, what he thinks of educational theory, is less

lAlfred H. Skogsberg, "Administration Operational
Patterns' (Ed.D. project, Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity, 1950).

2Woodrow B. Sugy, "A Study of the Relationship
Between Program Development and Working Patterns of School
Principals" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of Florida,
1955), p. 113.
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important in promoting curriculum change than how he
works with people, individually and as a group.1
Perry investigated the diffusion rates of fifteen
innovations in Detroit elementary schoois with the inten-
tion of determining aides and hinderances to innovation.
She assumed that adaptability is desirable, can be increased
and can be improved. She found that a quarter of a century
is the length of the average historical period in the case
of the fifteen innovations studied and that Detroit is
more hospitable to new practices than the Pennsylvania
communities studied by Mort.
She found that 60% of the innovations studied
were inspired by members of the administrative staff and
concluded that the administrative staff might, therefore,
be profitably trained to aid materially in the detection
and evaluation of new ideas. This is especially import-
ant in view of the fact that the evidence indicates that

educators do not investigate and employ the best practices

as they arise.3

lipid., p. 114.

2Dorothy M. Perry, '"Patterns of Selected Innova-
tions in Detroit Elemeritary Schools, 1895-1945'" (Ed.D.
dissertation, College of Education, Graduate Division,
Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan, 1950).

31bid., pp. 256-258.
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Griffiths takes the position that the principal is
not truly an innovator nor can he be.

It is not the principal who initiates changes in

the school system. Initiative for change must come
from the top. On the basis of the data presented
here, it appears that introducing change is an in-
frequent action of the principal. It seems that
organizational change score (of principals) is not

a measure of strong aggressive leadership; on the
contrary, it is associated with actions in compliance
with suggestions and in deference to superiors and
outsiders. An understanding of the reason for the
absence of strong personal direction rests with his
place in the hierarchy of the organization - he is

at least three steps down from the top even in a small
school district. He works at some distance from the
policy makers, and he must always be aware of his
several superiors. It seems therefore, that if we are
to have change in school systems, we cannot look to
the principal to initiate it. _The initiative for
change must come from the top.l

In a different source Griffiths also claims that
the more hierarchical the structure of an organization the
less possibility of change. He says, too, that the num-
ber of innovations is inversely proportional to the tenure
of the chief administrator.2

Kelly's research was concerned with the orientation

of the principal toward innovation.3 He determined

1Daniel Griffiths, '"The Elementary School Principal
and Change in the School System,'" Theory Into Practice
(December, 1963), pp. 278-284.

2Matthew Miles, ed., Innovation in Education, (New
York: Bureau of Publication, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1964), p. 434,

3Paul E. Kelly, '"Factors Related to the School
Principal's Orientation to Educational Innovation'" (Ed.D.
dissertation, Harvard University, Graduate School, 1961),
p. 101.
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" relationships between this orientation to innovation and

a number of selected factors, using data from interviews
of a nation-wide sample of principals. The following
hypotheses were tested and were rejected. (1) Female
principals will tend to have a less positive orientation
toward educational innovation than male principals. (2)
Younger principals will tend to have a more positive
orientation toward educational innovation than older prin-
cipals. (3) Principals of long experience will tend to
have a less positive orientation toward innovation than
principals having only a few years of experience.

Although there was no significant difference, Kelly
concluded there was a slight tendency to accept the follow-
ing hypotheses: (1) Principals with the greater amount
of formal training will tend to have a more positive orien-
tation toward innovation than those having a lesser amount.
(2) The lower the socio-economic level of a principal's
school the more positive his orientation toward innovation
will tend to be. (3) Principals of larger schools will
tend to have a more positive orientation toward innovation
than principals of smaller schools.

Only one hypothesis tested by Kelly proved to be
highly significant. Principals who evaluate their superi-
ors more positively on criteria relating to the subordinates'

views toward innovative behavior will tend to be more
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positively orientated toward innovation than principals
who evaluate their superiors less positively on these
criteria.1
Hemphill's findings relative to the professional
preparation of the principal are less encouraging even
than Kelly's. He says, "There is no evidence suggesting
that the principal with the lengthier preparation does
a more effective job of school administration from any
point of view from which one may examine the data."?
A study by Von Brock of the expectations held for
the administrative role by school superintendents and
principals was dichotomized along four dimensions: (1)
status (success versus equality), (2) authority (depen-
dence versus independence), (3) institutional (institu-
tional obligations), and (4) means-ends (completing the
job versus the process of achievement). Significant dif-
ferences were found between superintendents and principals
for both roles regarding each dimension except the insti-
tutional. Expectations for both roles were found to be

different as it related to size of school district.3

lipia., p. 131.

2John Hemphill, Daniel Griffiths, and Norman Freder-
iksen, Administrative Performance and Personality; A Study
of the Principal in a Simulated Elementary School (New York:
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University,
1962), p. 34i.

3Robert Carl Von Brock, "A Study of the Role Per-
ceptions of Superintendents and Principals in the State of
Illinois" (Ed.D. dissertation, Northwestern University,
1962) .
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The role of the educational administrator as per-
ceived by undergraduates was studied by Willower. He
discovered that the administrator was perceived as (1) an
authority figure who was conservative and dignified and,
to lesser extents, friendly and intelligent; (2) much
less close to students than to teachers; (3) participating
widely in community affairs; and (4) receiving less pay
than other professionals.1

The role functions of the elementary school prin-
cipal were analyzed by Ranniger and Frey. They identified
trends as being: (1) from disjunctive detail toward em-
phasis upon the integrated entity of the principalship,
(2) from a limited number to a greater variety of duties,
(3) from dictatorial direction toward democratic involve-
ment of staff, and (4) from lack of agreement to relative
agreement on the major functional areas of the principal's
job.2

In reviewing innovation as a change process one
must look at early studies of innovativeness in schools.

In the late 1930's studies conducted by Mort and Cornell

1Donald J. Willower, "Education Students' Percep-
tions of School Administrators,' School Review LXX (Autumn,
1962), pp. 332-344.

2Billy Jay Ranniger, "A Summary Study of the Job
Responsibilities of the Elementary School Principal' (Ed.D.
dissertation, University of Oregon, 1962); Barbara Ruth
Frey, "An Analysis of the Functions of the Elementary
School Principal, 1921-1961" (Ed.D. dissertation, Indiana
University, 1963).
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referred to innovativeness as ''adaptability.'" Through
their efforts and those of many graduate students working
in the Institute of Administrative Research, information
was gained on the diffusion rate of educational innova-

1 These studies indicated that change in the Amer-

tions.
ican Schools was surprisingly slow and leisurely. Hort
explained that between insight into a need and the intro-
duction of a way of meeting the need there is a typical
half-century 1apse.2

Once a way had been devised to meet an underlying
need another fifty years was needed for complete diffusion
of the successful innovation. Basic to Mort's findings was
that a surprisingly positive relationship existed between
the speed of adopting innovation and the financial support
given by the community.3

Perry reported that the diffusion time for a
practice is shortened as it ceases to depend on financial

support. When the school board supports an innovation it

diffuses rapidly, and innovations affecting personnel

1Paul R. Mort and F. G. Cornell, American Schools
in Transition (MNew York: Teachers College, Columbia, 1941).

2Mort, "Studies in Educational Innovation,'" in
Innovation in Education, ed. Miles, (New York: Bureau of
Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964),
p. 318.

31bid.
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have the shortest life while those dealing with curriculum
tend to last much longer.1

The lag in accepting educational ideas prompted
a U.S. congressional subcommittee to hold hearings on the
subject. Anderson reports the major findings of the com-
mittee and notes that '"Less than 1 per cent of the annual
outlay of the education industry in the country is de-
voted to research and development.'" Concern was also ex-
pressed as to why innovation in medicine requires only
two years to be accepted universally while in education
it requires thirty years for widespread adoption.2

The success of any innovation, according to Guba,
rests heavily on the diffusion agent or '"diffuser.'" He
must plan a course of action which includes specific tech-
niques. These modes are telling, showing, helping, involv-
ing, training, and self-involvement. Other strategies in-
volve the adopter who can be either convinced with a hard
sell, trained to do the specific innovation, persuaded,
compensated or deprived, influenced, compelled, or be made

to feel professionally obligated.3

1Dorothy M. Perry, "Patterns of Selected Innova-
tions in Detroit Elementary Schools 1895-1945" (Ed.D. dis-
sertation, Wayne State University, 1959).

2Ernest G. Anderson, Jr., "Estimated Time for
Accepting Educational Ideas: 30 Years,' Nation's Schools
LXXXVIII (December, 1966), p. 50.

3Egon E. Guba, '"Diffusion of Innovations,' Educa-
tional Leadership XXV (January, 1968), p. 293.
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The study of innovative persons in educational or-
ganizations has almost exclusively examined the superinten-
dent as being the person responsible for a school district's
rate of innovation. This focus is based on the belief that
in a hierarchical structure of a formal organization, the

top authority figure makes decisions allocating resources

and personnel and is responsible for all functions of the
organization. These decisions are therefore assumed to
be critical in the degree to which innovations are intro-
duced and encouraged.

: Support for innovations, especially those requir-
ing financial backing do depend on the superintendent. But
many of the organizational and curriculum changes are
being instigated and implemented at the building level.
The controlling influence of the central office varies
widely. The autonomy of building principals is evident
in the great diversity of programs offered in schools in

the same school district. The attitude of the superinten-

dent toward innovations is important but that factor alone
does not guarantee the presence or absence of innovative
practices occurring in a school district. When one views
the school as the organization rather than the traditional
school district, a new perspective emerges as to the role
of the principal in planned change.

The present bureaucratic structure of school

systems could be one of the more basic, fundamental barriers
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to inmnovations. Likert's model is one of several proposed
to change the basic bureaucratic model. This new model
would demand an increased degree of trust, inter-personal
competence, and problem-solving skill, over that required
in the traditional bureaucratic model.l It thus becomes
quite clear that an innovative person and the bureaucratic
organization may not be compatible.

Woods writes that, ''Schools must become creative

and adoptive, and this implies a loosening of the structure

2

of the system." He also sees new emphasis on the prin-
y p P

cipal by saying:

The traditional role of the principal and superinten-
dent has been to administer and preserve the ''status
quo'" rather than to stimulate change. 1In the past
the principal has been only a manager of the educa-
tional enterprise, and not necessarily the educa-
tional leader. Hopefully, this situation or emphasis
will change in the future because schools will not
change unless the principal wants them to change.
Dynamic, growing schools have far-sighted energetic
principals who provide the impetus for change.

"

Miles writes, it seems very clear that admin-

istrators, as authority figures, are crucial in introducing

innovations, particularly those which involve structural

LLJ

change.'" Miles goes on to say, that since

1R. Likert, New Patterns of Management (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1961).

2Thomas E. Woods, The Administration of Educational
Innovations (Eugene, Oregon: Bureau of Educational Re-
search, University of Oregon, 1967), p. 37.

31bid., p. 40-41.
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institutions are hierarchically ordered, administrators

can handle problems associated with innovations more effect-

ively than others."1
Perhaps the key concept, which studies in the field

of agriculture offer the principal, is that the diffusion

and adoption of new ideas take place within the dynamics

of complex interacting social systems. Rural sociologists
g have described empirically how the conceptual elements

| of the system fit into a conceptualization of the change
process. Thus the particular climate that a social system

manifests (i.e., closedness, openness) will affect the
2

adoption of new ideas.

Lippitt and colleagues have found through informal
suggestions and research findings that the principal is
crucial in supporting innovations with teachers.3 They
also state that, ''Teachers who perceive a principal as sup-
4

porting innovations do in fact innovate more often."

The Michigan Cooperative Project in Educational

Development reports similar findings. A significant

1Matthew B. Miles, ed., Immovations in Education

: (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College,
: Columbia University, 1964), p. 641.

L 2Kimbrough, Administering Elementary Schools, p. 115.
B
a 3

‘ Ronald Lippitt and Colleagues, ''The Teacher as
I Innovator, Seeker, and Sharer of New Practices,'" in Per-
i spectives on Educational Change, ed. Miller, (Appleton-
! Croft Publishing Co.), p. 320.

) “1bid, p. 321.
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correlation was found between the amount of staff inventive-
ness, and the staff's perception of the principal's support
for innovative teaching. They further found that an in-
direct role of the principal is the development of a cli-

mate that encourages the entire staff to support innova-

tions.1

Bricknell's New York study reports that instruction-
al programs are introduced by administrators and are re-
arranged "almost exclusively' upon administrative initia-

tive.2 He also states that:

The administrator may promote or prevent innovation.
He cannot stand aside, or be ignored. . . Authority
is a critical element in innovation, because pro-
posed changes generate mixed reactions which can
prevent consensus among peers and result in stagna-

tion.

Mackenzie concludes that many forces outside the

school setting greatly influence the rate change. These

include: foundation, academicians, business and industry,

and national government.4

1Robert Fox, Charles Jung, and Ronald Lippitt,
Report on the Cooperative Project on Educational Develop-
ment, (COPED), (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1965).

2Brickell, "State Organizations for Educational
Change," p. 503.

31bid.

4Gordon N. Mackenzie, ''Curricular Change: Partici-
pants, Power, and Processes,'" in Innovation in Education,

ed. Miles, (Columbia University Press), p. 413-414.
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Pellegrin identified ten sources of educational
innovations. They are: (1) the classroom teacher, (2)
the administrator (superintendent and principal), (3) the
school board, (4) the lay public, (5) the state department
of education, (6) education faculties in colleges and uni-
versities, (7) professional associations, (8) the United ‘
States Office of Education and other federal government

agencies, (9) textbook publishers and, (10) scientists,

1

technical specialists, and other experts. This study

reported that the greatest stimuli to changes originated

from sources external to the field.2

Other researchers have also found the rate of
accepting innovations to be quickening. Ross reports the

rapid spread of driver education after the promotional

efforts of car dealers.3

Perry also found that of the innovations covered
in her study spanning fifty years in the Detroit Public

Schools that:

.. 60 per cent were inspired by administrators, 13
per cent by state regulations, 13 per cent by research

1Roland J. Pellegrin, An Analysis of Sources and
Processes of Innovation in Education (Eugene, Oregon:
Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration,

1966), pp. 6-14.
2

Ibid., p. 15.

3Donald R. Ross, Administration for Adaptability
(New York: Metropolitan School Study Council, 1958).
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publications, 6.5 per cent by observation of other
exper%ments, 6.5 per cent a result of national pres-
sure.

Rogers elaborated on the role of innovations when

he said:

Innovators are venturesome individuals. . . . They

are generally young. . . . They are cosmopolite, even
breaking considerable geographical distance barriers

to form groups. . . . They spread new ideas as their
gospel. . . . They are likely to be viewed as deviants
by their peers. . . . They are in step with a dif-
ferent drummer from their peers. . . . They march to
different music.2 :

Educational studies could not be found that grouped
administrators into innovative adopter categories. The
number of truly innovative school leaders would be small.
As Rogers describes, more persons would be in the early
adopter category and the majority in the early and late
majority category.

Glines sees that changes are occurring that will
enable schools to progress faster in meeting the needs of
society.

Fortunately a new breed of school administrators is
being developed. Sometimes they are relatively si-
lent; sometimes they are rather noisy - but always
they are on the move; they realize that their schools
mirror them. They seek promising new opportunities

and the challenges of exciting educational develop-
ments .3

1Perry, "Patterns of Innovations in Detroit," pp. 252-
260.

2Everett Rogers, ''What are Innovators Like?" in Change
Process in the Bublic Schools ed. by Richard 0. Carlson,
et ai, (Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study of

Educational Administration, 1965), pp. 55-61.

lggllnes "Planning and Effecting Change in Schools,"
pb.
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Adoption rates of educational innovations, while
having accelerated considerably during the past few years,
still lag appreciably behind those of agriculture,
medicine, and industry.

Miller cites three general inhibiting factors in
the individual's reluctance to depart from the known.

The first is "traditionalism,' which is related to sta-
bility and in some situations can support needed continu-
ity. The second factor is ''laziness.'" Innovations re-
quire hard work. Closely related to laziness would be
indifference and rationalization. The last general factor
is '"fear and insecurity.'" Other factors more directly
related to schools are: administrative reticence, educa-
tional bureaucracy, insufficient finances, community in-
difference and resistance, inadequate knowledge about
the process of change, and inadequate teacher education
programs.1

Trump lists several traditions that are held in
high esteem and make it difficult to start new practices
in education:

Twenty-five to thirty students in a class is the
optimum size for effective instruction.

Instruction is best when one teacher does all of the
teaching for a given group of students.

1Richard I. Miller, "An Overview of Educationgl
Change," in Perspectives on Educational Change, ed. Miller,

pp. 8-19.
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The physically present voices of teachers and stu-
dents, plus the printed page, are the only respect-
able avenues to learning for students.
Higher salaries insure quality teaching.
Carlson suggests three barriers to change: (1)
the lack of officials who perform as change agents, (2)
the weak base of professional knowledge, and (3) the
domesticated nature of the school organization.
Gallup points out that the conservative nature of

a school's personnel often incorrectly assesses the atti-

tude of the parents. He states:

It appears now that parents approve of more needed
educational innovations than might be anticipated
by any educator. In fact, a greater number of par-
ents favor such innovations than the percentage of
their schools carrying them out. As far as the
parents are concerned, they are ready for more new
practices than the schools are giving them.

Evidence on the role of the administrator as a
change agent is now always clear. Brickell found that
such innovations as had occurred in Hew York State had

been initiated by the administrators.

1Lloyd J. Trump, "Influencing Change at the Second-
ary Level,' in Perspectives on Educational Change, ed.

Miller, (Appleton-Croft), pp. 58-59.

2Richard 0. Carlson, et al. Change Processes in the
Public School (Eugene, Oregon; Center for the Advanced
Study of Educational Administration, 1965.)

3Gallop Poll, "Parents are Ready,' The Instructor,
LXXVI (October, 1966), p. 154.

4Henry M. Brickell, Organizing New York State for
Educational Change (Albany, New York: State Education De-
partment, 1961).
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Skepticism over the ability of school administra-
tors to accept responsibility for the advocate role in
the change process is expressed by Gallaher. He sees
the administrator as being 'the man in the middle,"
balancing demands from interest groups and other pro-

fessionals.1

Summary

This chapter reviewed research related to the
nature of innovation and the role of the elementary school
principal in the innovation process.

Although some studies showed the principal to be
an important agent in innovation, it was found that many
groups and individuals are responsible for initiating
change. Since research on the role of the superintendent
has been more extensive, studies showed the superintendent
to be most instrumental in innovationm.

There has been a great deal of concern over the
rate of innovation and the minimal amount of money spent
on research and innovation in this country.

The main reasons wny it is so difficult to initiate
new changes in education are traditionalism, laziness,

fear and insecurity.

1Art Gallaher, J., "Directed Change in Formal Or-
ganizations: The School System,' in Change Processes in
the Public Schools, ed., Carlson, et al., (University of
Oregon) .
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Studies show that innovation is found to occur
more often in low socio-economic areas than in high socio-
economic areas; more in large schools than small schools;
more in supportive communities than in non-supportive com-
munities; and faster in smaller cormmunities than larger
communities.

The nature of the innovation and the attitude of
the superiors toward change has also been found to have
a great affect on acceptance of innovation, but principals
are the crucial factors because they must encourage and

support innovation with the teachers.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this investigation was to deter-
mine relationships existent between elementary school
principals and those innovational practices occurring
within their jurisdiction. The question was asked, 'To
what extent does the principal account for the divergence
of educational programs between schools?'" It has been
stated that the principal, as leader of the school,
largely determines the type of education offered and
either advances or retards the cause of change. To gather
information on this problem, principal and teacher percep-
tions were studied and facts related to the school and
innovation gathered. This chapter sets forth the proce-
dures followed in collecting data necessary to reach con-

clusions regarding the above variables.

Source of Data

An opportunity to secure a diversified sample of
elementary schools became available through the Michigan
State University Extern Program, elementary principals

sections X and Y during the 1974-75 school year. There

35
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were 25 principals enrolled in section X and 27 principals
enrolled in section Y. These principals and their related
schools became the population from which the sample was
drawn.

Access to these groups was gained through permis-
sion of Dr. Vandel Johnson and Dr. Edward Keller, Michigan

State University.

Sample Selection

Principals and théir staffs were chosen by the
same procedures from each extern section. All partici-
pants who wanted to be considered for this research proj-
ect were asked to complete a biographical form and from
a list of innovative practices indicate which ones were
occurring in their respective schools. A representative
sample was desired of schools indicating many innovative
changes as well as schools indicating few innovative
changes. Upon examination of the returns it was found
that both objectives were obtained.

A sample consisting of principals and teachers
from twelve to sixteen schools was determined to be ade-
quate for purposes of this study. The following criteria
were established as parameters in selecting the sample:

1. Schools should, if possible, consist of an

equal number of high innovative and low in-
novative scores.

2. Teachers should, if possible, consist of

equal numbers of high innovative and low
innovative scores.
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3. Organizational patterns should not include
grade combinations exceeding grade six.

4. Size of building staffs would be considered.
Representatives of small as well as large
teaching staffs were desired.

5. Principals must be full time and not new to the
principalship or school. A minimum of one year
tenure as principal was required for inclusion.

6. Teachers must not be new to the school and have
been in their present position for a minimum
of one year to be included in the study.

7. As many different locations and sites of school
districts would be selected as possible. Not

more than two principals from any one district
would be included.

Additional criteria were established for selection
of the sample. Distarnce and time required to collect the
data were included. These limitations, for practical pur-
poses, would become a factor only after the previous men-
tioned criteria were met.

Based on the criteria mentioned for the selection of
the sample, sixteen principals together with their staffs
were invited to take part in the research. Letters sent
briefly outlined the purpose of the study and the degree
to which they would become involved and included a Princi-
pal's Perception of Innovative Practices form.l

Three elementary principals responded by phone re-
questing that they not be included in the study. They were

thanked for their interest and not included in the final

sample selected.

1A11 letters sent are listed in Appendix A.
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Final selection consisted of 13 elementary schools
and their respective staffs, seven of which contained 118
teachers representing low innovative scores and six schools
contained 112 teachers representing high innovative scores.
Table 1 reviews the steps in selecting the schools and prin-

cipals.

TABLE 1.--Population of Elementary School Principals from
which Final Selection was Drawn.

Responded
Extern to Number
Enroll- Question- Inter- of
Principals ment naire Invited Accepted viewed Staff
Section X 25 16 8 7 7 118
Section Y 27 15 8 6 6 113
TOTAL 52 31 16 13 13 231

One hundred and eighty-eight teacher questionnaires
were returned or 81 per cent of total possible sample. In-
dividual building variations ranged from a low of 45 per
cent to a high of 100 per cent. When first-year teachers
and incomplete questionnaires were eliminated the final
usable count included in the study was 164 teachers, or
71 percent of the total respondents. Table 2 consists of

a complete analysis of teacher responses.
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TABLE 2.--Teacher Response to Questionnaires.

School Total Questionnaires Not Pzgtgént
Number  Staff Returned Included 1Included Returned
1. 17 13 12 1 76
2. 8 8 8 - 100
3. 17 11 10 1 65
4. 17 17 17 - 100
5. 30 15 14 1 50
6. 10 10 8 2 100
7. 20 9 8 1 45
8. 12 10 9 1 83
9. 12 11 10 1 92
10. 18 12 9 3 67
11. 22 20 16 4 91
12. 16 14 12 2 88
13. 32 28 21 7 88
TOTAL 231 188 164 24 71

Instruments Employed

Instruments used to collect the data were classified
into four categories: (1) general background information,
(2) innovations, (3) principal characteristics, and (4)

school climate.1

lAll instruments are listed in Appendix B.
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General Background Information

Instruments were designed for the purpose of secur-
ing information pertaining to principals, teachers, and
general school background. A total of seven items for
teachers and eight items for principals were selected that
provided biographical and school information. All items
were to be considered aé variables that related to the

problem and would prove to be significant in the study.

Check List of Innovations

This check list was developed to serve three pur-

poses: (1) its return indicated a willingness of the prin-

cipal to take part in the study; (2) information supplied
E was used in the selection process; and (3) to arrive at an
innovation score for each school in the study.

The check list was derived from an initial list of
thirty innovations as identified by Von Haden and revised

and reduced to fifteen innovative practices relevant to

elementary schoo].s.1

Interview Schedule

A second form was constructed using the format and
content of the previously designed Check List of Innova-
tions. The interviewer recorded on the form responses to

specific questions about previously reported innovations.

1Herbert I. Von Haden and Jean Marie King, Innova-
tions in Education: Their Pros and Cons, (Worthington, Ohio:
Charles A. Jones Publishing Co., 1971).
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Goals of the personal interview were: (1) to insure con-
sistency and precision of terminology in recording of in-
novative practices among sample schools, (2) provide a
second measure for determining a school's innovative score,
and (3) collect additonal information on specific innova-
tions previously reported.

Information concerning adoption and implementation
of innovative practices being used was accomplished through
the following three questions: (1) Who was the person(s)
responsible for the impetus of the innovation? (2) If im-
petus originated from the principal, where did he acquire
the information responsible for its initiation? (3) If
- the principal did not provide the beginning impetus, what

role, if any, did he play?

Principal Role Behavior

Principal Role Behavior Opinionnaire yields infor-
mation concerning perception of leadership style of the
principalship. These styles were determined as either
nomothetic or idiographic. The nomothetic person is one
who emphasizes the demands of the institution rather than
the individual. He would be task orientated and fit the
"administrator" role versus the 'leader'" role. Idiographic
persons would be more concerned with individuals than with
accomplishing the role of the institution. This is not
just the '"nice guy'" role; rather, the desired goals pur-

sued are accomplished through an emphasis of working with
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people. Guba and Bidwell describe in more detail the nomo-

thetic and idiographic roles.

Nomothetic - The nomothetic leader stresses the re-
quirements of the institution and the conformity of
role behavior to expectations at the expense of the
individual personality and the satisfaction of needs.
He perceives authority to be vested in his office,

and he maintains the scope of his inter-actions with
his subordinates in as diffuse a manner as possible.
He places heavy emphasis on the rules and procedures,
and he imposes extrinsic sanctions whenever feasible.
Effectiveness is his major standard of follower excel-

lence.

Idiographic - The idiographic leader, in contrast,
stresses the demands of the individuals personality,
his need structure, and need-motivated behavior. FEere
organizational requirements tend to be minimized.

This leader views his authority as delegated, and he
tends to maintain highly specific inter-actions with
his subordinates. His relationships to others are,

in general, particularistic, tailored to each individ-
ual's personality, and he places major reliance upon
intrinsic sanctions. Efficiency is his major standard

of follower excellence.l

Each question is answered on a six point scale:
(1) wusually, (2) often, (3) sometimes, (4) occasionally,

(5) rarely, and (6) never.

Organization Climate Description Questionnaire

The organizational climate of an elementary school
can be measured using the Organizational Climate Descrip-

tion Questionnaire designed by Halpin and Croft. This
questionnaire is based on a theory of interaction between

individuals in an organization and their ability to

lEgon G. Guba and Charles E. Bidwell, Administrative

Relationships - Teacher Effectiveness, Teacher Satisfaction,

and Administrative Behavior (Chicago: The Midwest Admin-
istration Center, University of Chicago, 1947), pp. 23-24.
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accurately perceive each other's behavior within a parti-
cular organizational setting. Behavioral theorists question
one's ability to '"'tell it 1like it is.'" Halpin found
through Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire studies
and those of the OCDQ that people were consistent in their
perception of what was '"out there." Halpin and Croft
were ''satisfied to take the position that the faculty's
consensus in its perception of the school's climate can be
used as a dependable index of what is out there."l

Halpin and Croft assigned the 64 OCDQ items into
eight subtests. Four of these subtests described charac-
teristics of teachers as a group, and the other four,
leader characteristics of the principal.

The pattern formed from these subtests can be used
to determine the climate of a school. Climate profiles
are arranged on a continuum from "open" to 'closed" as

follows:

1. The Open Climate describes an energetic, lively
organization which is moving towards its goals,
and which provides satisfaction for the group
members' social needs. Leadership acts emerge
easily and appropriately from both the group and

the leader.

2. The Autonomous Climate is described as one in
which leadership acts emerge primarily from the
group. The leader exerts little control over
the group members. Satisfaction from task achieve-
ment is also present, but to a lesser degree.

1Halpin, Administrative Theory in Education,
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of

Chicago, 1958), p. 147.
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3. The Controlled Climate is characterized best as
impersonal and highly task-oriented. The group's
behavior is directed primarily toward task accomp-
lishment, while little attention is given to be-
havior oriented or social-needs satisfaction.

4. The Familiar Climate is highly personal, but under-
controlled. The members of this organization sat-
isfy their social needs, but pay relatively little
attention to social control in respect to task
accomplishment.

5. The Paternal Climate is characterized best as one
in which the principal constrains the emergence
of leadership acts from the group and attempts to
initiate most of these acts himself. Little sat-
isfaction is obtained in respect to either achieve-
ment or social needs.

6. The Closed Climate is characterized by a high de-
gree of apathy on the part of all members of the
organization. The organization is not '"moving."
The members' behavior can be construed as "in-
authentic;" indeed, the organization seems to be
stagnant.1

Scoring Procedure

Upon receipt of principal and teacher questionnaires,
all instruments were separated and coded with a school num-
ber to protect anonymity. Screening was necessary since
teachers in their first year, like principals, were ex-
cluded from the sample. Participation was at all times
voluntary.

This is a relationship study and requires that
variables be identified for proper analysis. All instru-
ments were scored and tabulated, becoming variables that

would possibly identify significant relationships.

1Ibid., pp. 2-3.
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Pre-coding of all instruments was accomplished through con-
sulting with the Michigan State University Research Con-

sultation Center.

Background Information

All biographical and school information in rank-
interval form became variables. A numerical value was
assigned each possible response. Teachers' variables
were then tabulated and became mean building scores.
Other information including that of innovative practices
not in rank-interval form was analyzed through frequency

distribution, percentages, and observation.

Principal Characteristics

Principal Role Behavior score described the type
of leadership role exhibited by the principal. From raw

data, a score was determined by assigning a weighted value

to each of the six responses. All answers to odd numbered
statements were weighted from six to one in descending or-
der beginning with response ''usually,'" while all even
numbered statements were weighted from one to six in as-
cending order beginning with response '"'usually.' This
procedure resulted in all nomothetic responses being

scored high and all idiographic responses being scored

low. Respondents with a higher score than others would be
judged less-democratic. Provisions for missing responses

f were made by computing the mean‘weighted score and assign-

ing this value to each missing answer.
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Principal Role Behavior score for each school was
the result of totalling all teachers' score and computing

the means.

School Climate

Scoring of the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire was accomplished by summing all eight sub-
test scores for each individual. From these scores, mean
subtest scores for each school were computed and placed
on a continuum.

Climate scores for the schools in this study were
reported using this continuum scale of mean standard
scores. Highest resulting scores represent open climate
schools and lowest scores represent the schools with

closed climate.

Data Collection

Data were collected at three distinct times span-
ning a period of four months. 1In September, 1974 princi-
pals were asked to list the innovative practices taking
place in their respective buildings and complete the Gen-
eral Background Information Questionnaire. Six weeks
later, principals again contributed data when they re-
turned a Principals' Perception Practices Form in response
to the request inviting participation in this study.
These two instances of receiving data were preliminary to
the final selection of the sample. Information received
at these times was important and became a necessary part

of the total data.
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Thirteen principals were contacted by telephone
and an appointment for a personal interview with each
scheduled. This interview achieved several objectives:

1. A sealed packet of questionnaires for each
full time, regular, K - 6 teacher on the staff was deliv-
ered. Written instructions were reviewed with the prin-
cipal and questions clarified to insure uniformity of
administration between sample schools. A self-addressed,
stamped envelope was enclosed and complete anonymity was
stressed. Unmarked instruments for each teacher included:
(1) Biographical Information, (2) Principal Role Behavior
Opinionnaire, and (3) Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire. The option as to how these would be admin-
istered, either as a group or individually, was left to
the discretion of each principal. Flexibility in building
procedures was recognized as being necessary to accommo-
date the various master contracts and the principal's
"modus operandi."

2. Additional information was recorded relating
to innovative practices and to standardize between schools
a more consistent definition and understanding of innova-
tive practices.

Principal interviews commenced on October 9, 1974
and terminated November 4, 1974.

Co-operation from all participants was excellent
throughout the entire process. Each visit lasted from one

to two hours.
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Instruments were returned by U.S. mail over a two
month period. All data completed by principals were usable
and after screening out first-year teachers and incomplete

instruments, 164 of 231 teacher returns were processed.

Procedure for Analyzing Data

Data for this study were of two types: that col-
lected through various instruments completed by principals
and teachers to be used as variables, and information re-
corded during a personal interview with each principal to
be treated statistically but not employing statistical
inference.

In these types of data, instruments requiring hand
scoring were: Principal Role Behavior Opinionaire, Organ-
izational Climate Description Questionnaire, and the Check
List of Innovations. These scores together with an addi-
tional innovation score acquired from the Interview Schedule,
and biographical and school information, were recorded on
a master chart by school number. Scores from these instru-
ments, including both single principal and school scores,
plus group mean scores from teachers in each school gener-
ated the necessary variables required for the purpose of
examining desired relationships. Scores were punched and
verified on IBM cards and processed by the computer center

at Michigan State University.
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Summary

Thirteen principals and their 154 teachers were
subjects in this study to help determine if the leader-
ship qualities of a principal are related to the innova-
tive practices in the school.

Both innovative and non-innovative schools were
represented with staffs varying in size from 8 to 32
teachers.

The principals checked on a list the innovative
practices taking place in their schools. Afterwards a
personal interview was conducted to verify these innova-
tive practices.

Teachers responded to questionnaires relating to
school climate and the principal role behavior character-
istics as they perceived them. All participants, princi-
pals and teachers also completed a general background
questionnaire.

Descriptive statistics were generated by the use

of the CDC 6500 computor at Michigan State University.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter reports the findings received from 154
teachers and 13 elementary principals extracted from instru-
ments and personal interviews described in Chapter III.

Data collected from instruments completed by principals and
teachers will be discussed. Findings obtained from princi-

pal interviews on innovative practices will also be analyzed.

Findings from Instruments

This section presents the data that relate specifi-
cally to the primary purpose of this study; namely, to de-
termine if relationships exist among the leadership styles
of principals, school climate, and innovative practices.
Other characteristics of principals, teachers and schools
will also be reported if they have importance. Each

hypothesis will be reviewed by analyzing data pertirent

to each.

Innovative Practices

Importance of the Innovation Scores completed

for each school was recognized by employing two different
methods in its determination. The check list produced

50



the firs
five to

Table 3

51

t innovation score; a personal interview conducted
nine weeks later, resulted in a second score.

indicates the scores obtained from the Innovation

Check List and Interview Schedule.

TABLE 3.

--Innovation Scores for Participating
Schools Using the Innovation Check List and
Interview Schedule.

Innovation Scores

School Innovative Check
Number List Interview Schedule
1 2 1
2 3 2
3 4 1
4 4 3
5 4 2
6 5 4
7 5 3
8 10 9
9 11 9
10 9 8
11 8 5
12 12 8
13 9 7
Mean Score 6.6 4.9

Principal Leadership Style

The Principal Role Behavior Opinionnaire was used

to determine the leadership style of the principal.
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Table 4 shows the score based on the teachers' responses.
A low score represents a more idiographic style of lead-
ership while a higher score indicates a more nomothetic

style.

TABLE 4.--Scores of Principal Leadership Style as Perceived
by Teachers and Measured by the Principal Role
Behavior Opinionnaire

School Number
Non-Innovative

School Principal Role Behavior Score?

1 115

2 116

3 119

4 116

5 117

6 115

7 117
Innovative
Schools

8 108

9 106

10 106

11 106

12 102

13 107

aRepresents building mean scores.

Principals of innovative schools were judged to
have a more idiographic style of leadership as the scores
ranged from 102 to 108. Principals of non-innovative
schools were judged to be more nomothetic as their scores

ranged from 115 to 119.
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Organizational Climate of Schools

The organizational climate of schools (OCDQ) as
perceived by teachers resulted from the administration of
the OCDQ. Two methods of reporting school climate are re-
viewed in Table 5 and 6. Table 7 summarizes the percep-
tions of teachers on the various types of climate reported

in Table 6.

TABLE 5.--Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire
Scores as Measured by Teachers.

Organizational Climate Mean Score

School
Numbers Teachers' Score
1 159
2 138
3 146
4 151
5 139
6 125
7 141
8 156
9 156
10 158
11 162
12 149
13 159

The need for a single climate score for the pur-
pose of treating school climate is a variable and resulted
in this score being computed by summing all subtest scores.
Each of the 13 schools was ranked on a continuum from the
most closed climate school having the lowest score to the

least closed climate school having the highest score.
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TABLE 6.--Type of Organizational Climate as Determined by
Scores from Organizational Climate Description

Questionnaire.
School
Number Organizational Climate
1 Open
2 Familiar
3 Controlled
4 Autonomous
5 Familiar
6 Closed
7 Familiar
8 Open
9 Open
10 Open
11 Open
12 Controlled
13 Open

TABLE 7.--Number and Percentage of Various School Climates
as Perceived by Teachers.

School Climate Number of Schools Percentage

g

~J (OS R, RN Ne))
~ o

Open
Autonomous
Controlled
Familiar
Paternal
Closed

HOWNRMO
N =

Biographical and School Characteristics

i Of secondary importance to the basic purpose of the

study was that of principal, teacher, and school character-
istics--variables 6-14. These factors of significance will

be discussed in the following section treating the relation-

ship between variables.
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Relationship Among the Variables

The variables submitt
sought answers to hypotheses
I.
Variables 3-5 will be examine
6-14 will be selectively repo

have importance to the study.

ed for correlation analysis

1-5 as presented in Chapter

Table 8 provides a key to the variables and numbers.

d in detail and wvariables

rted as they relate and

TABLE 8.--Key to 14 Variables.

Variable
Number Variable
1 Innovation Check List Score
2 Interview - Innovation Score
3 Principal Role Behavior
4 School Climate
5 0OCDQ Score
6 Sex
7 Age Range
8 Years Experience in Education
9 Years in Present School
10 Major Barrier to Education
11 Socio-Economic Status
12 Consider School to be Innova-
tive?
13 Average Yearly Expenditure
14 Enrollment

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

There is no Significant Relationship Between the

Teachers' Perception

of the Principal Leadership

Style and Innovative

Practices as Determined by

the Principal.
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A Pearson product -~ moment correlation value of
r = .87 was obtained when the variables of Teachers' Per-
ception of Principals' Leadership Style was related to
the variable innovative practices as determined by the
principal (Table 9). A t score was obtained to test the

-5.85.

i

significance of r. This was found to be t
With 11 degrees of freedom, a t value larger than + 2.201
is significant at the .05 level when a two-tailed test is
used.

The results of testing Hypothesis 1 indicate there
is a significant difference in teachers' perception of
leadership style as related to innovative practices as
determined by the principal. As indicated in Table 4 prin-
cipals were judged to be more idiographic in their lead-
ership style in schools that had a high number of innova-

tive practices as determined by principals.

TABLE 9.--Statistical Relationship Between Variables 1 and

3.
Pearson Product - Level of
Moment Correlation Computed Significance
Value t value d.f. Value¥*
r = -.87 t = -5.85 11 + 2.201

* .05 level of significance

The null hypothesis is therefore rejected and the
alternate hypothesis is accepted for hypothesis I as there

is a significant relationship.



57

Hypothesis II

There is no Significant Relationship Between
Teachers' Perception of Principals' Leadership
Style and School Climate as Determined by the
Teachers.

A Pearson product--moment correlation value of
r = -.235 was obtained from a comparison of Principal
Leaderéhip Style and School Climate. Since n>30 a
critical-ratio Z test was computed to test whether r was
significantly different from 0. A value of -2.85 was com-
puted. Hypothesis II is rejected because the computed Z
value is less than + 1.96. This indicates a significant
relationship between the variables of principal leader-

ship style and school climate (Table 10).

TABLE 10.--Statistical Relationship Between Variables

3 and 4.
Pearson Product - Level of
Moment Correlation Computed Significant
Value Z Value N Value*
r = -.235 -2.85 153 + 1.96

* .05 level of significance

The null hypothesis is therefore rejected as there
is a relationship between the variables and the alternate

hypothesis is accepted.

Hypothesis IIL

There is no Significant Relationship Between
Biographical and School Characteristics, as
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reported by Principals and Teachers; and Innova-

tive Practices as Determined by the Principal.

This hypothesis was divided into areas of age,
years of experience in education, years in present school,
major barrier to educational change, socio-economic status
and the consideration of whether or not the school is con-
sidered innovative. Each of the characteristics were in-
dividually examined and reported separately.

Age.~--A distribution of ages of teachers is pre-
sented in Table 11. A chi-square value of 2.64 was gen-
erated with 4 degrees of freedom. A tabled value of 9.49
would be necessary to reject the hypothesis.

The largest number of teachers in each group were
found to be in the 20-29 age range. There were no signi-
ficant differences in actual frequency and theoretical
frequency for innovative and non-innovative schools in

any cell.

Years Experience in Education.--The distribution

of teachers by years of experience in education will be
found in Table 12. A computed value of 8.38 with 4 de-
grees of freedom was generated by comparing total years
of experience within innovative and rnon-innovative schools.
A tabled value of 9.49 would be required to produce a
significant difference. MNo significant differences were
found in comparing years of experience in education.

A total of 42 per cent of the teachers from innova-

tive schools had been teaching from 5-9 years. A total
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TABLE 11.--Contingency Table for Age Range.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
20 - 29
Observed No.: 35 33 68
Percentage: 45 43 44
Expected No. : 34 34 --
X2, .03 .03 -
30 - 39
Observed No. : 20 17 37
Percentage: 26 22 24
Expected No.: 18.5 18.5 --
X2 .12 .12 --
40 - 49
Observed No.: 7 11 18
Percentage: 9 14 12
Expected No.: 9 9 --
X2 44 A4 --
50 - 59
Observed No.: 13 11 24
Percentage: 17 14 16
Expected No.: 12 12 --
X2 .08 .08 -
Over 60
Observed No.: 2 5 7
Percentage: 3 6 6
Expected No.: 3.5 3.5 -~
X2 .64 .64 --

Computed Chi-square value = 2.643
Theoretical Chi-square value = 9.49
Conclusion accept H

of 40 per cent of teachers from non-innovative schools
had less experience (2-4 years) than teachers in innovative

schools.
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TABLE 12.--Contingency Table for Years Experience in

Education.
Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total

2-4 Years

Observed No.: 17 31 48

Percentage: 22 40 31

Expected No.: 24 24 --

X2 2.04 2.04 -
5-9 Years

Observed No.: 32 19 51

Percentage: 42 25 33

Expected No.: 25.5 25.5 --

X2 1.66 1.6 --
10-19 Years

Observed No.: 18 17 35

Percentage: 23 22 22.7

Expected No.: 17.5 17.5 --

X2 .01 .01 --
20-29 Years

Observed No.: 6 8 14

Percentage: 8 10 9

Expected No.: 7 7 --

X2 .14 .14 --
30 Years or More

Observed No. : 4 2 6

Percentage: 5 3 4

Expected No.: 3 3 --

X2 .33 .33 -~

Computed Chi-square value = 8.378
Theoretical Chi-square value = 9.49
Conclusion accept H0
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Years in Present School.--A distribution of teach-

ing experience in their present school is found in Table
13. A chi-square value of 10.86 was generated from the
data with 4 degrees of freedom. A tabled value of 9.49
was necessary in order for the variable to be significant.

The wvariable of. experience within the building
proved to be significant. A total of 44 per cent of all
teachers from innovative schools were in their present
building between 5 and 9 years. Sixty per cent of all
teachers from non-innovative schools were found to be in
their present building only from 2-4 years.

Major Barrier to Educational Change.--A distribu-

tion of the major barriers to educational change will be
found in Table 14. A chi-square value of 11.22 was gen-
erated with a degree of freedom of 6. A tabled value of
12.60 was necessary in order for the value to be signifi-
cant.

Teachers from schools designated as being innova-
tive indicated two major barriers to educational change.
Twenty-six per cent reported the school board and 39 per
cent reported a lack of funds as being hinderances to
change. Fifty-eight per cent of teachers from schools
designated as being non-innovative reported that a lack
of funds was the major barrier to educational change.

Socio-economic Status.--A distribution of socio-

economic status of the community as perceived by teachers
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TABLE 13.--Contingency Table for Years Experience in
Present School.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total

2-4 Years

Observed No.: 29 46 75

Percentage: 38 60 49

Expected No.: 37.5 37.5 --

X2 1.93 1.93 --
5-9 Years

Observed No.: 34 18 52

Percentage: 44 23 34

Expected No. : 26 26 --

X2 2.46 2.46 --
10-19 Years

Observed No.: 6 8 14

Percentage: 8 10 9

Expected No.: 7 7 --

X2 14 14 -
20 Years or More

Observed No.: 4 1 5

Percentage: 5 1 3

Expected No.: 2.5 2.5 --

X2 9 .9 --

Computed chi-square value = 10.862

Theoretical chi-square value = 9.49

Conclusion - reject H and accept H, as a significant dif-
ference resulted.

can be found in Table 15. A chi-square value was generated
of 33.49 with 4 degrees of-freedom. A Tabled value of 9.49

was necessary for significance to occur.
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TABLE 14.--Contingency Table for Major Barrier to
Educational Change.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
Superintendent
Observed No.: 7 4 11
Percentage: 9 5 7
Expected No.: 5.5 5.5 --
X2 .41 41 -
Principal
Observed No.: 3 3 6
Percentage: 4 4 4
Expected No.: 3 3 --
X2 0 .0 --
Teachers
Observed No.: 6 2 8
Percentage: 8 3 5
Expected Uo.: 4 4 -
X2 1 1 -
School Board
Observed No. : 20 9 29
Percentage: 26 12 19
Expected No.: 14.5 14.5 --
X2 2.09 2.09 -
Parents
Observed No.: 5 9 14
Percentage: 6 12 9
Expected No.: 7 7 --
X2 .57 .57 --
Professors
Observed No.: 0 0 0
Percentage: ¢ 0 0
Expected No.: 0 0 --
X2 0 0 -
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TABLE 14.-~-Continued.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total

S.D.E.

Observed No.: 6 5 11

Percentage: 8 () 7

Expected No.: 5.5 5.5 --

X2 .05 .05 -
Lack Funds

Observed WNo.: 30 45 75

Percentage: 39 58 49

Expected Ho.: 37.5 37.5 --

X2 1.50 1.50 --

Computed Chi-Square Value = 11.22
Theoretical Chi-Square Value = 12.60
Conclusion Accept Ho

The variable of socio-economic status proved to
the most significant variable tested. A total of 84 per
cent of all responses from innovative schools was obtained
by combining the individual cells of middle class and mid-

dle lower class.

Do You Consider this School to be Innovative?--A

distribution of teacher perceptions concerning whether or
not they consider their school to be innovative can be
found in Table 16. A chi-square value of .86 was obtained
with one degree of freedom. A tabled value of 3.84 was

necessary in order for a significant difference to occur.
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TABLE 15.--Contingency Table for Socio-Economic Status
of Community.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
Upper-Class
Observed No.: 0 1 1
Percentage: 0 1 .65
Expected No. : .5 .5 --
X2 .5 .5 --
Upper-Middle
Observed No.: 4 14 13
Percentage: 5 18 12
Expected No.: 9 9 --
X2 2.78 2.78 --
Middle-Class
Observed No.: 17 40 57
Percentage: 22 52 37
Expected WNo.: 28.5 28.5 --
X2 4.64 4. 64 --
Middle-Lower
Observed No. : 48 22 70
Percentage: 62 29 45
Expected No.: 35 35 --
X2 4.83 4.83 --
Lower-Class
Observed No. : 8 0 8
Percentage: 10 0 5
Expected No. : 4 4 -
%2 4 4 -

Computed chi-square value = 33.49
Theoretical chi-square value = 9.49
Conclusion - reject H0 and accept Hl as a significant dif-

ference resulted.
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It is interesting to note that teachers from both
innovative and non-innovative schools considered their
building to be innovative. There was a 71 per cent re-
sponse from innovative schools and a 78 per cent response
from non-innovative schools. No significant difference

was obtained as both groups were similar in response.

TABLE 16.--Contingency Table for Imnovative School.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
Yes
Observed No.: 55 60 115
Percentage: 71 78 75
Expz2cted No.: 57.5 57.5 --
X2 .11 .11 --
No
Observed No.: 22 17 39
Percentage: 29 22 25
Expected No.: 19.5 19.5 --
X2 .32 .32 --
Computed chi-square value = .86

Theoretical chi-square value = 3.84
Conclusion - accept HO

See Table 17 for a summary of the chi-square analysis.

Hypothesis IV

There is No Significant Relationship Between School

Climate as Determined by the Teacher and Innova-
tive Practices as Determined by the Principal.
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TABLE 17.--SUMMARY OF CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS
Biographical and School Characteristics.

Chi-Square Degree of Tabled

Variable Score Obtained Freedom Value Significance
Age 2.64 4 9.49 Not Significant
Experience in
Education 3.38 4 9.49 Not Significant
Years in
School 10.86 4 9.49 Significant
Barrier to
Education 11.22 6 12.60 Not Significant
Socio~economic
Status 33.49 4 9.49 Significant
Innovative
School .86 1 3.84 Not Significant

A Pearson Product moment correlation value of

r = .5 was obtained from comparing school climate and in-

novative practices. A t score was obtained to test the
significance of r. This was found to be 1.91. With 11
degrees of freedom, a t value larger than + 2.201 is
significant at the .05 level when a two-tailed test is
used (Table 18).

No significant differences were indicated by a
comparison of the variables of school climate as deter-
mined by the teacher and innovative practices as deter-

mined by the principals.
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TABLE 18.--Statistical Relationship Between Variables

5 and 1.
Pearson Product - Level of
moment correlation Computed Significance
value t value d.f. Value*
r= .5 t=1.91 11 + 2.201

* .05 level of significance.
The null hypothesis is accepted as no significant dif-
ferences occur.

Hypothesis V

There is No Significant Relationship Between the
Principals’ Perception of Innovations and Innova-
tions Observed.

A Pearson product moment correlation value of
r = .96 was obtained from testing the relationship of
innovation indicated by principal and observations ob-
served when principals were interviewed by this writer.
A t score was obtained to test the significance of r.
This was found to be t = 11.25 with one degree of freedom.
A tabled t value of + 2.201 is significant at the .05
level (Table 19).

In no case did principals' indication of innovations
taking place correspond to the number of innovations ob-

served when the writer visited the schools (see Table 3).
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TABLE 19.--Statistical Relationship Between Variables

1 and 2.
Pearson Product - Level of
moment correlation Computed Significance
value t value d.£f. Value*
r = .96 t = 11.25 1 + 2.201

* .05 level of significance.
The null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypoth-
esis is accepted as there is a significant difference com-

puted.

Other Significant Relationships
Among Selected Variable

Upon completion of analyzing the correlation neces-
sary to answer the questions posed by the study, several
significant correlations remained. Those that were deemed
to be related and provided additional meaning will be pre-

sented in this section.

Findings from Principal Data

TABLE 20.--Sex.

Male Female Total
Innovative Principals 5 1 6
Non-Innovative Principals 6 1 7
Total 11 2 13
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The majority of principals from each group were

male. (Each group had only one female principal.)

TABLE 21.--Age Range.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
20-29 0 0 0
30-39 5 6 11
40-49 1 1 2
50-59 0 0 0
60 and over 0 0 0

Age range showed similarity with 11 of 13 princi-
pals in the 30-39 age range. One principal from each group

was in the 40-49 age range.

TABLE 22.--Years Experience in Education.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
2-4 Years 0 0 0
5-9 Years 4 2 6
10-19 Years 2 4 6
20-29 Years 0 1 1
30 and over 0 0 0
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Innovative principals had less total experience in
education than non-innovative principals. A majority,
five out of seven, non-innovative principals were in
education almost twice as long as principals from the

innovative group.

TABLE 23.--Years in Present School.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
2-4 Years 4 6 10
5-9 Years 2 1 3
10-19 Years 0 0 0
20 Years or More 0 0 0

Conversely there were more principals from non-
innovative schools in the two-four year experience bracket
than principals from innovative schools. There was not a
single principal with more than nine years experience in
the sample.

Principals from innovative schools felt the major
barrier to education was a lack of funds. It was inter-
esting to note that even though principals from non-innova-
tive schools agreed they also felt teachers were also a

major barrier to educational change.



72

TABLE 24.--Major Barrier to Educational Change.

Innovative Non-Innovative
Schools Schools Total
Superintendent 1 0 1
Principal 0 0 0
Teacher 0 3 3
2 School Board 1 0 1
E Parent 0 1 1
é Professor 0 0 0
S.D.E. 1 0 1
; Lack Funds 3 3 6
i
§ TABLE 25.--Socio-Economic Status.
f Innovative Hon-Innovative
g Schools Schools Total
Upper-Class 0 0 0
Upper-Middle 1 3 4
: Middle 0 1 1
3 Middle-Lower 4 3 7
: Lower 1 0 1

Teachers and principals agreed in respect to socio-
economic status. As the table indicates, low socio-econ-
omic areas were represented in innovative as well as non-
innovative districts. However, more non-innovative schools

were represented by upper-middle status districts.
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TABLE 26.--Average Yearly Expenditures.

Innovative Non-Innovative Total
Less - 299 0 0 0
300 - 349 0 0 0
350 - 399 0 0 0
400 - 449 0 0 0
450 - 499 0 0 0
500 - 549 0 1 1
550 - 599 0 0 0
600 - 649 1 2 3
650 - 699 0 1 1
700 or More 5 3 8

average yearly expenditures.

There was agreement among all principals as to

schools designated as innovative.

The average was higher for

Five of the six innova-

tive principals came from schools with yearly expenditures

of over $700.

TABLE 27.--Enrollment.
Innovative Non-Innovative Total

300 - less 2 1 3
301 - 400 1 3 4
401 - 500 1 2 3
501 - 600 0 0 0
601 - 700 0 0 0
701 - 800 2 0 2
801 - 900 0 1 1
901 + 0 0 0
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The majority of schools, ten of 13, had enrollments
of 500 or fewer students. As the table indicates there
was no relationship between school enrollment and innova-

tions.

Findings from Interviews

A secondary purpose of this project was to explore
innovative practices reported by each principal and deter-
mine the extent and importance of the principal's role.
This was accomplished by posing three questions to each
principal. Questions included the following: (1) Who
were the person(s) responsible for the beginning impetus
of each innovation reported? (2) For innovations initiated
by the principal, where was the source of information for
the idea? and (3) For innovations not initiated by the
principal, was there a supporting role played?

Responsibility for Beginning Impetus
of Innovations by Categories

Table 28 shows the response of principals indicat-
ing who was responsible for the beginning impetus of the
innovations occurring in their buildings. The greatest
number was 42 or 42 per cent by principals; 30 or 30 per
cent came from teachers; 19 or 19 per cent came from dis-
trict administration or other administrative staff within
the district. Following in decreasing number were 6 or 6
per cent from the superintendents; 2 or 2 per cent from
governmental agencies, and the least number came from the

community, 1 or 1 per cent.
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Information Source of Innovations
Initiated by Principal

The purpose of this question was to identify the
source of ideas that resulted in the innovation being ini-
tiated by the principal and whether this source originated
from within or without the local school district.

Table 29 shows that the principals best source for
innovations to be meetings, conferences and workshops held
outside of the district, 28 or 34.2 per cent. Conferences,
meetings, workshops held in the district was next with 14
responses or 17.1 per cent. It was interesting to note
that fellow administrators both in and out of the district
did not play a large role for the initiation of innovation,

a total of 13 or 16 per cent.

Principal's Role for Innovation Initiated
by Others

Table 30 records the responses of principals con-

cerning innovations which were not initiated by themselves
but were ongoing in their buildings. Thirty-six or 38.7

per cent indicated innovations were being maintained through
their efforts and interests. Another 20 or 21.5 per cent
indicated they contributed greatly to the adoption of the
innovation while 16 or 17.2 per cent responded the innova-
tion was being carried on successfully due to their influ-
ence. Finally 21 or 22.5 per cent indicated they shared

little or no responsibility for the innovation.
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TABLE 30.~--Number and Percentages of Innovations for those not Initiated by Principals.
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Summary

All data collected while pursuing the objectives
of this study have been presented and analyzed in this
chapter. Various techniques of data comparison were used
including correlation coefficients calculated for vari-
ables submitted to statistical analysis. All hypotheses
were tested at the .05 level for appropriateness of sig-

nificance and the following conclusions made:

Hypothesis 1

There is no Significant Relationship Between the
Teachers' Perception of the Principal Leadership
Style and Innovative Practices as Determined by
the Principal.

The null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate
hypothesis was accepted as a significant relationship was

found.

Hypothesis II

There is no Significant Relationship Between Teach-
ers  Perception of Principals' Leadership Style and
School Climate as Determined by the Teachers.

The null hypothesis was rejected as a relationship
was found to exist between the variables and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis III

There is no Significant Relationship Between Bio-
graphical and School Characteristics, as Reported
by Principals and Teachers; and Innovative Practices
as Determined by the Principal.
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This hypothesis was divided in areas of age, years
experience in education, years in present school, major
barrier to educational change, socio-economic status, and
the consideration of whether or not the school is con-
sidered innovative. The variables of age, years experi-
ence in education, major barrier to change and whether or
not the school was considered to be innovative were accepted
as no significant differences were found. The variables of
years experience in present school and socio-economic status

were rejected as significant differences were found to exist.

Hypothesis IV

There is no Significant Relationship Between School
Climate as Determined by the Teacher and Innovative
Practices as Determined by the Principal.

The null hypothesis was accepted and the alternate

hypothesis was rejected as no significant differences were

L found.

Hypothesis V

There is no Significant Relationship Between the
Principals’ Perception of Innovations and Innova-
tions Observed. '

The null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate
hypothesis was accepted as a significant difference was

found.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

This study proposed to examine the principalship as
a key element in determining the extent of innovative prac-
tices occurring within an elementary school. Relationships
were sought between the principal's leadership style, the
school's organizational climate, other selected biographical
and school characteristics and innovativeness. Through
these factors conhécting the principal to innovation, an-
swers were sought explaining the variance and wide divergence
in schools' ability to reflect the changing needs of today.

A sample of thirteen public elementary schools were
selected for the study. Principals were requested to com-
plete a Checklist of Innovations survey and furnish bio-
graphical and school information data. The 154 teachers
furnished data by completing the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire, Principal Role Behavior Opinion-
naire, and biographical and school information. Additional
principal involvement included an interview by this writer
to determine what innovations were actually occurring.

Data obtained were of two types. Scores that were

derived from the various instruments and other nonstatistical
81
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information were recorded. Instrument scores from each of
the buildings became school scores plus mean sample scores
for the complete sample. Individual school scores plus
mean sample scores became the variables to be examined.
Interview information was reported separately and not sub-
mitted to statistical analysis.

To determine whether or not a relationship existed
between variables, data were submitted to the Michigan
State University computor center. The product-moment cor-
relation coefficient and chi-square values were generated
to test the variables. The t distribution was used to
establish the range of significance at the .05 level.

Those questions answered through statistical in-
ference became the operational hypotheses and were tested
by being cast into null hypotheses as follows:

1. There is no significant relationship between
the teachers' perceptions of the principal leadership style
and innovative practices as determined by the principal.

2. There is no significant relationship between
teachers' perception of principals leadership style and
school climate as determined by the teachers.

3. There is no significant relationship between
biographical and school characteristics as reported by
principals and teachers and innovative practices as deter-

mined by the principal.
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4. There is no significant relationship between

school climate as determined by the teacher and innovative
practices as determined by the principal.

5. There is no significant relationship between
the principal's perception of innovations and innovations

observed.

i
i
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%
i
¥
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Conclusions Related to the Variables

Hypothecated Question

1. The principals' leadership style as measured
on a nomothetic-idiographic continuum, did show a signi-
ficant relationship to innovative practices measured for

each school.

i 2. The data strongly indicated a relationship
between the principals' leadership style and the organiza-
tional climate of the schools. Principals who were more
idiographic in their leadership style were also in schools
having a more open organizational climate. The data seemed
to suggest that where a low leadership score was produced
there would also exist a high climate score.

3. The innovative score computed for each build-
ing did relate to certain biographical and school charac-
teristics. The factors most likely to predict the degree

of innovative practices were those of years of experience

in present school and the socio-economic status of the

: community.
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4. School climate, greatly reflecting the morale
of the staff, did not appear to be a determining factor in
school innovation. Innovative schools were not more open
in their climate than schools with a more closed climate.

5. In all cases the principals' total number of
innovations did not agree with the number of innovations

observed by the writer.

Other Variables

6. The age range of principals showed that 11 of
13 principals were in the 30-39 age bracket. Only one prin-
cipal from innovative and one principal from non-innovative
schools were over 40 years of age. Therefore age of the
principal had no relationship to the degree of innovative-
ness.

7. Innovative principals had fewer total years
of experience in education than non-innovative principals.
A majority of non-innovative principals have been in educa-
tion twice as long as principals from innovative schools.
It seems that the more experience a principal has the less
innovative he tends to be.

8. Principals from innovative schools felt the
major barrier to education was a lack of funds. Principals
from non-innovative schools concurred but felt teachers

were also a major barrier to educational change.
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9. Principals agreed with teachers in that they
felt the socio-economic status of the district to be an
important variable in the innovative process.

10. Average yearly expenditures were greater for
schools designated as being innovative. Principals and
teachers both indicated lack of funds to be a major bar-
rier to educational change.

11. Schools with a more open climate came from
those designated as being innovative. This indicates
teachers view the school as being innovative where the

principal is more idiographic in leadership style.

Conclusions Related to Innovative Practices

1. As one might expect, principals were respon-
sible for the majority of the innovations occurring within
their schools. Teachers were close behind in being the
impetus of educational change within the school.

2. Major sources of information for new ideas
leading to innovations originated outside the local school
district.

3. Principals had little or no involvement with
the initiating, encouraging, or helping in 22.5 per cent
of all innovations reported. Of the innovations reported
38.7 per cent of principals felt the innovations to be

maintained through their effort and interest.
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Implications

Since the statistical technique used in this study
shows relationship only, cause and effect has to be in-
ferred from a theoretical base.

1. The failure of this study to identify a
specific style of leaderchip with innovative practices sup-
ports the theory that leader behavior of the principal is
derived simultaneously from the interaction between demands
of the institutions and needs of the individuals. Innova-
tions consisted of material acquisition and program devel-
opment. Principal leadership style consisted of both no-
mothetic and idiographic dimensions. As innovations be-
come more content and process oriented, requiring basic
changes in the instructional program for implementation,

a principal capable of being more idiographic in leadership
style would seem necessary.

2. Indications are that teachers in their first
five years of teaching should be exposed to extensive in-
service experiences in innovative practices.

3. Principals might become more effective as
educational leaders if they could more accurately perceive
their relationships with teachers. Incongruence of per-
ception seems to indicate a lack of working cooperatively
together in planning and implementing the educational pro-
gram. Principals need to recognize that their leadership
style may not be viewed by teachers as they would like.

Verbal and nonverbal communication should be improved.
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4, School systems must examine their policies and
procedures as they contribute to a principal's inability
to create a climate conducive to high morale and staff
reception to change, Continual feedb ck must be provided
for proper evaluation. Productivity increases if people
know how they are doing, otherwise apathy sets in.

5. Increased need and demand for involvement in
the decision making and implementation process for both
principals and teachers is needed.

6. -Working alone as generalists, capable of being
all things to all people, is an outmoded concept for both
teachers and principals. Important educational decisions
must be the result of cooperative teaming effort, not the
prerogative of individuals. Shared responsibility for the
total program would result in a redefinition of roles.

7. Greater opportunities are needed for educa-
tors to share ideas, observe new programs, discuss and de-
bate the issues of education. Attendance should be en-
couraged and supported to county, regional, state, and
national meetings and workshops where new methods, pro-
cesses, techniques, and materials are seen and demonstrated.

8. Since the innovations that principals per-
ceived in their schools did not always exist, it appears
that principals need to have a clearer conception of what
constitutes an innovation. It would necessitate that prin-

cipals do the following: adequate research, visit schools,
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attend conferences, and consult experts to evaluate the

particular innovation under consideration.

Recommendations for Further Study

1. Research should be conducted on educational
innovation as an acceptance of ideas rather than as
generally accepted adoption of objects. The profession
needs to develop a means of measuring one's ability to be
flexible, receptive to new ideas, and experimental in na-
ture.

2. Studies should be undertaken to identify the
criteria on which to base the identification of innovative
practices. This is not to imply that uniform standards
should be established, but rather the provision of steps
or degrees along a continuum giving direction and assis-
tance in helping to evaluate programs and provide a type
of feedback.

3. While the findings of this study did not
statistically indicate significance between the school
climate and innovative practices, sufficient indications
were revealed to warrant continued research on the rela-
tionship of the organizational climate of the school to
that of innovativeness.

4. More definitive research should be undertaken
establishing the underlying causes contributing to a
school's climate being closed. Experimental studies
should investigate the effect of variables other than the

principal.
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5. A replication of this study might be made com-
paring school districts of vérious sizes with various de-
grees of bureaucratic structure.

6. In order to bring into sharper focus leader-
ship style and other variables, a larger sample should be
selected to include only those schools clearly on one end
of the innovative continuum.

7. A research project might be considered to ex-
plore relationships between professional staffs' attitude
toward change, the degree of responsibility given the
school administrator, the organizational climate of the
central administration staff, and innovative practices

in schools.

8. The five to nine year experience group showed
greater innovativeness than the one to four year experi-
ence group. It is recommended that a study be conducted
which would include teaching experience greater than nine
years to determine whether or not the degree of innovative-

ness would continue to grow.
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LETTER SENT TO PRINCIPAL

October 2, 1974

Dear

Your willingness to take part in this study examining the
principals’' leadership style and the personality of the
school is greatly appreciated.

Data will be collected by teachers responding to a fre-
quently used questionnaire that measures the '"personality"
of the school (Organizational Climate Description Question-
naire) and an instrument called the "Principals' Role
Behavior Opinionnaire.'" As your part you have already
completed a survey sheet. I would also appreicate you
completing the enclosed "Principals Perception of Innova-
tive Practices' form enclosed with this letter.

I will be contacting you within the next several weeks to
arrange a personal interview dealing with the changes
in your school.

Both your involvement and your staff's involvement should
not take over forty-five minutes in time.

Sincerely yours,

A. Arthur Behrmann
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INSTRUCTION LETTER SENT
TO PRINCIPAL

October 4, 1974

Dear

Enclosed in the attached envelope are the materials that
your staff should complete as their part in the study being
conducted at Michigan State University dealing with the
principal's role and innovations.

Please follow the instructions listed below. Consistency
between schools is important for wvalid research to be
conducted.

1. This envelope should be opened in the pres-
ence of the faculty at the date and time
agreed upon for completing the materials

enclosed.

2. Pencils should be used, enabling more accuracy
of scoring in the event of corrections or
changes.

3. Teachers should begin immediately, starting

with "Biographical Information" and continu-
ing through all pages. Specific instructions
are on each instrument.

4. When all pages have been completed, the instru-
ments should be placed in the enclosed self-
addressed, stamped envelope, along with any
unused materials, sealed and mailed by the
school secretary or teacher representative.

Thank you for your time and cooperation and that of your
staff.

Sincerely,

A. Arthur Behrmann

Enclosure
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LETTER SENT TO TEACHERS

October 4, 1974

Dear Teachers,

Your willingness to take part in this study, con-
ducted at Michigan State University, examining the princi-
pal's leadership style and the personality of the school,
is greatly appreciated.

As your part, you will be asked to complete a
biographical data sheet, the Organizational Climate Des-
cription Questionnaire and the Principal Role Behavior
Opinionnaire. These instruments should not require more
than thirty to forty minutes of your time. Specific
directions for completing the forms will be found on the
instruments themselves.

Complete anonymity will be maintained at all times.
All data will be compiled by school number only, no names
please. The completed instruments will be placed in a
large envelope, sealed and mailed by a teacher representa-
tive or the school secretary the afternoon after comple-
tion by you.

There will be no possible way to later identify
respondents, therefore complete, frank answers to all
questions is requested.

A most sincere ''thank you" for your help in making
this research project possible.

Sincerely,

A. Arthur Behrmann
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT
TO PRINCIPALS

October 25, 1974

Dear

Thank you so much for the time spent with me several
weeks ago. I realize how busy you and your staffs are
and how valuable your time is. It sometimes seems a
chore to fill out another survey but it is really
important to me.

If you have not been able to return the completed opinion-
naires as yet and have any questions please feel free to
call me collect at 517-694-0752.

Once again please extend my thanks to your staff and
accept my personal thanks for your cooperation and
support.

Many thanks,

A. Arthur Behrmann
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Name

Check List of Changes

School

District

School Address

Grades in School

Years Principal in
Present Building

Phone

School Enrollment

Full Time Staff

Directions:

applicable, leave blank if not.
then complete column 3 when possible.

Opposite each change place an X in column 1 and 2 when
If you X columm 1 or 2,

1 2 3
1 Currently ©Planned for Involvement
Changes in use or 1974-75
being School Grade No.
Planned Year Level Cla.

Particularly Computer Assisted Instruction

1Herbert Von Haden and Jean Marie King, Innovations in Educa-
Their Pros and Cons, Charles A. Jones Publishing Co., Worthing-

1. Individualized Instruction
2. Multi-Media Centers

3. The Nongraded School

4, Programmed Learning:

5. Parent-Teacher Conferences
6. Behavioral Objectives

7. Performance Contracting

8. Outdoor Education

9. Sex Education

10. Perceptual-Motor Learning
11. Preschool Education

12. Extended School Year

13. Differentiated Staffing
14, Team Teaching

15. Teacher Aides

tion:

ton, Ohio,
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

Please place a check indicating the appropriate category
for each statement. For all categories requesting years
as a response, count the current school year.
l. Sex:

(1) Male (2) Female

2. Age Range:

(1) ___ 20-29 (4)____ 50-59
(2) ___ 30-39 (5) ___ 60-over
(3) ___ 40-49

3. Years experience in education:
(1) "1st year (4) ___ 10-19 years
(2) _ 2-4 years (5) ___20-29 years
(3)___ 5-9 years (6) 30 years or more

4. Years in present school:

(1) lst year (4) 10-19 years
(2) 2-4 years (5) 20 years or
more
(3) 5-9 years
T

5. What do you consider to be the major barrier to educa-
tional change? (Mark only one.)

(1) Superintendent (5) Parents

(2) Principal (6) College Prof.

(3) Teachers (7)) State Dept. of
Education

(4) School Board

(8) Lack of funds
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6. Socio-economic status of your community:

(1) Upper Class (4) Middle-Lower
(2) Upper-Middle (5) Lower Class
(3) Middle Class

7. Do you consider this school to be innovative?
(Teachers only)

D) Yes (2) Ho

8. Average yearly expenditure per child: (Principals only)

(0)__ $299 or less (5)___ $500-%549
(1) $300-$349 (6) ___ $550-$599
(2)__ $350-$399 (7)___ $600-$649
(3)__ $400-$449 (8)___ $650-$699
(4) _ $450-$%499 (9) ___ $700 or more

9. Enrollment: (Principals only)

(1) 300 or less (5) 601-700
(2) 301-400 (6) 701-800
(3) 401-500 (7) 801-900

(4) 501-600 ) (8) 901 or more
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Principal's Perception
of Innovative Practices

School Number

A B C

e T

W 0 N & U

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

. Perceptual-Motor Learning

Individualized Instruction

Multi-Media Centers

The Nongraded School

Programmed Learning:

- Particularly Computer Assisted Instruction

Parent-Teacher Conferences

Behavioral Objectives

Performance Contracting

Outdoor Education

Sex Education

Preschool Education

Extended School Year

Differentiated Staffing

Team Teaching

Teacher Aides
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Key to Principal Interview Schedule

A. Person(s) responsible for the beginning impetus of
each innovation.

Superintendent 6. Community

Principal 7. State Department of

Teachers Education

District Adminis- 8. U.S. Office of Educa-

trative and Super- cation and other

visory Staff Federal Agencies

School Board 9. Textbook Publishers
10. Other

B. What was your source of information for innovations
initiated by you?

Fellow principals in district

Fellow principals out of district
Professional friends in district

Professional friends out of district
Meetings, conferences, workshops, in district
Meetings, conferences, workshops, out of
district

Professional journals and publications
University classes

Other

C. Even though you did not initiate these innovations,
the following applies:

I contributed greatly to its adoption.
Success due in large part to my influence.
Innovation is being maintained through my
efforts and interest.

I shared little or no responsibility.
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Principal Role Behaviorl

Peonle have different ideas about what school prin-
cipals do. Read through the items in the Principal Role
Behavior opinionnaire and think about the extent to which
you would say your principal carries out the task in the
manner described in each item.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Indicate your responses to each item by circlin
the number that best represents how often you think your
principal does carry out the task in the mauner described.

Each number in each column refers to the frequency
to which your principal does carry out the task in the man-
ner described.

All answers are to be recorded on the answer sheet
which is the last page of this instrument. -NOTE- Items
are arranged in a left to right manner, like reading.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Usually  Often Sometimes Occasionally Rarely HNever
SAMPLE
Item - Evaluates teacher effectiveness on the basis of how

much they follow school policies and procedures and
carry out the planned program.
1(® 3 4 5 6

The response to this statement would indicate that
the teacher views the principal as often evaluating teacher
effectiveness on the basis of how much they follow school

policies and procedures.

TURN THE PAGE AND INDICATE YOUR RESPONSES ON THE ANSWER SHEET

1Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Milton Fuhr, Wayne
State University, 1970.
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Principal Role Behavior

Statements

My principal does it - - -

2 3 4 5 6

Usually Often Sometimes Occasionally Rarely Never

1.

10.

11.

Discovers changes that need to be made in the curriculum by
keeping posted on new developments in teaching methods and in
subject matter recommended by curriculum experts.

When planning how to improve the curriculum, checks to see if
the present program is making the best use of the interests and

abilities of each teacher.

Has teachers make only those changes in the school's instructional
program that have been adopted on a system wide basis.

Decides if a new instructional method should be introduced, by
encouraging teachers to try it out and see if they think it is
better than current methods, since each teacher knows best what

methods are appropriate to students.

Makes changes in the instructional program by pointing out that
the change has been officially adopted and that everyone should
make the necessary changes in his work.

Helps bring about curriculum changes by giving some free time to
teachers who are trying out new ideas in their classes.

Evaluates the effectiveness of the curriculum and of teaching
according to how many teachers like what is going on, and then
attempts changes in line with teachers' suggestions.

Evaluates the effectivesness of the curriculum and teaching accord-
ing to how well they meet established program objectives and
makes use of available instructional supplies and equipment.

Works individually with each teacher to help him identify possible
ways for improving his classroom instruction.

Discovers the professional weakness of teachers by visiting classes
on a regular basis to see how well teachers are using recommended

methods and procedures.

Tries to keep those teachers on the school staff who are willing
to learn about some of the ''mew ideas" in education and like to
try out their own ideas in the classroom,
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My principal does it - - -

2 3 4 5 6

Usually Often Sometimes Occasionally Rarely Never

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

170

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Improves an obvious weakness in the abilities of teachers by set-
ting up an in-service program found to be successful in other
schools, even though some teachers feel the program imposes
things on them contrary to their wishes.

Get teachers to upgrade their performance by urging them to dis-
play independence in carrying out their assigned job, using
others' suggestions only when they can be integrated with their
own goals and abilities.

Insists that a teacher participates in an in-service program
favored by a majority of teachers, even if the teacher has dis-
agreed with it, since no exceptions can be allowed in carrying
out a group decision.

Evaluates teachers effectiveness on the basis of how much they
follow school policies and procedures and carry out the planned
program.

Evaluates teachers in the school on the basis of their ability
to work cooperatively with other teachers.

Calls attention to the need for favorable school-community rela-
tionships by pointing out that schools depend upon the financial
support of citizens.

Finds out how school-community relationships should be improved
by asking teachers to list aspects of their lives in the local
community that are personally the most irritating and frustrating.

"Backs up" the teacher in any public controversy between a
teacher and a parent or between a teacher and a pupil.

Refers all important problems with parents to superiors, since
they are the best qualified by legal position and training to
handle such critical issues.

Shows extreme firmness in the control of the information and
material given to parents and citizens, since it is important
that citizens gain a favorable impression of our school program.

Keeps in close touch with parents and teachers about school prob-
lems, pointing out that the best solution to school-~-community
differences are usually achieved when everyone is encouraged

to voice his own opinion.
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My principal does it - - -

2 3 4 5 6

Usually Often Sometimes Occasionally Rarely Never

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Evaluates school-community relationships by finding out if teach-
ers feel they have enough freedom in their personal lives in the

community.

Decides how desirable our relationships are with local citizens
by finding out what parents like and don't like about our pro-
gram, because lack of accurate information might interfere with
carrying out the planned program.

Before making a change in what instructional supplies and equip-
ment are purchased, discovers if teachers feel that it is easy

to adapt present materials to the various interests and abilities
of students.

Finds cut if the administration of activity funds and instruct-
tional facilities needs to be improved by seeing how long it
takes to cut through "red tape'" when fast action is needed.

Adopts a system of records and reports only if it has been found
to be satisfactory in other schools and school systems in the
state.

Selects a system of requesting instructional materials and equip-
ment that allows each teacher enough flexibility to select those
he can adapt to his own particular work.

Tries to improve the use of the guidance information we have on
students by having several interested teachers study the prob-
lem and develop a series of suggestions that teachers may use as
a guide.

Keeps track of the use of school activity funds by setting up a
central system of booking and periodic reports from teachers so
any mismanagement can be checked before it gets out of hand.

Finds out if present methods of administering funds and instruc-
tional facilities provide sufficient information to the school
board so that they can make meaningful decisions regarding the
school progran.

Judges a procedure for managing school materials and equipment
according to how many teachers think it helps them carry out
tasks and responsibilities they feel are important.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION
QUESTIONNAIRE

A. W. Halpin and D. C. Croft

The items in this questionnaire describe typical
behaviors or conditions that occur within an elementary
school organization. Please indicate to what extent each
of these descriptions characterizes your school. Please
do not evaluate the items in terms of "good™ or 'bad'" be-
havior, but read each item carefully and respond in terms
of how well the statement describes your school.

The descriptive scale on which to rate the items
is printed at the top of each page. Please read the in-
structions which describe how you should mark your an-
swers.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to secure a
description of the different ways in which teachers behave
and of the various conditions under which they must work.
After you have answered the questionnaire we will examine
the behaviors or conditions that have been described as
typical by the majority of the teachers in your school, and
we will construct from this description, a portrait of the
Organizational Climate of your school.

Marking Instructions

Printed below is an example of a typical item found
in the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire:

Rarely occurs
Sometimes occurs
Often occurs

Very Frequently occurs

LN

Example

Teachers call each other by their first names.

1 2@4

In this example the respondent marked alternative
3 to show that the interpersonal relationship described by
this item "often occurs' at his school. Of course, any of
the other alternatives could have been selected, depending
upon how often the behavior described by the item does, in-
deed, occur in your school.

Mark your response clearly, as in the example. PLEASE
BE SURE THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEM!
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i 1 Rarely occurs
i 2 Sometimes occurs
: 3 Often occurs
] 4 Very Frequently occurs
i 1. Teachers' closest friends are other
- faculty members at this school. 1 2 3 4
g 2. The mannerisms of teachers at this
{ school are annoying. 1 2 3 4
E.
i 3. Teachers spend time after school
with students who have individual
problems. 1 2 3 4
4. Instructions for the operation of
teaching aids are available. 1 2 3 4
5. Teachers invite other faculty mem-
: bers to visit them at home. 1 2 3 4
:
| 6. There is a minority group of teach-
' ers who always oppose the majority. 1 2 3 4
7. Extra books are available for class-
room use. 1 2 3 4
b 8. Sufficient time is given to prepare
5 administrative reports. 1 2 3 4
| 9. Teachers know the family background
5 of other faculty members. 1 2 3 4
10. Teachers exert group pressure on non-
conforming faculty members. 1 2 3 4
gi 11. In faculty meetings, there is the
v feeling of ''let's get things done." 1 2 3 4

12. Administrative paper work is burden-
some at this school. 1 2 3 4

13. Teachers talk about their personal
life to other faculty members. 1 2 3 4

14. Teachers seek special favors from
the principal. 1 2 3 4

15. School supplies are readily avail-
able for use in classwork. 1 2 3 4

16. Student progress reports require
too much work. 1 2 3 4




17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
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Teachers have fun socializing to-
gether during school time.

Teachers interrupt other faculty
members who are talking in staff
meetings.

Most of the teachers here accept the
faults of their colleagues.

Teachers have too many committee
requirements.

There is considerable laughter when
teachers gather informally.

Teachers ask nonsensical questions
in faculty meetings.

Custodial service is available
when needed.

Routine duties interfere with the
job of teaching.

Teachers prepare administrative re-
ports by themselves.

Teachers ramble when they talk in
faculty meetings.

Teachers at this school show much
school spirit.

The principal goes out of his way
to help teachers.

The principal helps teachers solve
personal problems.

Teachers at this school stay by
themselves.

The teachers accomplish their work
with great vim, vigor, and pleasure.

The principal sets an example by
working hard himself.

The principal does personal favors
for teachers.

Rarely occurs
Sometimes occurs
Often occurs

Very Frequently occurs

4
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34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44 .

45.

46.

47.

48.
49.

50.

51.

109
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Teachers eat lunch by themselves in
their own classrooms.

The morale of the teachers is high.

The principal uses constructive
criticism.

The principal stays after school to
help teachers finish their work.

Teachers socialize together in
small select groups.

The principal makes all class-
scheduling decisions.

Teachers are contacted by the
principal each day.

The principal is well prepared when
he speaks at school functions.

The principal helps staff members
settle minor differences.

The principal schedules the work
for the teachers.

Teachers leave the grounds during
the school day.

The principal criticizes a specific
act rather than a staff member.

Teachers help select which courses
will be taught.

The principal corrects teachers'
mistakes.

The principal talks a great deal.

The principal explains his reasons
for criticism to teachers.

The principal tries to get better
salaries for teachers.

Extra duty for teachers is posted
conspicuously.

Rarely occurs
Sometimes occurs

Often occurs

Very Frequently occurs
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Rarely occurs
Sometimes occurs

Often occurs

Very. Frequently occurs

S

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

The rules set by the principal

are never questioned. 3
The principal looks out for the

personal welfare of teachers. 3
School secretarial service is

available for teachers' use. 3
The principal runs the faculty

meeting like a business conference. 3
The principal is in the building

before teachers arrive. 3
Teachers work together preparing

administrative reports. 3
Faculty meetings are organized

according to a tight agenda. 3
Faculty meetings are mainly prin-

cipal-report meetings. 3
The principal tells teachers of

new ideas he has run across. 3
Teachers talk about leaving the

school system. 3
The principal checks the subject-

matter ability of teachers. 3
The principal is easy to under-

stand. 3
Teachers are informed of the results

of a supervisor's visit. 3
Grading practices are standardized

at this school. 3
The principal insures that teachers

work to their full capacity. 3
Teachers leave the building as soon

as possible at day's end. 3
The principal clarifies wrong ideas

a tearher may have. 3
Schedule changes are posted con-

spicuously at this school. 3
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