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ABSTRACT
THE SYMBIOTIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NEW PRINCIPALS AND THE
CLIMATE OF THE SCHOOLS IN WHICH THEY LEAD

By
Eric C. Eshbach
May 2008

Dissertation Supervised by Robert B. Bartos, Ph.D.
This study sought to determine the relationship that exists between the leadership
styles of first year elementary principals and the organizational climate of the schools to
which they are assigned to lead. Using quantitative methodology, the research included
17 principals from elementary schools in Pennsylvania. These schools, located in eight
different counties, covered geographical areas that were rural, suburban and urban. In
addition to the 17 principals, 404 professional staff members participated in this study.
Principals completed the Leader Form of the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ-5X), revealing self-perceptions of their use of a transformational,
transactional or passive/avoidant style of leadership. Professional staff from the 17
elementary schools completed the Rater Form of the MLQ-5X, providing information on
how they perceived their principals’ approach to leadership. A one-way analysis of
variance was conducted, revealing that a significant difference existed between the self-
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perceptions of the principals and the perceptions their staffs had in regards to their
principal’s leadership style. Despite a consistent perception by the principals that they
used a more transformational style of leadership, this analysis indicated a disparity
between that perception and the staff perception of the way they were leading.
The professional staff also responded to the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire for Elementary Schools (OCDQ-RE), revealing their perception of the
climate that existed in their schools. An examination of the descriptive statistics revealed
that 13 of the schools could be classified as having open climates, one as having an
engaged climate, one as having a disengaged climate and two as having closed climates.
The 13 schools with open climates also had principals whose professional staff rated
them higher in transformational factors and lower in transactional and passive/avoidant
factors.
Correlation analysis was conducted to determine if there was a relationship
between the factors of leadership and the climate behaviors. Results revealed that there
was a significant relationship between schools having open or engaged climates and
principals utilizing a transformational style of leadership. Similarly, there was a
significant relationship between principals who exhibited more transactional leadership
qualities and schools that had closed or disengaged organizational climates.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Most educators who have pursued educational administration as their career focus
can identify an individual whose actions, attitudes and behaviors inspired the move out of
the classroom and into the principalship. For many, the one who inspired them displayed
the qualities of a caring, compassionate leader who valued those being led and their
opinions. For others, the inspiration came from the desire to be different than the
principal for whom they had worked, who may have modeled a leadership style more
authoritarian in nature and marked by rewards for an employee behaving in a seemingly
appropriate way or by discipline for behaving in an inappropriate manner.
A thorough review of the research examining the role of the principal in effective
schools reveals the importance of leadership styles. Few would argue that the style of
leadership labeled transformational, has proven to be not only innovative, but also more
effective in nurturing school improvement efforts than the traditional, transactional style
(Burns, 1978). In transformational leadership, the leader guides the worker through a
transformation from focusing on one’s own self interest to the organizational interest.
Whereas transactional leadership is marked by vested authority bestowed on the leader
from society, the transformational leader has an earned authority, gained from the respect
warranted by his actions (Rosenor, 1990). This transformation occurs when the leader
focuses attention and organizational emphasis on long-range planning and a collaborative
approach to problem-solving and initiating change (Huffman and Jacobson, 2003).
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Statement of the Problem
The growing movement to hold educators accountable for the progress and
preparation of students seeks to dissect every area of the educational system in search of
areas of weaknesses that need to be bolstered. To think that the role of the principal
would escape this scrutiny is naïve. It would be even more irresponsible to believe that
the educational bureaucracy, which mirrored the factory model prevalent in the 19th
Century, could be effective in this century. As education has often looked towards
industry for guidance in how we structure and lead schools, it is no surprise that recent
works by Daniel Goleman (2002), Jim Collins (2001), Max DePree (1989), Lee Bolman
and Terrance Deal (2006) and other authors of corporate change have been embraced by
the educational world. The research available that assesses the need for transformational
leadership should also be embraced by those who are leading efforts to structure change
in the American educational system. In a similar fashion, research indicating a
relationship between school climate and student success should be analyzed in order to
ensure that schools are providing the best learning environment for all students.
Arthur Wise (2004) suggests a corporate answer for this educational dilemma:
The education and policy communities must think boldly. Schools cannot
continue to operate using the now dysfunctional 19th Century factory model.
Schools must be redesigned around principles adapted from the organization of
professional work in the 21st Century. Professionals do not work alone; they work
in teams. Professionals begin their preparation in the university, but do not arrive
in the workplace ready to practice. They continue their preparation on the job.
(p. 44)
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The struggle that many principals face, however, is a lack of understanding of what
constitutes effective leadership and what constitutes a school climate in which
cooperation, respect and openness thrive. The quality of a leader is often defined by
those activities in which she engages that are deemed appropriate or inherent to all good
leaders. Too often, educational leaders are expected to demonstrate a leadership style or
implement organizational strategies without the benefit of being trained in appropriate
methods and research-based techniques (Archer, 2004). Examining only the literature of
the private sector will perpetuate this phenomenon. Although reading best sellers on how
to accomplish change in an organization, biographies of outstanding leaders in American
industry and parables of effective leaders is an admirable activity, it does little to affect
change in the school setting.
Hofman, Hofman and Guldemond (2001) suggest several qualities that are present
in effective leaders. First, school leadership should involve teachers in all phases of the
educational process. Next, the contemporary school leader should have a systematic way
of analyzing data to evaluate school performance. Finally, a safe and secure environment
should be established where shared goals and values are established and promoted.
Strahan (2003) also stresses the importance of promoting collaboration. Additionally, he
cites previous studies that characterize effective schools as those whose leadership
attempts to engage parents and community resources, provides teachers with access to
new ideas, helps the entire school community internalize the responsibility it has to
introduce change, and engages the staff in data-driven planning. Huffman and Jacobson
(2003) also believe that collaboration is an essential component of effective leadership.
They go one step further, quoting an earlier study by Michael Fullan, that the essential
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element necessary for school improvement is the leader as change agent. As the principal
stresses the need for change, the climate of the school will need to adjust to that change.
This seems, then, to be the heart of the issue: change without a participatory
leadership style and a climate conducive to change has proven ineffective (Hofman,
Hofman & Guldemond, 2001). Both a transformational leadership style and an open
climate are necessary to institute change and school improvement initiatives. “Indeed, it
seems counterproductive to attempt to change the authority structure of a school without
first developing a climate and culture that is open to such change” (Sweetland & Hoy,
2000, p.721)
Purpose for the Study
This study will examine the relationship between the new principal and the
climate of the school to which he has been assigned. It will scrutinize the effect school
climate has on the success of the freshman year in building-level administration. It will
also study the opposite effect: the impact the new principal has on molding the school
climate or simply allowing it to remain as it was found.
Research Questions
1. Is there a relationship between the style of leadership exhibited by the principal of
a school and the type of organizational climate in that school?
2. Does the organizational climate that exists in a school determine the style of
leadership a new principal exhibits?
Research Hypotheses
H1. There will be a statistically significant relationship between new principals who
utilize a transformational approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor
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Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building to
which they are assigned that is open or engaged as measured by the Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
H2. There will be a statistically significant relationship between new principals who
utilize a transactional approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor Leadership
Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building to which they
are assigned that is disengaged or closed as measured by the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
Null Hypotheses
H01. There will be no relationship between new principals who utilize a
transformational approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor Leadership
Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building in which they
are assigned that is open or engaged as measured by the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
H02. There will be no relationship between new principals who utilize a transactional
approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor Leadership Questionnaire for
Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building to which they are assigned that
is disengaged or closed as measured by the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
Operational Definitions
The following are operational terms for this study:
Climate—“the set of internal characteristics that distinguish one school from another and
influence the behavior of each school’s members” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 189).
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Climate, Closed—the internal characteristics of a school typified by the presence of a
principal whose leadership is controlling, rigid, unsympathetic and unresponsive and by
the presence of teachers who display apathy, frustration, suspicion of authority and lack
of respect towards authority (Hoy, Tarter & Kottcamp, 1991).
Climate, Disengaged—the internal characteristics of a school typified by the presence of
a principal whose leadership is strong, supportive, flexible and concerned and by the
presence of teachers who are divisive, intolerant and uncommitted (Hoy, Tarter &
Kottcamp, 1991).
Climate, Engaged— the internal characteristics of a school typified by the presence of a
weak principal whose leadership is rigid, authoritarian and highly restrictive and by the
presence of teachers who display high levels of collegiality, professional competence,
and commitment to the teaching-learning task (Hoy, Tarter & Kottcamp, 1991).
Climate, Open— the internal characteristics of a school typified by the presence of a
principal whose leadership is strong, supportive, flexible and concerned, and by the
presence of teachers who display high levels of collegiality, professional competence,
and commitment to the teaching-learning task (Hoy, Tarter & Kottcamp, 1991).
Laissez-faire Leadership—“the avoidance or absence of leadership” (Bass & Riggio,
2006, p. 8).
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X)—a survey instrument used to measure
transactional, transformational and passive/avoidant leadership styles. The MLQ-5X is
used to “identify and measure key leadership and effectiveness behaviors shown in prior
research to be strongly linked with both individual and organizational success” (Avolio &
Bass, 2004, p. 13).
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Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Elementary Schools (OCDQRE)—a survey instrument used to portray the climate of an elementary school as open,
closed, engaged or disengaged (Hoy, Tarter & Kottcamp, 1991).
Organizational Socialization—“the process by which employees learn the values, norms,
and required behaviors, which permit them to participate as members of an organization”
(Hsiung & Hsieh, 2003, p. 579).
Passive/Avoidant Leadership—a style of leadership characterized by a leader who avoids
“specifying agreements, clarifying expectations, and providing goals and standards to be
achieved by followers” (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 98). Passive/avoidant leaders are
classified by the MLQ-5X as using either management-by-exception: passive or laissezfaire styles of leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
Symbiotic Relationship—for the purpose of this study, a mutually beneficial relationship
that exists between two concepts (e.g. an open school climate and transformational
leadership, this study proposes, exist in a school setting due to a symbiotic relationship).
Transactional Leadership—a style of leadership in which the leader “takes the initiative
in making contact with others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things” (Burns,
1978, p. 101). Transactional leaders “focus on the motivation of followers through
rewards or discipline, clarifying for their followers the kinds of rewards that should be
expected for various behaviors” (Goodwin, Wofford & Whittington, 2001, p. 759).
Transformational Leadership—a style of leadership characterized by “one or more
persons engage[d] with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another
to higher levels of motivation and morality” (Burns, 1978, p. 101). Transformational
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leaders “stimulate and inspire followers to both achieve extraordinary outcomes and, in
the process, develop their own leadership capacity” (Bass & Riggio, 2006, p.3).
Limiting Factors
Several factors come to mind that may limit the scope or effectiveness of this
research study or which may have an impact on the results. These limitations are listed
below.
1. As this study will be examining the leadership style of first-year principals,
the question can certainly be posed as to whether one year is sufficient time
for the principal’s true leadership style to be revealed to his followers. In
some instances, a principal’s first year in a leadership role is consumed with
learning the job. The actions, decisions, and motivations of a person in their
first year as a principal may be different than subsequent years.
2. The climate of the school in which the first-year principal is placed is
inherited. That is, the new principal has little say as to the factors impacting
the school climate during his first year. Although this study will seek to
clarify how the climate impacts the principal’s leadership style, this factor
may significantly limit how the principal’s leadership style impacts the school
climate.
3. The “honeymoon effect” may play a role in the results. That is, the followers
may be more compassionate with their analysis of the leaders’ behaviors
because this is the first year.
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4. Factors other than the principal’s leadership style may impact the climate of a
given school. Such factors, outside of the principal’s control, could play a
part in the type of climate identified in the school.
5. Factors outside of the school setting could play a role in the development of
the principal’s leadership style. Issues of a personal nature could impact the
way a principal approaches his followers.
Historical Background
Transactional Leadership
The terms transactional and transformational were first used to describe styles of
leadership by J.V. Downton (1973). His analysis of political leaders was soon adopted
by James MacGregor Burns (1978) in his seminal work on the study of leadership. These
terms have become common in educational research as well (Barnett, McCormick &
Conners, 2001). Transactional leadership can be characterized in a variety of ways. In
Burns’ words, “[s]uch leadership occurs when one person takes the initiative in making
contact with others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things” (Burns, 1978, p.
101). In rather basic terms, this style is viewed as an exchange between the leader and
the follower. This exchange includes some expectation of what the follower will do or
how she will perform. When she behaves or performs according to the standards and
norms set by the leader, she receives some type of reward. Usually the reward is in the
form of wages, benefits, or prestige. If the follower does not behave or perform
according to the leader’s expectations, she is disciplined, which may include loss of
wages, unsatisfactory evaluations, or loss of favor in the eyes of the leader and/or coworkers (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997). Transactional leaders focus on
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motivating their followers by rewards and discipline and are eager to clarify what actions
will constitute the need for either. They may actively work with their followers to adjust
behavior to meet their expectations, or they may wait passively for their followers to
make mistakes, issuing punishment in a reactive manner (Goodwin, Wofford, &
Whittington, 2001). In short, transactional leadership focuses on the completion of tasks
and the compliance of the follower based on rewards provided by the leader (Hinkin &
Tracey, 1999).
Whereas Burns (1978) looked at transactional leadership as being on one end of
the leadership continuum and its counterpart, transformational leadership, on the other
end, Bernard Bass and his colleagues have espoused that perhaps it is not so black-andwhite. In a recent study (Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003), they agree that
transactional leadership does involve contingent reinforcement (praise for good
performance and discipline for poor performance) but point out that this may help to
clarify a leader’s expectations and provide followers with recognition for a job well-done.
Contingent reward leadership is characterized by its constructive approach to influencing
followers (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
Transactional leadership that is corrective in nature, as opposed to constructive, is
categorized as “management-by-exception” (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 97). There are,
however, two types of management-by-exception. The first, active management by
exception, is characteristic of a leader who clearly states expectations up front as well as
what could happen if followers do not meet the standards set by the leader. Active
management by exception involves close supervision and quick, corrective action when
necessary (Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003).
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The second type of management by exception is characterized by classic
avoidance techniques. The passive management by exception is characterized by
reactions to situations. Whereas active management by exception is proactive in its
intent, the passive form allows situations to evolve into problems with no systematic
response. In essence, no action is taken until problems become serious or chronic
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). This leader does not clearly state expectations, goals or
standards, opting instead to deal with the situation as it arises (Bass, Avolio, Jung &
Berson, 2003).
The final type of transactional leadership is labeled laissez-faire. This style is
really the absence of leadership. The appointed leader does not only avoid solutions to
problems, he avoids becoming involved. The laissez-faire leader is often absent when
decisions need to be made or avoids making the decision (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Both
the passive management by exception and laissez-faire styles of transactional leadership
net poor results. The proactive, active management by exception, some would suggest is
necessary in certain circumstances (Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003). Recent research
(Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Riggio, 2006) suggests that laissez-faire leadership not be
characterized as transactional but rather as a third style of leadership, separate from
transformational and transactional.
Transformational Leadership
Max DePree suggests that the organization promoted by the bureaucratic structure
breaks down when the leader fails to consider the point-of-view of all members of the
system. He suggests the leader look through the lens of the follower. By doing so, the
leader will maintain the structure of a bureaucratic organization, without losing the
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perspective of every member of the organization (DePree, 1992). DePree’s attitude on
leadership is reflective of the transformational model. Whereas transactional leaders
motivate followers through a system of rewards, the transformational leader motivates
followers by appealing to higher ideals and moral values (Hinkin & Tracey, 1999).
James MacGregor Burns, credited for making popular the concept of the
transforming leader, explained that “[s]uch leadership occurs when one or more persons
engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher
levels of motivation and morality. . .” (Burns, 1978, p. 101). The transformational leader
institutes behavioral change, not by threats or promises, but by convincing followers that
their own interests and values should be aligned with the interests and values of the
organization (Goodwin, Wofford, & Whittington, 2001). Leadership of this style literally
transforms the follower through a process in which the leader builds relationships,
identifies with the follower and works to instill the vision of the organization as a part of
the followers’ individual values. Subordinates become followers of a leader not out of
coercion but because they are truly committed to the vision of the organization, and the
values of the leader. The leader, in turn, shares this same level of commitment to his
followers (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997).
As is the case with the literature on transactional leadership, Bernard Bass has
worked to clarify the definition of transformational leadership. He and his colleagues
(Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003) suggest that transformational leadership requires the
ability to adapt in rapidly changing environments. “Adaptive leaders work with their
followers to generate creative solutions to complex problems, while also developing them
to handle a broader range of leadership responsibilities” (Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson,
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2003, p. 207). Their work has resulted in the identification of four components of
transformational leadership. A leader who considers the followers’ needs over his own
needs has an idealized influence. Such leaders are highly respected and are sought after
to mentor others. The leader who inspires team spirit by motivating followers to meet
high standards by envisioning a better future is said to have inspirational motivation.
Transformational leaders may use intellectual stimulation to question assumptions or
look at problems from a different perspective. This leader encourages followers to think
outside the box and develop new strategies for dealing with old problems. Finally, the
leader who pays attention to the needs of individual group members and acts as a mentor
or coach is identified as using individualized consideration. The climate in which this
leader is present is open to new ideas and individual differences (Avolio, Bass & Jung,
1999; Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003).
Downton (1973) first introduced the concept of transformational leadership as he
intended to describe the characteristics of rebel leaders who helped to institute
revolutionary change in the country in which they lived. These leaders, he purported,
were able to gain the commitment of their followers in three ways: a transactional basis,
a charismatic basis and an inspirational basis. It is upon these three bases for
commitment that researchers such as Bass and Riggio (2006) draw the conclusion that
transformational leadership is not necessarily the opposite of transactional leadership.
Transformational leadership is in some ways an expansion of transactional
leadership. Transactional leadership emphasizes the transaction or exchange that
takes place among leaders, colleagues, and followers. This exchange is based on
the leader discussing with others what is required and specifying the conditions
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and rewards these others will receive if they fulfill those requirements.
Transformational leadership, however, raises leadership to the next level (Bass &
Riggio, 2006, p. 4).
It becomes obvious, thirty-five years after his seminal work, that Downton’s
(1973) explanation of charisma and inspiration are the premise for what embodies a
transformational leader. Charismatic leaders, according to Downton, take on the roles of
comforter, ideal leader or spokesperson. The transaction that takes place includes
encouragement, affection or security from the leader, resulting in support from the
follower. Whereas Downton saw this as a form of transactional leadership, contemporary
authors see charisma as only one component of the transformational leader (Bass &
Riggio, 2006). Downton’s idea of the inspirational basis of commitment is another
component characteristic of the transformational leader. Whereas a follower often
responds to a charismatic leader with a sense of awe, the response to an inspirational
leader is one of respect and deference. “There is no controversy about ends and means,
for the leader personally represents the collective character and world view of his
following” (Downton, 1973, p. 79).
An historical review of the writings on transactional and transformational
leadership reveals that an evolution has taken place regarding the belief of how these two
styles exist in the actions of leaders. We have moved from the philosophy that a leader
displays one or the other, to an understanding of the continuum that exists. The question
remains, however, as to the impact the climate of a school plays on a new principal’s
ability to use a transformational style of leadership.
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School Climate
Principals new to the leadership role have several obstacles to overcome in order
to be successful. Their attempts to enact the transformational leadership style introduced
during their pre-service training may be thwarted by factors within the institution itself.
Chief among these is the climate of the school. Most contemporary definitions of school
climate point to the distinctive characteristics of a school. A common definition of
school climate is “the set of internal characteristics that distinguish one school from
another and influence the behavior of each school’s members” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p.
189).
Emerging in the late 1950s, the concept of organizational climate was studied by
social scientists eager to analyze differences that existed in work environments. The
findings that emanated from the original studies on organizational climate revealed that
each workplace had characteristics and qualities that made it unique, distinguishing it
from other workplaces. Interestingly, a comparison was drawn between the climate of an
organization and the personality of an individual. Industrial psychologists also noticed
the psychological climates that existed in organizations and noticed the similarities to
personality types (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).
This concept of organizational climate has also attracted the interest of
educational researchers. By the late 1970s, the climate existing in a school had been
linked to effective schools research. Edmonds (1979) noted that a climate with high
expectations, strong leadership, a safe and orderly environment, an emphasis on basic
skills, and an emphasis on the monitoring of student progress was present in schools with
high academic achievement. Thus, efforts were made to pinpoint the specific
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characteristics of school climate that would have the most significant impact on student
achievement. However, stumbling blocks arose, including a common understanding of
the meaning of school climate as well as empirical evidence (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp,
1991).
The climate of a school is composed of such things as the purpose of the school
as defined by its members, the values shared by those members and the activities that
take place in the school. It is developed through the participation of those individuals
who work together in the school (Kelley, Thornton & Daugherty, 2005). As the
membership of the school changes, so too can the climate of the school.
One must be cautious not to confuse school climate with the organizational
culture of the school. Although they are often used interchangeably, there is a notable
difference. School culture includes the many beliefs, goals, purposes, thoughts,
knowledge and expectations found in a school (Barnett, McCormick & Conners, 2001)
and is often thought of in terms of norms, values, symbols, myths and attitudes. It
consists of the shared assumptions held by the members. “Organizational culture is a
system of shared orientations that hold the unit together and give it a distinctive identity”
(Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991, p. 5). School climate, on the other hand, consists of the
shared perceptions of the members (Hoy & Miskel, 2001). It is more reflective of the
relationships and personalities of the members that make up the school membership
(Chirichello, 1999). Hoy and Miskel suggest that the “climate of a school may roughly
be conceived as the personality of a school—that is, personality is to the individual as
climate is to the organization” (2001, p.190). Using a similar analogy, I would suggest
that the organizational culture, then, is the genetic make-up an individual inherits.
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Although a person’s genetic make-up may determine that her hair is blonde, her
personality is what dictates a change to red hair. Similarly, the organizational culture of a
school may be informal and family-like, but the climate, influenced by the perceptions
members have, may cause the third grade team to isolate themselves from the others to
implement a new writing strategy. Whereas school culture is often looked at as being
influenced by the leadership of the school (Hoy & Miskel, 2001), school climate appears
to emanate from the membership of the school. Often the principal is a part of that
membership. However, when a new principal arrives, one can only venture to assume the
impact this new member will have on the climate. Equally, the question arises as to the
effect the climate will have on this new member.
As the new principal strives to achieve those aspects that will ultimately help
define him as a successful school leader, the forces acting against his efforts from within
the school are often great, causing much turmoil in the first year. Researchers must
analyze the impact school climate has on the success of a first year principal. Equally as
important, a similar analysis must take place to examine the influence the new principal
has on the climate of the school. As this relationship is analyzed, one could expect to
ultimately find a common thread that ties the leadership style of a new principal and the
climate of the school to student achievement (Griffith, 2004). In the No Child Left
Behind era, time cannot be wasted waiting for the factors that comprise the climate of a
school to adjust to new leadership. In a similar vein, watching principals come and go
through the “revolving door” of a school with a dysfunctional climate fails to address the
goals of increased accountability and enhanced student achievement.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Studies on Leadership
Several themes emerge from the analysis and synthesis of the studies examined
during the review of the literature. Foremost, it is important to recognize the research
conducted to determine the effectiveness of transformational leadership. In Michael
Chirichello’s (1999) qualitative and quantitative study of the preferred leadership style of
six elementary principals, he saw a possible “nexus between successful schools and
principals who exhibit the characteristics of transformational leadership” (p. 6). Studies
analyzing very different variables resulted in similar findings. A quantitative study of 87
elementary schools in Tennessee over a four-year period found a significant positive
relation (r = +.354, p <.01) between principal leadership and school climate. The
principal defined as a strong instructional leader, arguably characteristic of a
transformational leader, was more likely to promote student achievement through the
influence she exerts on the school climate (r = +1.315, p <.05) (Hallinger, Bickman &
Davis, 1996). In a study of principals of schools that included moderate to severely
disabled children, Ingram (1997) found that those administrators who were
transformational in their style had a greater influence on teacher motivation (M = 3.73 for
transformational and M = 2.48 for transactional, p = 0.007). She also found that all of
the transformational principals had strong levels of charisma, which directly impacted
teacher motivation.
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It is important during this research to realize the various components of
transformational leadership, as often, individual components are analyzed for their
impact. As this study uses the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) it is
necessary to recognize the amount of research that has taken place to identify the factors
used to define a leader as transformational or transactional. Bass (1985) originally
identified six factors of transformational and transactional leadership: charisma,
inspirational, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward,
and management-by-exception. Additionally, he identified the component, laissez-faire,
as the absence of leadership. In later writings, Bass combined charisma and inspirational
into one factor and for several years, the five factors of transformational and transactional
leadership were combined with laissez-faire to create a six-factor model (Avolio, Bass &
Jung, 1999). Several analyses of the six-factor model of the MLQ challenged the results
and recommended modifications of the model. One such iteration of the MLQ included
an eight-factor model, which kept charisma and inspirational as separate factors and
separated management-by-exception into two factors (passive and active) (Den Hartog,
Van Muijen & Koopman, 1997).
The authors of the MLQ conducted several analyses to determine the best fit for
the factors that make up the transformational and transactional constructs. By 1999, a
comparison of nine models had been conducted and the results proved that the six-factor
model provided “the best and most parsimonious model fit” (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p.
61).
In the most recent version of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ5X), the authors once again conducted comparative factor analyses with several models.
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This time, a model representing the full-range leadership theory was tested using ninefactors to identify a leader as transformational or transactional. In the Full Range Model,
charisma has been renamed idealized influence and is separated into the first two
components: idealized attributes and idealized behaviors. Inspiration is now classified
as the third factor, inspirational motivation. Intellectual stimulation and individual
consideration make up the fourth and fifth factors of transformational leadership. The
transactional construct is comprised of three factors: contingent reward, managementby-exception: active and management-by-exception: passive. The ninth factor remains
laissez-faire and continues to be characterized as the absence of leadership (Avolio &
Bass, 2004). The validity of this model has been confirmed by additional research
(Antonakis, Avolio & Sivasubramaniam, 2003). For the purpose of this study, we will
use the Full Range Model as presented in the MLQ-5X.
Several research studies examine one of these factors to determine the specific
impact it may have. Barnett and McCormick (2003) conducted a qualitative study to
investigate one aspect of transformational leadership and the effect it has on relationships
and teacher motivation. Whereas charisma (or idealized influence) is one component of a
transformational leader, the development and articulation of a vision is one source of that
charisma. Drilling down even deeper into the characteristic of vision, the researchers
developed research questions focusing on two stages of visionary leadership: creating the
vision and communicating the vision. Research questions sought answers that explain
how school vision is defined, the development of the vision, the development of
commitment to the vision, the expectations principals have of teachers, and the influence
the vision has in schools.
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The study was conducted with four principals and eleven teachers in four schools
in New South Wales, Australia. The schools were selected because their principals had
been identified as transformational leaders in a previous study. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted, each held face-to-face and each tape-recorded. The
interviews were then transcribed and analyzed for patterns and themes in which
conclusions could be drawn. The researcher was quite deliberate in his analysis of data,
including an independent researcher to also read and analyze patterns and concepts from
the transcribed interviews. These independent analyses resulted in 90 percent agreement
between the two researchers regarding the themes and patterns that emerged.
Several conclusions were drawn from this study. From the interviews, the
researchers noticed a pattern of similarity in the definition of school vision as a future
direction that had been commonly agreed upon by the entire school community. Thus,
vision was seen as an important behavior of the transformational leader. However,
inconsistency in responses was noted in terms of the influence vision has in schools.
Principals explained the immense importance of the vision in everyday life. Teachers, on
the other hand, suggested that the vision had no real impact on their teaching practices.
Nor did the vision itself motivate teachers to change teaching. To this reader, this is
disconcerting. The authors of this research indicated that a vision must be “articulated to
mobilize individuals to pursue it” (Barnett & McCormick, 2003, p.56) and yet their
research indicates that those who should be doing the pursuing (the teachers) do not find
it important enough to influence what they spend a majority of their work day doing:
instructing students.

21

The principals and teachers indicated that the school vision should be focused on
the needs of the students and the improvement of teaching and learning. In other words,
simply developing the vision may not be enough. There must be practical application of
that vision. This underscores the previous point that the vision should be developed in
such a way that it invades all areas of the teachers’ day.
Also revealed through this qualitative study were the three characteristics
important to developing the school vision: collaboration, principal as initiator of the
process, and a shared sense of creation and responsibility in carrying out the vision. It
should be noted that these three characteristics directly relate to the idealized attributes
and idealized behaviors factors espoused by the authors of the MLQ-5X (Avolio & Bass,
2004). The researchers also discovered that commitment to the vision was developed
through communication from the principal to the teachers. In addition, teachers noted
that commitment to the vision was displayed by the principal’s behavior being consistent
with the school vision (Barnett & McCormick, 2003). This highlights the important role
the principal plays in gathering input for the establishment of the vision, “selling” the
vision and keeping it at the forefront of teachers’ thoughts.
Although only one aspect of transformational leadership, the development and
implementation of a vision appears to have an impact on the success of a school.
Interestingly, it may not have the impact that some literature would have us believe. This
study suggests that the relationships a principal establishes may be just as important as
the vision. It also seems to suggest that lack of relationships, despite the quality of the
vision, would be detrimental to teacher motivation. This observation seems obvious.
The question remains, however, whether lack of vision, despite the presence of healthy
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relationships, would be enough to sustain teacher motivation. Since teacher job
satisfaction seems to have an impact on school climate, this question seems to be
significant.
In a separate study, a meta-analysis was used to review the effects of charisma
(idealized influence) on followers. Thirty-six studies were analyzed to determine how
charisma of the leader impacts various organizational outcomes. Results indicated that
the charisma of the leader is positively related to the effectiveness of the leader (r = 0.68,
p < .001) and subordinate performance (r = 0.27, p < .001), although these relationships
are weaker than expected. However, the meta-analysis did indicate that charisma has a
greater impact on increasing group performance as opposed to individual performance
(DeGroot, Kiker & Cross, 2000).
Other components of transformational leadership have also been studied. Griffith
(2004) surveyed staff and students in elementary schools in a large, suburban school
district, in an attempt to determine if the behavior of principals could be described in
terms of transformational leadership components. The study also attempted to determine
what effect transformational leadership of the principal had on staff turnover, school
performance and job satisfaction among the staff.
The results indicated that staff perceptions of principal behavior could, indeed, be
categorized according to three components of transformational leadership: charisma
(idealized influence), individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation. Further
analysis showed that principals who were identified as using these three components (and
thus were classified by the researchers as transformational leaders) had school staff that
had greater satisfaction with their jobs and had fewer incidences of staff turnover. The
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study produced similar results when analyzing student achievement, noting that
transformational leaders had higher achieving students, but only when there was high
staff satisfaction. Thus, the conclusion was drawn that leadership style does not have a
direct impact on student achievement or staff turnover (Griffith, 2004). When
transformational leaders have staff members with high job satisfaction, student
achievement is higher and staff turnover is lower. This may lead one to form the opinion
that the transformational leader has such a significant impact on the cooperation, respect
and openness of the school climate that he provides “fertile soil” in which student
achievement is more prone to grow. Drawing a link to the Barnett and McCormick
(2003) study, one might question whether having a staff with higher job satisfaction
wouldn’t also increase the commitment to development and sustainability of a vision.
Perhaps the degree of job satisfaction would transfer into teachers who were more eager
to integrate the vision into their daily instruction.
The research (Griffith, 2004) also indicated that principals who displayed the
characteristics of a transformational leader had a greater impact on student achievement
in schools having more disadvantaged students (as determined by free and reduced lunch
status). This is quite interesting, as it seems logical that such schools would experience a
greater degree of staff turnover and lower rates of job satisfaction. One must conclude,
therefore, that dwelling on the importance of nurturing transformational leadership
behaviors of principals is essential in schools with low socio-economic status.
The author explains the relevance of this study to the selection of new principals,
indicating that the components of transformational leadership should be used to select,
train and evaluate new principals (Griffith, 2004). It could be concluded that an
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induction program for new principals, especially those in schools with high levels of
disadvantaged students, could produce higher student achievement scores, lower staff
turnover and higher staff job satisfaction. As school districts plan for an ever-increasing
wave of retiring administrators, special emphasis must be placed on the recruitment and
training of new building-level leaders. Studies such as this highlight the necessity for
training programs that will encourage and overtly train new administrators in
transformational leadership behaviors and practices.
Research findings are also available in which the use of transformational
leadership is not proven to be any more effective than transactional. Barnett, McCormick
and Conners (2001) conducted a study to examine the effects transformational leadership
and transactional leadership had on school learning culture. School learning culture is
defined as “perceptions, thoughts and beliefs that have been found to be critical in
determining motivation and student learning” (p.3). Research on twelve randomly
selected secondary schools in Sydney, Australia led to 124 teachers completing the
multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ-5X) and the patterns of adaptive learning
survey (PALS). Results indicated that characteristics of transformational leadership seem
to be effective only when characteristics of transactional leadership are interwoven into a
principal’s leadership style. The researchers also concluded from their data that the more
visionary the principal, the less motivated students are to learn and the less likely teachers
are to encourage students to work hard and learn. Perhaps the principal’s constant focus
on vision and goals draws teachers’ concerns away from classroom performances. The
researchers indicate that it may be “presumptuous” to believe that transformational
leadership practices are the key to restructuring efforts in this century.
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In response to the Barnett, McCormick and Conners (2001) study, one should not
overlook the findings of Goodwin, Wofford and Whittington (2001). In an attempt to
clarify the contingent reward factor of the MLQ, the researchers found that certain
behaviors once thought of as transactional, could truly be transformational in nature. As
stated above, the transactional construct is grounded in the concept of the leader
providing rewards for the performance of the follower. The researchers termed this an
explicit psychological contract. They also coin the phrase, implicit psychological
contract. In such a contract, “the leader and follower agree on the value of their shared
vision and that they will work toward its attainment” (Goodwin, Wofford & Whittington,
2001, p. 762). This implicit psychological contract, it is espoused, is part of the
transformational construct. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted and results
supported the hypothesis that some contingent reward items of the MLQ do relate to
transformational leadership.
Perhaps the finding that contingent rewards relate to both transformational and
transactional leadership (Goodwin, Wofford & Whittington, 2001) supports the finding of
Barnett, McCormick and Conners (2001) when they suggest that qualities of both
transformational and transactional leaders are woven into the fabric of an effective
principal. The work of Bass, Avolio, Jung, and Berson (2003) supports this concept in
their study of U.S. Army platoon leaders. Their research found that successful platoon
leaders used both contingent rewards and transformational leadership factors. Thus, one
cannot overlook the benefits of transactional leadership that is active, especially in high
stress situations (passive/avoidant leadership, or the absence of leadership, in any context,
does not produce a successful leader). This research has implications as to the
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interconnectivity of transactional and transformational factors. Although often thought of
in terms of a continuum, the most effective leaders often display characteristics of both
styles of leadership (Avolio, Bass & Jung, 1999).
In another study (Yu, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2002) conducted outside the United
States, researchers wanted to determine if the significant effects found in a Canadian
study would transcend cultural barriers and reveal similar results in Hong Kong, a
predominantly Chinese culture. The researchers hypothesized that teachers’ commitment
to change was a result of both transformational leadership variables and in-school
conditions. The in-school conditions (school culture, strategies for change, school
structure and the environment) served as the mediating and/or moderating variables.
Surveys, completed by 2,092 elementary teachers in Hong Kong, revealed that principals
were using some elements of transformational leadership. This was especially evident in
the area related to the principals’ expectations for teachers’ professional growth (M =
4.36 on a six-point scale, SD = 1.13). Transformational behaviors were apparently not
present in the principals’ ability to set a good example for the staff to follow.
Additionally, this study showed that transformational leadership did not have the impact
on teachers’ commitment to change that the in-school conditions reflected, highlighting
the greatest difference between the Canadian study and the study of Hong Kong
educators. Transformational leadership predicted 10.7% of the variance in teachers’
commitment (F = 12.646, p <0.001) while school conditions predicted 61.5% of the
variance in teachers’ commitment (F = 167.534, p <0.001). This led the researchers to
the conclusion that transformational leadership is necessary in the change process, despite
cultural contexts. However, “the magnitude of its effects may be quite different” (p.383).
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Thus, the leadership style of principals is important to the Chinese educators, but not to
the extent that the conditions of the school are important.
Studies on Climate
Despite strong evidence that supports the direct and indirect impact
transformational leadership can have on school climate, it is difficult for the new
principal to always act out the transformational leadership taught in pre-service training.
Osterman, Crow, and Rosen (1993) pointed out the difficulty new principals have when
confronted with obstinate staff. Specifically, they found in their survey of 158 new
principals in New York City that, despite their knowledge of the effectiveness of
transformative leadership, they quickly resorted to transactional tactics when faced with
difficult staff issues. “Conditions in the school . . . affect the principals’ attitudes toward
and commitment to transformational leadership” (p. 21). Those conditions, obviously,
comprise the climate of the school. It is in the principal’s ability to become aware of the
climate specific to the school that success seems to be either achieved or eluded.
In a separate study of three new principals, researchers seemed astounded that
even though the principals were made aware of issues that might impede the progress of a
positive school climate, they did little to make changes. They had no real awareness of
the issues that were resulting in a stagnant school climate (Coutts, Cochren, & Terry,
1997). Avolio and Bass (2004) categorize such actions as management-by-exception:
passive. This type of transactional leadership has a negative effect on desired outcomes.
An analysis of several studies, which spanned international borders, indicated that
one major area of weakness of new principals is an understanding of how to interpret
those issues that could have a negative impact on school climate (Harvey, 1991).
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Morford (2002) refers to the ability a principal has to fit into a group that already exists in
a school, “organizational socialization.” This ability to read or negotiate the existing
climate in a school is prevalent in many studies examined for this literature review,
including a qualitative study of three principals. The researchers found that successful
principals were able to understand, articulate and negotiate through the existing norms.
The principal who did not have a successful first year was not able to gain support or
access information in the climate that existed in the school (Langston, McClain, &
Walseth, 1998). Even teachers who are yet to become administrators realize the
importance that climate plays, ranking the work environment as the most important factor
influencing a teacher’s decision to become a principal (Shen, Cooley, & Wegenke, 2004).
Perhaps the organizational socialization that Morford (2002) speaks of can be a
result of a previous principal. Harvey (1991) espoused that the principal has such a key
role in the formation of school climate that when a principal leaves a building, there is a
sense of loss. This sense of loss spreads among staff, students and parents so that when
the new principal arrives, barriers exist that prohibit her from gaining an understanding of
the climate. Whereas Harvey suggests that the climate left by the departing principal
serves as an impediment to the new principal, Noonan and Goldman (1995) advocate a
different assumption. Their study of principal succession led them to the conclusion that
the new principal acted in a way that impeded the progression of an open climate. They
noticed an increase in directive behavior when a new principal arrived. This is indicative
of the transactional leadership factor know as management-by-exception: active and
involves close monitoring and corrective action (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Noonan and
Goldman (1995) asserted that this arose from a need for the new administrator to prove
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that she could make decisions. If an hypothesis that transformational leadership leads to
a healthy school climate is accurate, then the exercise of transactional behaviors as
described by Noonan and Goldman would lead one to believe that the climate in those
schools would deteriorate. If, however, the presence of both transformational and
transactional factors prove necessary in the development of healthy school climates,
perhaps such behavior would increase principal effectiveness and acceptance by teachers.
The literature shows a distinct difference between open climates and healthy
climates. Although one might consider a school with an open school climate to also have
a healthy climate, the two concepts are different and are measured using different surveys
and scales. When one wants to determine the openness of a school climate it is necessary
to examine the behaviors of the principal and the teachers. Determining the health of the
school climate involves an examination of the internal structure and its interaction with
external forces. “[H]ealthy organizations deal successfully with disruptive outside forces
while effectively directing their energies toward the major goals and objectives of the
organization” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 197). Despite the differences in the health of a
school and the openness of a school, it is worthwhile examining the data on healthy
school climates, as there does seem to be commonalities among the two concepts.
A study of significance is one that examines how school climate impacts teacher
behavior. Sweetland and Hoy (2000) conducted a study of eighty-six New Jersey middle
schools, comprised of 2,741 teachers. The purpose of this study was to 1) define and
measure teacher empowerment; 2) to examine the relationship between a measure of
school climate and a measure of teacher empowerment; and 3) to determine the
relationship between a measure of teacher empowerment and school effectiveness. Using
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the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Middle Schools (OCDQ-RM)
and the Organizational Health Index (OHI) to determine the openness and health of
schools, the researchers combined the two measures to define four factors of openness
and health: collegial leadership, teacher professionalism, academic press and
environmental press.
The researchers hypothesized that the stronger the collegial leadership, teacher
professionalism and academic press present in a school, the higher the level of teacher
empowerment. Teacher empowerment was defined as the “process by which
administrators share power and help others use it in constructive ways to make decisions
affecting themselves and their work” (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000, p. 709). However, the
researchers hypothesized that environmental press (the stress placed on a school by the
parents and the community to make policy decisions as well as school functioning
decisions) would have no relationship with teacher empowerment. Additionally, they
hypothesized that the four factors of school climate would combine to predict teacher
empowerment (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000).
Results of the Sweetland and Hoy (2000) study indicated that teacher
empowerment is indeed related to collegial leadership (r=.55, p<.01). Teacher
professionalism related to teacher empowerment as well (r=.49, p<.01) as did academic
press (r=.58, p<.01). As hypothesized, however, environmental press was not
significantly related to teacher empowerment (r=-.06, ns). The four factors of climate
also were proven to predict teacher empowerment, with academic press and collegial
leadership being the two strongest predictors. These results indicate that implementing a
site-based management approach will be effective only if the climate of the school is
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open and healthy. Additionally, if the principal is prone to use transformational
leadership that includes a participatory approach and collegial relationships, this study
suggests that teachers will demonstrate a higher degree of professionalism and place a
stronger emphasis on academic achievement. Such actions, this study finds, are
conducive to teacher empowerment. “Not surprisingly, when the leadership of the
principal is supportive and egalitarian rather than directive and restrictive, teacher
empowerment can grow and flourish” (Sweetland & Hoy, p. 720-721).
The previous study provided insight into how factors of school climate,
influenced by the principal’s leadership style, impacted teacher empowerment. One
should not overlook, however, the teachers’ perceptions of the link between principal
effectiveness and school climate. Kelley, Thornton & Daugherty (2005) surveyed 31
elementary principals and 155 teachers (five teachers were selected from the school of
each principal). Each principal completed the Leader Behavior Analysis II (LBAII) to
self-rate his leadership style. A teacher from the principal’s building also completed
another form of the LBAII, which assessed the teacher’s perception of the principal’s
leadership style. This survey includes assessments of the principal’s effectiveness (using
appropriate responses in different situations) and flexibility (using different leadership
styles for different situations). Four other teachers from the principal’s school completed
the Staff Development and School Climate Assessment Questionnaire (SDSCAQ). This
assessment measured teachers’ perceptions of six indicators of school climate:
communications, innovativeness, advocacy, decision-making, evaluation and attitudes
towards staff development.
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This study used Pearson product-moment correlations to determine if there was a
statistically significant positive relationship between leadership effectiveness and school
climate. The Pearson correlation “measures the degree and direction of linear
relationship between two variables” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004, p. 527). The results
revealed a statistically significant positive relationship between teachers’ perceptions of
their principals’ leadership effectiveness and all six indicators of school climate (from r =
.368, p < 0.05 for Decision Making to r = .523, p < 0.01 for Staff Development). This
suggests that a school with a positive climate has teachers who believe their principal to
be an effective leader. Conversely, there were negative relationships between the
teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ flexibility and the six indicators of school climate.
Two of the indicators (communications and advocacy) had negative correlations that
were statistically significant (r = -.358, p < 0.05 for Communication and r = -.404 , p <
0.05 for Advocacy). This indicates that when teachers believe their principal has a higher
amount of flexibility in his leadership style (i.e. not a consistent leadership style), they
have a lower perception of teacher advocacy and effective communication in the school
(Kelley, Thornton & Daugherty, 2005).
Correlation analysis of the principals’ self-assessment of leadership styles and the
teachers’ ratings of the same showed no significant results. This means that the
principals’ choice of leadership style could not be predicted by the teachers’ perceptions.
The researchers point out this discrepancy as a possible indicator of “not walking the
talk.” That is, the way in which the principal behaves and how she says she will behave
is often different. They also point out that despite the fact that situational leadership is
touted as an effective strategy for principals, it may be seen as a “climate buster” to
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teachers. This conclusion shows weaknesses in the methodology and philosophy of
situational leadership. Teachers seem to desire a knowledge of how the principal will
react in various scenarios. A principal who handles each situation differently, based on
the factors and personalities involved, may struggle to maintain high staff morale and
trust (Kelley, Thornton & Daugherty, 2005).
The difference in teacher perceptions and principal perceptions call to light the
importance of two-way communication. Not only is it essential for a principal to
commence a practice of disseminating information, goals, visions and values to his
teachers, it is equally important for the teachers to provide the feedback and upward
communication that Rafferty (2003) espouses. Rafferty looked specifically at how school
climate was affected by “upward communication” or the transmission of information
from teachers to the principal. The problem this researcher focused upon was the fact
that information provided from teacher to principal is often “filtered” providing the
principal with an unrealistic and overly optimistic view of life in the school. In fact, he
went so far as to claim that the quantity and accuracy of the information getting to the
principal would affect the quality of the school.
Twenty-six secondary schools in Western Ohio were identified for participation in
this study. The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Secondary Schools
(OCDQ-RS) was combined with the Communication Climate Inventory (CCI) to form
one survey, and administered to teachers in the twenty-six schools. Surveys from five
hundred three teachers were returned. The results of the survey enabled the researcher to
determine the “openness index” for each school. The six schools that scored the highest
on the openness index (the “open schools”) were compared to the six with the lowest
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openness index (the “closed schools”). Two-tailed t-tests for independent means were
used to analyze and compare mean scores for the two groups (Rafferty, 2003).
This research revealed four statistically significant findings. First, teachers in the
open schools perceived a greater amount of support for upward communication from
their principal than did the closed schools (t = 8.6291, p < .05). It seems obvious that one
must provide communication in order to receive communication. Rafferty’s research
seems to reiterate the Golden Rule. Unfortunately, many principals, both novice and
veteran, expect feedback with little willingness to provide the opportunity for such
feedback. The second finding revealed by this research was that teachers in open schools
felt they had greater opportunities for upward communication and that this
communication had an influence on the school (t = 7.5815, p < .05). The climate of the
building, then, is specifically impacted by the willingness of the principal to share power,
ownership and responsibility. Third, teachers in open schools had a greater willingness
to participate in school issues related to personnel, administrative actions and policies (t =
4.4948, p < .05). Fourth, open school teachers possessed a greater willingness to
participate in communication regarding who performs specific tasks and how those tasks
will be performed (t = 5.008, p < .05). This information alone could shake up the
bureaucratic structure of many school districts. It is amazing to think that by instituting a
leadership style that is collaborative, a principal could involve more teachers in the “nuts
and bolts” work of the school, thus increasing the amount of time the principal could
spend impacting curriculum and instruction. “Because school excellence is directly
related to what teachers think and do, effective communication is at the heart of creating
and maintaining the effective school,” (Rafferty, 2003, p. 66).
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Rafferty (2003) illustrates the importance of trust in the teacher-principal
relationship through a causal loop: more perceived trust leads to less of a feeling of risk
in communication which leads to active participation in school improvement leading to
more collaboration which leads to a sense of community in the school which breeds high
levels of work satisfaction. This work satisfaction leads to more trust and open
communications. As Griffith (2004) pointed out, work satisfaction could also lead to
higher levels of student achievement and lower rates of staff turnover. The components
High levels of perceived trust
between principal and teacher
High Individual
Consideration
Lower perception of risk
in communications
Low Management-ByException

High levels of work
satisfaction among
staff

Greater sense of
community in school
High Idealized Influence
(Attributes and Behaviors)

Active participation by
teachers in school
improvement efforts
High Intellectual Stimulation

High levels of collaboration
High Inspirational Motivation
Figure 2.1
Causal Loop of Trust in the Teacher-Principal Relationship (factors of transformational
leadership indicated in italicized print)
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of this causal loop, one could conclude, directly relate to the factors of transformational
leadership as proposed by the Full-Range Leadership Model of the MLQ-5X (Avolio and
Bass, 2004). Figure 2.1 graphically illustrates this concept.
The Symbiotic Relationship
“Organizational literature has recognized leadership as an essential element in
determining organizational climate and productivity . . . By the same token,
organizational climate has been recognized as a powerful element in determining
leadership effectiveness . . .” (Griffith, 1999, p. 267). It is through this line of thought
that a true understanding of the symbiotic relationship exists. Symbiosis is generally
considered a biological term which refers to “the living together in more or less intimate
association or close union of two dissimilar organisms” (Merriam-Webster, 2005). The
concept of symbiosis has been extended to the field of sociology as it relates to groups of
people and “a cooperative relationship” that exists (Merriam-Webster, 2005). One could
then assume that this term can be extended to the field of organizational leadership as it
relates to two concepts, which can co-exist in an organization in the same mutually
beneficial relationship. For example, an open school climate and transformational
leadership exist in a school setting due to a symbiotic relationship. When one component
is absent, the other does not thrive; it may survive but it does not thrive.
Several studies examine this relationship that exists between the new principal
and the climate of the school. One such study (Hill, Lofton & Chauvin, 1995) combined
qualitative and quantitative measures to assess a first year principal’s perceptions as well
as faculty attitude and behavior in regards to a “collaborative climate.” The authors’
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explanation of collaborative climate correlates with the definition Hoy and Tarter (1997)
use to define a school with an open climate. That is, one where the principal’s behavior
is characterized as supportive and the teachers’ behavior is characterized as collegial.
The study by Hill, Lofton and Chauvin sought to assess teacher attitude and behaviors
that were present regarding a first year principal and how these impacted the
establishment of a collaborative climate. Additionally, the study sought to assess the
perceptions that the new principal had regarding teacher attitudes and expected behavior.
Results of the qualitative interviews and the quantitative surveys revealed a
difference in the perceptions between the new principal and the faculty sample. Using
the Teacher Attitude Inventory (TAI) as the quantitative measure, the greatest differences
in perceptions were in areas related to Administrative Practices and Building Facilities.
This correlated with qualitative interview data, which revealed that teachers’ greatest
level of concern fell in the areas related to a high expectation of change as well a need for
high quality resources (equipment and supplies). In order for a collaborative or open
climate to exist, a resolution to the discrepancy in perceptions between the principal and
his teaching staff must take place (Hill, Lofton & Chauvin, 1995).
The common theme of differing perceptions held by the principal and his faculty,
thus, remains constant over several research studies. The research by Hill, Lofton and
Chauvin (1995) revealed the same discrepancy in perception of leadership and climate as
the study by Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005), cited above. Barnett and
McCormick (2003) noted an inconsistency in responses by the principal and her faculty
in regards to the importance setting a vision had on teaching practices and teachers’
motivation to change. Kelley, Thornton and Daugherty (2005) also reported on a
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discrepancy between a principal’s self-reported leadership style and the faculties’
perception of that style. The difference in teacher perceptions and principal perceptions
of leadership style indicates that principals need a system that promotes effective
feedback. Without a clear understanding of how teachers perceive their leadership,
principals will lack the ability to realize the needs of the teachers, how their actions
impact the climate of the school and how to effectively institute change.
Ultimately, this concept of discrepancy of perceptions adds to the scope of this
study. Such discrepancies of perceptions must be taken into consideration when
conducting research relevant to the principal’s leadership style and the climate of the
school. Suffice it to say, gathering data from only the principal or only the faculty could
narrow the focus to such an extent that a Type I error could occur (Gravetter & Wallnau,
2004). For example, analysis of data collected from the new principal regarding school
climate without input from the teaching staff could lead the researcher to conclude that
the leadership style of the principal has positively influenced the school climate. When,
in fact, data from the faculty could reveal that their perception of school climate is quite
different.
Griffith (1999) conducted a study of 122 elementary schools to determine the
relation of school leadership to school configuration (defined as a combination of school
climate, school structure and student population characteristics). Of the 122 schools, 97
had no principal change and 16 had principal changes during “less than positive
circumstances.” The remaining nine schools had principal changes during positive
circumstances. This study set out to determine if schools with principal changes could be
distinguished from schools without principal changes in regards to school configuration.
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Researchers examined a number of issues relative to schools with a new principal. Of
these issues, an important research question centered around the configuration of the
school in which the new principal was assigned. Parents and students completed
questionnaires about school climate, facilities, discipline, academic instruction, parentschool relationships and student-teacher relationships.
Use of a multivariate test of homogeneity of variance showed a significant
difference for students (M=41.22, p <.01) as well as parents (M=129.62, p <.001) when a
school with a new principal was compared with a school without a new principal. Thus,
with both students and parents, there was less agreement on factors related to a healthy
school environment in schools with a new principal. Schools without new principals
showed greater agreement on these factors. This research also indicated that schools with
new principals had marginally lower criterion-referenced test scores than schools without
new principals. Additionally, students and parents in schools with new principals
perceived the schools as having less order and discipline. Parents also reported lower
levels of participation in schools with new principals (Griffith, 1999).
Two studies deserve closer analysis as they have specific implications for this
research. The first study by Hallinger, Bickman and Davis (1996) was conducted for two
purposes: 1) to determine if certain context variables of the school and personal
characteristics of the principal have an influence on the leadership behavior of the
principal, and 2) to determine the impact the principal has on school climate and student
achievement. The first argument the researchers make regarding the purpose of this
study is that the leadership style of the principal is both a dependent variable and an
independent variable. That is, leadership (dependent) is influenced by the socio-
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economic status, level of parent involvement, gender of the principal and amount of
teaching experience the principal had before becoming a principal (independents). That
leadership style, then, becomes the independent variable as it impacts the instructional
climate, instructional organization and, ultimately, the reading achievement of the
students (dependents). This argument is proven in the results of the research conducted
with 87 elementary schools, a rather broad sample in any respect. Despite the fact that
the leadership style of the principal had no direct effect on student reading achievement,
the “trickle down” effect was evident. When the principal exerted transformational
characteristics such as mission setting and goal setting, there were more opportunities for
students and increased teachers’ expectations of student achievement. The increase in
opportunities and expectations resulted in an increase in reading achievement of students.
An equally strong argument made by these researchers centers on the important
role of setting a mission for the school. The process of researching, listening, interacting,
dialoguing and formulating cannot be done in isolation and builds a strong bond between
the staff and the principal. This bond helps the staff see the principal as a strong
instructional leader. It is in this role of instructional leader that the principal exerts the
most influence on school climate (Hallinger, Bickman & Davis, 1996). The fact that this
is a reasonable and researchable argument only underscores the premise that a new
principal will have an extremely difficult time contributing positively to the school
climate through the tenets of transformational leadership. If, as these researchers
surmise, mission building is essential to the formulation of a healthy climate, how could
one expect an administrator in his freshman year to achieve the steps necessary for such
mission building to take place? Such success takes time, networking, a deep
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understanding of the members of the organization and the context variables of the school.
Perhaps our expectation of immediate success is unrealistic and unachievable.
Whereas the study discussed above looks at the principal’s impact on school
climate, the work of Linda Morford (2002) examined the impact school climate has on
the new principal. In her qualitative study of ten principals newly appointed to rural high
schools, Morford formulates the argument that one of the most difficult tasks a new
principal has to complete, is fitting into the existing climate of the school. She terms this
phenomenon, organizational socialization and points out the impact it had on the ten
principals she studied. The success, or lack there of, that these principals experienced
was impacted by many contextual variables that included whether the principal was an
“insider” (having worked in the school district prior to being assigned to the
principalship), gender of the principal, the amount of administrator turnover in the
building, the presence of an effective discipline program, the presence of negative teacher
behaviors, and the amount of work the principal was expected to complete.
A parallel can be drawn between the contextual variables Morford (2002) pointed
out and the behaviors that principals and teachers exhibit, which help to define a school’s
climate as open or closed (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). A school that has an open climate is
characterized by supportive behaviors by the principal. A principal who exhibits
supportive behaviors praises genuinely and criticizes constructively. Supportive
principals are open to teachers’ suggestions and establish relationships with each teacher.
In relation to Morford’s contextual variables, supportive principals would tend to have
longer tenures as principals (allowing time to build relationships) and involve teachers in
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decisions involving discipline programs. The supportive principal would also complete
tasks in a collaborative way.
In a similar vein, schools with open climates have teachers who exhibit collegial
behavior. That is, they are supportive, enthusiastic, accepting and respectful of their
colleagues (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). Morford (2002) noted as a variable impacting principal
success, the presence of negative teacher behaviors. In a school with an open climate,
negative teacher behaviors should be minimal.
Morford’s study has several limitations, including the size of the sample (only ten
principals were interviewed for the study) and the scope of its argument (looking at only
rural high schools). One might infer that this research misses an important aspect: the
perceptions of the staff the principal is serving. By including some quantitative
methodology such as surveying the staff using an index that measures the climate of the
school, perhaps some insight could have been gained as to why these principals were not
more successful. Despite these limitations, it is hard to argue that the researcher
identified several key influences the school climate has on the success of the principal:
three years after the conclusion of the study only one principal was still serving in the
position he held at the time of the interview (Morford, 2002).
Organizational Socialization
The concept of organizational socialization warrants a deeper examination, as it
may give insight into causes for a new principal’s success or failure. Organizational
socialization is defined in a variety of ways. It can be thought of as the way members of
an organization structure the experiences of a new worker (Hart & Miller, 2005). It is
also defined as “the process by which employees learn the values, norms, and required
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behaviors, which permit them to participate as members of an organization (Hsiung &
Hsieh, 2003, p. 579).
Some recent research on organizational socialization proves to be unsuitable for
our discussion regarding new principals. For example, one study reveals the impact job
standardization has on the socialization process. The researchers hypothesized accurately
that job standardization would increase levels of task mastery, deepen the perception of
role clarity, and insure that the newcomer is acculturated to the organization’s culture
(Hsiung & Hsieh, 2003). Although this may provide insight into how training programs
for prospective principals might be constructed, it does very little to address the topic of
this research. The principalship is not an occupation that is usually thought of as being
standardized or one in which a manual could be written. In fact, the principalship is
generally characterized by non-standardized tasks.
Other literature provides perspectives worthy of consideration. Hart (1991)
clarified three outcomes of the socialization process in an educational organization. A
new principal might choose to simply replicate the past. Current practice is preserved
and the actions, values and beliefs of the former principal remain in tact. Another
outcome of the socialization process is content innovation. In this scenario, the values
and norms of the school are accepted by the new principal, but the tasks and tactics
utilized stress innovation and a new way of thinking. The third outcome is that of role
innovation. When the socialization process results in role innovation, goals, missions,
and content change. The norms that governed the school in the past have been rejected
by the new principal and an original set of norms is established. As one could assume,

44

when the socialization process causes the new principals to choose between these three
outcomes, the resulting success of that principal will vary.
Organizational socialization and the factors that contribute to a new principal’s
success are important. “Case studies of principal succession provide compelling
anecdotal evidence that inattention to social norms in a new context may trip up a
successor, even the most experienced and successful principal with laudable goals” (Hart,
1991, p. 457). However, to examine these factors could well take this study in a different
direction and would not help to answer the research questions.
Implications
By examining the research questions from two vantage points, greater insight will
be gained into what truly ensures that a new principal will contribute to the success of the
school. Examining the effect school climate has on the new principal, as Morford (2002)
did, provides educational leaders with insight into what needs to occur prior to placing a
fledgling administrator in a building on his first principal assignment. It lends credence
to the argument that more time needs to be spent in pre-service training for administrators
teaching about climate, how to assess context variables in the school, how to develop
networks and how to enter into a mission-building framework.
Equally important is examining the assumptions that Hallinger, Bickman and
Davis (1996) make regarding how the new principal impacts the school climate. The
hope exists that research in this vein would guide this study in a way that will shed light
on how to train new principals to “hit the ground running” with initiatives that will
directly or indirectly benefit student learning and achievement.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This research study examined the symbiotic relationship between new principals
and the climate of the schools in which they were assigned. In order to do so a
quantitative study was conducted. This study sought to determine the relationship by
examining the leadership style of first year principals as well as the climate in the schools
in which those principals were assigned.
This chapter will describe: a) the participants of the study including the way in
which they were selected to participate; b) the instruments selected for this study that
were used to analyze the school climate and the leadership style of the principal; c)
validity, reliability and correlation analyses of the instruments selected; and d) the
procedures used to conduct the study.
Participants
The target population of this study included individuals serving in their first year
as an elementary principal in Pennsylvania. A listing of the superintendents of the 501
school districts in Pennsylvania was obtained through the Pennsylvania Department of
Education website. In April 2007 using post cards through the U.S. Mail, contact was
made with the superintendents of the 501 school districts in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (or the individual designated by the local school district as the
commissioned officer in charge of schools). The superintendents were asked simply to
indicate whether they had individuals who were, during the 2006-2007 school year,
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completing their first year as an elementary principal (Appendix A). Of the 501
postcards sent seeking information on which school districts had first year elementary
principals, 369 were returned. This represents a return rate of 73.65%. Of the 369
superintendents who responded to the request, 261 (70.73%) indicated that they did not
have any elementary principals serving in their first year in that capacity during the 20062007 school year. One hundred superintendents (27.10%) indicated that their school
district employed an elementary principal who was serving in his/her first year in that
position during the 2006-2007 school year. There were eight post cards returned (2.17%)
that did not respond to the question, responded incorrectly (one indicated that they had a
new assistant principal and one indicated that they did not know how many vacancies
they would have to fill over the summer) or were damaged during the delivery process to
the point that they could not be read.
A list of the school districts with first year elementary principals was generated
and organized according to Intermediate Units. School districts in Pennsylvania are
organized into 29 Intermediate Units according to geographical location (Appendix B).
This list encompassed 28 of the 29 Intermediate Units, covering all of the geographical
areas of Pennsylvania. In order to meet with the reality of administering surveys during
the months of May and June, the technique of cluster random sampling was employed.
This technique is utilized when “it is more feasible to select groups of individuals than it
is to select individuals from a defined population” (LaFountain & Bartos, 2002, p. 86).
The following Intermediate Units were selected for the cluster random sampling, as it
was determined that these geographical areas could be visited and surveys conducted
within the time constraints of the study:
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Appalachia IU #8—Bedford, Blair, Cambria and Somerset Counties
Lincoln IU #12—Adams, Franklin and York Counties
Lancaster-Lebanon IU#13—Lancaster and Lebanon Counties
Berks County IU #14—Berks County
Capital Area IU #15—Cumberland, Dauphin, Perry Counties and portions of
York and Juniata Counties
Central Susquehanna IU #16—Columbia, Montour, Northumberland, Snyder and
Union Counties
Luzerne IU #18—Luzerne County and portions of Wyoming County
Northeastern Educational IU #19—Lackawanna, Wayne and Susquehanna
Counties
Chester County IU #24—Chester County
There were 35 school districts in these Intermediate Units that indicated through
the post card response the employment of a first year elementary principal in the 20062007 school year (35% of all Pennsylvania school districts responding).
Contact was made, first by electronic mail, followed by letter, with
superintendents of the districts in which the new principals were assigned to acquire
permission to contact the principals (Appendix C). Superintendents provided contact
information for the new elementary principals. Those principals were then contacted,
first by electronic mail, followed by letter, to garner their interest in participating in the
study (Appendix D). Those superintendents and principals who agreed to participate in
this study represented 15 school districts (42.86% of the cluster sample) and 17
elementary schools. The letter to principals included a consent form (Appendix E) that
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explained the purpose of the study, the instruments to be used, the confidentiality of the
responses and how the results would be handled. Ultimately, this contact provided
permission to conduct the study in the principal’s building.
Since the number of first year principals agreeing to participate in this study was
manageable (17), no further sampling needed to be completed. The results of the
clustering provided for manageability in both the number of principals participating and
the region in which these principals were located.
Participants did not, however, only include the first-year principal, but also the
professional staff members assigned to the schools for each of the principals agreeing to
participate. After permission was received from the principals, professional staff
members from each school were asked to participate in the study through implied
consent. Prior to the administration of the instruments, the purpose of the study,
confidentiality of results and use of results were conveyed to the staff members. At that
point, all professional staff members who wished to participate from the selected schools
were permitted. Those who choose not to participate had the opportunity to decline and
were not forced to participate. In addition to the 17 principals, 404 professional staff
members participated in this study. The number of professional staff members in each
school ranged from seven to 50. The schools in this study include those classified as
rural, suburban and urban.
Instruments
The quantitative measurement devices used in this study were the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire for Elementary Schools (OCDQ-RE). The MLQ-5X was used
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to determine whether the principal utilized a transformational, transactional or
passive/avoidant style of leadership. The OCDQ-RE was used to determine the climate
of the building of which the principal was the leader.
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Elementary Schools
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Elementary Schools is
a 42-item questionnaire. It is a revised version of an assessment tool developed in the
mid 1960s by Halpin and Croft. The development of the original tool, the OCDQ, was
prompted by four issues the researchers noticed about schools. First, schools were
notably different in their feel. Second, the morale of the school did not sufficiently
explain the difference in this feel. Third, the researchers noticed that talented principals
who took jobs in schools in need of improvement rarely succeeded where an obstinate
faculty was present. Finally, the researchers were intrigued by the concept that each
school has a personality and that personality plays a part in changing the atmosphere of
the school (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).
A great deal of criticism towards the OCDQ arose as researchers tried to use the
assessment device to analyze the climate of schools. Criticisms included the accuracy of
the six types of climates the OCDQ identified. In fact, some suggested adding additional
climate types or creating a continuum of climates, from closed to open. The tool was also
criticized for not producing accurate results for urban schools and secondary schools.
Additionally, whereas the OCDQ placed a great deal of emphasis on teacher-teacher and
teacher-administrator relationships, it was disparaged for omitting teacher-student and
student-student interactions (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).
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At the onset of the last decade of the 20th century, Wayne Hoy, John Tarter and
Robert Kottkamp, published two revised versions of the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire; one to be used with elementary schools (OCDQ-RE) and one
to be used with secondary schools (OCDQ-RS) (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991). The
elementary school version was used in this study. As a part of the OCDQ-RE,
participants are asked to respond to statements along a four-point scale that include the
categories rarely occurs, sometimes occurs, often occurs and very frequently occurs.
This tool provides information on six dimensions. The first three dimensions
(Supportive, Directive and Restrictive) are reflective of the principal’s behavior.
Supportive principal behavior suggests a true concern for teachers. The principal trusts
teachers enough to empower them and is generous with praise. Criticism is constructive
and a trust in the professional competence of the faculty is evident. Directive principal
behavior is characterized by close oversight of teacher actions. The trust exhibited in the
Supportive principal behavior is absent in the Directive principal behavior. There is close
control over all parts of the school, even the minutia. Restrictive principal behavior
actually encumbers the work of the teachers. The burdens of paperwork, committee
assignments and duties get in the way of the professional responsibilities of the teachers
(Hoy & Tarter, 1997)
The final three dimensions (Collegial, Intimate and Disengaged) of the OCDQRE reflect upon teachers’ behaviors. Collegial teacher behavior is present when open,
professional interactions take place among teachers. There is a respect for each other and
a pride in the school. Teachers are enthusiastic and look forward to coming to work.
Intimate teacher behavior equates to the close, personal relationships that teachers

51

establish with each other. Not only are teachers close professionally, they have close
personal relationships outside of school and often socialize together. Disengaged teacher
behavior is characterized by negative feelings and attitudes. There is a lack of respect
among colleagues, a lack of common goals and a lack of collaboration (Hoy & Tarter,
1997).
Each of the six dimensions is measured by a subtest of the OCDQ-RE. Reliability
scores for each dimension are reported to be relatively high: Supportive (.94), Directive
(.88), Restrictive (.81), Collegial (.87), Intimate (.83) and Disengaged (.78). These six
subtests are relatively independent, that is “each subtest measure[s] a relatively different
type of behavior” (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991, p. 36). Finding, however, moderate
correlations between some pairs of subtests, the developers performed a two-factor
solution with a varimax rotation. Table 3.1 shows the results of this second-order factor
analysis.
Table 3.1
Two-Factor Varimax Solution for the Six Dimensions of the OCDQ-RE1
Factor I
Factor II
Teacher Openness
Principal Closedness
Supportive
.33
-.65
Directive
.01
.83
Restrictive
-.34
.75
Collegial
.77
-.36
Intimate
.76
-.11
Disengaged
-.84
.15
1
From Open schools/healthy schools: Measuring organizational climate (p. 38) by W.K.
Hoy, C.J. Tarter & R.B. Kottkamp, 1991. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Subtest

The subtests of Collegial, Intimate and Disengaged load strongly on Factor I.
This indicates that results of low disengagement (as characterized by the -.84) and high
Collegial and Intimate scores reflect teacher behaviors that indicate an open climate. The
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subtests of Supportive, Directive and Restrictive load strongly on Factor II. Thus results
indicating that the principal demonstrated low supportiveness, highly directive behavior
and highly restrictive behavior would be reflective of a closed environment (Hoy, Tarter
& Kottkamp, 1991).
These subtests, then, are arranged into two factors: teacher behavior and principal
behavior. If both factors are open, the test developers have labeled the school as having
an open climate. If both factors are closed, the school has a closed climate. If the
principal’s behavior is open but the teachers demonstrate closed behavior, the designation
is a disengaged climate. If the teacher behavior is open and the principal demonstrates
closed behavior, an engaged climate results. Figure 3.1 graphically depicts each of these
four scenarios.
Principal Behavior
Closed

Open

Open Climate

Engaged Climate

Closed

Disengaged Climate

Closed Climate

Teacher Behavior

Open

Figure 3.1
Types of Climate indicated by the OCDQ-RE1
1

From Open schools/healthy schools: Measuring organizational climate (p. 40) by W.K.
Hoy, C.J. Tarter & R.B. Kottkamp, 1991. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
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Construct validity of each of the six subtests was sustained by correlating with the
original OCDQ index of openness. The index reporting principal openness in the OCDQRE correlated positively with the original index (r = .52, p <.01). Likewise, the teacher
openness index on the OCDQ-RE correlated positively with the original index (r = .67,
p <.01) (Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
The most recent version of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire appropriate
for research of this nature is the MLQ (5X-short). It consists of 45 descriptive statements
where by the participant rates each statement on a five-point scale. The leader form of
the MLQ (5X-short) directs the leaders (the first-year principals for the purpose of this
research) to determine how frequently each statement fits them. The rater form is
administered to those selected to respond to the leadership style of the leader being
assessed (in this research, the rater form was used with professional staff assigned to the
first-year principal) (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
Nine components of leadership are measured by the 45 descriptive statements and
represent the full range of leadership styles espoused by this measurement device. Five
of these components relate to the transformational leader, two to the transactional leader
and two to the passive/avoidant leader. The first two components of transformational
leadership indicate the influence the leader has on his followers. Idealized attributes and
idealized behaviors are a part of a broader component labeled, idealized influence. It
allows a leader to serve as a role model. The leader considers his followers’ needs over
his own. He makes decisions and takes risks, but shares credit and reward with his
followers (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Idealized attributes include instilling pride in others,
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going beyond self-interest for the good of the group and displaying a sense of power and
confidence. Idealized behaviors include sharing values and beliefs, considering the moral
and ethical ramifications of decisions and conveying the importance of establishing a
sense of mission (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
A third component of the MLQ (5X-short) that reflects transformational
leadership is inspirational motivation. Leaders displaying this component motivate their
followers by providing a sense of meaning to the work they are doing and by challenging
them to achieve at a higher level. Followers of these leaders are optimistic, enthusiastic
and have a vision of a compelling future. The fourth component, intellectual stimulation,
is characterized by the leader who encourages followers to find new ways to solve
problems. There is no criticism for trying and failing, only encouragement to try harder.
A collaborative approach to problem-solving is encouraged. The final transformational
component is individual consideration. These leaders are looked upon as mentors and
coaches. They take an individualized approach with each follower, encouraging and
challenging them based on the talents and capabilities of the person (Avolio & Bass,
2004; Bass & Riggio, 2006).
The next two components measured by the 45 descriptive statements of the MLQ
(5X-short) reflect the transactional leadership style. Contingent reward leadership is
characterized by the leader motivating followers to achieve at a higher level by offering
rewards or gratification for accomplishing a predetermined goal. Management-byexception: active is a style of transactional leadership in which the leader is specific
about what constitutes acceptable performance as well as unacceptable performance.
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These leaders closely monitor performance and use reprimands and punishment when the
followers do not meet the standard the leader has conveyed.
Management-by-exception: passive, on the other hand, is characterized by a
leader who is not explicit about expectations, goals or standards. The leader simply waits
for unacceptable behavior or performance and then takes corrective action in a reactive
way. It is the first of two components characterizing a passive/avoidant leader. The
second, laissez-faire leadership can be viewed as an absence of leadership. It is not
reflective of either transformational or transactional leadership. It is the lack of either
type of leadership. The leader fails to make decisions, ignores responsibilities, refuses to
answer questions in a prompt manner and is absent when important decisions need to be
made (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Riggio, 2006).
This version of the multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ-5X) is the result of
a refinement of the questions and components used in previous versions. The current
nine-component model was developed in response to criticism over correlation analysis
concerns with the previous six-factor model. Thus, much scrutiny has been given to the
current form. In the MLQ-5X, the average inter-correlation among the five
transformational components was .64 (p <.01). The transactional component, contingent
reward, also had high inter-correlation with the five transformational components,
ranging from .61 to .68 (p <.01). Management-by-exception: active was only slightly
correlated to the transformational components, ranging from -.12 to +.02 (p <.01).
Management-by-exception: passive and laissez-faire were strongly negatively correlated
to the other components. This correlation analysis indicates that the nine-component
system of the MLQ-5X is consistent with research that indicates transformational
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leadership and contingent reward transactional leadership result in active, positive
leadership. Passive transactional leadership and the absence of leadership, however,
reflect negative leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
Despite the fact that previous versions of the MLQ included a six-factor model
and an eight-factor model, analyses have been completed by the authors (Avolio and
Bass, 2004) and other researchers indicating the validity of the nine-factor instrument.
One such analysis concluded by indicating that the “results indicate that the current
version of the MLQ (Form 5X) is a valid and reliable instrument that can adequately
measure the nine components comprising the full-range theory of leadership (Antonakis,
Avolio & Sivasubramaniam, 2003, p. 286).
Procedure
The administration of these surveys was conducted between the dates of May 15,
2007 and June 8, 2007. Administration occurred before or after instructional hours
during a faculty meeting, in-service meeting or other staff gathering designed specifically
for the purpose of administering this survey. An independent survey administrator was
assigned to supervise the administration (hereafter known as the supervisor). The
supervisors were students enrolled in the teacher preparation program at York College of
Pennsylvania. Supervisors were trained by the researcher on the proper procedures and
protocol necessary to administer the surveys. The supervisors were not employees of the
school districts in which the schools were located, nor did the supervisors have personal
or professional relationships with the building principals.
Prior to the administration of the instruments, the supervisors distributed consent
forms to professional staff members. The consent forms (Appendix G) indicated the
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purpose of the study, any risks and benefits of the study, the fact that there was no
compensation for participation, information indicating the confidential treatment of data,
and that there was no obligation for any person to participate in the study. This form
indicated that completing the anonymous survey implied consent. Supervisors reviewed
the consent form and all professional staff members who wished to participate were able
to do so. Since the surveys were truly anonymous, containing no names, codes or other
markings that would link them to a name, completing the anonymous surveys indicated
consent. Those who chose not to participate were dismissed from the room by the
supervisor.
Data Analysis
As explained above, data were gathered using two groups of subjects. The
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X) leader form was administered to the 17
principals who were serving in their first year in that capacity during the 2006-2007
school year. The rater form of the MLQ-5X was administered to the teachers assigned to
the building of the first-year principal. The Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire (OCDQ-RE) was only administered to the elementary teachers in the
buildings being led by the first-year principals. Data allowed for a comparative analysis
of school climate (defined as open, engaged, disengaged or closed) in schools with new
principals and the type of leadership style that new principal is perceived to exhibit
(defined by the nine-component system of the MLQ-5X as transformational, transactional
or passive/avoidant).
In the first survey, principals were asked to respond to 45 statements on the MLQ5X leader form relative to their decision-making, interactions with others, and
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perceptions of effectiveness. Principals responded to the statements on a scale of zero to
four, a zero indicating that the statement did “not at all” reflect the principal’s behavior
and a four indicating that the statement reflected his/her behavior “frequently, if not
always.” Analysis of this first survey indicates that 17 principals participated, completing
all questions on the survey, with the exception of two questions in which only 16
principals responded.
The second survey mirrored the first, with the exception that the professional staff
members assigned to the schools in which first-year principals were serving responded to
using the MLQ-5X rater form. A total of 404 professional staff members responded to
statements about their principals’ behaviors, actions and interactions. The scale was
identical to that of the leader form of the survey, a zero indicating that the behavior was
“not at all” reflective of the principal’s actions as perceived by the professional staff and
a four indicating that the behavior was “frequently, if not always” observed.
With both surveys, scale scores were derived for each of the leadership factors
and outcomes of leadership. These scale scores were achieved by averaging items related
to the nine factors and three outcomes of leadership. For example, a scale score for the
leadership factor known as contingent reward was derived by adding scores for items
number one, 11, 16 and 35 and then dividing by four.
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the mean
differences between the principals’ ratings and the ratings of the professional staff on the
MLQ-5X. In this analysis of variance, position (either principal or teacher) was
identified as the independent variable and the mean for each question was the dependent
variable. Similarly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted in which the school the principal

59

was assigned was the independent variable and the mean response for each question was
the dependent variable. A one-way ANOVA used in these circumstances will assist in
determining whether mean differences observed between the samples provides enough
proof to assume that significant differences occur among similar populations (Gravetter
& Wallnau, 2004).
The third survey, the OCDQ-RE, was administered only to the professional staff
in each of the 17 elementary schools. This 42-item survey asked teachers to respond to
each statement about their school in terms of whether it “rarely occurs,” “sometimes
occurs,” “often occurs,” or “very frequently occurs.” These responses were transposed
into a numerical system in which a score of 1 was assigned to “rarely occurs,” 2 to
“sometimes occurs,” 3 to “often occurs” and 4 to “very frequently occurs.” Three items
were reverse scored (“rarely occurs” received a 4, “sometimes occurs” a 3, etc.)
Standardized scores were derived for each of the six climate behaviors (Supportive,
Directive, Restrictive, Collegial, Intimate and Disengaged) by averaging items related to
each behavior (subtest) and plugging that data into formulae derived from the test
manufacturer through a large data sampling of schools in New Jersey (Hoy & Tarter,
1997). These standardized scores were then used to determine the degree of openness of
the principals and teachers. The degree of openness of the principal was identified by
subtracting Directive and Restrictive scores from Supportive scores. The degree of
openness of the teachers was identified by adding the Collegial and Intimate scores and
then subtracting the disengagement score. By examining the scores for each of the six
subtests, schools were identified as “open” if the degree of principal openness and teacher
openness were both high. If both principal and teacher openness were low, the school
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was identified as “closed.” If principal openness was high, but teacher openness was
low, the school was identified as “disengaged.” Finally if principal openness was low but
teacher openness was high, the school was identified as “engaged.”
Correlations were conducted to determine if the leadership style of the principal
was related to the school climate in the school in which they served. This was completed
through a process in which the nine leadership factors and the three outcomes of
leadership from the MLQ-5X were compared to the six climate behaviors. Specifically, a
display of significance at the p < 0.05 level indicated a significant correlation between
leadership factors and climate behaviors.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The results of the data analysis of this study are presented in this chapter. Perhaps
the most effective way to present the results is by considering the original research
questions through a process that involves examining key elements contributing to the
main idea. This examination of key elements will provide insight into how the
overarching research question can be answered and whether, in fact, the researcher can
reject the null hypotheses.
Research Question 1
Is there a relationship between the style of leadership exhibited by the principal of
a school and the type of organizational climate in that school?
To adequately answer this question, one must break it down into several essential
parts that will provide information relative to the question. Specifically and foremost, an
examination of the leadership style of the first-year elementary principal must be
conducted. This examination must include both the perceptions of the principal as well
as the perceptions of the professional staff serving in the school. Thus, in considering the
first research question, let us examine three areas: the principals’ perceptions of their
leadership styles, the professional staffs’ perceptions of the principals’ leadership styles
and the difference between those perceptions.
To begin with, an examination of the principals’ perceptions of their own
leadership style was conducted. Data gathered from the first-year elementary principals
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Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics for the Responses by Principals on the MLQ-5X
Leadership Factor

N

Mean

Standard Deviation

Idealized Influence Attributes

17

3.2353

.48791

Idealized Influence Behaviors

17

3.5588

.34832

Inspirational Motivation

17

3.7647

.24159

Intellectual Stimulation

17

3.2794

.34098

Individualized Consideration

17

3.2500

.42390

Contingent Reward

16

3.1406

.47407

Management-by-exception: active

17

1.7206

.76486

Management-by-exception: passive

16

.5781

.33812

Laissez-faire

17

.4706

.43195

Extra Effort

17

3.3137

.39914

Effectiveness

17

3.2794

.39412

Satisfaction

17

3.3529

.38587

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP

are presented in Table 4.1. This represents the results of the leader form of the MLQ-5X.
Statistics for each of the nine leadership factors and three outcomes of leadership were
derived by finding the mean of several statements related to that factor or outcome. All
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17 principals completed the survey. However, when an item was skipped by a
respondent, the statistical package eliminated that respondent from the results for that
factor or outcome. Thus, the sample size varies.
The mean scores for the transformational factors when the principals rated
themselves ranged from 3.2353 to 3.7647 (on a scale of 0 to 4). Mean scores for the
outcomes of leadership reflect similar findings, with mean scores ranging from 3.2794 to
3.3529. This is congruent with what the authors of the MLQ-5X have espoused:
transformational leaders produce higher levels of these three outcomes of leadership
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). The mean score for the transactional factor identified as
Contingent Reward was also high (3.1406), yet the mean score for the transactional
factor, Management-by-exception: active, was quite low (1.7206). The mean scores for
the passive/avoidant factors were both very low (.5781 and .4706).
Review of this data shows that the first-year elementary principals who
participated in this survey consider themselves to be transformational leaders. The high
score on the factor of Contingent Reward also indicates the value they place on certain
transactional processes.
The second area worthy of examination is the professional staffs’ perceptions of
those same principals and the leadership style they believe their principal exhibits. Data
gathered from the professional staff assigned to the building served by the first-year
elementary principals are presented in Table 4.2. This represents the results of the rater
form of the MLQ-5X. As was the case with the leader form, statistics for each of the nine
leadership factors and three outcomes of leadership were derived by finding the mean of
several statements related to that factor or outcome. Professional staff members from all
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17 of the elementary schools completed the survey. However, when an item was skipped
by a respondent, the statistical package eliminated that respondent from the results for
that factor or outcome. Thus, the sample size varies.

Table 4.2
Descriptive Statistics for the Responses by Professional Staff on the MLQ-5X
Leadership Factor

N

Mean

Standard Deviation

Idealized Influence Attributes

390

2.8872

.88316

Idealized Influence Behaviors

382

2.9391

.75646

Inspirational Motivation

392

3.3112

.72215

Intellectual Stimulation

350

2.4607

.88650

Individualized Consideration

377

2.3840

.90798

Contingent Reward

372

2.7520

.88688

Management-by-exception: active

351

1.3362

.74729

Management-by-exception: passive

373

1.2259

.87898

Laissez-faire

388

.9034

.88557

Extra Effort

391

2.6701

1.05571

Effectiveness

367

2.9067

.93119

Satisfaction

396

2.9773

1.04614

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP
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The mean scores on the version of the MLQ-5X taken by the professional staff
ranged from .9034 to 3.3112. Although the mean scores were not as high as when the
principals rated themselves, they followed a similar pattern. That is, the professional
staff rated their principals highest in the factors of transformational leadership, the three
leadership outcomes and the transactional factor of contingent reward. Similarly, the
lowest areas were the passive/avoidant factors.
The third step in examining Research Question #1 resulted in an analysis of the
difference in the principals’ perceptions of their leadership styles and the perceptions of
their professional staffs. In order to determine if the scores of the principals differed
significantly from those of the professional staff, a one-way analysis of variance was
conducted. Results from the ANOVA are listed in Table 4.3. Once again, the statistical
package eliminated a respondent from the results of a leadership factor or outcome if that
respondent skipped a question that was included in the calculations for that factor or
outcome. Thus the difference in the sample size used to calculate degrees of freedom
(df).
Results from the one-way ANOVA indicate that there was a significant difference
in the two groups of scores on all transformational factors, with the exception of
Idealized Influence: Attributes. Similarly, all factors of transactional and
passive/avoidant leadership differed significantly between the two groups, with the
exception of Contingent Reward. Extra Effort was the only outcome of leadership that
showed a significant difference in the scores. This difference in scoring on the leadership
factors may be attributable to the fact that professional staff, generally, scored the
principals lower on all areas. In short, the principals have a higher opinion of their
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Table 4.3
Analysis of Variance for Leadership Factors on the MLQ-5X
Sum of
Mean
df
F
Squares
Square
Between Groups
Idealized Infl. Attributes
1.974
1 1.974 2.602
Within Groups
307.220 405
.759
Total
309.194 406
Between Groups
6.250
1 6.250 11.280
Idealized Infl. Behaviors
Within Groups
219.964 397
.554
Total
226.214 398
Between Groups
3.351
1 3.351 6.658
Inspirational Motivation
Within Groups
204.839 407
.503
Total
208.190 408
Between Groups
10.867
1 10.867 14.364
Intellectual Stimulation
Within Groups
276.133 365
.757
Total
286.999 366
Between Groups
Individ. Consideration
12.201
1 12.201 15.287
Within Groups
312.860 392
.798
Total
325.061 393
Between Groups
2.317
1 2.317 3.029
Contingent Reward
Within Groups
295.182 386
.765
Total
297.499 387
Mgt.-by-exception: active Between Groups
2.396
1 2.396 4.282
Within Groups
204.816 366
.560
Total
207.212 367
Between
Groups
Mgt-by-exception: passive
6.437
1 6.437 8.616
Within Groups
289.123 387
.747
Total
295.560 388
Between Groups
Laissez-faire
3.050
1 3.050 4.011
Within Groups
306.486 403
.761
Total
309.536 404
Between Groups
Extra Effort
6.749
1 6.749 6.268
Within Groups
437.211 406 1.077
Total
443.961 407
Between
Groups
Effectiveness
2.257
1 2.257 2.696
Within Groups
319.851 382
.837
Total
322.109 383
Between Groups
Satisfaction
2.300
1 2.300 2.175
Within Groups
434.678 411 1.058
Total
436.978 412
* indicates a significant difference at the p < .05 level
**indicates a significant difference at the p < .01 level
Leadership Factor
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Sig.

.107

.001**

.010*

.000**

.000**

.083

.039*

.004**

.046*

.013*

.101

.141

leadership style than do the people whom they lead.
This is confirmed when disaggregating the data for the individual schools. With
very few exceptions, the 17 principals scored themselves higher on the transformational
leadership factors than did the professional staff of that school. In a similar manner, the
principals scored themselves low in the areas related to transactional or passive/avoidant
factors, whereas the professional staff scored them higher. This data is represented
graphically for each school in Appendix H.
Additionally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted on each question of the MLQ5X to determine if the teachers’ responses were significantly different than the principals.
The results are displayed in Appendix I. Of the 45 questions, 15 differed significantly at
the p < .05 level and 9 differed significantly at the p < .01 level . Thus, more than half of
the questions were scored significantly different by teachers than principals. There were
more items contributing to transformational leadership that showed a significant
difference between principals and teachers than there were items contributing to
transactional or passive/avoidant leadership.
The three essential parts that were examined while considering Research Question
1 focused on perceptions of the principals’ leadership styles. Yet this question asked
about the relationship between the style of leadership and the organizational climate of
the school. To fully understand this relationship and be able to adequately answer
Research Question 1, an in-depth analysis of school climate must take place. Such an
analysis is explained as Research Question 2 is considered.
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Research Question 2
Does the organizational climate that exists in a school determine the style of
leadership a new principal exhibits?
As was the case with the first research question, a more in-depth understanding of
school climate can be gained by examining the contributing factors that will assist in
answering this question. Two essential parts deserve consideration: the perceptions of
the climate of each of the schools and the correlation that exists between that climate and
the leadership style of the principal.
By examining the perceptions of the climate that exists in the schools, a better
understanding is gained as to whether a particular style of leadership will thrive in
specific climates. Data gathered from the administration of the OCDQ-RE to
professional staff members in the 17 elementary schools are presented in Table 4.4.
Respondents reacted to 42 statements as to whether they rarely occurred, sometimes
occurred, often occurred or very frequently occurred. These statements were then
assigned numerical values (1 for “rarely occurs,” 2 for “sometimes occurs,” 3 for “often
occurs” and 4 for “very frequently occurs”). Three items were reversed scored with the
response of “rarely occurs” receiving 4 points and the response of “very frequently
occurs” receiving 1 point. Items were organized into the six climate behaviors, three
behaviors reflecting principal openness (Supportive, Directive and Restrictive) and three
reflecting teacher openness (Collegial, Intimate and Disengaged). Items that were left
blank by a respondent were eliminated as a missing value by the statistical package, and
not calculated into the mean scores. Thus, the variation in the value of n. Overall, 404
professional staff members responded to the OCDQ-RE.
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The behaviors that were scored the highest by the professional staff were the
principal behavior, Supportive, and the teacher behaviors, Collegial and Intimate. While
these are the behaviors that are more indicative of an open school, it would be premature
to conclude that the climate in these schools should be classified as open. In fact, the
principal behavior, Restrictive, is also highly scored, which lends to a school that is either
engaged or closed.

Table 4.4
Descriptive Statistics for the Responses by Professional Staff on the OCDQ-RE
Climate Behavior

N

Mean

Standard Deviation

Supportive Behavior

381

3.0464

.70597

Directive Behavior

193

1.9833

.46319

Restrictive Behavior

383

2.4554

.65751

Collegial Behavior

383

3.0271

.42592

Intimate Behavior

389

2.7194

.54493

Disengaged Behavior

391

1.6893

.51824

PRINCIPAL BEHAVIORS

TEACHER BEHAVIORS

Using the formula designed by Hoy and Tarter (1997) each of the 17 elementary
schools was categorized into one of the four climate categories (open, engaged,
disengaged or closed). The results are presented in Figure 4.1. Of the 17, two
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Figure 4.1
Climate Classification of Schools According to OCDQ-RE

schools (School #14 and School #16) were scored by respondents as having low principal
openness and low teacher openness. Thus, the climate in those two schools would be
considered closed. One school (School #1) received scores indicating low teacher
openness, but high principal openness, and was categorized as a disengaged school. One
school (School #5) had a climate that was identified by respondents as having high
teacher openness but low principal openness. This school was categorized as an engaged
school. The remaining 13 schools had climates in which the respondents felt that there
was high principal openness and high teacher openness. These schools were categorized
as open schools.
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It is interesting to note that four of the schools (Schools #3, #11, #12, and #13)
categorized as open had teacher openness scores which were, on a scale of 0 to 800,
within 20 points of the boundary between a disengaged school and an open school. One
of those schools (School #13) was also within 20 points of the principal openness
boundary between an open school and an engaged school. Hence, these four schools,
although open according to the calculations, did not have climates that placed them
securely in the open category.
The second part of answering Research Question #2 can be accomplished by an
assessment of the correlation that exists between leadership styles and school climates.
An examination of the descriptive statistics of specific schools can lend some insight into
this assessment. Consider, for example, a comparison of how the professional staff from
different schools rated their principals’ leadership style (using the MLQ-5X rater
version). Table 4.5 provides statistics of the two schools that had a climate categorized
as closed using the formulas designed by Hoy and Tarter (1997) utilizing the OCDQ-RE.
Mean scores for School #14 range from 1.3500 to 3.3333. Mean scores for School #16
range from 1.4521 to 2.9681. Table 4.6 provides statistics of School # 1, the only school
identified with a disengaged climate. Mean scores for School #1 range from 1.3382 to
3.3750. Table 4.6 also provides information on the only school identified with an
engaged climate. Mean scores for School #5 range from .8214 to 3.3125. Table 4.7
provides descriptive statistics for two school identified through the OCDQ-RE as open.
School #10, with the highest scores on the OCDQ-RE (and thus earning it this
researcher’s classification as “high open”) had mean scores on the MLQ-5X ranging from
.3214 to 3.8214. School #3, receiving the lowest scores on the OCDQ-RE (earning this
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researcher’s classification as a “borderline open” school) had mean scores ranging from
.2875 to 3.4375.

Table 4.5
Descriptive Statistics for Schools Identified with a Closed Climate
School #14
N

School #16

Mean

Std Dev

N

Mean

Std Dev

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS
Ideal. Infl. Attributes

15

2.4000

.80067

47

2.2979

1.01836

Ideal. Infl. Behaviors

15

2.9333

.66458

47

2.5106

.91181

Inspir. Motivation

15

3.3333

.57992

47

2.9681

.86228

Intell. Stimulation

15

1.8167

.90862

42

1.8631

.91432

Indiv. Consideration

14

2.0000

.84921

46

1.7717

.98999

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS
Contingent Reward

15

2.3667

.99940

47

2.0000

.96544

Mgt. by except: active

15

1.9500

.68269

41

1.6829

.70937

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS
Mgt. by except: passive

15

1.4833

.80991

45

1.4778

.78121

Laissez-faire

15

1.3500

1.111724

47

1.4521

1.00222

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP
Extra Effort

15

2.2444

1.21803

48

1.9028

1.25470

Effectiveness

15

2.1333

1.11350

44

2.2443

1.02794

Satisfaction

15

1.9333

1.22280

48

2.3021

1.33584
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Table 4.6
Descriptive Statistics for Schools Identified with an Engaged or Disengaged Climate
School #1 (Disengaged)
N

School #5 (Engaged)

Mean

Std Dev

N

Mean

Std Dev

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS
Ideal. Infl. Attributes

18

2.7083

.94422

7

2.7857

.58503

Ideal. Infl. Behaviors

17

2.9265

.74354

8

2.9063

.35197

Inspir. Motivation

18

3.3750

.48696

8

3.3125

.63738

Intell. Stimulation

16

2.2150

.84656

5

2.3000

.83666

Indiv. Consideration

18

2.3889

.69780

7

1.8571

.85217

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS
Contingent Reward

18

2.8472

.63674

6

2.2500

.68920

Mgt. by except: active

17

1.3382

.44142

5

1.2500

.66144

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS
Mgt. by except: passive

18

1.6528

1.02232

7

.8214

.27817

Laissez-faire

16

1.7500

.96177

8

1.0000

.56695

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP
Extra Effort

18

2.3519

.93914

8

2.2083

.53266

Effectiveness

17

2.3235

1.05240

8

2.9375

.62321

Satisfaction

18

2.3889

1.11876

8

2.8750

.51755
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Table 4.7
Descriptive Statistics for Sample Schools Identified with an Open Climate
School #10 (High Open)
N

School #3 (Borderline Open)

Mean

Std Dev

N

Mean

Std Dev

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS
Ideal. Infl. Attributes

7

3.4286

.53452

40

3.3188

.65532

Ideal. Infl. Behaviors

7

3.5000

.28868

40

3.2375

.63284

Inspir. Motivation

7

3.8214

.37401

40

3.4188

.62887

Intell. Stimulation

7

2.8929

.93382

32

2.8359

.84149

Indiv. Consideration

7

2.9643

.50885

37

2.4932

.94186

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS
Contingent Reward

7

3.6071

.34932

37

2.9730

.82239

Mgt. by except: active

7

1.2143

.76959

34

1.1765

.92222

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS
Mgt. by except: passive

7

.3214

.55367

39

.6346

.66354

Laissez-faire

7

.3214

.74602

40

.2875

.63939

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP
Extra Effort

7

3.1429

.83571

38

3.1842

.72987

Effectiveness

7

3.6071

.37796

33

3.3864

.62215

Satisfaction

7

3.7143

.39340

40

3.4375

.71779

A cursory examination of these descriptive statistics indicates a difference in the
professional staff’s perception of the leadership style of their principal when the school
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has an open climate, as compared to those schools with climates that are closed, engaged
or disengaged.
Analyses were also conducted to determine the correlation between the twelve
factors identified through the MLQ-5X and the six climate behaviors identified through
the OCDQ-RE. Pearson correlations (r) were run to determine the correlation between
each factor. Results are displayed in Table 4.8. Strong positive correlations (p < 0.01)
were found between the Supportive climate behavior (a principal behavior) and all five of
the transformational leadership factors, the transactional leadership factor Contingent
Reward, and the three outcomes of leadership. Additionally, strong negative correlations
were found with Supportive principal behavior and the transactional factor Managementby-exception: active (p < 0.05) as well as the passive/avoidant leadership factors (p <
0.01). The only correlation found regarding the Directive climate behavior (a principal
behavior) was with the transactional factor Management-by-exception: active (p < 0.05).
The principal behavior, Restrictive, correlated positively (p < 0.05) with Managementby-exception: active and Laissez-faire (the absence of leadership). Strong negative
correlations were found with the Restrictive principal behavior and all five of the
transformational factors, the transactional factor Contingent Reward and the three
outcomes of leadership.
The teacher behaviors Collegial and Intimate did not correlate with most of the
leadership factors, although there were significant correlations (p < 0.05) between
Intimate Behavior and the transformational factors Idealized Influence Attributes and
Intellectual Stimulation. Collegial teacher behavior also correlated strongly (p < 0.01)
with Intellectual Stimulation. Both of these teacher behaviors had strong correlations
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Table 4.8
Correlations between Leadership Factors and Climate Behaviors
Principal Behaviors
Support.

Direct.

Teacher Behaviors

Restrict.

Colleg.

Intimate

Diseng.

TRANSFORMATIONAL FACTORS (r)
Ideal. Infl. Attributes

.316**

-.071

-.139**

.096

.120*

-.218**

Ideal. Infl. Behaviors

.228**

-.078

-.117*

.044

.036

-.127*

Inspir. Motivation

.259**

.013

-.113*

.095

-.009

-.155**

Intell. Stimulation

.258**

-.091

-.164**

.144**

.108*

-.186**

Indiv. Consideration

.237**

-.079

-.124*

.090

.092

-.162**

TRANSACTIONAL FACTORS (r)
Contingent Reward

.277**

-.112

-.152**

.087

.073

-.148**

Mgt. by except: active

-.125*

.196*

.164**

-.104

-.067

.180**

PASSIVE/AVOIDANT FACTORS (r)
Mgt. by except: passive

-.201**

-.049

.058

-.067

-.100

.140**

Laissez-faire

-.300**

.087

.145**

-.070

-.078

.204**

OUTCOMES OF LEADERSHIP (r)
Extra Effort

.285**

-.063

-.168**

.121*

.110*

-.196**

Effectiveness

.285**

-.148

-.144**

.120*

.117*

-.255**

Satisfaction

.334**

-.148*

-.147**

.123*

.099

-.232**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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with most of the outcomes of leadership as well. The Disengaged teacher behavior had
strong negative correlations (most at the p < 0.01 level) with all five factors of
transformational leadership, the transactional factor Contingent Reward and the three
outcomes of leadership. Strong positive correlations (p < 0.01) were found between the
Disengaged teacher behavior and the passive/avoidant factors as well as Management-byexception: active.
Ultimately, this research study sought data to indicate the existence of a symbiotic
relationship between the leadership style of a new principal and the organizational
climate of the school. If this symbiotic relationship truly exists, schools that are
identified as open or engaged will also have a principal who is perceived to enact more
transformational behaviors and less transactional and passive/avoidant behaviors. The
data presented in Chapter IV provide the researcher with information that will allow for
conclusions to be drawn as to whether the symbiotic relationship actually exists. The
discussion of these results will take place in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the leadership style of first-year
elementary principals in Pennsylvania to determine if there is a relationship between
leadership style and the climate of the schools in which they serve. The premise of this
study, and as such the impetus for the hypotheses drawn, is that there is a symbiotic
relationship between leadership style and school climate. This study was designed to
prove the following hypotheses:
H1. There will be a statistically significant relationship between new principals who
utilize a transformational approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor
Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building to
which they are assigned that is open or engaged as measured by the Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
H2. There will be a statistically significant relationship between new principals who
utilize a transactional approach to leadership as measured by the Mulitfactor Leadership
Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X) and a school climate in the building to which they
are assigned that is disengaged or closed as measured by the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE).
Previous chapters introduced this study, provided research and literature in
support of the study being conducted, outlined the methodology used in this study and
provided the reader with the results of the survey administration. This chapter serves to

79

discuss the findings of the research by providing an interpretation of the results, drawing
relationships to the literature provided in Chapter II, analyzing the limitations of this
study and discussing the implications of these results. This is accomplished by returning
to the two original research questions formulated in Chapter I:
1. Is there a relationship between the style of leadership exhibited by the
principal of a school and the type of organizational climate in that school?
2. Does the organizational climate that exists in a school determine the style of
leadership a new principal exhibits?
As was the case in Chapter IV, these questions can best be answered by breaking
them down into essential parts. By doing so, the reader will have a better understanding
of the components that provide clarification for each research question. Additionally,
furcating the research questions provides a sense of organization to the findings that
allows the researcher and the reader to more easily draw conclusions and see the
implications of the research.
Discussion of Results
In analyzing the results related to Research Question 1, this study began by
examining principal self-perception of leadership style. Results of the MLQ-5X leader
form presented in Table 4.1 on page 64 of this study indicated that the 17 elementary
principals who participated felt that they were transformational in their leadership style.
This is seen in the high mean scores for all five transformational factors as well as the
three outcomes of leadership. In a similar vein, the factors indicative of Management-byexception and Laissez-faire received low mean scores, indicating that these principals did
not perceive themselves as practicing a transactional or passive/avoidant leadership style.
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Interestingly, the factor of Contingent Reward received a relatively high mean score from
the 17 principals.
These results lend credence to the fact that new elementary principals not only
perceive their style of leadership to be more transformational in nature, but realize the
importance transformational leadership plays in effectively managing a building and
maintaining the role of instructional leader. Low mean scores in the Management-byexception and Laissez-faire factors indicate that these new principals worked to avoid the
actions and behaviors that are indicative of a leadership style characterized by punishing
subordinates for mistakes made, taking a “wait-and-see” approach to problem-solving, or
simply avoiding issues that could result in conflict. One could draw the conclusion by
the mean scores on the MLQ-5X leader version that these 17 principals have a strong
understanding that a more transformational approach to leadership is more conducive to
success as a principal. This, most likely, comes from the pre-service training in which
they participated, as well as expectations expressed from their superiors as to the most
appropriate style of leadership. The fact that principals scored Contingent Reward, a
transactional factor, so high indicates an understanding that certain transactional factors
are important to the overall development of leadership skills.
Graphic representations of individual principal scores are presented in Appendix
H. The heavy, dark line indicates the principal’s scoring on the leader version of the
MLQ-5X. The graphs of all 17 principals are similar in appearance. That is, the dark
line is high on the left (indicating high scores on the transformational factors and
Contingent Reward), dips low in the middle (representing the Management-by-exception
and Laissez-faire factors) and returns to high scores on the right (representing the
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outcomes of leadership). These graphs make it quite easy to see that the principals
perceive their leadership to be more transformational and less transactional. None of the
principals believe that they display passive/avoidant behaviors to any significant extent.
The second essential part to answering Research Question 1 relates to the
perceptions held by professional staff in regards to the leadership style of their principal.
Results of the MLQ-5X rater form as presented in Table 4.2 on page 65 show similar
results to the survey completed by the principals. Although the results of the survey
completed by the professional staff show mean scores that are lower than those
completed by the principals, the scores present a similar pattern. That is, mean scores for
the five transformational factors, ranging from 2.3840 to 3.3112 are higher than the
scores the Management-by-exception and Laissez-faire factors (ranging from .9034 to
1.3362). Scores for the outcomes of leadership follow a similar pattern to those from the
survey the principals completed, ranging from 2.6701 to 2.9773. Again, Avolio and Bass
(2004) contend that transformational leaders produce higher scores on these three
outcomes. Overall, these results indicate that the professional staff members view their
principals as more transformational in their leadership style, utilizing behaviors and
actions that inspire and motivate staff.
An interesting result worth examining from both the rater and leader forms of the
MLQ-5X is the fact that the leadership factor, Contingent Reward, is scored at a higher
level. It received a mean score of 3.1406 from the principals. This is very much in line
with the mean scores of the transformational factors, despite the fact that Contingent
Reward is a transactional factor. Contingent Reward received a mean score of 2.7520
from the professional staff, which was higher than two of the transformational factors
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(Intellectual Stimulation and Individualized Consideration). This indicates that the
professional staff perceives that the new elementary principals utilize Contingent
Rewards within their leadership style.
These results confirm research cited earlier. Barnett, McCormick and Conners
(2001) indicated that transformational leadership was effective only when transactional
factors were interwoven into a person’s leadership style. Goodwin, Wofford and
Whittington (2001) conducted a confirmatory factor analysis that supported their
hypothesis that some Contingent Reward items related to transformational leadership.
Finally, Bass, Avolio, Jung and Berson (2003) found in their study of United States Army
platoon leaders that the successful leaders used both Contingent Rewards as well as
transformational factors in their style of leadership.
The results of this study would lead one to a similar conclusion that was reached
in the various research studies cited above. Contingent Reward, although a factor solidly
characterized by its transactional nature, plays an important role in the leadership style of
an effective leader. Both principals and professional staff members indicated the
significant role Contingent Reward played in the leadership style of the new elementary
principal. Thus, we should not overlook the importance of this leadership factor in the
essential characteristics of an effective leader.
The final essential part to Research Question 1 examined in this study related to
the significant difference between the principals’ perceptions of their leadership style and
the perceptions of their professional staff. In a study conducted by Kelley, Thornton and
Daugherty (2005) the researchers concluded that the principals’ perceptions of the style
of leadership they used were not consistent with their teachers’ perceptions. A similar
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conclusion could be drawn as a result of this study. Results from the one-way analysis of
variance indicate significantly different scores between principals and professional staff
for four of the five transformational factors, both factors related to Management-byexception and the Laissez-faire factor (see Table 4.3, page 67). These results indicate
that, despite the similar profile of the principals being more transformational in their
leadership style, there is a significant difference in the perceptions of that leadership
style.
This is also evident in the individual profile provided for each school as the
results of the rater and leader forms of the MLQ-5X were analyzed (see Appendix H).
This graphic representation shows the scores of the principal with a dark, heavy line and
the staff scores with a dotted line. While some schools (#2, #3, #9, #10 and #17) show
great similarities in the two lines, most schools show a good bit of difference in the two
lines. This indicates a disparity in the way the principal feels he is demonstrating
leadership and the way his staff perceives he is leading.
The statistically significant difference in scores is evident in a one-way ANOVA
of individual survey items as well. With over half of the survey items resulting in scores
between the two groups that were significantly different, there is obviously a divergence
in the perceptions held by the new elementary principal and the professional staff about
the leadership style she uses (see Appendix I).
These results lead this researcher to the conclusion that, despite efforts on the part
of the principal to enact strategies, behaviors and attitudes that are more transformational,
the professional staff does not always interpret the principal’s actions in a positive light.
There is no reason to believe, as a result of this study, that a new principal’s perception of
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the style of leadership he utilizes is congruent with his teachers’ perceptions of the type
of leadership being demonstrated on a daily basis.
The essential parts lead to conclusions as to whether there is a relationship
between the leadership style of the principal and the climate of the school. Since there is
a significant difference between the principals’ perceptions and the professional staffs’
perceptions of their leadership style, the focus should be placed on the staff’s perceptions.
This is necessary since it is the professional staff members who completed the OCDQRE, indicating the type of climate in each school. It is apparent by looking at the graphs
in Appendix H, that certain principals were viewed by their staff as more
transformational. For example, School #2 had a principal who received mean scores on
the five transformational factors ranging from 3.08 to 3.76 (out of 4). The principal of
School #2 also received a score on Contingent Reward of 3.37, while the scores on
Management-by-exception and Laissez-faire ranged from 0.38 to 0.97. The scores on the
outcomes of leadership ranged from 3.25 to 3.68. This profile matches other schools as a
principal who was viewed by the staff as exercising a more transformational approach to
leadership. Similar schools include Schools #3, #4, #6, #7, #8, #9, #10, #11, #13, #15
and #17. When examining the category of climate these schools achieved through
analysis of the OCDQ-RE (see Figure 4.1, p. 71) all were categorized as schools with an
open climate.
Looking at the leadership style graph in Appendix H for the other schools, a
“flatter” line is often used to portray how the staff perceives the leadership style of the
principal. Although the principal of School #1 has scores on the transformational factors
(ranging from 2.14 to 3.38) that are higher than the scores on the Management-by-
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exception and Laissez-faire factors (ranging from 1.30 to 1.65), there is not the large
difference seen in the schools listed above. The outcomes of leadership (ranging from
2.35 to 2.39) were only slightly higher than the passive/avoidant factors. In terms of
climate, School #1 was categorized as a disengaged school, having a lower degree of
teacher openness.
The principal of School #5 has a similarly “flat” line, despite also having
transformational factors, which were scored higher than the transactional or
passive/avoidant factors. The climate in School #5 was categorized as engaged, having a
lower degree of principal openness. While the principal of School #5 could still be
classified as using more transformational strategies in her leadership, it should be noted
that certain factors such as Intellectual Stimulation and Individualized Consideration
received scores that were considerably lower than the principals in the open climate
schools.
While School #12 is categorized as a “borderline” open school, falling within 20
points of being a disengaged school, the line representing the professional staff’s
perceptions of the principal’s leadership style is the “flattest” of all 17 schools.
Passive/avoidant factors received some of the highest scores (2.05 and 2.24), while the
transformational factors ranged from 1.73 to 2.33. This shows that despite having a
principal who they thought was more transactional or passive/avoidant in nature, the staff
still felt they had a climate that was open. This is the only school of the 17 in which the
leadership style of the principal did not match the organizational climate of the school.
Schools #14 and #16 had staff who rated their principal as using more
transactional and passive/avoidant factors than the other schools. An examination of
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their profiles in Appendix H shows relatively “flat” lines with transactional and
passive/avoidant factors scoring at nearly the same level or higher than transformational
factors and the outcomes of leadership. These schools were categorized by their staffs as
having closed climates, where both teacher and principal openness were low.
In conclusion, in 16 of the 17 schools, a relationship existed between the
leadership style of the principal, as perceived by the staff and the organizational climate
of the school. When the principal’s style was more transformational, the school had a
climate that was open. When the principal’s leadership style was more transactional or
passive/avoidant, the climate fell into one of the other three categories.
The second research question in this study sought to determine if the
organizational climate that exists in a school determines the style of leadership a new
principal exhibits. Examining the essential parts that will enable this to be answered
begins with the professional staffs’ perceptions of the climate of the school in which they
work. Results of the OCDQ-RE presented in Table 4.4 on page 70 show an overall
response that is indicative of schools with an open climate. Highest mean scores were
noted in the Supportive (3.0464), Collegial (3.0271) and Intimate (2.7194) behaviors.
Combined with low mean scores in the Directive (1.9833), Restrictive (2.4554) and
Disengaged (1.6893) behaviors, this profile is commensurate with that of an open
climate. However, mean scores don’t reveal the entire picture, as it is necessary to look
at individual school profiles. Figure 4.1 on page 71 reveals information on the individual
climate profiles of the 17 schools. Thirteen of the schools are categorized with an open
climate, two with a closed climate, one with an engaged climate and one with a
disengaged climate.
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Sutherland (1994) reviewed several research studies surrounding school climate
to determine teachers’ perceptions of a good school climate. The studies reviewed
pointed out similar characteristics of what constituted the climate present in an effective
school, the most important of which was the role the teachers played in determining the
learning environment. Sutherland concluded that it is “because of the teachers’
perceptions of the school climate that change in the school climate is possible” (p. 6). In
keeping with this premise, consideration should be given to the teachers’ perception of
the school climate of the 17 schools in this study. The fact that 13 of the 17 schools have
an open climate leads this researcher to the conclusion that these schools are conducive to
nurturing a transformational leader. The new elementary principals in these schools will
be able to hone their leadership skills and utilize the transformational style they have
been taught and which they believe (according to their MLQ-5X responses) they possess.
Kelley, Thornton and Daugherty (2005) concluded that a school with a positive climate
has teachers who believe their principal to be an effective leader. The 13 schools with
open climates also had principals whose professional staff rated them higher in
transformational factors and lower in transactional and passive/avoidant factors.
Hofman, Hofman and Guldemond (2001) listed several qualities they found
present in effective leaders. One of those was a safe and secure environment where
shared goals and values are established and promoted. Such an environment is possible
only when the principal displays behaviors that are supportive, displaying a sense of
respect towards the faculty and the teachers display behaviors that are collegial and
intimate, showing they are proud of their school and have strong social relationships
(Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991). In this study, the perceptions of the professional staff
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indicate that the Supportive, Collegial and Intimate behaviors are present to the point that
shared decision-making, establishment of goals and the promotion of common values will
be possible.
The second essential part to answering Research Question 2 focuses on the
correlation between the style of leadership exhibited by the principal and the climate of
the school. Table 4.8 on page 77 displays the results of the analysis using Pearson
correlations to determine the relationship between the leadership factors and the climate
behaviors. This analysis gets to the heart of this research and provides a great deal of
information relative to the hypotheses set forth in Chapter I. It is in this analysis that the
symbiotic relationship espoused throughout this study is verified.
The first hypothesis (H1) conjectured that there would be a statistically significant
relationship between a principal who utilizes a transformational approach to leadership
and a climate in the school to which he is assigned that is open or engaged. A school
identified with an open school climate, possesses high principal behavior scores and high
teacher behavior scores on the OCDQ-RE. The high principal behavior scores come
from high scores in Supportive Behavior and low scores in Directive and Restrictive
Behaviors. High teacher behavior scores are achieved through high scores in Collegial
and Intimate Behaviors and low scores in Disengaged Behavior. In this study, a strong
positive correlation is present with all five transformational leadership factors and the
Supportive Behavior of the principal. Strong positive correlations also exist in the three
outcomes of leadership as well as in the transactional factor of Contingent Reward.
Conversely, strong negative correlations exist between the Supportive Behavior of the
principal and the Management-by-exception factors as well as the Laissez-faire factor.
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Examining the Restrictive Behavior of the principal, this analysis shows strong
negative correlations with all five transformational factors, all three outcomes of
leadership and the transactional behavior, Contingent Reward. Strong positive
correlations are verified with Management-by-exception: active and Laissez-faire.
Because Restrictive Behavior “hinders, rather than facilitates, teacher work” (Hoy &
Tarter, 1997, p. 16) and is seen as a behavior enacted by the principal to burden teachers,
the results of this study are to be expected. A principal who displays such Restrictive
Behavior would not be expected to be transformational in her leadership style, thus the
negative correlations with the five transformational factors and the outcomes of
leadership. A principal who utilizes Management-by-exception, whether active or
passive, expects teachers to make mistakes and then reacts to those mistakes in a punitive
manner. Thus, the positive correlation with Management-by-exception: active and the
Restrictive Behavior of the principal confirms the similarities in these items. The fact
that there was no significant correlation with Management-by-exception: passive is
surprising as it is the only factor that does not correlate significantly with Restrictive
Behavior. Laissez-faire, however, does have a significantly positive correlation with
Restrictive Behavior. Again, this confirms earlier research (Avolio, Waldman &
Einstein, 1998) that such passive/avoidant leadership, indeed a lack of leadership, is
viewed negatively by followers and could be interpreted as restrictive in furthering an
open climate.
In regards to the Directive Behavior of the principal, only two significant
correlations present themselves. First a positive correlation (.196, p < .05) with
Management-by-exception: active and second, a negative correlation (-.148, p < .05)
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with Satisfaction (an outcome of leadership). Management-by-exception: active is, by
definition, very directive. It involves close monitoring and corrective action (Avolio &
Bass, 1995) and Directive Behavior is characterized by its rigid monitoring and close,
constant control (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). The significant correlation that exists in this
study between these two items confirms that a school with an open climate will not have
a principal who utilizes this transactional leadership factor.
Although significant correlations are not as prevalent in the Directive Behavior of
the principal, significant correlations exist with the Supportive and Restrictive Behaviors.
These are enough to confirm that there is a statistically significant relationship between
those principals who utilize a transformational approach to leadership and schools that
have one component of an open climate: high levels of principal openness as displayed
through the three principal behaviors. This leaves open for interpretation the second
component of an open climate: high levels of teacher openness as displayed through the
three teacher behaviors (Collegial, Intimate and Disengaged).
The Disengaged Behavior of teachers show the same strong correlations
evidenced in the Supportive and Restrictive Behaviors of the principal. In this case, as
would be expected, there is a negative correlation between the Disengaged Behavior of
the teachers and the five transformational leadership factors of the principal. Similarly,
negative correlations exist with the three outcomes of leadership, which are utilized by
the transformational leader. Also a negative correlation (-.148, p < .01) exists with the
transactional factor of Contingent Reward, which has been shown by other research
(Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003; Goodwin, Wofford & Whittington, 2001; Avolio &
Bass, 2004) to complement a transformational style of leadership.
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Collegial Behavior of teachers correlates significantly only with the
transformational factor of Intellectual Stimulation. This relationship exists, perhaps, in
the nature of the two items. Collegial Behavior emphasizes the importance of teachers
working together as professionals, with enthusiasm and a collaborative sense of
accomplishing a similar goal (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). With Intellectual Stimulation the
principal, as leader, encourages unique ways of accomplishing goals and solving
problems. Creativity is encouraged and new approaches are not criticized (Bass &
Riggio, 2006). Avolio, Waldman and Yammarino (1991) even suggest that Intellectual
Stimulation is a two-way process. That is, the principal stimulates the thinking of the
teachers and, in turn, is stimulated by the teachers’ thought process and reasoning ability.
“Such interactions are especially helpful when the leader has limited experience or
information concerning a problem” (Avolio, Waldman and Yammarino, 1991, p. 14).
This leads one to the conclusion that in this study, the significant correlation between the
Collegial Behavior of the teachers and the Intellectual Stimulation the principal exhibits
exists because there is an expectation on the part of the professional staff for their leader
to involve them, encourage them, stimulate them, and in reciprocity, the professional staff
provides the same stimulation for the principal. The fact that Intellectual Stimulation is
significantly correlated with all three teacher behaviors and two of the three principal
behaviors (with the exception of Directive where r = -.091, p = .244) indicates the
importance both the professional staff and the principals place on this factor.
Intimate Behavior of teachers is seen as the social networking that the
professional staff has established within the school. In a school with strong Intimate
Behavior, teachers socialize outside of school, know each other quite well, and are
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supportive of each other (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). In this study, the Intimate Behavior of
teachers correlated significantly with Intellectual Stimulation and the Idealized Influence
Attributes of the principal. The fact that the correlation exists with the Idealized
Influence that is attributed to the principals and not the Idealized Influence Behaviors that
the principals exhibits may emanate from what the teachers expect as opposed to what
they experience. Idealized Influence is considered those qualities that followers believe a
leader should possess in order to be the ideal leader. The attributes include those
qualities that followers believe should be present in the ideal leader, while behaviors are
those qualities that followers are able to observe in their leader (Bass & Riggio, 2006). In
this study, perhaps the conclusion that can be drawn from the significant correlation
between Intimate Behavior of teachers and Idealized Influence Attributes is that in
schools with strong social networks and supportive staffs, there is a high expectation for
principals to act in a way that builds respect, instills pride and is focused on the wellbeing of the entire group.
While the number of significant correlations between transformational factors and
teacher behaviors are not as great as the principal behaviors, the fact that the negative
correlations exist between all transformational factors and the Disengaged Behavior of
teachers leads this researcher to the conclusion that there is a significant relationship
between high levels of openness on the part of teachers and transformational leadership.
Thus, the null hypothesis (H01) can be rejected.
Schools classified with either an open climate or an engaged climate have teacher
behavior scores that are high. That is, there is a high degree of Collegial and Intimate
Behaviors and a low degree of Disengaged Behaviors. Despite the fact that an engaged

93

school has low principal behavior scores (i.e. lower scores in Supportive Behavior and
higher scores in Directive and Restrictive Behaviors) the premise of H1 came from the
belief that teachers had to be open and receptive to transformational leadership initiatives.
The second hypothesis (H2) conjectured that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between new principals who utilize a transactional approach to
leadership and a school climate classified as disengaged or closed. A closed climate is
characterized by low levels of principal openness and low levels of teacher openness.
Hence, the Supportive principal behavior would have generally low scores while the
Directive and Restrictive principal behaviors would have received high scores. A
disengaged school would also have low teacher openness, but high principal openness.
Therefore, higher scores would be witnessed in the area of Supportive principal behavior
and low scores in Restrictive and Disengaged Behaviors.
Earlier discussion regarding the correlation study (see Table 4.8 on page 77) helps
to draw conclusions with H2 as well. Reiterating, whereas the correlations that helped to
reject the first null hypothesis (H01) also enable the rejection of the second null
hypothesis (H02). There is, indeed, a significant relationship between principals who
utilize a more transactional style of leadership and schools with closed or disengaged
climates. The significant positive correlations between Management-by-exception:
active and the Directive, Restrictive and Disengaged Behaviors and the negative
correlation with the Supportive Behavior help to underscore this relationship.
Confirmation of this is seen through an analysis of descriptive statistics, which
examined sample schools from this study. Tables 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7 provide mean scores
from the MLQ-5X rater version. Both schools identified as closed and the schools
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identified as engaged and disengaged are represented. Additionally, two schools
classified as having an open climate (one solidly open and one borderline open) are
represented in Table 4.7 on page 75. Looking at the three tables, it is quite apparent that
the professional staff who had classified their schools as having a closed climate also
rated their principal lower on transformational factors and higher on transactional and
passive/avoidant factors than did those who had categorized their school with an open
climate. In a similar vein, the school identified as having a disengaged climate (high
levels of principal openness but low levels of teacher openness) also had mean scores on
the MLQ-5X rater version that were lower on transformational factors and higher on
transactional factors than the open climate schools. In fact, scores on the transactional
factors were highest in the closed schools, followed by the disengaged school.
Review of this data confirms the earlier statement enabling the rejection of the
second null hypothesis (H02). There appears to be a significant relationship between
principals who exhibit more transactional leadership qualities and schools that have
closed or disengaged organizational climates.
Limitations
As is expected in any research study, there are events, issues and conditions that
took place during this study that should be noted as limitations to this research. These
limitations could ultimately have an impact on the results of this research, however by
thoroughly considering them and the effect they could have on the study, efforts are made
to overcome the influence of these limitations.
First, limitations concerning the administration of the surveys should be
considered. As was discussed in Chapter III, the surveys were administered to

95

professional staff and principals between May 15, 2007 and June 8, 2007. It was
important to gather data at the end of the first year of the principals’ tenure as a buildinglevel administrator. However, anyone who has been a teacher or a principal in an
elementary school knows that May and June are terribly busy months. Marking the end
of the school year, there is a great deal of work that teachers and principals must do at
this time of year. Conducting this survey during a faculty meeting, in-service meeting or
other staff gathering at this time of year was undoubtedly considered by some as an
intrusion into the important and necessary work that must be accomplished before the
students leave for summer break. This, perhaps, is best witnessed by the fact that the 17
schools, combined, had 550 professional staff members eligible to participate in the
study. Only 404 professional staff members participated in responding to the surveys,
about 73 percent of the staff assigned to those buildings. Although it is reasonable to
expect that some of those staff members were absent from the building on the day of the
survey administration, survey supervisors reported that some staff members exercised
their right not to participate.
Another limitation concerning the administration of the surveys relates to other
events that were taking place before, during or after the administration. One survey
supervisor reported that a teacher in the building to which she was assigned to administer
the survey had been taken to the hospital by ambulance due to an emergency healthrelated issue immediately prior to the administration of the survey. Colleagues of this
teacher entered the room to take the survey visibly upset and worried about their fellow
teacher. Some were literally crying while they were taking the surveys. Such an event,
despite the fact that it could not be anticipated nor controlled, could definitely have an
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impact on the outcome of the survey. Responses could have been influenced depending
on how the staff felt the principal handled the incident, their relationship with the ill
teacher or their desire to hurry through the surveys to find out her condition.
Another survey supervisor reported that the principal combined the meeting to
administer the surveys with a baby shower for one of the teachers in the building. In fact,
the administration of the survey was the “excuse” for getting the guest of honor to the
faculty room without revealing the surprise of the shower. The survey supervisor
reported that professional staff members ate cake while responding to survey items.
Influencing the mood of the respondents by combining a celebration with the
administration of surveys intended to measure school climate and perceptions of principal
leadership style could produce a result that is more positive than would be expected. This
event highlights the importance of clarifying the conditions necessary when the
administration of surveys such as these take place. Directions to the principals from the
researcher in regards to the conditions, location and surrounding events should have been
clearer.
Limitations should also be considered concerning the way respondents answered
or did not answer certain survey items. Survey supervisors were trained by the researcher
as to what to say to the participants, how to administer the surveys, how to maintain
anonymity and how to package the surveys for return to the researcher. The researcher
did not anticipate the fact that so many respondents would omit certain questions. For
example, one item on the OCDQ-RE stated, “The principal checks the sign-in sheet every
morning.” Most of these schools, it would appear from the responses, do not have a signin sheet or a system for teachers to record their arrival and departure from work. While
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some respondents indicated this by circling “rarely occurs,” many responded by skipping
the question or adding their own response of “N/A” (not applicable). Such responses
received no score and the statistical package did not include these responses in
calculations. Thus, the number of participants (the n size) varied for each calculation
depending on the number of respondents who skipped items on the surveys. Had the
survey supervisors been directed to inform participants to respond to each item, the n size
would have been more consistent and the results of the study would have been more
reliable and valid.
A final limitation identified by the researcher comes in the determination of
school climate. While the directions for administering the OCDQ-RE indicate that the
survey should be administered to teachers (Hoy & Tarter, 1997), no assessment of the
principals’ perception of the organizational climate of their school occurred. Since this
study was able to compare the principals’ perceptions of leadership style with those of the
professional staff, it would have been equally as beneficial to analyze the difference in
perceptions of the organizational climate of the schools. Whether this could have been
done by administering the OCDQ-RE to the 17 principals or through qualitative
interviews is also subject to debate.
Conclusions
Conclusions can be drawn through analysis of the results of this study. First, it
was noted that the principals in this study had a strong sense that their leadership style
was reflective of the transformational style espoused as most effective in instituting
change (Goodwin, Wofford & Whittington, 2001), building followership (Den Hartog,
Van Muijen & Koopman, 1997) and developing successful schools (Chirichello, 1999).
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While the principals’ perceptions may vary from the perceptions of their staff, the fact
that these leaders realize that transformational qualities are more effective than
transactional or passive/avoidant factors is heartening. It is with this understanding that
efforts can be focused on the individual transformational factors to improve the
leadership style of the principal.
The fact that there is a difference in perceptions between the principals and the
professional staff in regards to the style of leadership the principal exhibits indicates the
need for attention in this area. As Hill, Lofton and Chauvin (1995) determined in their
study of new principals, the discrepancy in perceptions between the principal and the
professional staff must be resolved before a climate of collaboration can permeate. This
collaboration is essential to nurturing effective leadership (Strahan, 2003; Huffman &
Jacobson, 2003). In much the same way, in order for these elementary schools to
maintain or move to a more open climate, the discrepancy in perceptions must diminish.
In order for this to happen, communication must increase between the leader and his
followers. Kelley, Thornton and Daugherty (2005) suggested a system of effective
feedback to address these differing perceptions. Until such a system is provided for, the
principal will continue to believe he is operating at one level of leadership while the staff
will perceive this leadership to be at a different level. Through this feedback, an increase
in trust between the principal and the staff will occur. This will, in turn, lead to the
causal loop Rafferty (2003) described and is illustrated in Figure 2.1 on page 36 of this
study. Increases in staff participation in school improvement efforts, a greater sense of
community and higher levels of work satisfaction can be anticipated as efforts are made
to reduce the difference in perceptions that exist.
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Bass and Riggio (2006) suggest that the results of the MLQ-5X be fed back to
leaders so that change efforts can be enacted. “For people to change their behavior,
perceptions, and attitudes, they must be aware of the specifics that require change and
they must have the motivation to make such changes” (Bass & Riggio, 2006, p. 152).
They also suggest that a plan be established to target the desired changes. In many of the
17 cases examined in this study, creating such a plan would be beneficial in diminishing
the difference in perceptions.
As has been noted in studies by Sutherland (1994) and Kelley, Thornton and
Daugherty (2005), the teachers’ perceptions of the climate of the school is an essential
part in instituting change and ultimately impacting student achievement. Results of this
study indicate that there is great possibility for these elementary schools. The fact that 13
schools exhibited open climates indicates that the environment is fertile and conducive to
transformational leadership. Hence, the new principal can evaluate her leadership style
and feel safe in instituting the behaviors necessary to influence significant change and
improve student achievement.
The school in which the climate is categorized as engaged also has an
environment conducive to transformational leadership. This lies in the fact that the
professional staff displays behaviors that are open and willing to accept change. The new
principal now needs to evaluate his leadership style and make efforts to institute greater
communication and feedback so that he can harness the open behaviors of the teachers.
If this can be done one could anticipate that this engaged school would soon evolve into
an open school.
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The principals of the schools in this study categorized as closed and disengaged
will struggle until they are aware of the climate that exists. It is in the ability to
understand and then negotiate this climate that the new principal will find challenges
(Harvey, 1991; Langston, McClain & Walseth, 1998).
It is apparent from the results of this study that transformational leadership thrives
in schools with an open or engaged climate. The correlation analysis clearly indicates
that transformational leadership factors exist more prevalently in schools that display
climate behaviors indicative of open or engaged schools. Mooney (2003) reported
similar findings in his doctoral dissertation indicating the correlations that existed
between the transformational factors and the open school climate dimensions. He also
noted a similar finding that has been identified in this study: the important role
Contingent Reward plays in a well-rounded leader. Although a transactional factor,
Contingent Reward continues to correlate well with the behaviors evident in an open
school. It is in these findings that emphasis should be placed in pre-service training
programs for prospective school leaders and in programs intended to extend the training
of new principals. If new principals are made aware of the behaviors, actions and
attitudes that comprise a transformational style and if they are made aware of the
behaviors that exist in schools with open climates, they will be better prepared to lead.
Equally important is the ability to obtain this information and then use it to communicate
with the professional staff in efforts to institute change, improve working conditions, and
ultimately increase the educational experience of the children.
In conclusion, the results of this study enable the researcher to reject both null
hypotheses. Transformational leadership does appear to exist in a symbiotic relationship
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with an open or engaged school climate. As the climate of a school moves toward open
principal and teacher behaviors, the factors leading to a transformational leadership style
can thrive. As those transformational factors become more prevalent, the climate will
continue to move towards a greater level of openness.
Implications for Future Research
There are many areas in which additional research could be considered based on
the results of this study. Research questions abound relative to the areas of leadership
style, school climate, the factors of leadership, the behaviors that contribute to climate,
and the relationship between these areas. The research questions presented in this section
should be considered to further the research conducted in this study. In doing so, a
greater understanding of the symbiotic relationship between leadership style and school
climate may be gained.
1. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions held by principals and their
professional staff in regards to the climate that exists in the school? One area that
has been discussed in the limitations section of this chapter is the fact that the
principals’ perceptions of school climate were not investigated. With such
differing perceptions between principals and professional staff in regards to
leadership style, it would be interesting to determine if differences exist between
principals and professional staff concerning school climate. An extension of this
research question might be to determine how differing perceptions impact such
leadership actions as goal setting, vision development, teacher motivation and
upward communication.
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2. How does each leadership factor contribute to the relationship between the
principal and his professional staff? The one-way analysis of variance conducted
on the responses given by principals and professional staff on the MLQ-5X
revealed significant differences in eight of the 12 leadership factors and outcomes
of leadership. This indicates a difference in perception between the two groups
regarding the factors that contribute to a transformational, transactional or
passive/avoidant leader. Additional research should be conducted to determine
why such a difference exists and how each of those factors contributes to the
relationship between the staff and the principal. Each leadership factor, in fact,
could lend to its own research study. For example, an examination could be
conducted into how Inspirational Motivation impacts the level of communication
between the principal and his teachers.
3. Is there a relationship between open teacher behaviors and the transactional
leadership factor, Contingent Reward? Contingent Reward was viewed in a
positive light by both principals and professional staff in this study. Previous
research has shown the benefit of including this factor with the transformational
repertoire as an effective leadership initiative. Additional research should be
conducted to determine if Contingent Reward increases collegiality amongst the
staff, improves the intimate relations teachers promote and decreases a sense of
disengagement the staff may perceive.
4. Does increasing communication and feedback increase the use of transformational
leadership by principals? The causal loop discussed in Chapter II, in conjunction
with the results of this study lead this researcher to believe that open

103

communication between principal and staff may lead to an increase in the use of
transformational factors. This would then increase staff satisfaction and impact a
more open climate. This could have a significant impact on how we evaluate and
provide staff development for principals. Additionally, providing feedback to
principals on how the professional staff perceives their leadership style could
significantly impact their actions, behaviors and attitudes.
5. How does the pre-existing climate of the school impact the new principal’s ability
to use a transformational leadership style? This study analyzed the climate of the
school at the end of the new principal’s first year. Although it is safe to say that
the climate of the school may have been influenced by the previous
administration, this study examined the climate of the school after one year with a
new principal. Research should be conducted in a pre-test/post-test structure to
determine if the climate of a school changes when a new principal is hired.
Additionally, an analysis of how the leadership style of the new principal
impacted that change would lend to our understanding of this symbiotic
relationship.
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Dear Superintendent,
I am a student enrolled in the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational
Leaders (IDPEL) through Duquesne University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. In
preparation for my Doctoral study I am collecting preliminary information that will
assist me in determining a sampling technique. I would appreciate a moment of
your time to complete the information below. After completing the information,
please place this self-addressed, stamped post card in the mail.
Sincerely,
Eric C. Eshbach, Superintendent
Upper Adams School District
Biglerville, Pennsylvania 17307
(717)-677-7191

School District:_________________________________

IU #____________

Do you have any elementary principals who, during the 2006-2007 school year, are
serving in their first year as an elementary principal?
(Please Circle One)
Yes
No

113

Appendix B
Pennsylvania Intermediate Units

114

115

Appendix C
Letter to Superintendents
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

Dear Superintendent:
Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Eric Eshbach and I am the
superintendent of schools in the Upper Adams School District in Adams County, Pennsylvania. I
am also participating in the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders at
Duquesne University in Pittsburgh. The topic I have selected for my Doctoral study seeks to find
a relationship between the leadership style of new elementary principals and the climate of the
schools in which they lead. As you may have found in your experience as a superintendent, there
are many factors that contribute to the success of a first-year principal. My research has led me to
hypothesize that a new principal will be able to use the type of leadership known as
transformational only when the climate that exists in the school to which he/she is assigned is
characterized by a supportive principal and teachers who are collegial, cohesive and
collaborative.
In an earlier contact by electronic mail or post card, you indicated that your district has at
least one elementary principal who, during the 2006-2007 school year, is completing his/her first
year as a principal. I am asking your permission to conduct research with the new elementary
principal and the professional staff assigned to the building in which the new principal leads. The
new principal’s leadership style will be assessed using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
for Research (MLQ 5X-short). Members of the professional staff will respond to the Rater
Version of this survey, while the principal will respond to the Leader Version. The climate of the
school will be assessed using the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for
elementary schools (OCDQ-RE). An analysis will seek to determine the relationship that exists
between the leadership style of a first year principal and the climate of the school in which he/she
serves.
Efforts have been taken to ensure that the principal will not see surveys completed by
professional staff. The survey completed by the principal will also be kept confidential and shall
not be viewed by members of the professional staff. Thus, I am taking care to ensure that my
research study does not stir up trouble in your school district. Responses from the principal and
the professional staff will be combined with other data for reporting and analysis. No individual
or individual school will be identified in the results.
If you are comfortable with me conducting this study in your school district, please
complete and sign the attached form and mail it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.
If you have any questions about this study, or would like a copy of the results, please contact me
at 717-677-7191 or 717-292-9729. You may also contact Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne
University Institutional Review Board (412-396-6326) with further questions. Thank you for
your assistance in my Doctoral work.

Sincerely,

Eric C. Eshbach
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

Dear Eric Eshbach:
I give my permission for you to conduct your Doctoral research study in the
School District. During the
2006-2007 school year, the following individuals are completing their first year as an
elementary principal:
Name of Principal Elementary School

School Address

School Phone

I understand that by granting my permission, I am simply providing approval for the
principal(s) listed above to participate in the study. I understand that the participation by
the principal and the professional staff members is voluntary and that any participant is
free to withdraw his/her consent at any time, for any reason.

Signature of Superintendent or Designee
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

Dear Colleague:
Congratulations on the completion of your first year as an elementary principal! My
name is Eric Eshbach and I am a student in the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for
Educational Leaders at Duquesne University in Pittsburgh. The topic I have selected for my
Doctoral study seeks to find a relationship between the leadership style of new elementary
principals and the climate of the schools in which they lead. As a former elementary principal, I
have found that there are many factors that contribute to the success of a first-year principal. My
research has led me to hypothesize that a new principal will be able to use the type of leadership
known as transformational only when the climate that exists in the school to which he/she is
assigned is characterized by a supportive principal and teachers who are collegial, cohesive and
collaborative.
I have been in contact with your superintendent or other designee from your school
district and have received permission to be in contact with you about participating in this research
study. I would like to conduct research with you and the professional staff assigned to your
building. I will use two short, easy to administer surveys to find information related to your
leadership style and the climate in your school. Your leadership style will be assessed using the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ 5X-short). Members of the
professional staff will respond to the Rater Version of this survey, while you will respond to the
Leader Version. This survey should take no longer than 15 minutes for you and your staff to
complete. The climate of the school will be assessed using the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE). This survey will take your staff
approximately 10 minutes to complete. An analysis will seek to determine the relationship that
exists between the leadership style of a first year principal and the climate of the school in which
he/she serves.
Efforts have been taken to ensure confidentiality. You will not have the opportunity to
review the surveys from the professional staff, nor will they be able to view your survey. Your
responses and those of your professional staff will be combined with other data for reporting and
analysis. No individual or individual school will be identified in the results.
Attached, you will find a form entitled, Consent to Participate in a Research Study.
Please read this carefully, as it provides a clear explanation of the process used to conduct this
research. If you are comfortable with me conducting this study in your school, please
complete and sign one copy of the attached consent form and mail it in the enclosed selfaddressed, stamped envelope. Please sign and retain the second copy for your records. I
will be in touch with you to discuss the logistics of administering the survey. If you have any
questions about this study, or would like a copy of the results, please contact me at 717-677-7191
or 717-292-9729. You may also contact Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne University
Institutional Review Board (412-396-6326) with further questions. Thank you for your assistance
in my Doctoral work.

Sincerely,

Eric C. Eshbach
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
BUILDING PRINCIPAL

TITLE:

INVESTIGATOR:

The Symbiotic Relationship Between New Principals and the
Climate of the Schools in Which They Lead
Eric C. Eshbach
6801 Detter’s Mill Road
Dover, Pennsylvania 17315
(717) 292-9729

ADVISOR: (if applicable:) Robert B. Bartos, Ph.D.
Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders
Shippensburg Cohort
(717) 477-1373
SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the doctoral degree in education at
Duquesne University.
PURPOSE:

You are being asked to participate in a research project that
seeks to investigate the relationship between the leadership
style of a new principal and the climate of the school in
which the new principal leads. The new principal’s
leadership style will be assessed using the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ 5X-short).
Members of the professional staff will respond to the Rater
Version of this survey, while the principal will respond to
the Leader Version. The climate of the school will be
assessed using the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE) and will
be completed by the professional staff, not the principal.
An analysis will seek to determine the relationship that
exists between the leadership style of a first year principal
and the climate of the school in which he/she serves.
You, as the building principal, are being asked to complete
the Leader Version of the MLQ (5X-short). Signing this
consent form will also grant permission for the researcher
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to administer the Rater Version of the MLQ (5X-short) and
the OCDQ-RE to members of the professional staff in your
building (upon their consent). These are the only requests
that will be made of you.
RISKS AND BENEFITS:

There are no risks to participating in this study greater than
those encountered in everyday life. Efforts have been taken
to ensure that the principal will not see surveys completed
by professional staff. The survey completed by the
principal will also be kept confidential and shall not be
viewed by members of the professional staff. Efforts have
also been taken to ensure that your school or school district
is not identified by name in this study.
Results of this study may be used to provide information
for pre-service principal training and for school districts to
provide staff development for administrators.

COMPENSATION:

You will not be compensated in any way for your
participation in this study. However, participation in the
project will require no monetary cost to you or to your
school. An envelope is provided to a “survey supervisor”
for return of your response to the investigator.

CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your name will never appear on any survey or research
instruments. No identity will be made in the data analysis.
All written materials and consent forms will be stored in a
locked file in the researcher's home. Your response(s) will
only appear in statistical data summaries. All materials will
be destroyed at the completion of the research.

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are under no obligation to participate in this study.
You are free to withdraw your consent to participate at any
time.
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of this research will be supplied
to you, at no cost, upon request.
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and understand what is
being requested of me. I also understand that my
participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
my consent at any time, for any reason. On these terms, I
certify that I am willing to participate in this research
project.
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I understand that should I have any further questions
about my participation in this study, I may call:
Eric C. Eshbach, Principal Investigator
(717-292-9729)
Dr. Robert B. Bartos, Advisor (717-4771373)
Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne
University Institutional Review Board
(412-396-6326)

_________________________________________
Participant's Signature

__________________
Date

_________________________________________
Researcher's Signature

__________________
Date
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Appendix F
Letter to Staff
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

Dear Colleague:
Thank you for taking time out of a busy portion of the school year to take part in this
study. My name is Eric Eshbach and I am a student in the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for
Educational Leaders at Duquesne University in Pittsburgh. The topic I have selected for my
Doctoral study seeks to find a relationship between the leadership style of new elementary
principals and the climate of the schools in which they lead. My research has led me to
hypothesize that a new principal will be able to use a certain style of leadership based on the
organizational climate that exists in the school. Your participation in this study is extremely
important, as it will be your perceptions of the principal’s leadership style and your perceptions of
the school climate in your building that will help me to determine if there is a relationship
between leadership style and school climate.
This study consists of two surveys. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for
Research (MLQ 5X-short) will assess the leadership style of your principal. Please respond to
each item on the Rater Form, keeping in mind that you are responding based on the leadership
style of the principal in your school.
The climate of the school will be assessed using the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire for elementary schools (OCDQ-RE). Please respond to each item on this survey in
regards to your perception of the climate in your school.
Attached, you will find a form entitled, Consent to Participate in a Research Study.
Please read this carefully, as it provides a clear explanation of the process used to conduct this
research. The surveys being administered are anonymous. There are no names, codes or other
markings that would link them to an individual or a school. Thus, by completing and returning
the anonymous surveys, you are giving your implied consent. Efforts have been taken to ensure
anonymity of your participation and confidentiality of your responses. Your responses will be
combined with other data for reporting and analysis. No individual or individual school will be
identified in the results.
If you have any questions about this study, or would like a copy of the results, please
contact me at 717-677-7191 or 717-292-9729. You may also contact Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of
the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board (412-396-6326) with further questions.
Thank you for your participation in this study and for the help that you will provide me in seeking
to learn more about the relationship between leadership style and school climate.

Sincerely,

Eric C. Eshbach

126

Appendix G
Staff Consent to Participate
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY
600 FORBES AVENUE  PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TITLE:

The Symbiotic Relationship Between New Principals and
the Climate of the Schools in Which They Lead

INVESTIGATOR:

Eric C. Eshbach
6801 Detter’s Mill Road
Dover, Pennsylvania 17315
(717) 292-9729

ADVISOR:

Robert B. Bartos, Ph.D.
Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders
Shippensburg Cohort
(717) 477-1373

SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the doctoral degree in education at
Duquesne University.
PURPOSE:

You are being asked to participate in a research project that
seeks to investigate the relationship between the leadership
style of a new principal and the climate of the school in
which the new principal leads. The new principal’s
leadership style will be assessed using the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ 5X-short).
You are being asked to respond to the Rater Version of this
survey. The climate of the school will be assessed using
the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for
elementary schools (OCDQ-RE). You are being asked to
complete the OCDQ-RE in relation to your school. An
analysis will seek to determine the relationship that exists
between the leadership style of a first year principal and the
climate of the school in which he/she serves.
You are being asked to complete the surveys listed above.
This is the only request that will be made of you.
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RISKS AND BENEFITS:

There are no risks to participating in this study greater
than those encountered in everyday life. Efforts have been
taken to ensure that the principal will not see surveys
completed by professional staff.
Results of this study may be used to provide information
for pre-service principal training and for school districts to
provide staff development for administrators.

COMPENSATION:

You will not be compensated in any way for your
participation in this study. However, participation in the
project will require no monetary cost to you or to your
school. An envelope is provided to a “survey supervisor”
for return of your responses to the investigator.

CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your name will never appear on any survey or research
instruments. No identity will be made in the data analysis.
Efforts have been taken to ensure that your school or school
district is not identified by name in this study. All written
materials and consent forms will be stored in a locked file
in the researcher's home. Your response(s) will only
appear in statistical data summaries. All materials will be
destroyed at the completion of the research.

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are under no obligation to participate in this study.
You are free to withdraw your consent to participate at any
time.
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of this research will be supplied
to you, at no cost, upon request.
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and understand what is
being requested of me. I also understand that my
participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw my
consent at any time, for any reason. On these terms, I
certify that I am willing to participate in this research
project.
IMPLIED CONSENT:

The surveys being administered are anonymous. There are
no names, codes or other markings that would link them to
an individual or a school. Thus, by completing the
anonymous surveys you are indicating your consent to
participate in this study.
I understand that should I have any further questions about
my participation in this study, I may call:
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Eric C. Eshbach, Principal Investigator
(717-292-9729)
Dr. Robert B. Bartos, Advisor (717-4771373)
Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne
University Institutional Review Board
(412-396-6326)
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Appendix H
Graphic Representations by School of Mean Responses to the MLQ-5X
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Appendix I
Analysis of Variance of Responses on MLQ-5X by Position
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Question
MQ1

MQ2

MQ3

MQ4

MQ5

MQ6

MQ7

MQ8

MQ9

MQ10

MQ11

MQ12

MQ13

MQ14

MQ15

MQ16

MQ17

MQ18

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
.006
501.532
501.538
16.461
353.589
370.050
8.078
589.424
597.502
7.623
487.234
494.857
8.967
506.181
515.148
9.242
444.433
453.676
2.068
414.895
416.964
15.426
484.860
500.286
3.603
231.858
235.461
.008
581.068
581.076
1.220
383.052
384.272
6.620
540.679
547.299
1.792
276.748
278.540
3.076
336.019
339.095
8.683
591.395
600.078
5.796
524.994
530.790
2.995
607.802
610.797
7.351
474.368
481.719
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df
1
401
402
1
378
379
1
408
409
1
404
405
1
411
412
1
405
406
1
411
412
1
411
412
1
412
413
1
408
409
1
403
404
1
409
410
1
413
414
1
410
411
1
409
410
1
403
404
1
397
398
1
411
412

Mean Square
.006
1.251

F
.005

Sig.
.944

16.461
.935

17.598

.000**

8.078
1.445

5.592

.019*

7.623
1.206

6.321

.012*

8.967
1.232

7.281

.007**

9.242
1.097

8.422

.004**

2.068
1.009

2.049

.153

15.426
1.180

13.076

.000**

3.603
.563

6.403

.012*

.008
1.424

.006

.940

1.220
.951

1.283

.258

6.620
1.322

5.008

.026*

1.792
.670

2.674

.103

3.076
.820

3.753

.053

8.683
1.446

6.005

.015*

5.796
1.303

4.449

.036*

2.995
1.531

1.956

.163

7.351
1.154

6.369

.012*

MQ19

MQ20

MQ21

MQ22

MQ23

MQ24

MQ25

MQ26

MQ27

MQ28

MQ29

MQ30

MQ31

MQ32

MQ33

MQ34

MQ35

MQ36

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.956
472.990
475.947
12.245
506.733
518.978
4.641
549.661
554.302
.170
573.918
574.088
10.239
431.751
441.990
1.750
440.660
442.409
.610
502.103
502.713
2.913
387.758
390.672
2.989
503.377
506.366
4.671
565.107
569.778
41.629
690.152
731.781
7.425
506.416
513.841
8.780
603.308
612.088
8.428
543.483
551.911
.274
614.956
615.231
4.438
362.393
366.831
8.415
496.467
504.882
5.993
300.686
306.680
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1
411
412
1
407
408
1
412
413
1
407
408
1
408
409
1
379
380
1
413
414
1
409
410
1
397
398
1
408
409
1
399
400
1
400
401
1
408
409
1
401
402
1
410
411
1
407
408
1
413
414
1
410
411

2.956
1.151

2.569

.110

12.245
1.245

9.835

.002**

4.641
1.334

3.479

.063

.170
1.410

.120

.729

10.239
1.058

9.676

.002**

1.750
1.163

1.505

.221

.610
1.216

.502

.479

2.913
.948

3.073

.080

2.989
1.268

2.357

.125

4.671
1.385

3.372

.067

41.629
1.730

24.067

.000**

7.425
1.266

5.865

.016*

8.780
1.479

5.937

.015*

8.428
1.355

6.218

.013*

.274
1.500

.183

.669

4.438
.890

4.984

.026*

8.415
1.202

7.001

.008**

5.993
.733

8.172

.004**

MQ37

Between Groups
.316
Within Groups
451.342
Total
451.658
MQ38
Between Groups
3.883
Within Groups
575.595
Total
579.478
MQ39
Between Groups
7.942
Within Groups
553.095
Total
561.037
MQ40
Between Groups
2.546
Within Groups
528.492
Total
531.038
MQ41
Between Groups
1.129
Within Groups
426.349
Total
427.478
MQ42
Between Groups
5.119
Within Groups
528.349
Total
533.469
MQ43
Between Groups
2.210
Within Groups
429.790
Total
432.000
MQ44
Between Groups
7.036
Within Groups
516.442
Total
523.478
MQ45
Between Groups
6.848
Within Groups
483.200
Total
490.048
* indicates a significant difference at the p < .05 level
**indicates a significant difference at the p < .01 level
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1
410
411
1
412
413
1
406
407
1
389
390
1
412
413
1
412
413
1
406
407
1
412
413
1
413
414

.316
1.101

.287

.592

3.883
1.397

2.780

.096

7.942
1.362

5.830

.016*

2.546
1.359

1.874

.172

1.129
1.035

1.091

.297

5.119
1.282

3.992

.046*

2.210
1.059

2.087

.149

7.036
1.253

5.613

.018*

6.848
1.170

5.853

.016*

Appendix J
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X-Short Form
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Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
Leader Form (5X-Short)
This instrument is protected under copyright laws and is not permitted to be included in
this dissertation.
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Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
Rater Form (5X-Short)
This instrument is protected under copyright laws and is not permitted to be included in
this dissertation.
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Appendix K
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Elementary Schools
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Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire
for Elementary Schools
(OCDQ-RE)
This instrument is protected under copyright laws and is not permitted to be included in
this dissertation.
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Appendix L
Questionnaire Permission Letters
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