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Effective relationships among the levels of educational 

administrators will support the emphasis on academic excel-

lence at national, state, and local levels. Recognizing the 

factors involved and understanding the interactions of those 

factors is a complex process. This study examined the 

bureaucratic leadership style of a superintendent in the 

organizational structure and the social interaction between 

the superintendent and campus principals in that organization 

as perceived by the principals. 

Quantitative data were collected by using two instru-

ments: (1) the Administration Organi zationa1 Inventory to 

define the superintendent's bureaucratic leadership style 

and (2) the Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire to 

determine the degree of social interaction between the 

superintendent and the campus principals. The study 

included the superintendent and the forty-three principals 

of a Texas suburban public school. 

Data analysis examined the leadership style and its 

relationship to the social interaction and both style and 



social interaction in relationship to age, sex, elementary 

or secondary level, and years of experience as a principal. 

Results of the study did not clearly define the super-

intendent's leadership style in a bureaucratic organization 

and indicated no significant difference between the style 

and social interaction and the four biographical variables. 

However, analysis of the data revealed that more principals 

perceived the superintendent as a Professional with a high 

degree of expertise and low degree of authority when 

biographical data were considered. Principals who perceived 

the superintendent as having a high degree of expertise 

also indicated they had a warm and friendly social relation-

ship with the superintendent. Further analysis revealed that 

older, male, secondary principals with more than ten years of 

experience had a warm and friendly social interaction with 

the superintendent. 

This study attempted to provide greater knowledge of 

the organizational structures and the inward workings of 

a school system so that other administrators might better 

understand essential factors affecting district decisions 

and practices. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Abbott (1) described the school organization as a highly 

developed bureaucratic model that most administrators adopt. 

The bureaucratic model, developed by Weber (28) , in its pure 

form included five central characteristics: (1) hierarchy 

of authority, (2) division of labor and specialization, (3) 

rules and regulations, (4) impersonality, and (5) career 

orientation. Sergiovanni (12) described that bureaucratic 

model as a "well oiled machine," organizing human talents 

for the production of services to clients. 

Applying Weber's model to the educational system, Punch 

(11), McKay (10), and Isherwood and Hoy (8) found the com-

ponents of Weber's ideal type were not isolated variables. 

Instead they formed two distinct types of organizations that 

were most commonly found in the schools: the "professional" 

and the "bureaucratic." 

Barnard (2) dealt mainly with the structure and func-

tion of the formal organization. However, he recognized the 

informal organizations that evolve in a management system. 

Whatever their origins, these informal contacts and social 

interactions change the administrators' functioning in the 

formal organization. Getzels and Guba (4) considered the 



social behavior a function of the interaction of the role 

and the personality. Hoy and Miskel (8) suggested that 

these social relations form social interactions leading to 

subgroups which develop a set of standards, beliefs and 

orientations. 

Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (5) support the existence 

of an interpersonal relationship between the superordinate, 

the superintendent, and the subordinates, those persons or 

positions for whom he is responsible. That relationship may 

be further defined as impersonal when all participants expect 

the same quality of interaction, or personal when the quality 

of social relationship depends upon the identity of the 

particular participant. Recognition of the existence and the 

extent of the social interaction among the levels of educa-

tional administrators will provide direction for selecting 

the appropriate operational strategies within the school 

organization. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem in this study is to examine the leadership 

style of the superintendent and the relationship of that 

identified style to the social interaction between the 

superintendent and the campus principals. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are (1) to determine the 

leadership style of a superintendent of a public school, 



(2) to determine the social interaction of the principals to 

the superintendent, (3) to analyze the relationship of the 

leadership style and social interaction with regard to bio-

graphical data, (4) to provide information that will enhance 

the principal-superintendent relationship, and (5) to provide 

a basis for further educational research that will better 

define the pragmatic roles of the superintendent and the 

campus principals in today's environment. 

Using the findings of this study, the superintendent 

and his central office administrators, along with adminis-

trative staffs of similar school districts, may better define 

their roles under an identified leadership style as perceived 

by the principals. In addition, both central office adminis-

trators and campus principals will be able to more effec-

tively assess the potential influence of the social 

interaction on the administrative system. 

Hypotheses 

—There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the campus principals regarding the super-

intendent's leadership style according to the following 

biographical variables of the principals; (a) age, (b) sex, 

(c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years of experience as 

a principal. 

—There will be no significant difference between 

the superintendent's leadership style and the social 



interaction of the campus principals as perceived by the 

principals. 

H3—There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the campus principals regarding their social 

interaction with the superintendent according to the follow-

ing biographical variables of the principals: (a) age, (b) 

sex, (c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years of experience 

as a principal. 

—There will be no significant interaction between the 

leadership style of the superintendent on the dependent 

variables of age, sex, elementary or secondary level, years 

of experience as a principal, and the mean on the dependent 

score on the social interaction scale as perceived by the 

principals. 

Limitations 

The scope of this study is limited to elementary and 

secondary principals in the suburban Texas public school 

district studied. Generalizations, therefore, are made 

only about the district studied and school districts of 

similar size and social-economical status. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have restricted meaning and are 

defined for this study. 

Bureaucratic leadership style is the superintendent's 

leadership style as identified by the bureaucratic 



organizational structure. Based on two factors, professional 

and bureaucratic, there are four defined styles: Weberian, 

Professional, Authoritarian, and Chaotic. 

Campus principal is the educational leader who leads 

the total instructional program at the elementary or secondary 

school campus. 

Social interaction is that relationship determined by 

what the participants mean to each other personally, not by 

the offices they occupy within the institution. 

Superintendent is the chief executive officer who 

directs a public school system. 

Additional Instrument Information 

The Administration Organizational Inventory is an 

adaptation of the School Organizational -Inventory (SOI), a 

self-norming instrument which measures bureaucratic patterns 

in schools. Research with the SOI pinpointed two factors, 

authority and expertise, which resulted in the concept of 

further refining the definition of bureaucratic style; (1) 

Weberian—high degree of both authority and expertise, (2) 

Authoritarian—high degree of authority; low degree of 

expertise, (3) Professional—high degree of expertise; low 

degree of authority; and (4) Chaotic—low degree of both 

authority and expertise. 

The Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire (PSIQ) 

is an instrument which measures the perceived social 



interaction between the superintendent and the campus 

principals. The fifteen Likert-type items seek to establish 

the relationship that is over and beyond the professional 

relationship, one that reflects a warm and sincere considera-

tion for each other. 

Background and Significance 

Application of Weber's ideal type of bureaucracy to the 

educational setting has resulted in studies that further 

define and clarify types of bureaucracy. Out of Weber's 

discussions of bureaucracy and authority, present day 

behavioral scientists like Getzels, Guba, Campbell and Lipham 

have conceptualized the social processes of educational 

administration and the social interaction that occurs within 

the top levels of management under particular conditions. 

Bureaucracy 

To define the degree of bureaucracy found in public 

school organizations, it is necessary to investigate the 

establishment of the bureaucratic model and subsequent 

developments from empirical studies. Weber (14), a theorist, 

economist and sociologist, established the bureaucratic 

model with its five dimensions: hierarchy of authority, 

division of labor, extensive rules, separation of adminis-

tration from ownership, and hiring and promotion based on 

technical competency. Udy (13) took the Weberian 

bureaucratic attributes and considered them as variables to 



determine their empirical relationships. His study con-

cluded that bureaucracy exists along a continuum, a 

formidable concept that would lead to further analyses. 

Hall (7) redefined the five bureaucratic variables as 

dimensions and expanded the extensive rules to include a 

system of procedures for dealing with work situations. This 

concept created a six-dimensional model for his empirical 

study. His findings supported the earlier continuum theory 

and suggested that bureaucracy may be viewed as a matter of 

degree rather than a kind of bureaucracy. Hall (6) also 

examined the professionalization process in the context of 

the bureaucratic structure. All of the dimensions except 

technical competence had an inverse relationship to pro-

fessionalism. Furthermore, the study indicated that the 

organizations in which professionals work differ in their 

degrees of bureaucratization. 

Conceptualizing all schools as bureaucracies, Punch (11) 

concentrated on the comparison of the degree of bureaucratiza-

tions between organizations. To measure this level of 

bureaucraticness, Punch (11) referred to Hall's work, and the 

Organizational Inventory, which represented the most 

systematic attempt to measure bureaucratization. He found 

that the six dimensions divide into two clusters, each 

independent of each other. Dimensions X, III, IV and V 

(hierarchy, rules, procedures and impersonality) formed a 
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major cluster called the bureaucratic factor or bureaucrati-

zation. Dimensions II and VI (specialization and technical 

competence) formed a minor cluster which Punch (11) called 

the professional factor, or professionalization. 

These studies investigated the internal aspect of the 

bureaucratic model and posited a two-factor notion. Punch 

(11) theorized the two central notions of bureaucratization 

and professionalization as logically incompatible and saw 

the bureaucratic factors as being more reliable when assessed 

in the Organization Inventory than the specialization and 

technical competence (professional) factors. 

The two-factor notion of bureaucracy was later investi-

gated by Isherwood and Hoy (9) in a study that posited a 

four-fold typology of school bureaucratic structure. This 

analytical device served to categorize specific types of 

bureaucratic structures. The instrument used by Isherwood 

and Hoy (9) was used to identify the bureaucratic leadership 

style of a superintendent of a school organization and to 

reflect the degree of bureaucraticness in the organization. 

Social Interaction 

In the late 1930s, the human relations movement in 

administration was accelerated by such investigations as 

the Hawthorne studies and the psycho-social investigations 

by Lewin, Lippert and White (15) at the University of Iowa. 

From these studies came an outpouring of treatises and books 



with a human relations and often more specifically group 

dynamics point of view. 

This social science point of view was foreign to 

Taylor's scientific management theory and Bobbitt's (3, 

pp. 7-8) theory that directors and supervisors must keep 

school personnel supplied with "detailed instructions as to 

the work to be done, the standards to be reached, the methods 

to be employed, and the appliances to be used." 

In 1938, Barnard (3, p. 13) posited the need for a 

systematic conceptual scheme of administrative behavior 

within a social science framework and summarized his basic 

formulation regarding organization as follows: 

Organization, simple or complex, is always an 
impersonal system of coordinated human efforts; 
always there is purpose as the coordinating and 
unifying principle; always there is the indispen-
sable ability to communicate, always the necessity 
for personal willingness and for effectiveness and 
efficiency in maintaining the integrity of purpose 
and the continuity of contributions. 

Although Barnard (2) dealt mainly with the structure 

and function of the formal organization, he stated that 

each formal organization contains informal groups that 

affect the functioning of the formal organization. It is 

from this informal organization and the accompanying inter-

action that this present study attempts to isolate the 

perceived social interaction between campus principals and 

the chief executive officer of a public school. 
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Recognizing the power and influence of the perceived 

social interaction among leaders, Getzels and Guba (5, p. 44) 

maintained that while a study of administrative practices 

will not automatically ensure improved situations, it may 

"make it possible for an administrator to understand why 

certain decisions and practices work while others do not." 

The lack of a published instrument to elicit data on the 

principal-superintendent social relationship forced this 

researcher to develop a questionnaire for that specific 

purpose. The design was submitted to a panel of experts 

for validation and test run for an acceptable reliability 

coefficient. 

The continued definition of the bureaucratic organiza-

tion and its application to the educational sector while 

considering the personal-socio dynamics that takes place 

within the administration of a school system warrants a 

study of its own. 

Organization of the Study 

The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter I 

provides an introduction to and background of the study. 

Chapter II presents the review of related literature. Four 

general areas are included: (1) historical development of 

bureaucracy on the educational scene; (2) instruments to 

measure that bureaucracy; (3) identification of the social 

interaction in administration; and (4) instruments to 
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measure that social interaction. Chapter III includes the 

design of the study and outlines the procedures used in 

collecting and analyzing data. This chapter also identifies 

the population tested and reviews the research instruments. 

Chapter IV presents the data and the analyses of data. 

Chapter V presents the findings, conclusions, and recommenda-

tions of the study with suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This review summarizes research on the bureaucracy and 

the social interaction that occurs in an organizational 

structure within the school. It is divided into two sections. 

The first section discusses the development of the bureau-

cratic model, its appearance on the educational scene, and 

the instruments used to measure that bureaucracy. The second 

section isolates the social interaction that has been occur-

ring within the administration of educational organizations 

and the instruments used to identify those relationships. 

The Bureaucratic Model 

Historically, bureaucracy as a form of administrative 

organization has been traced back to ancient Egypt when the 

pyramid builders organized to attain individual and collec-

tive goals. Specific interest in identifying the structure 

did not develop until Weber (56) presented his analysis of 

bureaucracy. Weber did not invent or discover bureaucracy. 

He did rigorously and scholarly define, explain and formu-

late it. As a student, he studied the social and economic 

conditions that existed in historical times. His doctoral 

dissertation on medieval trading companies identified 

14 
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bureaucratic structures based on economic systems. The 

historical model for all later bureaucracies, the New King-

dom in Egypt, was one of the greatest examples of an organi-

zation based on a natural economy. The later Roman Empire, 

the Roman Catholic Church, China from the time of Shi Huang 

Ti to the present day, and the modern European states, 

especially the German governmental bureaucracies had a degree 

of money economy. If not necessary for the creation of a 

bureaucratic administrative system, the money basis was 

necessary for the continuance of the system. 

While the foundation of bureaucracy was the money sys-

tem of the political culture, the causes of bureaucratiza-

tion lay in the expansion and internal development of 

administrative tasks. As civilizations became more complex 

with extensive trade and wealth, with a demand for order and 

protection, and with a demand for a central communication 

system, administrative tasks sorely needed identification 

and allocation. 

Why should a bureaucratic organization continue to 

develop over the centuries? Weber (56) maintained that it 

simply was superior over every other organizational form. 

It provided for the efficient dispatch of business with 

speed, precision, clarity, and continuity. 

Monahan (44) saw rationalism as the central focus in 

Weber's work. Weber's attitude was analytically pure and 
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rigorously systematic. His knowledge was immense and 

encyclopedic with a tremendous grasp of economic#, social 

mores, cultures, religions, law, history and philosophy. 

Yet his methods were scientific and logical. Gouldner (23) 

felt Weber's scholarly research and his first hand acquain-

tance with governmental German bureaucracy served as a 

framework for organizing and assimilating the facts. 

This background resulted in the explication of an 

"ideal-type" of bureaucracy—one in which all elements were 

at work and were interrelated. Weber (57) described the 

theoretical bureaucracy as one characterized by (1) a 

continuous organization of official functions bound by rules; 

(2) a specified sphere of competence which involved a 

specific division of labor; (3) organization of offices that 

followed the principle of hierarchy; (4) rules, technical or 

norms, that regulated the conduct of an office; (5) members 

of the administrative staff that were separated from owner-

ship of the means of production or administration; (6) com-

plete absence of appropriation of an official position by an 

incumbent; (7) administrative acts, decisions, and rules that 

were formulated and recorded in writing; (8) legal authority 

exercised in a wide variety of different forms; (9) personal 

freedom subjected to authority only with respect to official 

obligations; (10) a clearly defined hierarchy of offices; and 

(11) promotions based on seniority or achievement. These 
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basic tenets have been collapsed to five elements: (1) 

a hierarchy of authority, (2) a division of labor and 

specialization, (3) rules and regulations, (4) an impersonal 

orientation, and (5) a career orientation. These organizing 

principles were considered the most efficient form of adminis-

trative organization, because experts with much experience 

are best qualified to make technically correct decisions. 

Also, disciplined performance governed by rules and coordi-

nated by the hierarchal authority promoted a rational and 

consistent pursuit of organizational objectives. While 

Weber (56) envisioned bureaucracy as a device for utilizing 

special skills, he was not in a position to consider some 

of the social-psychological factors in organizations. 

Neither did he comment on the concepts of the social-

political scholars of his time. 

Weber's theoretical analysis of the principles of 

bureaucracy has had a profound influence on almost all sub-

sequent thinking and research on the nature of formal 

organizations. Since its publication in Wirtschaft und 

Gesel1schoft about 55 years ago, there has been an out-

pouring of literature examining and redefining the effects 

of the bureaucratic model on political, social, and educa-

tional scenes. Michels (45), a political writer, 

identified many of the same characteristics of the political 

organizations, namely the differentiation of functions, 

specialization of labor, strict observation of hierarchical 
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rules, and the emergence of a hierarchy. However, his 

political critique of Weber's work described a serious 

conflict between democracy and bureaucracy. He envisioned 

the bureaucratization of political action as a decline in 

democracy. It was "a sworn enemy of individual liberty— 

suppressing individuality" (45, p. 189). 

Parsons (47), the contemporary sociologist who trans-

lated and edited Weber's work, actually paraphrased Weber 

in his examination of bureaucratic elements. He stated: 

Bureaucracy, as Weber used the word, is a rather com-
plicated phenomenon. It involves an organization 
to what is from the point of view of the participants 
an impersonal end. It is based on a division of labor 
which involves specialization in terms of clearly dif-
ferentiated functions, divided according to technical 
criteria, with a corresponding division of authority 
hierarchically organized, heading up to a central 
organization, and specialized technical qualification 
on the part of the participants. The role of each 
participant is seen as an "office" where he acts by 
virtue of the authority vested in the office and not 
of his personal influence. This involves a clear-cut 
distinction in many different respects between his 
acts and relationships in his official and his personal 
capacity. It in general involves separation of office 
and home, of business funds and property from personal 
property, above all of authority in official matters 
from influence outside the official sphere (47, p. 506), 

While dissecting the bureaucratic theory, Parsons (47) con-

tinued the theoretical development of the concept of social 

systems which met the needs of individuals, controlled dis-

ruptive behavior, and maintained cultural resources. 

Merton (44) defined bureaucracy as a formal organized 

social structure with clearly defined patterns of activities 

in which, ideally, every series of actions is functionally 
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related to the goals of the organization. He recognized 

the hierarchal aspect, the role defining rules, procedural 

specifications, formalized relationships between incumbents, 

and objectivity in dealing with situations and persons. He 

was particularly concerned with the dysfunctional con-

sequences of rules and suggested that at least certain 

significant aspects of personality were essential and 

desirable. 

Dimock (14) cited hierarchy, specilization, rules and 

impersonality as the four elements of bureaucracy while 

Heady (29) cited goal achievement, hierarchy, work speciali-

zation, professionalism, and systematic rules as the basis 

of operation. Dimock's concern with the bureaucratic theory 

lay in the effects of such a structure upon the personality 

of the participants. 

Durkheim (16) acknowledged the five elements in Weber's 

theory, but was concerned with the concept of authority and 

discipline which, in his estimation, would hinder individual-

ism and personal freedom. 

Blau and Scott (7) defined a bureaucratic organization 

as the amount of effort that an organization expends in 

maintaining itself rather than in pursuing its goals. In 

an earlier study, Blau stated that specialization, hierarchy, 

impersonality and rules constitute a bureaucracy. His 

analysis finally led him to conclude that Weber failed to 
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distinguish bureaucratic from professional principles. His 

interest in the Weberian theory has since been dropped in 

favor of building a theory out of interpersonal events and 

social processes. 

In his empirical study of bureaucracy, Udy (55) gleaned 

seven Weberian elements for his analysis—hierarchal 

authority, specialized administrative staff, differential 

rewards by office, organization with limited objectives, 

performance emphasis, segmental participation, and compensa-

tory rewards. His study drew two clusters of variables, 

each one composed of bureaucratic and rational elements; 

however, the two clusters were not positively related. 

Moreover, the clusters tended to be inversely related. 

As Hall (24) examined these formulations, he noted that 

all theorists had assumed that bureaucracy is an "ideal 

type"—elements which belonged together and are carried to 

the extreme. He also noted that there was a high degree of 

agreement on the component parts of the bureaucratic 

structure. At this time Gouldner (21) posited that in its 

application, bureaucracy does not conform to the "ideal 

type" in all organizations. He suggested that bureaucracy 

does not always exist in an all or nothing fashion,- instead, 

bureaucracy is a matter of degree more than kind. Udy's 

study also indicated that the bureaucratic dimensions are 

not always present together in the same organization. 



21 

Acknowledging the discrepancies, Hall (24) set out to 

prove empirically that bureaucracy does in fact exist on a 

continuum and may not vary concomitantly. For his study, 

he delineated six dimensions of bureaucracy from the litera-

ture based on frequency of appearance and importance: (1) 

a well-defined hierarchy of authority; (2) a division of 

labor based upon functional specialization; (3) a system of 

rules covering the rights and duties of positional encumbents; 

(4) a system of procedures to deal with word situations; (5) 

impersonality of interpersonal relations; and (6) promotion 

and selection for employment based upon technical competence. 

Hall's study found that the dimensions were meaningful 

attributes, that the dimensions did exist in the form of 

continua, and that the magnitude of the dimensions varied 

independently in the organizations studied. He concluded 

that the type of organizational activity may be highly 

related to the "degree" of bureaucratization. 

It was through the study of the bureaucratic dimensions 

as defined by Weber and subsequent writers that Hall was to 

increase the understanding of the bureaucratic model and 

propose that a better knowledge of the organizational 

structure would provide a more meaningful and accepted 

application. Further research by professionals in the field 

of education applied this knowledge of the bureaucratic 

organizational structure to the theoretical and practical 

aspects of school systems, 
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Max Abbott (1, p. 44) maintained that "the American 

schools have been particularly receptive to the bureaucratic 

ideology, albeit unwittingly." Formal organization of 

schools easily conforms to the classic definition. The 

study of the bureaucratization of school is of recent vintage, 

and the examination is one of application rather than theory. 

Utilizing the six dimensions, Punch (49) relied on Hall's 

dimensional approach to study the "degree" of bureaucratiza-

tion in the school organization. His key questions concerned 

the interrelationships among the six dimensions and whether 

or not bureaucratic structure is a unitary, homogeneous 

concept. 

Statistical analysis revealed that the six dimensions 

divide into two clusters, within each of which there were 

positive interrelationships. The dimensions of hierarchy 

of authority, rules for incumbents, procedural specifica-

tions and impersonality clustered into one factor while 

specialization (division of labor) and technical competence 

clustered into a second factor. The two-factor notion sub-

stantiated the developing premise that bureaucracy in its 

Weberian form failed to distinguish bureaucratic from pro-

fessional principles. Furthermore, when the two rationales 

were mixed, they produced strain and conflict. 

It was from Punch's findings that Isherwood and Hoy 

(34) observed a split on the locus of authority. Authority 

might be vested either in a hierarchy or in the knowledge of 
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staff members who participated in the decision making. In 

some cases, a combination of the two might be present—a 

dualistic notion of authority. The two factors identified 

by earlier findings and specifically by Punch were labeled 

"Authority" and "Expertise" by Isherwood and Hoy. The 

familiar dimensions of hierarchy of authority, rules, pro-

cedures and impersonality comprised the "Authority" factor 

while division of labor and technical competence comprised 

the "Expertise" factor. From these two constructs Isherwood 

and Hoy (16) posited a four-fold topology of school bureau-

cratic structure. This device was utilized to categorize 

specific bureaucratic structures into the following types 

and labels: 

Type I—Weberian—possessed a high degree of both 

authority and expertise; 

Type II—Authoritarian—possessed a high degree of 

authority and a low degree of expertise; 

Type III—Collegia! (Professional)-—possessed a low 

degree of authority and a high degree of expertise; and 

Type IV—Chaotic—possessed a low degree of authority 

and expertise. 

Figure 1 depicts this topology. The "Expertise" cluster 

isolated specialization and technical competence. These 

elements soon were referred to as the "Professional" aspect 

of an organization. It was considered a distinct pattern 
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Fig. 1—A four-fold typology of school bureaucratic 
structure. 

of organization rather than one completely integrated into 

the bureaucratic pattern. In 1969, Hall (25) found that 

professionalization and bureaucratization had an inverse 

relationship; that is, the higher levels of professionali-

zation were related to lower levels of bureaucratization 

and vice versa. Also, the type of organization in which 

individuals worked varied in the degree of bureaucratization. 

However, the implication was that an equilibrium may exist 

between the levels of bureaucratization and professionali-

zation in order to maintain social control. 

Consideration of bureaucratic organization of the 

schools with its hierarchy of authority and its rules and 

regulations led to the recognition of professionalism as a 

potential and growing conflict. Corwin (11) identified the 

conflict not as one of authority of selection of textbooks, 
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teaching procedures and methods or curriculum; rather, the 

conflict was between professional expertise and autonomy and 

bureaucratic discipline and control. In his studies, Corwin 

(12) sought to measure the bureaucratic and professional 

orientations as he hypothesized that professionalization in 

bureaucratic organizations is a militant process. Hoy and 

Miskel (32) viewed the structure of the school organization 

as basically bureaucratic; furthermore, the bureaucratic 

structure, especially at the secondary level, was quite 

effective in "socializing" new members at the expense of 

professional consideration. MacKay (40) acknowledged the 

existence of the two types of organizations within the 

schools. He recommended that the administrator systemati-

cally analyze organizational behavior to resolve conflict 

and to enhance his own performance. 

Additional studies of the potential conflict in the 

school structure have described the consequences for teachers 

and students. Studies by Kolesar (32) found that students 

had a greater sense of powerlessness in authoritarian 

schools. The Isherwoad and Hoy (34) study concluded the 

same for teachers. Research by Anderson (2) and MacKay 

(38) indicated that highly bureaucratic structures may have 

a negative effect on student achievement. Hoy, l-Tewland, and 

Blazovsky (33) found that centralization and formalization 

were positively correlated and that both variables were 

inversely related to job satisfaction. 



26 

The developing definition of the bureaucratic organiza-

tion in the schools has uncovered an element that is 

abureaucratic by nature. Rather than allowing this element 

to polarize the educational operation, it has the inherent 

potential to provide the understanding that will unleash new 

and innovative approaches in administration. 

Instrumentation 

Critical to the relevantly recent empirical research 

focusing on bureaucracy and its dimensions and redefinition 

were the measurement instruments utilized. Out of the 

reflections on Weber's "ideal type" theory of bureaucracy, 

Hall (24) isolated six elements or dimensions. To the five 

Weberian dimensions of hierarchy of authority, division of 

labor, rules for incumbents, procedural specifications and 

impersonality, he added the sixth dimension, technical 

competence. Rather than rely on the interview process, Hall 

(24) constructed Likert-type scales for the measurement of 

each of the six dimensions. Items were collected, edited 

and pretested. Responses were based on a five-point scale 

designed to indicate how accurately each item described one 

of the dimensions. All scales were determined to be valid 

and reliable. Data were collected from the employees of 

ten organizations, one of which was an educational institu-

tion. Called the Organizational Inventory, Hall's instrument 
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represented the most systematic attempt to measure 

bureaucratization. 

The instrument was first used in education by MacKay 

(38) who modified the instrument for application of the 

bureaucratic model to schools. Focusing on the technical 

competence within the schools, changes were made to dif-

ferentiate between schools. Also, wording was necessarily 

changed to assess de facto rather than expected school 

operations. The Organizational Inventory subsequently 

became the School Organizational Inventory (SOI). MacKay's 

study concentrated on the same six areas as Hall's dimen-

sional study. The results indicated that on the educational 

scene, the same two factors were isolated from the six 

dimensions. 

Using MacKay's data, Robinson (50) introduced some new 

variables, clarified items and tested the scales for internal 

consistency and tested items for discriminating power. The 

original sixty-two items were reduced to forty-eight. 

Robinson's study was again directed toward the six dimen-

sions as they appeared in Hall's theory. MacKay (39) 

described two additional studies in the Alberta program 

utilizing and refining the SOI, Mansfield (41) posited an 

undimensional measure of bureaucracy (mostly rules), a 

modification of the six dimensional approach so as to permit 

a more global description of school organizations. A second 
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study by Kolesar (35) used the MacKay-Robinson version of 

the six-dimensional questionnaire as part of his study of 

pupil alienation in the bureaucratic organization. Kolesar 

(35) reconstructed the original six-dimensional framework 

into a new two-dimensional one. Items were not discarded, 

only reordered to fit into what seemed to be a more accurate 

conceptual framework. Correlational analysis indicated the 

presence of two subsets of dimensions, one bureaucratic, 

the other abureaucratic. The development of this instru-

ment was the research strategy that supported, and when 

necessary, modified theories, which in turn served for 

explanations and predictions. 

Punch (49) attacked the correlational aspect of the 

School Organizational Inventory. His research focused on a 

more precise definition of the bureaucratic variable. His 

analysis was concerned with the interrelationship among the 

six dimensions and whether or not bureaucratic structure was 

a unitary, homogeneous concept. Factor analysis of the 

dimensions substantiated that the bureaucratic structure in 

schools is a unitary, homogeneous variable only if 

restricted to the four dimensions—hierarchy of authority, 

rules, procedural specifications and impersonality. Punch 

(49, p. 53) concluded that "bureaucratization refers to the 

degree of emphasis on them—since they vary together—in the 

school organization." Concomitantly, when bureaucratic 

structure includes specialization and technical competence, 
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(which usually happens), then bureaucratic structure is a 

two-factor notion. 

Isherwood and Hoy (34) confirmed Punch's findings in 

their study of secondary schools. With the School Organiza-

tional Inventory, and the now-proven two-factor notion, they 

were able to posit the four-fold typology and further define 

the bureaucratic structure of a school. 

It is the purpose of this study to more precisely define 

the bureaucratic organizational structure of a school dis-

trict in light of the operational actions of the superinten-

dent. With that definition comes the potential for a greater 

understanding and the opportunity to promote an effective 

and progressive organization. 

Social Interaction 

Out of the dearth of research on Weberian bureaucracy 

came the neglected or overlooked dimensions of a system 

organized to attain individual and collected goals. Con-

temporary theorists criticized Weber for describing the 

formal organization and omitting significant characteristics 

which might have important disrupting effects upon the 

organization. Gouldner (21) challenged the "all or nothing" 

concept of bureaucracy, suggesting there might be possible 

degrees. In his discussion of organizational rules, 

Gouldner (21) cited rules not only as a means to communica-

tion but also a means of impersonality, both of which may 
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legitimize punishments. Selznick (51) pointed out the 

unintended conflict caused by specialist competency at the 

group level. Merton (43) theorized the possible effects of 

the individual and his personality in the organization. 

As the human relations movement in administration 

accelerated in the late 1930s, group theorists such as Lewin, 

Lippet and White (36) revealed their discovery of the 

influence of the immediate informal group on motivation and 

behavior. The group theorists focused on the ability to 

understand others and to respond in terms of that under-

standing. 

While the social science theorists expounded on the 

informal structure of organizations, the theorists in educa-

tional administration began to address the issue. Blau (6) 

reasoned that the informal structure of an organization was 

not an enemy to be suppressed; rather, it could be a useful 

vehicle for improving efficiency. An early educational 

theorist, Bobkfitt (8, pp. 7-8) had prescribed that directors 
! ' 

and supervisors must keep personnel supplied with "detailed 

instructions as to the work to be done, the standards to be 

reached, the methods to be employed, and the appliances to 

be used." Barnard (5), a contemporary of Bobbitt, sub-

scribed to and dealt primarily with the informal organiza-

tion. He pointed out that each formal organization 

contained informal groups. The functioning of these 
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informal groups was affected by the formal organization. He 

maintained that the informal organizations have three 

necessary functions: (1) communication, (2) preservation of 

the feeling of integrity, self respect and independence of 

choice, and (3) maintenance of group cohesion. The formal 

and the informal could not exist without one another; if 

one failed, the other disintegrated. 

In his classic treatise, Administrative Behavior, Simon 

(52) stated that administration must be concerned with the 

construction and operation of an organization in order to 

accomplish its goals. However, he recommended a different 

approach to administrative organization—a shift from the 

principles of administration to a study of the conditions 

under which the principles were applied. This effectively 

shifted the emphasis to the individual and concern for the 

individual. March and Simon (42) focused on organizing 

around decision making-~the focal point being the individual. 

More specifically, when Bakke and Argyris (4) analyzed 

the position of a personality in a formal organization, they 

identified an incongruity that existed between the needs of 

a mature personality and the requirements of a formal 

organization. When an individual and an organization came 

together, the organization attempted to impress its pattern 

upon the individual. This pattern is called the socializing 

process. At the same time, when the individual attempted to 

impress his pattern on the organization, this action was 
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called the personalizing process, and so in Argyris' (3) 

terms, a "fusion" process occurred. 

The extensive writings of sociologist Talcott Parsons 

(45) focused on the social forces at work within an organiza-

tional structure. Parsons saw social action as a system 

representing a compromise in the interactions of the cultural, 

organic, personal and social sub-systems. He posited the 

theory of universalism-particularism wherein subordinates 

are all treated alike according to their position or are 

treated differently according to a personal relationship 

with the superordinate. 

Borrowing from Parsons' study of subordinate-

superordinate relationships and leadership styles, Getzels, 

Lipham and Campbell (20) considered the basic interpersonal 

administrative relationship as one member of a dyad. One 

of the variables in the administrative relationships is that 

affectivity, that is, quality of the "personal" inter-

action. This variable was described as a relationship that 

was friendly, mutually satisfactory, and conforming to 

standards of good personal relations. The nature of the face-

to-face relations was a more important factor than the over-

all structure of the institution. Although the organization's 

plan was to create relationships that were the same to all 

involved (universalistic), the practice tended toward 

interactions based on personal relationships (particularis-

tic) . 
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Applying the universalistic-particularistic concept to 

the educational setting, Getzels, Lipham and Campbell (20) 

perceived each administrative act by the superordinate as 

encompassing both universalistic and particularistic con-

sideration, often unconsciously applied to the situation. 

From an institutional point of view, administrative rela-

tionships must be universalistic. From an individual's 

point of view, the administrative relationship must be 

particularistic. 

While this theory explained the actions of the 

superordinate in the school setting, further investigation 

indicated the importance of the social ability of the campus 

principal. In his study of personal variables related to 

administrative effectiveness, Lipham (37) indicated that the 

effective principal was high in social ability. Not only 

did the principal relate well to others, he also related well 

to teachers and central office administrators. 

Getzels and Guba (19) also perceived administration as 

a series of superordinate-subordinate relationships within a 

social system. According to their theoretical model, the 

social system was a dyad composed of nomothetic and 

idiographic dimensions. While the nomothetic dimension was 

concerned with the institution, role and expectation, the 

idiographic dimension was concerned with the individual, 

his personality and needs. The social behavior of an 



34 

individual was described as an interaction of these two 

dimensions. 

Reflecting on the idiographic dimension of the model, 

Hoy and Miskel (32) pointed out that social relations were 

comprised of patterns of social interaction. People finding 

themselves together interact. As they talk, they continue 

to seek interactions with those they like and avoid inter-

actions with those they dislike. These patterns of social 

exchanges also develop a status structure within a group 

with certain individuals becoming more prestigious and 

influential. Hoy's (20) premise was that in the new social 

models, goals were considered less important than the focus 

on resolving conflicting status and power interests among 

groups of participants and constituents. 

The intricacies of this social interaction among 

administrators is the second dimension that this study 

continues to investigate. Not only does research in the 

administrative organization reveal the existence of the 

complex workings of social interactions, research on leader-

ship styles also has contributed to the growing knowledge 

base. Stogdill (54) and Bowers and Seashore (9) were able 

to identify two distinct variables, one concerned with 

people and interpersonal relations and the other with 

production and task achievement. 

Whether it be in administrative management or adminis-

trative leadership in an educational setting, the social 
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interaction dimension has steadily evolved into an aspect 

worthy of further study. Such has been the case of Crowe, 

Bocher, and Clark (13) who have posited an interpersonal 

accommodation model to describe the mutual influence between 

managers and subordinates. While there are various styles 

of management and subordinations, Crowe, Bocher, and Clark 

(13) maintained that in interpersonal accommodation, managers 

and subordinates change their behavior in order to meet the 

needs and personal requirements of the situation. The study 

demonstrated the mutual influence process where subordinates' 

and leaders' behaviors affect each other's style of activity. 

In addition, the behavior of the manager and the leader as 

an individual and in a social group affect the organization's 

effectiveness. 

Another approach to the study was Doyle's (15) investi-

gation of the social power of leaders (principals to super-

intendent) , This power affected the quality of participation 

by subordinates who in turn supported the leader and 

expressed a high level of confidence in the leader's ability 

to solve problems. 

Snavely and Walters (53) assessed the co-worker's per-

ceptions of public school superintendents' behavior related 

to social style (assertiveness, responsiveness, versatility) 

and interpersonal communication competence (empathy, social 

anxiety, listening, self-disclosure, flexibility). They 

found that superintendents with highly responsive styles 
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were perceived as more competent than those low in respon-

siveness . 

Also, Chapman and Willis (10) in their pragmatic study 

of the principal found that interpersonal competence is fun-

damental for effective functioning in the principalship. 

Most of the principal's time was spent in direct, personal 

interaction with others. Personal qualities and inter-

personal skills were the most important competencies 

required for principals. 

When the theorists recognized that Weberian bureaucracy 

neglected the personal dimension that existed in an organiza-

tion, theoretical and empirical studies moved from the 

identification of the dimension to the operational applica-

tion. They recognized the professional factor, the informal 

factor, and finally, the influence that personal-social 

interactions had on the attainment of the group goals. 

Recent research has striven to provide a better knowledge of 

the organizational structures and the inward workings so 

that it may be possible to better understand certain deci-

sions and practices. 

Instrumentation 

Out of the extensive research on the personal-social 

aspect of the educational organization, various measures 

have been developed that support and further define social 

interaction. Hemphill and Coons (28) developed the Leader 
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Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) in their studies 

at Ohio State University in the 1940s. The LBDQ, later 

refined by Halpin and Winer (28) and Stogdill (54), measured 

two basic dimensions of leader behavior—initiating struc-

ture and consideration. Halpin (26) theorized that 

initiating structure, the task oriented dimension, included 

any leader behavior that delineated the relationship between 

the leader and the subordinates, and, at the same time, 

established defined patterns of organization. Consideration, 

the person-oriented dimension, included leader behavior that 

indicated friendship, trust, warmth, interest, and respect 

in the relationship between the leader and members of the 

work group. Items on the LBDQ required responses on a 

five-point scale: always, often, occasionally, seldom, or 

never. The items were divided into two subscales-—one for 

initiating structure and one for consideration. Responses 

to items were summed to get a description of a leader1s 

behavior in terms of "high" or "low" in each dimension. The 

instrument was also used to ascertain how a leader should 

behave. 

Early studies of the LBDQ indicated that the two dimen-

sions seemed to be separate and distinct. Therefore, four 

quadrants, or leadership styles were formed by cross-

partitioning on the mean values of each scale as illustrated 

in Figure 2. 
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Fig. 2—Quadrants formed by using the LBDQ dimensions. 

Each subscale was divided into high and low groups and then 

combined for four quadrants. 

1. Quadrant I possessed high initiating structure and 

high consideration. 

2. Quadrant II possessed low initiating structure and 

high consideration. 

3. Quadrant III possessed low initiating structure 

and low consideration. 

4. Quadrant IV possessed high initiating structure and 

low consideration. 

Four leadership styles were developed from these two dimen-

sions . 

From the studies, Halpin (26) reported the following; 

1. These two dimensions as measured by the LBDQ were 

fundamental dimensions of leader behavior; 
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2. An effective leader tended most often to score 

high on both dimensions; 

3. Superiors tended to emphasize initiating structure 

while subordinates emphasized consideration; 

4. Only a slight relationship existed between how 

leaders say they should behave and how subordinates described 

they did behave; and 

5. Different institutional settings tended to foster 

different leadership styles. 

This study briefly concluded that effective school adminis-

trators score high on both dimensions of the LBDQ. Although 

strength in both dimensions was determined to be desirable, 

it was suggested that administrators may compensate for 

weakness in one dimension by the strength in another dimen-

sion. Leaders in quadrant III who were weak in both dimen-

sions were described as highly ineffective, suffering from a 

lack of leadership with a general sense of chaos in the work 

situation. 

Early studies of superintendents by Halpin (27) sug-

gested that superintendents addressed the "consideration" 

dimension at the expense of the "initiating structure" 

dimension, possibly due to the inherent nature of human 

relations and group dynamics in education, Halpin (27) was 

quick to denounce equating "initiating structure" with an 

authoritarian leadership style. 
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A behavior or leadership style that integrates both 

dimensions into a consistent pattern would be ideal. 

Studies with the LBDQ implied that the neglect of initiating 

structure would limit the effectiveness of the school. To 

ignore consideration would reduce the satisfaction of the 

subordinates. This dual leadership role was supported by 

the Laboratory of Social Relations at Harvard University. 

Unlike the Ohio State University study, the Harvard research 

focused on face-to-face interactions of individuals in small 

groups studied experimentally. 

Another measure, the Least Preferred Co-Worker Ques-

tionnaire (LPC) was developed by Fiedler (17) to classify 

leadership styles. Identification was based on personality 

characteristics that are not consistent, but differ from 

situation to situation, while the need structures remained 

constant. The LPC required the leader to describe his or 

her least preferred co-worker. The LPC scale was designed 

in a semantic differential format. Each item was scored 

from one to eight, with eight being most favorable. A 

"high" score described the least preferred co-worker 

positively and this co-worker was seen as being pleasant, 

friendly, efficient, and cheerful. A "low" score on the LPC 

described the least preferred co-worker negatively, and this 

co-worker was seen as unpleasant, unfriendly, inefficient 

and gloomy. This negative reaction indicated difficulty in 
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working with the individual and a view of him or her as a 

worthless individual. 

While the first interpretation of the LPC was a measure 

of an emotional reaction to individuals, it is now thought 

to identify two styles of leadership, task-oriented leaders 

and relationship-oriented leaders. From this study evolved 

the construct of a contingency approach to leadership. 

Again, the interpersonal relationship was noted as a viable 

dimension to be considered: different types of situations 

require different types of leadership. Furthermore, Fiedler 

(18) identified "situation" as having three major factors: 

position power of the leader, task structure, and leader-

member relations. The leader-member relations spoke to the 

quality of interpersonal relations between the leader and 

subordinates and the level of informal authority granted to 

the leader. Evidence indicated that the quality of leader-

member relations is the most important factor in determining 

the leader's influence over group members, followed by task 

structure and position power. 

The LDBQ and the LPC have added to the knowledge of the 

social-personal aspects of organizational structure. This 

study seeks to further explore more specific personal 

interactions within the school's administrative organiza-

tion, Patchen (46) maintained that a measure of influence 

on questions about "specific" influence areas is a more 
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reliable measure than is a global type question. The 

Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire (PSIQ) was 

developed by the researcher to elicit specific data on the 

social interaction between a superintendent and campus 

principals. 

Summary 

The review of related literature has described the 

development of the bureaucratic organization on the educa-

tional scene.. Management principles have been borrowed from 

other organizations and have been adapted to the educational 

institution which inherently involves people, their tasks 

and their needs. The social interaction that develops 

within an organization influences the formal organization 

designed to deliver the educational program. In an effort 

to better understand how the formal and certain aspects of 

the informal interact, various instruments have been devel-

oped to empirically study one or both aspects of the 

organization. The research continues to add information on 

which better decisions can be made. It is the purpose of 

this study to continue this research on a particular aspect 

of the organizational structure of a school district and the 

concomitant social interaction that takes place. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

This chapter identifies the selection of subjects, the 

instruments used, the data collection procedures of the 

study, and finally provides the statistical treatment of the 

data. For the measurement of organizational characteristics, 

this study relied on the reports of the members as obtained 

from selected surveys. The surveys were selected to gather 

quantitative data that could be submitted to statistical 

analysis in order to reveal patterns and trends from observa-

tions of the collected data. Although the goal is to deter-

mine if any association, relationship, or interaction exists 

between the crucial members of an educational organization, 

the final goal is to understand the perceived behavior when 

administrators are executing responsibilities. 

Selection of Subjects 

This study utilizes the responses to the questionnaires 

from principals in a suburban school district in North Texas. 

The school district is comprised of four high schools, nine 

junior high schools and thirty elementary schools. There 

are approximately 37,500 students in average daily attendance. 

The district employs 43 principals. 
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The sample for this study was comprised of the forty-

three principals in the district with a 70 per cent return 

required as a minimum. Questionnaires were completed and 

returned by forty-one principals. This was 95 per cent of 

those surveyed. 

Instruments 

The instruments used in this study were (1) Administra-

tion Organizational Inventory (AOI)—to assess the bureau-

cratic structure of the schools and (2) Perceived Social 

Interaction Questionnaire (PSIQ)—to assess perceptions of 

social interactions between the principal and superintendent 

(see Appendix)-

Administration Organizationa1 Inventory 

The Administration Organizational Inventory (AOI) 

measures bureaucratic patterns in the administrative organi-

zation in schools. The AOI is an adaptation of the Organi-

zational Inventory designed by Hall (2) to ascertain whether 

selected dimensions of organizations exist in the form of 

continua rather than dichotomously. Six dimensions--

hierarchy of authority, division of labor, behavioral rules 

for participants, procedural specifications, impersonality 

and technical qualifications—were selected because of their 

recurrence in the literature on bureaucracy. Scales were 

developed to measure the degree to which each dimension was 
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present in the organization studied. These scales, as they 

appeared in the Organizational Inventory, proved reliable 

and valid when administered to personnel in a variety of 

organizations. In addition, the scales demonstrated 

unidimensionality and, to a lesser extent, independence of 

each other. 

MacKay (5) first used the instrument in education. He 

added new items and reworded others to measure the actual 

method of operation in a school and renamed the instrument 

the School Organizational Inventory. Robinson (8), Mansfield 

(6), and Kolesar (4) also used the instrument, each time 

modifying and retesting to the point that the instrument was 

accepted as the most systematic method of identifying the 

bureaucratic structure in a school organization. 

In a later study, also using the SOI, Punch (7) found 

that the six dimensions could be reduced to two more general 

factors or clusters which are independent of each other. Of 

the original six dimensions, dimensions two and six, com-

petence and specialization, form a minor cluster which 

Isherwood and Hoy (3) labeled "Expertise." The other four 

dimensions formed the cluster "Authority," The items on the 

SOI were designed for teachers to respond on the organiza-

tion within their campus. The AOI (see Appendix) has been 

modified by this research for principals to respond on the 

organizational structure within the school district. 
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Hall (2) determined the reliability of the original 

instrument by applying the Spearman-Brown formula for split-

half reliability to each of the subscales. The reliability 

coefficients were greater than .80 on each scale. He 

correlated their subjective observations with report of 

instrument measures for each subscale. 

To insure continued reliability, with the minor modifi-

cation that allowed principals rather than teachers to 

respond to the original structure, the SOI, renamed AOI to 

reflect the use, was administered to a test group, and the 

Kuder-Richardson formula twenty applied to the subscales. 

The fourteen items in subscale one had a .7878 coefficient, 

the thirty-four items in subscale two had a .8530 coefficient, 

and the total reliability coefficient was .8267. 

Perceived Social Interaction 
Que stionnaire 

The Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire was 

designed with specific, detailed statements to measure the 

degree of social interaction that occurs specifically 

between a superintendent and the campus principals. The 

questionnaire is composed of fifteen Likert-type items where 

the respondent selects one response of frequently, often, 

occasionally, seldom, or never. The responses are weighted 

on a five-point scale. The items seek to establish the 

relationship that is over and beyond the professional 
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relationship, one that reflects a warm and sincere considera-

tion for each other. Each of the items exhibited face 

validity as determined by a panel of judges composed of two 

elementary principals, two secondary principals, and two pro-

fessors of educational administration (see Appendix). From 

the panel's recommendations, changes were made to clarify 

items making them more precise and straight forward in order 

to elicit the desired data. Two items were deleted and two 

suggested items were added (see Appendix). Reliability was 

established with the Kuder-Richardson formula twenty. Thirty 

doctoral students responded to the instrument the last week 

in March, 1985. The data submitted for analysis resulted in 

a reliability coefficient of .9363. The survey was self-

norming. The mean score determined the degree of social 

interaction—high or low. 

Data Collection Procedure 

The following procedures for collecting data were con-

ducted. 

1. Permission to collect data was obtained from the 

superintendent in the school district studied (see Appendix). 

2. The superintendent arranged for the administration 

of the questionnaires following a bimonthly administration 

meeting, the third week in April, 1985. 

3. After a brief introduction by the superintendent, 

the researcher discussed the nature and purpose of the study, 



53 

the nature of the two questionnaires, the guarantee of 

anonymity, and the importance of responding to all items. 

The principals were advised that the AOI would require 

approximately fifteen minutes or less, with the PSIQ 

requiring less than five minutes. The respondents were 

asked to read the introductions and directions on each 

questionnaire before beginning. Upon completion, both 

questionnaires were placed in an envelope provided for the 

return (see Appendix). This procedure allowed the researcher 

to later number each questionnaire for analysis while pre-

serving anonymity. The superintendent did not remain in the 

room during the administration. 

Statistical Procedures 

The sample included forty-three principals in the 

school district. Ninety-five per cent (41) of the ques-

tionnaires were completed, and the information was trans-

ferred to the computer for analysis. 

The mean scores for the entire sample of the AOI 

established the necessary norm for "high" or "low" in the 

areas of expertise and authority. The mean scores of 

individual principals on authority and expertise factors of 

the AOI were then compared with the mean scores on these 

factors for the entire sample. These comparisons provided 

a method of clustering the perceived organizational pattern 

into one of four possibilities: Weberian (high authority, 
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high expertise), Authoritarian (high authority, low 

expertise), Professional (low authority, high expertise), 

or Chaotic (low authority, low expertise). This patterning 

used by Isherwood and Hoy (2) identified the bureaucratic 

structure that described the leadership style of the super-

intendent as perceived by the principals. 

The norm for the PSIQ was established in the same manner 

as it was for the AOI, using the average to identify a "high" 

or "low" degree of social interaction. 

The chi-square test of independence was utilized to 

determine if there was a significant difference in the 

principal's perception of the superintendent's leadership 

style as evidenced by the bureaucratic organizational 

structure and the variables of age, sex, elementary or 

secondary level, or years of experience as a principal. 

Probability, P-value, was ascertained for each of the four 

components. 

One-way analysis of variance was utilized to determine 

if there was any significant difference between the super-

intendent's leadership style as evidenced by the bureaucratic 

structure and the social interaction index from the princi-

pals' responses. 

One-way analysis of variance was utilized to determine 

if there was a significant difference in the perception of 

the principals' social interaction with the superintendent 
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and age, sex, elementary or secondary level, and years of 

experience as a principal. 

Two-way analysis of variance was utilized to determine 

if there was any significant interaction between the leader-

ship style of the superintendent on the dependent variables 

of age, sex, elementary or secondary level, and years of 

experience as a principal, and the mean on the dependent 

score of the social interaction scale. 

Summary 

The subjects selected for this study were the princi-

pals of the forty-three campuses in a school district 

located in North Texas. The principals completed two ques-

tionnaires , the Administration Organizational Inventory and 

t h e Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire. Ninety-five 

per cent of the questionnaires were completed and returned. 

The collected data were submitted to three different 

statistical tests, the chi-square test of independence for 

hypothesis 1, one—way analysis of variance for hypotheses 

2 and 3, and two-way analysis of variance for hypothesis 4. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this study was to determine the leader-

ship style of a superintendent of a public school, to deter-

mine the social interaction of the principals to the 

superintendent, and to analyze the relationship of the 

leadership style and social interaction with biographical 

data. The results of this study are presented in this 

chapter. Each hypothesis is reiterated and the analysis is 

described. The superintendent's leadership style is deter-

mined by the bureaucratic structure of the organization com-

posed of degrees of bureaucratic and professional patterns. 

The social interaction is described as high or low, as 

determined by the index on the social interaction scale. 

The association between leadership style and social inter-

action is analyzed alone and in conjunction with specific 

biographical data. The statistical analyses are presented. 

Subjects of Study and Response Rates 

The subjects of this study were principals in a sub-

urban school district in North Texas. The district employs 

forty-three principals, each assigned to a different campus. 

In this district, there are thirty elementary principals 
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(grades kindergarten through six), thirteen junior high 

school principals (grades seven through nine), and four 

senior high school principals (grades ten through twelve). 

Thirty-two of the principals are males, nine are females. 

All of the females are serving at the elementary level. 

All of the principals had been elected by and served under 

the superintendent occupying that position at the time of 

the study. 

The response rate for the sample was 95.4 per cent. 

This included forty-one completed questionnaires from the 

total of forty-three principals in the school district. 

Of the two who did not return the questionnaires, one was 

absent and one chose not to participate by not returning 

the completed questionnaires. 

Procedure 

Permission to collect data by administering the 

Administration Organizational Inventory (AOI) and the 

Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire (PSIQ) was 

received from the Superintendent of Schools in the public 

school district studied. The superintendent cooperated by 

introducing the study at the completion of a regularly 

scheduled administration meeting. This occurred on a 

Wednesday morning in the third week in April, 1985. 

Copies of the two questionnaires that had been placed 

together in a manila envelope were distributed to the 
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principals with a brief description of the purpose of the 

study, the nature of the questionnaires, the guarantee of 

anonymity, instructions on completing the questionnaires, 

and the importance of placing of both questionnaires back 

into the same envelope. For statistical purposes, the 

questionnaires were later numbered in pairs. The super-

intendent did not remain in the room during the actual 

administration of the questionnaires. 

Statistical Analysis 

The following hypotheses were submitted to statistical 

analysis. The chi-square test of independence was utilized 

for hypothesis 1. One-way analysis of variance was utilized 

for hypothesis 2 and 3, and two-way analysis of variance was 

utilized for hypothesis 4. 

—There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the campus principals regarding the super-

intendent' s leadership style according to the following 

biographical variables of the principals: (a) age, (b) sex, 

(c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years of experience as 

a principal. 

H2—There will be no significant difference between the 

superintendent's leadership style and the social interaction 

of the campus principals as perceived by the principals. 

H 3-There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the campus principals regarding their social 
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interaction with the superintendent according to the follow-

ing biographical variables of the principals: (a) age, 

(b) sex, (c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years of 

experience as a principal. 

H—There will be no significant interaction between 
4 

the leadership style of the superintendent on the dependent 

variables of age, sex, elementary or secondary level, years 

of experience as a principal, and the mean on the dependent 

score on the social interaction scale as perceived by the 

principals. 

The responses of the Administration Organizational 

Inventory were analyzed. For thirty of the forty-eight 

items, response A, "Very Frequently or Always True," was 

valued at five, and scoring ranged downward to response E, 

"Very Rarely or Never True," which was valued at one. 

Values were reversed for items 3, 4, 7, 9, 11, 15, 17, 18, 

19, 31, 36, 39, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 and ranged from 

response A valued at one to response E valued at five. 

Items 3, 4, 8, 11, 15, 17, 19, 21, 25, 29, 30, 39, 43, and 48 

were isolated to compose the expertise factor. The remain-

ing thirty-four items composed the authority factor. The 

mean score of each factor for the total sample established 

a norm from which individual response mean scores could be 

identified as high or low for both the authority and 

expertise factors. Using Isherwood and Hoy's (1) concept 
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of a four-fold topology, four bureaucratic organizational 

structures may be identified,. 

Past research indicated that most of the responses 

would fall into one of the quadrants, thereby identifying 

the bureaucratic leadership style of the superintendent. 

Research also indicated that the responses would tend to 

cluster in the Professional or Authoritarian quadrant when 

one considers the composition of administrative personnel in 

a school system. The mean of the expertise factor for the 

total sample was established at 46.29 while the mean of the 

authority factor for the total sample was established at 

103.15. These two means established the "norms" for the two 

factors in the AOI. The principals' responses on both fac-

tors were then scrutinized for assignment to the quadrants 

by comparing their individual scores to the mean of the 

total sample. The distribution of the responses is illus-

trated in Figure 3. 

Examination of Figure 3 reveals that the groupings were 

distributed almost equally in the quadrants, with nine in 

the Weberian quadrant, eleven in the Professional quadrant, 

eleven in the Authoritarian quadrant, and ten in the Chaotic 

quadrant. However, there was an identifiable clustering 

when the responses of principals 9, 20, and 32 are con-

sidered isolates or extremes of their quadrants. Possibly, 

the responses of principals 3, 17, 31, and 36 

side of an identifiable clustering. 

are also out-
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An example of this concept is school 20 that is slightly 

above the mean of the authority factor but more than 26 

points below the mean on the expertise factor. School 32 is 

an example of the reverse. The authority factor is more than 

23 points below the mean while the expertise factor is more 

than 9 points above the mean. A final example is school 21 

with more than 15 points above the mean on the authority 

factor while almost on the mean for the expertise factor. 

Similarly, school 17 has more than 20 points above the mean 

on the authority factor with only 1 point from the mean on 

the expertise factor. 

With the isolates removed, there are only slight 

differences in the principals' scores which place them in 

the four different quadrants. A minimal shift of a few 

points could easily change the identification of the 

bureaucratic leadership style. Because the identification 

of the bureaucratic leadership style was not clearly defined, 

this study analyzed the relationships of all four styles as 

reflected in the bureaucratic structures. 

The Weberian organizational structure is characterized 

by scores above the mean on both the expertise and authority 

factors. This pattern is similar to the ideal type described 

by Weber. The Weberian schools' mean scores for the 

authority and expertise factor items are listed in Table I. 
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TABLE I 

WEBERIAN SCHOOLS' MEANS AND DEVIATION FROM THE TOTAL MEAN FOR 
AUTHORITY AND EXPERTISE FACTORS ON THE ADMINISTRATION 

ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

School 
(Principal) 

Authority 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

Expertise 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

10 110 + 6.85 47 + .71 
12 120 +16.85 51 + 4.71 
18 107 + 3.85 57 +10.71 
22 106 + 2.85 57 +10.71 
24 113 +. 9.85 55 + 8.71 
27 112 + S. 85 47 + .71 
28 110 + 6.85 54 + 7.71 
30 112 + 8.85 53 + 6.71 
41 118 +14.85 53 + 6.71 

Total 
Sample 
Mean Scores* 103.15 • • • 

46.29 . . . 
*Forty-one schools, 

Examination of Table I reveals that in the authority 

factor on the AOI, nine schools ranged from 2,85 to 16.85 

above the mean of 103.15 for the total forty-one school 

sample. For the expertise factor, all nine schools ranged 

from .71 to 10.71 above the mean of 46.29 for the total 

sample. The nine schools were identified as Weberian 

schools as the organizational structure had more of the 

elements found in Weber's ideal-type bureaucracy with rela-

tively high degrees of both authority and expertise. 

The Professional organizational structure reflects high 

expertise and low authority. The Professional schools' 
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means for the authority factor and for the expertise factor 

items are listed in Table IX. 

TABLE II 

PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS' MEANS AND DEVIATIONS FROM THE TOTAL 
MEAN FOR AUTHORITY AND EXPERTISE FACTORS ON THE 

ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

School 
(Principal) 

Authority 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

Expertise 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

2 103 - .15 55 + 8.71 
3 87 -16.15 48 + 1.71 
4 100 - 3.15 47 + .71 
6 99 - 4.15 51 + 4.71 
13 101 - 2.15 56 + 9.71 
15 97 - 6.15 53 + 6.71 
19 95 - 8.15 52 + 5.71 
23 94 - 9.15 58 +11.71 
25 94 - 9.15 53 + 6.71 
32 80 -23.15 56 + 9.71 
35 93 -10.15 52 + 5.71 

Total 
Sample 
Mean Score* 103.15 • • • 46.29 • • • 

*Forty-one schools. 

Examination of Table II reveals that for the authority 

factor, all eleven schools ranged from .15 to 23.15 below 

the mean for the total forty-one-school sample. For the 

expertise factor, all eleven schools ranged from .71 to 

11.71 above the mean for the total sample. This bureau-

cratic structure emphasizes shared decision making between 
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the administrators and the professional staff with rules and 

procedures serving as guides rather than as strict formats. 

The authoritarian structure rates high on bureaucratic 

characteristics but low on expertise ones. The authori-

tarian schools' means for the authority factor and for the 

expertise factor are listed in Table III. 

TABLE III 

AUTHORITARIAN SCHOOLS' MEANS AND DEVIATION FROM THE TOTAL 
MEAN FOR THE AUTHORITY AND EXPERTISE FACTORS ON THE 

ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

School 
(Principal) 

Authority 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

Expertise 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

1 107 + 3.85 45 - 1.29 
8 109 + 5.85 37 - 9.29 

11 113 + 9.85 45 - 1.29 
17 124 +20.85 45 - 1.29 
20 106 + 2.85 20 -26.29 
21 119 +15.85 46 - .29 
26 109 + 5.85 36 -10.29 
29 109 + 5.85 37 - 9.29 
31 123 +19.85 43 - 3.29 
33 112 + 8.85 46 - .29 
36 123 +17.85 40 - 6.29 

Total 
Sample 
Mean Score* 103.15 # « • 46.29 «• » • 

*Forty-one schools. 

Examination of Table III reveals that for all eleven 

schools, the authority factor ranged from 2.85 to 20.85 

above the mean for the total forty-one sample. For all 
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eleven schools, the expertise factor items ranged from .29 

to 26.29. below the mean for the total sample. This organi-

zational structure stresses authority based on position 

within the hierarchy. The superior has the last say and 

promotions to administrative positions typically go to those 

who have been loyal to the organization and superiors. 

The Chaotic organizational structure is characterized 

by a low degree of both bureaucratic and expertise factors. 

The Chaotic schools' means for the authority factor and the 

expertise factor items are listed in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

CHAOTIC SCHOOLS' MEANS AND DEVIATION FROM THE TOTAL MEAN 
FOR THE AUTHORITY AND EXPERTISE FACTORS ON THE 

ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

School 
(Principal) 

Authority 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

Expertise 
Factor 

Mean 
Deviation 

5 
7 
9 
14 
16 
34 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Total 
Sample 
Mean Score* 

92 
92 
71 
92 
98 
97 
99 
98 
94 
91 

103.15 

•11.15 
-11.15 
-32.15 
-11.15 
- 5.15 
- 6.15 
- 4.15 
- 5.15 
- 9.15 
-12.15 

39 
43 
35 
44 
39 
36 
39 
46 
41 
41 

46.29 

- 7.29 
- 3.29 
-11.29 
- 2.29 
- 7.29 
-10.29 
- 7.29 
- .29 
- 5.29 
-5.29 

*Forty-one schools. 
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Examination of Table IV reveals that for all ten 

schools, the authority factor ranged from 4.15 to 32.15 

below the mean for the total sample. For all ten schools, 

the expertise factor ranged from .29 to 11.29 below the 

mean for the total sample. In an organizational structure 

with a low degree of authority and expertise, confusion and 

conflict are typical day-to-day operations. With incon-

sistency and contradiction, there is pressure to move toward 

one or the other structured type. 

Responses to the Perceived Social Interaction Question-

naire (PSIQ) were analyzed. The fifteen items scores ranged 

from A, "Very Frequently or Always True" valued at five 

downward to E, "Very Rarely or Never" valued at one. The 

mean for the forty-one total sample established the norm 

which divided the individual responses into a "high" or 

"low" degree of social interaction with the superintendent. 

The PSIQ scores are listed in Table V. 

Examination of Table V reveals that the scores ranged 

from 15 to 56 with a mean of 25.05. Fifteen responses were 

found above the mean in the "high" areas and twenty-six 

responses were found in the "low" area. The mean was an 

arbitrary point used to determine the degree of social 

interaction experienced by the principal with the super-

intendent. 

Hypothesis 1 states that there will be no significant 

difference in the perceptions of the campus principals 
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TABLE V 

GROUPING BY SCHOOL SCORES AND DEVIATION FROM THE MEAN FOR 
THE ITEMS ON THE PSIQ 

School Score 
Deviation from 

(Principal) Score Mean 

22 56 +30.95 
24 39 +13.95 
19 38 +12.95 
15 34 + 8.95 
34 33 + 7.95 
8 32 + 6.95 
32 32 + 6.95 
30 31 + 5.95 
38 31 + 5.95 
21 29 + 3.95 
26 29 + 3.95 
3 28 + 2.95 
23 28 + 2.95 
40 27 + 1.95 
27 26 + .95 
2 25 - .05 
4 25 - .05 
28 25 - .05 
36 25 - .05 
6 24 - 1.05 
16 24 _ 1.05 
11 22 - 3.05 
29 22 - 3.05 
35 22 - 3.05 
37 22 3.05 
10 21 _ 4.05 
14 21 - 4.05 
39 21 _ 4.05 
9 20 - 5.05 
17 20 - 5.05 
25 20 - 5.05 
5 19 - 6.05 
13 19 - 6.05 
20 17 _ 8.05 
31 17 - 8.05 
33 17 - 8.05 
1 16 - 9.05 
41 16 - 9.05 
7 15 - 10.05 
12 15 10.05 
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TABLE V—Continued 

School 
(Principal) Score Deviation from 

Mean 

Total 
Sample 
Mean Score* 25.05 • • • 

*Forty-one schools. 

regarding the superintendent's leadership style according to 

the following biographical variables of the principals: 

(a) age, (b) sex, (c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years 

of experience as a principal. The .05 level of significance 

was utilized as the level of acceptance of the hypothesis. 

The chi-square test of independence was utilized to 

test the hypothesis with its four variables. For hypothesis 

la, chi-square data for the total group of forty-one princi-

pals are presented in Table VI. 

Examination of Table VI reveals 8 responses came from 

principals 39 and under years of age. These responses were 

almost equally distributed in the quadrants. The Weberian 

and Authoritarian quadrants each had 2 responses, the Profes-

sional quadrant had 1 response, and the Chaotic quadrant had 

3 responses. For the 12 principals who were 40 to 50 years 

of age, the Weberian quadrant had 2 responses, the Authori-

tarian quadrant had 6 responses, the Professional quadrant 

had 3 responses, and the Chaotic quadrant had only 1 response. 
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TABLE VI 

SUMMARY DATA AND CHI-SQUARE DATA FOR SIGNIFICANCE REGARDING 
ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY AND AGE 

Age Weberian Authoritarian Professional Chaotic 
Row 
Total 

Under 39 2 2 1 3 8 
19.5% 

40-50 2 6 3 1 12 
29.3% 

Over 51 5 3 7 6 21 
51.2% 

Column 
Tot'al 

9 
22. 0% 

11 
26.8% 

11 
26 .8% 

10 
24.4% 

41 
100.0% 

Chi-Square 
Coefficient 

Degrees of Freedom Significance 
P Value 

6.8035 6 .3394 

For the 21 principals who were over 51 years of age, 

the Weberian quadrant had 5 responses, the Authoritarian 

quadrant had 3 responses, the Professional quadrant had 7 

responses and the Chaotic quadrant had 6 responses. Princi-

pals 51 years of age and over had the greatest number of 

responses in one cluster, and they appeared in the Profes-

sional quadrant, while the fewest number of responses 

clustered in the Professional quadrant came from the under 

39 years of age category. 

Examination of the statistical results in Table VI 

indicates a chi-square coefficient of 6.8035 with a P value 

of .3394 which is not significant at the .05 level. 
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Hypothesis lb is concerned with the difference in the 

perception of the campus principals regarding the super-

intendent' s leadership style and the sex of the principals. 

The chi-square data for the total group of forty-one princi-

pals are presented in Table VII. 

TABLE VII 

SUMMARY DATA AND CHI-SQUARE DATA FOR SIGNIFICANCE REGARDING 
ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY AND SEX 

Sex Weberian Authoritarian Professional Chaotic 
Row 
Total 

Male 6 8 10 8 32 
78.0% 

Female 3 3 1 2 9 
22.0% 

Column 
Total 

9 
22.0% 

11 
26.8% 

11 
26.8% 

10 
24.4% 

41 
100.0% 

Chi-Square 
Coefficient 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Significance 
P Value 

1.9464 .5836 

Examination of Table VII reveals there were 9 female 

and 32 male principals responding. Of the 32 male responses, 

the greatest number of responses, 10, were found in the 

Professional quadrant with the fewest, 6, in the Weberian 

quadrant. Of the 9 female responses, the Weberian and 

Authoritarian had 3 responses each, the Chaotic quadrant had 

2 responses and the Professional quadrant had 1 response. 
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The Professional quadrant garnered the most responses from 

the male principals as a group and the fewest responses from 

the female principals as a group. 

Examination of the statistics in Table VII indicates a 

chi-square coefficient of 1,9464 with a P value of .5836. 

Therefore> there was no significant difference among the 

leadership style as evidenced by the AOI scores and the sex 

of the principals. 

Hypothesis lc is concerned with the difference in the 

perception of the campus principals regarding the superinten-

dent" s leadership style and elementary or secondary level. 

Chi-square data for the total group of forty-one principals 

are presented in Table VIII. 

Examination of Table VIII reveals responses from 28 

elementary principals and 13 secondary principals. The 

greatest number of responses, 9, from the elementary 

principals was in the Chaotic quadrant with 7 each in the 

Weberian and Authoritarian quadrants, and the fewest number, 

5, in the Professional quadrant. Of the 13 secondary 

principals, the greatest number, 6, were found in the Pro-

fessional quadrant, with 4 responses in the Authoritarian 

quadrant, 2 responses in the Weberian quadrant, and only 1 

response in the Chaotic quadrant, The Chaotic and Pro-

fessional quadrants reflect opposltes with the elementary 

and secondary principals. The greatest number of elementary 



74 

TABLE VIII 

SUMMARY DATA AND CHI-SQUARE DATA FOR SIGNIFICANCE REGARDING 
ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY AND POSITION 

OF ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY LEVEL 

Position Weberian Authoritarian Professional Chaotic ROW 
Total 

Elem. 7 7 5 9 28 
68.3% 

Sec. 2 4 6 1 13 
31.7% 

Column 
Total 

9 
22.0% 

11 
26.8% 

11 
26.8% 

10 
24.4% 

41 
100.0% 

Chi-Square 
Coefficient 

5.3097 

Degrees of 
: Freedom 

Significance 
P Value 

,1505 

principals' responses were found in the Chaotic while the 

fewest number of secondary principals' responses were found 

in that quadrant. Conversely, the fewest number of elemen-

tary principals' responses were found in the Professional 

quadrant, while the greatest number of secondary principals' 

responses were found in that quadrant. 

Examination of the statistics in Table VIII indicates a 

chi-square coefficient of 5.3097 with a P value of .1505. 

Therefore, there was no significant difference among the 

leadership style as evidenced by AOI scores and the elemen-

tary or secondary level of the principals. 
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Hypothesis Id is concerned with the difference in the 

perception of the campus principals regarding the super-

intendent's leadership style and the years of experience 

as a principal. Chi-square data for the total group of 

forty-one principals are presented in Table XX. 

TABLE IX 

SUMMARY DATA AND CHI-SQUARE DATA FOR SIGNIFICANCE REGARDING 
ADMINISTRATION ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY AND YEARS OF 

EXPERIENCE IN PRINCIPAL'S POSITION 

Experi-
ence 

Weberian Authoritarian Professional Chaotic Row 
Total 

1-3 yrs. 

4-9 yrs. 

Over 10 
yrs. 

3 

1 

5 

3 

4 

4 

1 

3 

7 

1 

5 

4 

8 
19.5% 
13 
31.7% 
20 
48.8% 

Column 
Total 

9 
22.0 

11 
26.8 

11 
26.8 

10 
24.4 

41 
100.0% 

Chi-Square 
Coefficient 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Significance 
P Value 

5.7875 .4474 

Examination of Table IX reveals that 8 principals had 

been a principal for 1 to three years, 13 principals had been 

in that position 4 to 9 years, and 20 principals had been in 

that position over 10 years. In the 1 to 3 years category, 

3responses each were found in the Weberian and 
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Authoritarian quadrant and 1 response each in the Profes-

sional and Chaotic quadrant. In the 4 to 9 years category, 

1 response was found in the Weberian quadrant, 3 responses 

were found in the Professional quadrant, 4 responses were 

found in the Authoritarian quadrant, and the greatest number, 

5, was found in the Chaotic quadrant. In the over 10 years 

category, 4 responses each were found in the Authoritarian 

and Chaotic quadrants, 5 responses were found in the Weberian 

quadrant, and the greatest number, 7, was found in the Pro-

fessional quadrant. A reversal is evident in the Profes-

sional quadrant. The Professional quadrant had the least 

number of responses from those principals with the fewest 

years of experience and the greatest number of responses 

from those principals with the greatest number of years of 

experience. 

Examination of the statistics in Table IX indicates 

a chi-square coefficient of 5.7875 and a P value of .4474. 

Therefore, there was no significant difference among the 

leadership style as evidenced by the AOI scores and years 

of experience in the Principal's position. 

Hypothesis 2 was evaluated by one-way analysis of 

variance. Hypothesis 2 states that there will be no 

significant difference between the superintendent's leader-

ship style and the social interaction of the campus princi-

pals as perceived by the campus principals. Summary data 
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and analysis of variance data for the total responses of 

the forty-one principals are presented in Table X. 

TABLE X 

SUMMARY DATA OF MEANS OF THE FOUR ADMINISTRATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY QUADRANTS AND THE 
PERCEIVED SOCIAL INTERACTION INVENTORY 

AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA 

Quadrant Number of 
Respondents PSIQ Mean 

Weberian 
Authoritarian 
Professional 
Chaotic 

Total 

9 
11 
11 
10 

41 

28.11 
22.36 
26.82 
23.30 

25.05 

Source Sum Squares df Variance F Ratio P Value 

Between 228.732 3 76.244 1.251 .305 

Within 2255.171 37 60.551 

Total 2483.902 40 

Examination of Table X indicates that the PSIQ had a 

mean for all responses of 25.05. Nine responses were found 

in the Weberian quadrant with a PSIQ mean of 28.11. Eleven 

responses were found in the Authoritarian quadrant with a 

PSIQ mean of 22.36. Eleven responses were found in the 

Professional quadrant with a PSIQ mean of 26.82. Ten 

responses were found in the Chaotic quadrant with a PSIQ 
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mean of 23.30. Only the Professional and Weberian quadrants 

indicated a PSIQ score higher than the mean. However, the 

resultant F ratio of 1.251 for the analysis of variance was 

not significant at the ,05 level. 

Hypothesis 3 states that there is no significant differ-

ence in the perceptions of the campus principals regarding 

their social interaction with the superintendent according 

to the following biographical variables of the principals: 

(a) age, (b) sex, (c) elementary or secondary, and (d) years 

of experience as a principal. This hypothesis was tested 

using four one-way analyses of variance with the PSIQ scores 

and the four variables. Hypothesis 3a is concerned with the 

social interaction as exhibited by the PSIQ scores and the 

age variable. Summary data and analysis of variance data 

for the responses of the total of forty-one principals are 

presented in Table XI. 

Examination of Table XI reveals a PSIQ mean of 25.05, 

For the 39 and under age category, 8 responses had a PSIQ 

mean of 24,63. For the 40 to 50 years of age, 12 responses 

had a PSIQ mean of 22.92 and for the over 51 years of age 

category, 21 responses had a PSIQ mean of 26.43, Only this 

last category reflected a "high" social interaction. The 

resultant F ratio of .76 for the analysis of variance was 

not significant at the ,05 level. 
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TABLE XI 

SUMMARY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR PERCEIVED 
SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE AND AGE 

Age Number of 
Respondents PSIQ Mean 

39 and under 8 24. 63 

40-50 12 22. 92 

Over 51 21 26. 43 

Total 41 25. 05 

Source Sum Squares df Mean 
Square F Ratio P Value 

Between 95.968 2 47.984 .764 .473 

Within 2387.935 38 62.840 

Total 2483.903 40 

Hypothesis 3b is concerned with the perceptions of the 

campus principals regarding their social interaction with 

the superintendent according to the sex variable. Summary 

data and analysis of variance data for the total of forty-

one principals are presented in Table XII. 

Examination of Table XII reveals a PSIQ mean of 25.05 

for the total sample, a PSIQ mean of 26.06 for the 32 male 

principals and a PSIQ mean of 21.44 for the 9 female princi-

pals. The responses from the male principals as a group 

indicated a "high" social interaction, while the responses 
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from the female principals indicated a "low" social inter-

action. The resultant F ratio of 2.503 was not significant 

at the .05 level, 

TABLE XII 

SUMMARY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR PERCEIVED 
SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE AND SEX 

Sex 
Number of 
Respondents PSIQ Mean 

Male 32 26. 06 

Female 9 21. 44 

Total 41 25. 05 

Source Sum Square df Mean 
Square F Ratio P Value 

Between 149.805 1 149.805 2.503 .122 

Within 2334.970 39 59.849 

Total 2483.902 

Hypothesis 3c is concerned with the principals' percep-

tion regarding their social interaction according to the 

elementary or secondary level. Summary data and analysis of 

variance data for the total of forty-one principals are 

presented in Table XIII. 

Examination of Table XIII reveals the PSIQ mean for the 

total sample is 25.05. The 28 elementary principals as a 

group had a PSIQ mean of 24.79 while the 13 secondary 
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principals as a group had a PSIQ mean of 25.62. The mean 

of the responses from the secondary principals was slightly 

above the PSIQ mean. However, the resultant F ratio of .096 

for the analysis of variance was not significant at the .05 

level. 

TABLE XIII 

SUMMARY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR PERCEIVED 
SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE AND LEVEL OF 

ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY 

Level Number of 
Respondents PSIQ Mean 

Elementary 

Secondary 

Total 

28 

13 

24.79 

25.62 

41 25.05 

Source Sum Squares df Mean 
Square F Ratio P Value 

Between 6.111 1 6.111 .096 .758 

Within 2477.791 39 63.533 

Total 2483.902 40 

Hypothesis 3d is concerned with the social interaction 

between principal and superintendent as perceived by the 

principals and the years of experience as a principal. 

Summary data and analysis of variance data are presented in 

Table XIV. 



TABLE XIV 

SUMMARY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR 
PERCEIVED SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS A PRINCIPAL 

82 

Years Experience 
as a Principal 

Number of 
Respondents PSIQ Mean 

1-3 years 

4-9 years 

Over 10 years 

Total 

8 

13 

20 

41 

22 .00 

23.69 

27.15 

25.05 

Source Sum Squares df Mean 
Square F Ratio P Value 

Between 186.583 2 93.292 1.543 .227 

Within 2297.319 38 60.456 

Total 2483.902 40 

Examination of Table XIV reveals a PSIQ mean of 29.05. 

Responses from 8 principals with 1 to 3 years of experience 

had a PSIQ mean of 22.00. Responses from 13 principals with 

4 to 9 years of experience had a PSIQ mean of 23.69, and 

responses from 20 principals with over 10 years of experience 

had a PSIQ mean of 27.15. Only the last group had a mean 

that was greater than the total sample. The resultant F 

ratio of 1.543 for the analysis of variance was not signifi-

cant at the .05 level. 
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Hypothesis 4 states that there will be no significant 

interaction between the leadership style of the superinten-

dent on the dependent variables of age, sex, elementary or 

secondary level, and years of experience in the principal's 

position and the mean on the dependent score of the social 

interaction scale. This hypothesis was tested using four 

two-way analyses of variance. 

Hypothesis 4a is concerned with the leadership style of 

the superintendent, the ages of the principals, and their 

mean scores on the PSIQ. Two-way analysis of variance data 

are presented in Table XV. 

TABLE XV 

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR THE ADMINISTRATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY, AGE, AND PERCEIVED 

SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Ratio P Value 

Rows (styles) 189.364 3 63.121 .989 .412 

Columns (age) 56.600 2 28.300 .443 .646 

Interaction 632.412 11 57.492 .901 .551 

Within Cells 1851.490 29 63.844 

Total 2729.866 45 

Examination of Table XV reveals that the interaction 

between the two variables, styles and age, resulted in an 
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F ratio of .901 with no significant difference at the .05 

level. For differences in styles, the F ratio was .989 and 

for age, the F ratio was ,443, both with no significance at 

the .05 level. For differences in styles, the F ratio .989 

had 3 degrees of freedom associated with the numerator and 

29 degrees of freedom with the denominator. For these degrees 

•of freedom, the value required at the 5 per cent level was 

2.14. The conclusion was that the styles have not affected 

the social interaction. For difference in ages, the F ratio 

of .443 had 2 degrees of freedom associated with the numerator 

and the 29 degrees of freedom with the denominator. For these 

degrees of freedom, the value required for the 5 per cent 

level was 3.33. The age variable also did not affect the 

social interaction. 

Hypothesis 4b is concerned with the leadership style of 

the superintendent, the sex of the principals, and their 

mean scores on the PSIQ, Two-way analysis of variance data 

are presented in Table XVI. 

Examination of Table XVI reveals that the interaction 

between the two variables, styles and sex, resulted in an F 

ratio of 1,063, with no significant difference at the .05 

level. For differences in styles, the F ratio was 1,251 and 

for sex, 2.46 7, both concluding with no significance at the 

.05 level. For differences in styles, the F ratio of 1.251 

had 3 degrees of freedom associated with the numerator and 

33 degrees of freedom with the denominator. For these degrees 
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of freedom, the value required at the .05 level was 2.68. 

For the sex variable, the F ratio of 2.467 had 7 degrees of 

freedom associated with the numerator and 33 degrees of 

freedom with the denominator. The value required for 

significance was 2.31. Neither style nor sex affected the 

social interaction. 

TABLE XVI 

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR ADMINISTRATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY, SEX, AND PERCEIVED 

SOCIAL INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Ratio P Value 

Rows (styles) 230.466 3 76.822 1.251 .307 

Columns (sex) 151.540 1 151.540 2.467 .126 

Interaction 456.927 7 65.275 1.063 .409 

Within Cells 2026.975 33 61.423 

Total 2865.908 44 

Hypothesis 4c is concerned with the leadership style of 

the superintendent, the elementary or secondary level, and 

the mean score of the PSIQ. Two-way analysis of variance 

data are presented in Table XVII. 

Examination of Table XVII reveals that the interaction 

between the two variables, styles and position, resulted in 

an F ratio of .863 with no significant difference at the .05 

level. 
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TABLE XVII 

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR ADMINISTRATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY, ELEMENTARY OR™ 
SECONDARY LEVEL, AND PERCEIVED SOCIAL 

INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Ratio P Value 

Rows (style) 223.875 3 74.625 1.173 .335 

Columns (level) 1.255 1 1.255 .020 .889 

Interaction 384.492 7 54.527 .863 .545 

Within Cells 2099.410 33 63.618 

Total 2702.032 44 

For differences in style, the F ratio was 1.173, and for 

position of elementary or secondary, the F ratio was .02, 

both concluding with no significant difference at the .05 

level. For differences in styles, the F ratio of 1.173 had 

3 degrees of freedom associated with the numerator and 33 

degrees of freedom with the denominator. For these degrees 

of freedom, the value required at the .05 level was 2.68. 

For the position variable, the F ratio of .02 had 1 degree 

of freedom associated with the numerator and 33 degrees with 

the denominator. The value required for significance was 

4.14. Neither style nor position affected the social inter-

action. 

Hypothesis 4d is concerned with the leadership style of 

the superintendent, the years of experience as a principal, 
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and the mean score of the PSIQ. Two-way analysis of 

variance data are presented in Table XVIII. 

TABLE XVIII 

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA FOR ADMINISTRATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY, YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

AS A PRINCIPAL, AND PERCEIVED SOCIAL 
INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Ratio P Value 

Rows (style) 185.575 3 61.858 1.D92 . 368 

Columns 
(experience) 133.426 2 71.713 1.265 .297 

Interaction 840.402 11 76.400 1.348 .249 

Within 1643.500 29 56.672 

Total 2812.803 45 

Examination of Table XVIII reveals that the interaction 

between the two variables, style and years of experience as 

a principal, resulted in an F ratio of 1.348, with no 

significance at the .05 level. For differences in styles, 

the F ratio was 1.092 and for years of experience, 1.265, 

both concluding with no significant difference at the .05 

level. 

For differences in styles, the 1.092 had 3 degrees of 

freedom associated with the numerator and 29 degrees of 

freedom with the denominator. For these degrees of freedom, 
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the value required at the 5 per cent level was 2.93. For 

differences in years of experience, the 1.265 had 2 degrees 

of freedom associated with the numerator and 29 degrees of 

freedom with the denominator. For these degrees of freedom, 

the value required at the 5 per cent level was 3.33. Neither 

style nor years of experience as a principal affected the 

social interaction. 

Although the positions of the superintendence' and the 

principalship have similar levels of supervisory responsibili-

ties, and although each position encompasses many different 

aspects, this study was limited to the examination of the 

bureaucratic organizational structure reflected by the super-

intendent's manner of conducting business and the social 

interaction that occurs between the personalities in the two 

positions as perceived by the campus principals. 

Summary 

Forty-one principals from a North Texas public school 

district responded to two questionnaires, the Administration 

Organizational Inventory and the Perceived Social Inter-

action Questionnaire. Data from their responses were sub-

mitted to statistical analysis to accept or reject the four 

hypotheses in this research. The chi-square test of 

independence was utilized for hypothesis 1 to determine 

whether the frequency distributions demonstrated any 

significant associations. One-way analysis of variance was 
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utilized with hypotheses 2 and 3 to determine whether the 

groups differed significantly among themselves. Two-way 

analysis of variance was utilized with hypothesis 4 to deter-

mine if two different variables had an effect on a third 

variable. The summary of the data and the analysis of the 

statistical data were described and illustrated in figures 

and tables. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the summary, findings, conclusions 

and recommendations for further research. 

Summary 

This study examined the leadership style of a super-

intendent in a bureaucratic organizational structure, the 

social interaction experienced between the superintendent 

and campus principals as perceived by the principals, and 

the effects of age, sex, elementary or secondary level, and 

years of experience in the principal's position on that 

relationship. 

This study was completed in a public school district in 

North Texas. Two questionnaires were given to the campus 

principals in an administrative meeting with an overall 

response rate of 95.4 per cent. Responses to the Administra-

tion Organizationa1 Inventory (AOI) were used to determine 

the leadership style of a superintendent operating in a 

bureaucratic structure. The AOI, a self-norming forced-

choice instrument, was designed to determine one of four 

bureaucratic structures: Weberian, Professional, 

90 
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Authoritarian, or Chaotic. The responses did not yield a 

clear-cut identification. Rather, the responses were 

grouped almost equally in the quadrants: Weberian 9, 

Professional 11, Authoritarian 11, and Chaotic 10. As a 

result, the study examined the analyses of all four struc-

tures and the other variables of social interaction and age, 

sex, elementary or secondary level, and years of experience 

as a principal. 

The four hypotheses were submitted to different statis-

tical analyses. The chi-square test of independence was 

used to analyze the bureaucratic organizational structure of 

the school. The results indicated whether the four structures 

differed significantly from each other when biographical data 

were considered. Responses on the second questionnaire, the 

Perceived Social Interaction Que s tionna ire (PSIQ), were used 

to determine the degree of social interaction between the 

superintendent and campus principals as perceived by the 

principals. The PSIQ was designed as a self-norming instru-

ment with the mean of the total responses designating a "high" 

or "low" social interaction index. One-way analysis of 

variance was used to determine the significance of interaction 

between the leadership styles as identified by the AQI and 

social interaction between the superintendent and principal 

as determined by the PSIQ. One-way analysis was also used to 

analyze the relationship of social interaction between the 

superintendent and principals and the variables of age, sex, 
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elementary or secondary level, and years of experience as a 

principal. Two-way analysis of variance was used to analyze 

the relationship of the leadership style and the effects of 

the variables of sex, age, elementary or secondary level, 

and years of experience as a principal on social interaction. 

All four hypotheses were not significant at the .05 level. 

The null hypotheses were accepted. 

Findings 

The following findings resulted from the study. 

1. No significant difference was found in the campus 

principal's perception of the superintendent's leadership 

style as identified in the bureaucratic organizational 

structure and the variables of age, sex, elementary or 

secondary level, and years of experience as a principal. 

Critical value equaled .339 on the leadership style and 

age; .534 on leadership style and sex; .151 on leadership 

style and level; and .447 on leadership style and years of 

experience as a principal. Hypothesis 1 was accepted. 

2. No significant difference was found in the campus 

principal's perception of the superintendent's leadership 

style as identified in the bureaucratic organizational 

structure and the social interaction between the principal 

and superintendent as perceived by the principal. P value 

equaled .305. Hypothesis 2 was accepted. 
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3. No significant difference was found in the campus 

principals' perception of the social interaction that they 

experienced with the superintendent and the variables of 

age, sex, elementary or secondary level, and years of 

experience as a principal. P value equaled .47 3 in the 

social interaction and age; ,122 in social interaction and 

sex; .758 in social interaction and elementary or secondary 

level, and .227 in social interaction and years of experience 

as a principal. Hypothesis 3 was accepted. 

4. No significant difference was found in the campus 

principals' perception of the superintendent's leadership 

style as identified in the bureaucratic organizational 

structure, the biographical variables of age, sex, elemen-

tary or secondary level, and years of experience as a 

principal, and social interaction between the principal and 

superintendent as perceived by the principals. For leader-

ship style, age and social interaction, P value equaled .551; 

for leadership style, sex, and social interaction, P value 

equaled .409; for leadership style, elementary or secondary 

level, and social interaction, P value equaled .545; and 

for leadership style, years of experience as a principal and 

social interaction, P value equaled .249. Hypothesis 4 was 

accepted. 
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Additional Findings 

A review of the data revealed the following additional 

findings. 

1. There was an almost equal distribution of the princi-

pals' responses into the four quadrants. When the seven 

isolates were removed, then there were nine responses in the 

Weberian quadrant, seven responses in the Authoritarian quad-

rant and nine responses in each of the Professional and 

Chaotic quadrants. 

2. Examination of the distribution of the responses 

according to biographical data revealed a clustering more 

often in the Professional quadrant than in the other three 

quadrants. The greatest number of responses by the princi-

pals over fifty-one years of age, the male principal, the 

secondary level principal and the principal with over ten 

years of experience clustered in the Professional quadrant, 

3. The two quadrants with the high expertise factor 

had the higher social interaction indices. The Weberian 

quadrant had the highest index followed by the Professional 

quadrant. The PSIQ means for both quadrants were above the 

mean for the total of forty-one responses. 

4. Responses from principals over fifty-one years of 

age, male, in the secondary school and in that position 

over ten years were found to have a social interaction mean 

above the social interaction mean for the total of forty-

one principals. 
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Major Conclusions 

The following major conclusions resulted from the 

findings of this study. These conclusions apply only to the 

subjects of the study. They can be generalized only to the 

population studied. 

1. Campus principals, as a group, have no explicit 

perception of the leadership style of their superintendent 

in the bureaucratic organizational structure. 

2. Campus principals, as a group, do not perceive a 

high degree of social interaction between themselves and 

the superintendent. 

3. The biographical variables of age, sex, elementary 

or secondary level, and years of experience as a principal 

do not indicate any statistical significance regarding the 

campus principals' perception of the superintendent's leader-

ship style. Neither is there any statistical significance 

regarding the social interaction with the superintendent as 

experienced by the campus principals. 

It can be concluded that campus principals have diverse 

perceptions of their professional and social relationship to 

the superintendent, since the findings did not indicate any 

statistical interactions. 

Additional Conclusions 

Additional conclusions which were reached from the 

findings apply only to the subjects of this study. 
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1. There is some unity in the principals' perception 

of the leadership style in the organizational structure. 

The majority of the responses are not diverse within the 

sample. 

2. Principals perceive the superintendent's leadership 

style as Professional rather than Weberian, Authoritarian or 

Chaotic when biographical data are considered. 

3. Principals who perceive the superintendent having a 

high degree of expertise also feel they have a warm and 

friendly social interaction with the superintendent. 

4. The older, male, secondary principals with over 

ten years of experience in that position indicated they had 

a warm and friendly social interaction with the superinten-

dent. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The following recommendations for further research are 

made based on the findings and conclusions of this study. 

1. The study should be replicated involving other 

populations to confirm the findings and conclusions. 

Specifically (a) the study should be replicated with 

elementary and secondary teachers in the district studied, 

(b) the study should be replicated with the central-office 

administrators in the district studied, and (c) the study 

should be replicated in other school districts. 
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2. In studying the bureaucratic organizational 

structure of a school system, the superintendent's leader-

ship style should be better defined. 

3. In studying the social aspect of a school system, 

the method of gathering data should shift from a quantitative 

study to a qualitative study to solicit additional factors 

not considered on a questionnaire. 

Recommendations 

Specific recommendations for the school district studied 

include the following. 

1. The administrative personnel of the district should 

recognize that the bureaucratic structure of the school 

district does affect the principals' perception of leader-

ship style. The superintendent should initiate efforts to 

appear more consistent, principals who view the leadership 

style of the superintendent as Chaotic should have the 

opportunity to participate in workshops, work on committees 

and interact on a one-to-one basis with the superintendent 

to better understand the superintendent's operational 

strategies. 

2. The superintendent should implement a plan to make 

the younger, female, elementary principals feel they are 

recognized and accepted socially as well as professionally. 

3. The superintendent should be aware of those 

individuals who feel distant in either their social or 
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professional relationship or both and make a concentrated 

effort to help them overcome that feeling. 

Summary 

No significant difference or interaction was found in 

the principals' perception of the leadership style of the 

superintendent as identified by the bureaucratic organiza-

tional structure and the social interaction between the 

principals and superintendent as perceived by the principals. 

All four null hypotheses were accepted. Although there was 

no statistical evidence of any significant interaction, the 

frequencies of the responses in the four quadrants and the 

means of those quadrants on the PSIQ suggest that the 

principals over fifty-one years of age, who are male and in 

the secondary school, and have ten or more years of experience 

as a principal view the superintendent as a professional in 

the organizational structure and have a warm, personal rela-

tionship with him. 
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Administration Organization Inventory 100 

Following is a list of items that may be used to describe the way 
your administration operates. The items describe typical conditions 
that occur within an administration. Please indicate to what extent 
each of these descriptions characterizes YOUR ADMINISTRATION. Please 
do NOT evaluate the items as "good11 or "bad11 conditions, but read each 
item carefully and decide how well the statement describes your 
administration. Although some items may appear similar, they express 
important differences. Each item should be considered as a separate 
description. This is not a test of ability of consistency in 
answering. Its only purpose is to make it possible for you to 
describe the administration as accurately as possible. 

It is important that your answers be "independent," so please do 
not discuss them with other principals. 

Please be frank in your responses with the assurance that all 
responses are strictly confidential. 

Please respond to EVERY item. 

DIRECTIONS: 

a. READ each item carefully. 

b. THINK about how the statement describes the admini-
stration. 

c. DECIDE to what extent the condition described is 
true in the administration. 

d. DRAW a circle around one of the five letters 
following the item to show your answer. 

A = VERY FREQUENTLY or ALWAYS true 
B = OFTEN true 
C = OCCASIONALLY true 
D = SELDOM true 
E = VERY RARELY or NEVER true 

Please complete the following demographic information. 

Position: Principal of 
Elementary School 
Secondary School 

Years of experience as a Principal in present district: 
1-3 years 
4-9 years 
Over 9 years 

Age: 39 and below 
40-50 years 
Over 51 years 

Sex: Male 
Female 
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1 I get approval for decisions I make A B C D E 

2 Rules stating when principals must leave their 

buildings are strictly followed A B C D E 

3 Promotions are based on how well you are liked. . A B O D E 

4 Principals are required to serve on task forces 
for which they have no suitable background. .... A B C D E 

5 The time for informal get-togethers during the 
school day is strictly regulated A B C D E 

6 Red tape is a problem in getting a job done in 
this district. A B C D E 

7 The district sponsors administrative 
get-togethers A B C D E 

8 Principals receive help from the superintendent 
in instruction, personnel, and administration. • • A B O D E 

9 Principals direct their building activities as 
they please A B C D E 

10 Principals are subject to the policies of the 
district, no matter how serious a problem they 
have . A B 0 D E 

11 There isn't much chance for a promotion unless 
you are "in" with the Superintendent A B C D E 

12 The Superintendent requires that principals fol-
low strict operating procedures at all times. ..A B C D E 

13 A principal who wants to make his own decisions 
would quickly become discouraged in this dis-
trict A B C D E 

14 Principals in this district follow a set of rules 
and regulations A B C D E 

15 Principals prepare their own publications for 
campus information V... A B O D E 
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16 Going through the proper channels is important 
in this district . A B C D E 

17 Assignment of principals to campuses is made 
without regard for principals1 training or 
qualifications A B C D E 

18 Administrative meetings proceed in a friendly 
and informal manner. .... A B C D E 

19 Principals do a lot of reports which could be 
done by the central office staff A B C D E 

20 Even small matters are referred to someone 
higher up for a final answer A B C D E 

21 Principals are periodically evaluated for com-
petence in the job A B C D E 

22 Standardized rules and regulations are used by 
all principals A B C D E 

23 When principals fail to follow instructions, the 
superintendent corrects in the same manner, 
regardless of the individual involved. A B C D E 

24 There can be little action on each campus until 
decisions are approved A B C D E 

25 The instructional program is departmentalized 
into specific subject areas with specific 
teachers assigned. a B C D E 

26 Principals who leave their buildings call in to 
the administration. A B C D E 

27 Whenever principals have a problem, they go to 
the Superintendent for an answer. A B C D E 

28 No matter how special a principal's problem 
appears to be, he/she is treated the same way 
as anyone else A B C D E 
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29 A record of every principal's job performance 
is kept A B C D E 

30 Personnel problems are referred to a definite 
person within the district A B C D E 

31 Nothing is said if you get to a called adminis-
trative meeting just before it begins or leave 
right after dismissal occasionally A B C D E 

32 Relationships among administrative members are 
formal and impersonal A B C D E 

33 No one can get necessary building improvements 
without approval from the superintendent or his 
assistant A B C D E 

34 Written orders from higher up are followed 
unquestioningly A B C D E 

35 Principals follow standard procedures in dealing 
with most situations which arise A B C D E 

36 Principals make their own decisions here without 
checking with anyone else A B C D E 

37 Principals are careful not to violate policies 
in this district A B C D E 

38 Principals follow clearly specified procedures 
for doing the jobs in their buildings A B C D E 

39 Many principals are hired simply because they 
have attractive personalities A B C D E 

40 Principals ask someone higher up before they do 
almost anything A B C D E 

41 Principals are aware of rules regarding their 
behavior in the school and community. A B C D E 

42 Principals feel that they are their own boss in 
most matters A B C D E 
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43 Principaling here involves a variety of tasks 
and responsibilities from day to day A B C D E 

44 Principals have fun socializing together during 
school time. A B C D E 

45 Principals experiment with procedures for campus 
management and instructional leadership. ...••••A B C D E 

46 Principals1 closest friends are other principals 
in this district. A B C D E 

47 How things are done on each campus is pretty much 
up to the individual principal . A B C D E 

48 Promotion is not on personal preference of the 
selectors, but on an objective evaluation of the 
principals1 capabilities. A B C D E 



Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire 105 

Most of us enjoy some social relationship with our colleagues in 
the school district where we work and assume this relationship contri-
butes to our effectiveness on the job. Through this study we hope to 
find out how critical the interpersonal relationships are between the 
campus principals and the superintendent and what suggestions you have 
for improving the working relationship of all administrators in the 
school district. 

This is not a test—your opinion is the only right answer. Do 
not sign your name. Please be frank in your responses. 

DIRECTIONS: 

a. Read each item carefully. 

b. Decide to what extent you interact with the superintendent. 

c. Indicate the degree of social interaction you participate in 
by circling the appropriate letter to the right. 

A. FREQUENTLY 
B. OFTEN 
C. OCCASIONALLY 
D. SELDOM 
E. RARELY 

Please complete the following demographic information. 

Position: Principal of 
Elementary School 
Secondary School 

Years of experience as a Principal in present district: 
1-3 years 
4-9 years 
Over 9 years 

Age: 39 and below 
40-50 years 
Over 51 years 

Sex: Male 
Female 
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1. I play golf3 bridge or some other recreational 
game with the superintendent A B C D E 

2. I have lunch with the superintendent A B C D E 

3. I fraternize with the superintendent at civic, 
professional and/or social clubs A B C D E 

4. We enjoy fellowship at church and/or church 
socials. A B O D E 

5. I attend district-sponsored socials to not 
only fulfill my professional responsibility, 
but also to develop a more personal social 
relationship. A B C D E 

6. I travel on business trips with the superin-
tendent at every opportunity. A B C D E 

7. I travel on pleasure trips with the superin-
tendent when either he or I initiate an invi-
tation A B C D E 

8. My spouse and I promote a personal social 
association with the superintendent, his/her 
spouse and/or family members A B C D E 

9. My spouse and I attend cultural events with 
the superintendent and his/her spouse A B C D E 

10. The superintendent and I exchange gifts at 
Christmas and/or birthdays A B C D E 

11. I casually drop by the superintendent's 
office A B C D E 

12. We meet on an informal basis to discuss both 
personal and professional matters A B C D E 

13. I phone the superintendent at home about 
non-job related matters A B C D E 

14. 1 go to the superintendent for personal advice 
in addition to professional advice A B C D E 

15. The superintendent comes to me for personal 
advice in addition to professional advice. ... A B C D E 
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Enclosed is a copy of a self-developed social interac-
tion questionnaire which I anticipate using in my disser-
tation study at North Texas State University. My study is 
concerned with identifying a superintendent's bureaucratic 
leadership style as perceived by campus principals and the 
social relationships that exist between the superintendent 
and principals. 

It is my intent to use an adaptation of Punch's School 
Organization Inventory to identify a particular leadership 
style, and then measure the degree of social interaction 
between the superintendent and principals with the enclosed 
Perceived Social Interaction Questionnaire. The social 
interaction will be measured by fifteen Likert-type items 
where the respondent will select one response of frequently, 
often, occasionally, seldom or rarely. It is important that 
each item exhibit face validity; that is, each item is 
expected to reveal social interaction. 

My request to you is to participate in the face valida-
tion of the submitted instrument. I seek your critique and 
recommendations that would approve or enhance the 
instrument. 

Should you have any question, please call. My office 
phone is (817) 460-4611; my home phone is (817) 277-5817. 

Thank you for your assistance and taking part in my 
educational research. 

Sincerely, 

Mildred K. Helms 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

My dissertation study concerns a relationship that can 
occur only between a superintendent and his campus princi-
pals. It is hoped the findings of the study will provide 
knowledge for all administrators to better understand that 
relationship. With this knowledge we can examine our 
approaches in order to develop a more effective and com-
patible management team in the school system. 

My request to you is to complete the enclosed two 
questionnaires. The superintendent has approved and sup-
ports my study in the district. The Administration Organiza-
tion Inventory is designed to identify the leadership style 
of the superintendent as perceived by you as you have worked 
with him over the past years. The Perceived Social Inter-
action Questionnaire is designed to measure the degree of 
social interaction. 

There are no right or wrong answers. No one will know 
your individual responses. The scores will be reported in 
group form only. We do not want your name on your question-
naire. All items need to be marked in order to submit the 
data for analyses. 

The Administration Organization Inventory may take a 
little over ten minutes, but the Perceived Social Inter-
action Questionnaire should take less than five minutes. 

Please read the introduction and directions on each 
questionnaire before beginning it. When you finish, place 
your questionnaires in the enclosed envelope and return it 
upon your leaving the room. 

Thank you for taking your time to participate in this 
study. 
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