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ABSTRACT 

This study utilized a correlational research design to 

investigate the relationships between facilitative, 

transformational and transactional leadership behaviors in 

elementary school principals. Quantitative data was 

collected on elementary teachers' perceptions of their 

building principal's leadership behaviors and leadership 

outcomes using two reliable and valid survey instruments. 

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 

1995) and The Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes .& 

Posner, 1995). One hundred forty-six elementary teachers 

completed the complete Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

and a portion of The Leadership Practices Inventory that 

included only those questions that were designated by Kouzes 

and Posner (1995) to measure the construct enabling others 

to act. 

For the purposes of this research, facilitative 

leadership was operationally defined as enabling others to 

act, defined by Kouzes and Posner (1995) as fostering 

collaboration by promoting cooperative goals, strengthening 

others by giving power away, providing choice, developing 

competence, and offering visible support. 
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Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes and each of the three leadership constructs. 

Three multiple regression analyses were completed, one for 

each dependent variable of leadership outcomes, to determine 

which, if any, were significant predictors of a dependent 

variable. 

Facilitative leadership was the strongest predictor of 

each of the leadership outcomes of the principals' 

effectiveness (65% of the variance), the teachers' 

satisfaction with the principal (70% of the variance), and 

the teachers' willingness to put forth extra effort (63% of 

the variance). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes a brief introduction to the 

dissertation, a statement of the research problem and 

research hypotheses, an outline of the methodology, 

significance of the study, limitations, underlying 

assumptions, and definition of terms. 

During the 1980s, extensive research on effective 

schools established that the leadership of the school 

principal was critical to the success of the school (Edmonds, 

1979; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Shoemaker & Fraser, 1981). The 

behaviors ascribed to an effective principal implied a 

traditional view of leadership in that the principal was 

viewed as the singular source of leadership in the school. 

Principals led their schools by setting clear expectations, 

maintaining firm discipline, and implementing high standards 

(Sweeney, 1982). For example, Edmonds (1979) analyzed urban 

elementary schools that were instructionally effective for 

poor and minority students. He concluded that effective 

schools benefit from principals who promote an orderly 

environment, frequently monitor student achievement, ensure 

instructional effectiveness, set clear goals and learning 

objectives, communicate a plan for remediating reading and 

math achievement problems and demonstrate strong managerial 
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and instructional leadership. Later research on the 

relationships between the characteristics of effective 

schools and student achievement levels found that achievement 

oriented school culture, principal autonomy in hiring and 

firing teachers, and high teacher morale were related to 

student performance (Zigarelli, 1996). 

Later reform efforts, characterized by the movement 

toward restructuring and site-based management, shifted the 

emphasis away from the principal as the sole source of school 

leadership and toward principals' ability to develop the 

leadership capacity of the school (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986). 

However, the relationship between shared decision-making and 

student achievement has yet to be clearly established 

(Miller, 1995). Malen and her colleagues (1990) after 

reviewing nearly 200 documents on site-based management found 

that gains in achievement appeared in only a small number of 

select pilot schools. 

Hallinger and Heck (1996) in their review of the 

empirical research from 1980 to 1995 on the principal's role 

in school effectiveness, acknowledge that the relationship is 

complex and difficult to measure. They found that effective 

principals influence internal school processes that are 

directly linked to student learning. These processes range 

from school policies, goals and norms to teacher practices. 
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Many reformers have focused on the leadership practices 

that characterize the principal's influence on internal 

school processes such as transactional and transformational 

leadership (Bass, 1985) and facilitative leadership (Blase, 

1993). 

This study attempts to gain an understanding of the 

influence of principal's leadership practices on the 

principal's effectiveness, teachers' satisfaction with the 

principal, and teachers' willingness to put forth extra 

effort. 

S'ta'temeii't of 'the Problem 

To date, there have been few empirical studies of school 

principals' facilitative leadership. However, a qualitative 

study of exemplary facilitative school principals by Blase 

and Blase (1996) suggested that facilitative leadership is 

based on fair exchanges as well as value congruence between 

teachers and principals. This process of exchange is 

consistent with Bass and Avolio's (1994) notion of 

transactional leadership, yet the congruence of values 

suggests a transformational leadership style. 

This study was designed to build on the qualitative 

studies of facilitative principals by using quantitative 

methodology to investigate the relationships between 

facilitative, transformational, and transactional leadership 

behaviors, or leadership practices, and leadership outcomes 
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in school principals as perceived by teachers. More 

specifically, this research was designed to answer the 

following primary question: How much, if any, of the variance 

in leadership outcomes do facilitative leadership practices 

account for in comparison with trainsactional or 

transformational leadership practices? 

Hypoiiheses 

Hypothesis 1 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transactional leadership 

practices (contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire 

leadership). 

Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transactional leadership 

practices (contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire 

leadership) do exist. 

Hypothesis 2 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices. 



16 

Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices do exist. 

Hypothesis 3 . 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transformational 

leadership practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration). 

Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transformational 

leadership practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration) do exist. 

Hypothesis 4 

Null Hypothesis: None of the predictive variables of 

principals' leadership practices (contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by exception-

passive, laissez-faire leadership, idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 

individual consideration, and facilitative leadership) 
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explain any of the variance in principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort). 

Alternative Hypothesis: At least one of the predictive 

variables of principals' leadership practices (contingent 

reward, management by exception-active, management by 

exception-passive, laissez-faire leadership, idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, individual consideration, and facilitative 

leadership) explain some of the variance in principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra 

effort). 

Methodology 

This study relies on qualitative data to identify the 

relationships between the leadership outcomes of principal's 

effectiveness, teachers' satisfaction with the principal, 

and teachers' willingness to put forth extra effort, and the 

leadership practices that are characteristic of 

transactional, facilitative and transformational leadership. 

It further seeks to identify the variable(s) that will 

explain the variance in the above leadership outcomes. 

The sample group consisted of 14 6 teachers from six 

elementary schools located within the same school district. 

The superintendent was contacted to acquire his permission 

to collect data in the elementary schools. Permission was 

obtained from the University of Arizona-Human Subjects 
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Protection Program to survey the teachers. The elementary 

school principals were contacted and their permission to 

survey their teachers was obtained. 

The complete Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass 

& Avolio, 1995) and a portion of the Leadership Practices 

Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995) that included only those 

questions that correlated with the variable enabling others 

to act were completed by all of the teachers in the sample. 

Each teacher evaluated his or her building principal. Each 

instrument is a published reliable and valid survey. 

Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships between leadership practices and 

leadership outcomes. Three multiple regression analyses 

were completed, one for each dependent variable of 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort). Three stepwise regression 

analyses were completed, one for each dependent variable. 

Significance of the Study 

This study of the relationships among factors or 

practices of facilitative leadership, transactional 

leadership, transformational leadership, and leadership 

outcomes is significant for the following reasons: 

1. It serves the academic and educational community 

by providing additional research on effective 

school leadership. 
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2. It offers information that may be useful to 

current and prospective leaders by increasing 

their skill base for working with groups of 

people. 

3. It may enhance the productivity of an educational 

organization and increase student achievement. 

4. It may assist in the development of coursework 

that focuses on increasing leaders' skills in 

working with and facilitating groups of 

professionals in pursuing common goals. 

5. It provides research data for improving the 

preparation of new principals. 

6. Most of the research on facilitative leadership is 

qualitative. This quantitative research serves to 

validate the hypotheses of the previous 

qualitative research 

Limitations 

The following limitations will be considered in the 

discussion of the results of the research: 

1. The population sample is confined to six 

elementary schools in a selected school district 

therefore limiting the generalizability of the 

results of the study. 
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2. The study is correlational in design and cannot 

establish cause-and-effect relationships among the 

variables that are correlated. 

3. The population sample is drawn from the district 

in which the researcher is currently employed at 

the district's high school. 

Underlying Assumpiilons 

Published quantitative instruments with sound 

psychometric properties will accurately measure teachers' 

perceptions of principals' leadership and leadership 

outcomes. Data collected from the teachers at six 

elementary schools will be sufficient to draw inferences 

about facilitative leadership. 

Definition of Terms 

Leadership 

For the purposes of this study, leadership is defined as 

"the art of mobilizing others to want to struggle for shared 

aspirations" (Kouzes & Posner, 1995, p. 30). The inclusion 

of the words to highlights an essential duality in terms 

of leadership. For people in leadership positions, it is a 

fairly easy task to mobilize others. The process of 

enlisting people's internalized motivation, willingness, and 

commitment is much more complex. 



Transformational Leadership 

This study utilizes Bass and Avolio's (1994) definition 

of transformational leadership which contains the following 

factors or practices: idealized influence (the leader is 

moral, trustworthy, self-sacrificing, consistent; a role 

model to be emulated); inspirational motivation (the leader 

is motivating, inspiring, clearly communicating and modeling 

a shared vision); intellectual stimulation (the leader 

encourages innovation and creativity by questioning 

assumptions, reframing problems, and soliciting solutions); 

and individual consideration (the leader attends to 

individual needs by listening, mentoring, and providing 

opportunities for growth and learning). 

Transactional Leadership 

Bass and Avolio (1994) defined transactional leadership 

as occurring when the leader rewards or disciplines the 

follower depending on the adequacy of the followers 

performance. It is characterized by the following factors or 

practices: positive contingent reward (the leader either 

assigns or acquires agreement on what needs to be done and 

promises rewards or rewards others in exchange for 

satisfactory performance); management by exception - active 

(the leader actively monitors deviations from standards, 

mistakes, and errors in performance and takes correction as 

necessary); management by exception - passive (the leader 
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waits passively for deviations, mistakes and errors to occur 

and then takes corrective action); and laissez-faire (the 

avoidance or absence of leadership - a nontransaction). 

Facilita tive Leadership 

For the purposes of this research, facilitative 

leadership is defined as one of Kouzes and Posner's (1995) 

descriptors of best leadership practices, enabling others to 

act. It is further defined as fostering collaboration by 

promoting cooperative goals and building trust as well as 

strengthening others by giving power away, providing choice, 

developing competence, building competence, and offering 

visible support. 

Micropolltlcs 

Blase (1991) maintained that the professional literature 

refers to micropolitics as 

The use of formal and informal power by individuals and 

groups to achieve their goals in organizations. In 

large part, political actions result from perceived 

differences between individuals and groups, coupled 

with the motivation to use power to influence and/or 

protect. Although such actions are consciously 

motivated, any action, consciously or unconsciously 

motivated may have political 'significance' in a given 

situation. Both cooperative and conflictive actions 



23 

and processes are part of the realm of micropolitics. 

(p. 11) 

Summary 

Chapter 1 addressed the importance of the research 

topic and the research hypotheses. The limitations of the 

study were listed, and the definitions of terms to be used 

in the study were provided. Chapter 2 reviews the relevant 

literature for the study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

This chapter provides an overview of the literature 

base on school principal's facilitative leadership with an 

emphasis on the following areas: effective school leadership 

and student achievement, facilitative leadership from a 

political perspective and transactional/transformational 

leadership. 

Literature Review Procedures 

An account is provided of the procedures and the 

specific search terms used to clarify the process of 

conducting this literature review. They are as follows: 

1. A search of the catalogue of The University of 

Arizona library was conducted using the search terms 

leadership, facilitative leadership, effective principal, 

transformational leadership, and micro-politics. 

2. A search of the UMI dissertation abstracts database 

was conducted using the search terms facilitative leadership 

and education. 

3. A search of ERIC documents was conducted using the 

following search terms singly or in combination: leadership, 

transformational leadership, instructional leadership, 

facilitative leadership, facilitative, education, student 

achievement, principals, administrator effectiveness, 
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academic achievement, school-based management, shared 

decision making, empowered teachers, school climate, school 

culture, effective schools, educational research, research, 

and micro-politics. 

4. A review of the references cited in each article for 

the purpose of locating additional primary and secondary 

sources not identified in previous searches was completed. 

5. All books, papers, and articles were categorized as 

belonging under one of the following headings: (a) student 

achievement and school leadership, (b) facilitative 

leadership, or (c) transactional/transformational leadership. 

6. A matrix that included all of the books, papers and 

articles related to one of the headings cited above was 

developed. Each document was analyzed and sumnarized under 

the following sub-headings: type of document (theory, review 

of research, quantitative or qualitative research), question 

or topic, conclusions, and its relationship to the present 

study. 

Background 

Recent theoretical and research trends regarding 

leadership in educational organizations are grounded in 

established research and theories on leadership. According 

to House and Podsakoff (1994), there have been three distinct 

approaches to the study of leadership over the past 100 

years: (a) those that focus on personality traits or personal 



characteristics of leaders, (b) those that focus on 

particular behaviors or styles of leaders, and (c) those that 

focus on the situation or context in which leaders engage 

with followers. The focus of this research is leaders' 

behaviors. 

Behavioral or leadership style approaches attended to 

the observable behaviors of leaders rather than leaders' 

personality or character traits. Research from the early 

1950s to the late 1960s tended to focus on the identification 

of leadership behaviors as well as distinguishing between 

effective and ineffective leaders (Jago, 1982). These 

studies demonstrated that it was possible to identify 

different behavioral dimensions of leadership. 

By the middle 1970s, many researchers had become 

disillusioned with the leadership field (Hunt, 1999). 

However, two publications in the late ^70s foreshadowed a 

paradigm shift that was to occur in the 1980s. The first was 

House's (1977) theory of charismatic leadership, and the 

second was Burns' (1978) work on transformational leadership. 

Hunt described this shift as moving from a traditional 

perspective to a new perspective on leadership. 

Peter Vaill (1989) suggested the basic distinctions 

between a traditional perspective on leadership and a new 

perspective. Some of the traditional beliefs about 

leadership are that there is a single person called the 
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manager or the leader; the leader leads a single, 

freestanding organization; control is maintained through a 

pyramidal chain of command; the formally recognized 

organization is sufficient for the attainment of 

organizational objectives; culture is irrelevant; the 

organization's primary output is its product; and rational 

analysis is the primary means for understanding and directing 

the organization. 

These beliefs are characteristic of a traditional-

rational approach to organizations and leadership such as 

those postulated by Max Weber (1947) and Fredrick Taylor 

(1947) . This perspective fails to address the complexity, 

instability, and conflict inherent in most organizations 

(Bolman & Deal, 1984). 

In contrast, a description of the realities of new 

leadership, according to Vaill (1989), includes more 

accountability, more need for leadership, more emphasis on 

teamwork, more intense involvement with people, greater 

ambiguity of authority, greater emphasis on one's 

individuality, more involvement of.the whole person, more 

stress, and a new mix of an intellectual and action 

orientation. 

These new leadership imperatives are in accord with the 

research findings of Barry Posner and James Kouzes (1988). 

From their analysis of descriptions of leadership experiences 
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collected from both leaders and followers, they developed a 

model of best leadership practices. According to Posner and 

Kouzes, the five broad categories of best practice are 

challenging the process, inspiring a shared vision, enabling 

others to act, modeling the way, and encouraging the heart. 

The factors that define transformational leadership 

(Bass, 1985) are also reflected in these new realities. 

According to Bass, transformational leadership is 

characterized by idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration. 

Facilitative leadership emerged as a leadership 

construct in the late 1980s as educational organizations 

began to examine restructuring schools, site-based 

management, and teacher empowerment as reform strategies 

(Dunlap & Goldman, 1991). 

Although the original purpose of shared decision making 

was to improve teaching and learning (Liontos, 1994), the 

research suggests that this is not the case. In his review 

of research on shared decision making, Lashway (1996) found 

little evidence that shared decision making increased student 

achievement.. More recent research and theory on facilitative 

leadership has attended to the issues of normative power, 

school culture, and cooperative political processes (Blase, 



29 

1991, 1993; Blase & Blase, 1996; Conley & Goldman, 1994; 

Reitzug, 1994). 

Much of the research on leadership has been carried out 

in organizations whose missions are profitability and 

growth, whereas the main focus of educational organizations 

is student achievement. Therefore, the principal's role in 

increasing student achievement must be examined prior to 

discussing models of leadership. 

Siiudent Achievement: and Insiirucbional Leadership 

Some of the research in the late 1970s focused on 

distinguishing between effective schools and ineffective 

schools (Edmonds, 1979). Six leadership behaviors emerged 

from this body of research that have been consistently 

associated with schools having high student achievement. 

Principals of effective schools emphasize achievement, set 

instructional strategies, provide an orderly atmosphere, 

frequently evaluate student progress, coordinate 

instructional programs, and support teachers (Sweeney, 

1982). Later research comparing high- and low-achieving 

schools (Heck, Larson, & Marcoulides, 1990) found that 

principals of high-achieving schools influenced student 

achievement through establishing strong school climate, 

governance of the instructional program, and managing the 

work structure of teachers and students. 
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More recently, Hallinger and Heck (1996) reviewed the 

research over the time period of 1980 through 1995 on the 

principal's role in school effectiveness. They found 

positive indirect effects of leadership from among the best 

studies conducted in the field. Specifically, leadership 

that is directed toward influencing internal processes that 

are directly linked to student learning such as school 

policies and norms (e.g., instructional organization, 

academic learning time, academic expectations, mission, 

opportunity to learn) and teacher practices have been found 

to influence student achievement positively. 

Although the relationships among principals, teachers, 

and students are complex, the research validates the critical 

role that principals play in student achievement. However, 

the role of the principal is becoming more complicated. The 

early research on effective schools (Edmonds, 1979) 

emphasized top-down decision making by a strong instructional 

leader similar to the traditional paradigm of leadership 

discussed previously. Later research found empirical support 

from high-achieving schools for greater teacher involvement 

in instructional decision making (Heck et al., 1990). 

Greater teacher involvement in decisions suggested a 

leadership style that depended as much on culture as it did 

on formal authority. 
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Recent research on instructional leadership has focused 

on transformational leadership and collaborative processes 

that empower teachers. Leithwood (1994) developed a model 

of transformational school leadership that includes eight 

dimensions of leadership practice. These practices extend 

Bass' (1985) definition of transformational leadership to 

include practices similar to those of facilitative 

leadership. According to Leithwood (1994), transformational 

school leadership includes practices that articulate a 

vision, foster acceptance of group goals, and provide staff 

members with individual support. In addition, 

transformational school leaders also encourage teachers to 

reflect on their own practices while providing appropriate 

models of practices and values considered central to the 

organization. These leaders maintain high expectations for 

their staff; they continuously build on the shared norms and 

beliefs of the school culture as well as structure the 

organization to facilitate participation in decision-making. 

In their work on conditions that foster organizational 

learning in school, Leithwood et al (1998) found that 

transformational leadership practices foster teachers' 

individual and collective learning. Well trained teachers 

are a critical component in the pursuit of improving student 

achievement (Darling-Hammond, 1996). 
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After reviewing the more recent research on 

instructional leadership and transformational school 

leadership, Leithwood et al (1998) conclude that these 

models of leadership may have fewer differences than appear 

on the surface of each of these models. They suggest that 

future research be focused on building a model of school 

leadership on "what works" in schools, rather than on 

previous theories of leadership. 

In their study of collaborative power and instructional 

leadership in the elementary school, Harchar and Hyle (1996) 

found that an effective instructional leader established a 

vision for the school, developed trust and fostered 

collaboration between the administrator and the teachers. 

According to Blase and Blase (1999), teachers perceived 

effective instructional leadership as leadership practices 

that focus on talking with teachers to promote reflection 

and promoting professional growth. The major theme of 

talking with teachers included the specific strategies of 

making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling, praising, 

using inquiry and soliciting advice and opinions from 

teachers. Strategies that were found to be associated with 

the theme of promoting professional growth were support for 

collaboration, emphasis on the study of teaching and 

learning, development of coaching relationships, support for 

program redesign, application of the principals of adult 
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growth and development to all phases of teacher development 

programs, and the use of action research. According to 

Darling-Hammond (1996), well prepared teachers result in 

increased student achievement. 

The concepts of empowerment and facilitative leadership 

in schools address some of the complexities of leadership 

that indirectly influence student achievement. 

Empowermen't 

Empowerment in schools has been defined as "a process 

whereby school participants develop the competence to take 

charge of their own growth and resolve their own problems. 

Empowered individuals believe they have the skills and 

knowledge to act on a situation and improve it. Empowered 

schools are organizations that create opportunities for 

competence to be developed and displayed" (Short, Greer, & 

Melvin, 1994, p. 38) . 

The above definition of empowerment reflects Kreisberg's 

(1992) assumption that the concept of power with as opposed 

to power over partially described the process of empowerment. 

According to Kreisberg, educational leaders empower others 

through a process characterized by reciprocity, negotiation, 

co-agency, and jointly developing capacity to achieve 

educational goals. 

In a study of empowerment of teachers in the reading 

program called Reading recovery, Rinehart and Short (1992) 



found that teacher leaders identified opportunities for 

decision making, control over their daily schedule, high 

levels of teaching competence and opportunities for growth 

and development as empowering aspects of their work. 

In their study of the structure and implementation of 

empowerment processes in nine schools, Short et al (1994) 

found that schools that embraced the concept of empowerment 

and implemented changes in both the culture and structure of 

the school in support of participant empowerment were 

characterized by "strong principal facilitative leadership 

that empowered the school staff to be active leaders•in the 

direction of school activities and work" (p. 43). 

These schools were characterized by principals who 

spent much of their time communicating a vision of how the 

school could be a better school to both internal and 

external stakeholders. As leadership became less an issue 

of authority and more an issue of expertise, teachers 

manifested their own empowerment by attending to the 

empowerment of their students. 

One of the key findings of this study was that 

participants in empowered schools have greater opportunities 

to address substantive problems regarding student learning 

and success than in the less empowered schools. 

According to Short (1998), a central challenge of 

school leadership is build the capacity of teachers and 



35 

students to become active participants in school improvement 

and academic achievement. She makes the distinction that 

principals can not empower others, yet they can create 

conditions, environments and opportunities that can lead to 

and support empowerment. 

Research suggests that principals who create the 

conditions that support empowerment are also creating 

conditions for improvement of instruction. The work of Blase 

and Blase (1999) on instructional leadership suggests that 

effective instructional leaders develop cooperative, non-

threatening teacher-supervisor partnerships, characterized by 

trust, openness and communication. Leaders create 

opportunities for teachers to collaborate and discuss 

teaching and learning, conduct action research and grow 

professionally. 

Facili'ba-bive Leadership 

The concept of facilitative leadership is grounded in 

theories of power and politics. Whereas traditional models 

of leadership viewed power as domination through formal 

authority, flowing from the top down, facilitative leadership 

exercises "power through others" (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991, p. 

7), not over them. 

Many theorists have suggested that traditions and norms 

are a source of normative power (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; 

Etzioni, 1975;). The organizational structure of educational 
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systems contributes to the utility of shared power. 

Sergiovanni (1999) ' observed that schools are culturally tight 

but structurally loose. 

There is little sustained connection between what 

teachers and students do and the management systems of 

which they are a part. At the same time there is a 

deep and continuing connection between what teachers 

and students do and the strong informal traditions and 

norms which exist in most schools, (p. 83) 

Loose coupling theory adds additional support for use of 

alternative forms of power, Weick (1976) asserted that the 

capacity of formal bureaucratic mechanisms to control 

teachers was limited. In their review of loose coupling 

theories. Hoy and Miskel (1978) concluded that schools are 

seen as "organizations with ambiguous goals, unclear 

technologies, fluid participation, uncoordinated activities, 

loosely connected structural elements and a structure that 

has little effect on outcomes" (p. 104). 

In structurally loosely coupled organizations, normative 

power becomes a critical leadership issue. French and Raven 

(1959) addressed the issue of sources of power other than 

positional power within an organization. They maintained 

that power is inherent in the control of meaning and symbols, 

alliances and networks, and personal power. Etzioni's (1975) 

compliance theory suggested that in normative organizations 



such as schools, principals' use of strategies based on 

positive normative power may increase teachers' moral 

involvement. Conversely, compliance theory also predicts 

that important qualitative dimensions of teacher involvement 

such as commitment, empathy, and tolerance may be undermined 

if the exercise of authority by others violates teachers' 

professional values and norms (Blase, 1991) . Expanding on 

Etzioni's ideas, Bacharach and Lawler (1980) developed a 

model that includes four types of power: 

Coercive Use or threat of physical sanctions, 

generation of frustration 

Remunerative Material resources, rewards, services 

Normative Manipulation of prestige, rituals, 

symbols, love, and acceptance 

Knowledge Control of information. 

The research on facilitative leadership suggests that 

use of normative power is a key leadership behavior (Blase, 

1993; Blase & Blase, 1996; Greenfield, 1991). Normative 

power has more salience in schools that are culturally tight 

or are "high-consensus" schools (Rosenholtz, 1989, p. 71). 

The issue of leadership and normative power has been 

further explored in the literature adopting a micropolitical 

perspective on organizations (Ball, 1987; Blase, 1991, 1993; 

Blase & Blase, 1996; Greenfield, 1991) . 
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Although micropolitical (intra-organizational politics) 

perspectives on leadership often focus on the issues of 

power, conflict, and coalitions (Bolman & Deal, 1984), 

cooperative actions and processes must also be considered to 

be micropolitical (Blase, 1991). According to Blase, 

micropolitics may be defined as 

. . . the use of formal and informal power by 

individuals•and groups to achieve their goals in 

organizations. In large part, political actions result 

from perceived differences between individuals and 

groups, coupled with the motivation to use power to 

influence and/or protect. Although such actions are 

consciously motivated, any action, consciously or 

unconsciously motivated, may have political 

"significance" in a given situation. Both cooperative 

and conflictive actions and processes are part of the 

realm of micropolitics. (p. 11) 

This definition suggests that every action has potential 

political implications. The inclusion of cooperative 

processes and actions in addition to conflict-based actions 

implies that power in organizations is dynamic and ever 

present. Theorists Bacharach and Lawler (1980) supported 

this implication in their examination of the definition of 

power in organizations. They maintained that power in 



organizations is based in both authority and influence. 

According to Bacharach and Lawler, the distinguishing 

characteristics between authority and influence include the 

following: 

Authority 

Static, structural, formal 

Sanctioned decision-making 

Implies involuntary submission 

Flows downward, unidirectional 

Source is structural 

Domain, scope and legitimacy 

are clearly delimited 

Influence 

Dynamic, tactical, 

informal 

Not related to 

organizational rights 

Implies voluntary 

submission 

Multidirectional 

Source may be personal 

characteristics, 

expertise, or opportunity 

Domain, scope, and 

legitimacy are ambiguous 

Facilitative leadership is grounded in the concept of 

power as influence. It is the mode of power that gives 

leaders the capability of attaining more from others than is 

required in the formal roles of superior and subordinate. 

"When power is discussed in terms of authority and influence, 

it becomes apparent that organizational politics, for the 

most part, take place within the realm of influence 

(Bacharach & Lawler, 1980, p. 44). 



Influence is made manifest in the behaviors of 

individuals who seek to influence decision making through 

bargaining processes. The research on facilitative 

leadership suggests that a key leadership behavior is 

engaging in bargaining or exchange processes (Blase, 1993; 

Blase & Blase, 1995; Conley & Goldman, 1994; Greenfield, 

1991; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Reitzug, 1994). 

According to Bacharach and Lawler (1980), bargaining 

processes are ubiquitous in complex organizations due to 

ever-present conflicts of interest. Bargaining may be formal 

or informal, explicit or implicit. 

Three studies of facilitative leadership have influenced 

the direction of this research. Exploring each in greater 

detail establishes the basis for the research questions that 

are addressed in this study. 

In his study of leadership in an elementary school, 

Greenfield (1991) referred to the use of normative power to 

cultivate the moral involvement of the staff. He maintained 

that school leadership "draws heavily upon moral and 

ideological sources of power that reside within the situation 

of the school itself and within the values and beliefs of the 

actors themselves, the teachers and the school principal" (p. 

182). Referring to schools as normative organizations. 
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Greenfield believed that the most "potent sources of power 

are the shared norms, values, ideals, and beliefs of the 

participants themselves" (p. 183). 

The salience of normative power in schools is echoed in 

the research of Joseph Blase (1993) on facilitative 

leadership. Utilizing qualitative data based on teacher 

perceptions of strategies principals use to influence 

teachers. Blase focused on the responses of 836 teachers who 

described their principals as open and effective. He found 

that strategies of open and effective principals were 

fundamentally normative in that they were congruent with 

teachers' professional norms and values and they were 

employed to attain normative goals, that is, goals that were 

consistent with teachers' professional norms and values. 

Although these strategies suggest that influence is the 

primary source of power in these schools, the data also 

indicated that control of teachers was a goal of open and 

effective principals. Eliciting teacher compliance to 

principal-determined goals comprised 81% of the total data. 

Major control strategies were identified as including 

rewards, communication of expectations, support, formal 

authority, modeling, visibility, and suggestion. Further, 

control was enacted primarily through a process of exchange 

(Blase, 1993). 
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In comparing his findings to Burn's (1978) model of 

transactional and transformational leadership. Blase (1993) 

found that his data fell conceptually between these two 

styles. The emphasis on control and exchange processes 

suggested transactional leadership. However, the focus on 

teachers' moral involvement and the shared norms and values 

of the leaders and followers suggested the mutuality of 

purpose characteristic of transformational leadership. 

Blase (1993) labeled this leadership style as normative-

instrumental leadership. He found that "Effective principals 

articulate their visions, set their goals, explain their 

expectations, and in large part, determine the means to 

achieve such ends. Teachers are normatively influenced to 

^buy into the principal's agenda'" (p. 158). 

In a later study of 11 "exemplary facilitative" 

principals from schools that had begun to implement shared 

governance structures. Blase and Blase (1996) were interested 

in qualitative data on teachers' perceptions of the 

characteristics of principals that influenced their sense of 

empowerment. The data indicated that facilitative leadership 

was based, in part, on exchanges between principals and 

teachers. Essentially, principals provided teachers with 

both tangible and intangible benefits, and in return teachers 

stated that they increased their overall involvement in work. 

In addition to equitable exchanges, the data suggested that 
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both facilitative leadership and teacher empowerment were 

based on value congruence between principals and teachers. 

Following the principals for inductive research, Blase 

and Blase (1996) found that facilitative leadership was 

defined by seven micropolitical actions - "demonstrating 

trust in teachers, developing shared governance structures, 

encouraging teacher input, encouraging teacher autonomy, 

encouraging teacher innovation, giving rewards, providing 

support - and one category of personal characteristics (i.e. 

caring, enthusiasm, optimism, honesty, friendliness) " 

(p. 145). This definition clarifies the strategies 

principals' might utilize in implementing facilitative 

leadership. However, for the purposes of the present study, 

a quantitative measure of facilitative leadership was 

required to compare with the quantitative measurement of 

transformational and transactional leadership. The work of 

Kouzes and Posner (198 8) provided a quantitative measure of a 

set of practices the authors defined as enabling others to 

act. 

Facilitative Leadership and EnaJbliag Others to Act 

Barry Posner and James Kouzes (1988) conducted 

extensive qualitative and quantitative research on leadership 

practices that defined leaders at their best. Based on 

qualitative data collected from a sample of over 6,000 

leaders, the authors identified five broad categories 
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describing the behaviors of exemplary leaders: challenge the 

process, inspire a shared vision, enable others to act, model 

the way, and encourage the heart. Although Posner and Kouzes 

(1988) did not use the term "facilitative leadership," the 

category of behaviors defined by the authors as "enabling 

others to act" closely reflects the behaviors identified in 

other research on facilitative leadership (Blase, 1993; Blase 

& Blase, 1996; Greenfield, 1991) . 

Posner and Kouzes (1988) inductively defined enabling 

others to act as "fostering collaboration by promoting 

cooperative goals and building trust as well as strengthening 

others by giving power away, providing choice, developing 

competence, building competence, and offering visible 

support" (p. 20). Although the authors did not address the 

issues of power and control, it is inferred from the 

descriptors that in enabling others to act, power is asserted 

primarily through influence processes and not through formal 

authority. This category of enabling others to act also 

suggests that these behaviors rely on normative factors in 

the organization in that, the behaviors themselves foster a 

culture of trust, shared power, and support. 

For the purposes of this research, the construct of 

facilitative leadership is operationally defined by the 

descriptors of Posner and Kouzes' (1988) construct enabling 

others to act. The definition of facilitative leadership. 
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obtained through qualitative methodology, reflects the 

definition of enabling others to act, obtained through 

qualitative and quantitative methodology. The concepts of 

shared decision-making, collaboration and building capacity 

are reflected in both definitions. Facilitative leadership 

is defined as developing shared governance structures, 

demonstrating trust in teachers, and encouraging teacher 

input, autonomy and innovation, giving rewards, and providing 

support (Blase & Blase, 1996); enabling others to act is 

defined as supporting other people's decisions, allowing 

people to choose how to do their work, developing cooperative 

relationships, listening to diverse points of view, ensuring 

that people grow in their jobs, and treating people with 

dignity and respect (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). 

Transactional/Transforma'blonal Leadership 

Although James McGregor Burns (1978) initially 

conceptualized transformational leadership in his book titled 

Leadership, Bernard Bass (1985) introduced a formal theory of 

transformational leadership which included models and 

measurements of factors of leadership behavior. One 

significant difference between the two theories may be found 

in the definitions of the key concepts. Whereas Burns 

defined transactional and transformational leadership as two 

ends of a spectrum, Bass conceptualized these as two separate 
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dimensions of leadership. Therefore, a leader could be both 

transformational and transactional (Conger, 1999). 

Once the model was established, Bass and his colleagues 

identified it as the "full range of leadership development" 

(Bass & Avolio, 1990, p. 233) . They pursued the development 

of Bass' primary research instrument, the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (1995), which identified six factors 

of leadership. They are (a) Charisma/Inspirational, (b) 

Intellectual Stimulation, (c) Individual Consideration, (d) 

Contingent Reward, (e) Active Management-by-Exception, and 

(f) Passive-Avoidant Leadership. 

In the field of organizational leadership there was 

increased interest in leaders who were change agents. Bennis 

and Nanus (1985), Kouzes and Posner (1995) , and Tichy and 

Devanna (1986) all addressed the subject of transformational 

leadership. According to Conger.(1999), the 

"transformational" model has been clearly established and has 

become a "normative theory for the field" (p. 149). 

The research on transformational leadership can be 

organized by the following leadership dimensions, leader 

behavior and their effects, follower dispositions and 

dependency dynamics, contextual factors, institutionalization 

and- succession forces, and liabilities of transformational 

leaders (Conger, 1999) . The discussion in this study is 
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limited to research in the area of leadership behaviors and 

leadership outcomes. 

In his analysis of the existing research on 

transformational and charismatic leadership. Conger (1999) 

maintained that leader behaviors and, to a lesser extent, 

follower effects have been the most extensively researched 

among the four leadership dimensions cited above. Although 

there are important distinctions between the transformational 

and charismatic leadership models, they have a great deal in 

common. For example, both models share similar assumptions 

about the importance of vision and communication of high 

expectations. In addition, both models emphasize empowerment 

processes as well as suggest that leaders use empowerment 

rather than control strategies to influence followers. 

According to Conger (1999), Bernard Bass, Bruce Avolio, 

and their colleagues produced the greatest amount of research 

on transformational leadership. Their primary research 

instrument. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) 

(Bass & Avolio, 1995), has been used by researchers in a 

variety of contexts to identify effective leadership 

behaviors. There is extensive evidence to show that 

transformational leaders, as measured by the MLQ, were more 

effective as leaders than transactional leaders, although the 

best leaders engaged in some transactional leadership 
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behaviors in addition to transformational leadership 

behaviors (Bass & Avolio, 1990). 

Based on their research, Bass and his colleagues 

(Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999) expected to see some positive 

correlations between the transformational leadership factors 

and the factor for transactional contingent reward. They 

maintained that when a leader engages in the transactional 

practice of consistently honoring agreements, the conditions 

for building perceptions of trust, dependability, and 

consistency are present. These perceptions contribute to the 

high levels of trust and respect associated with 

transformational leadership. 

Stunmary of Literature Review 

This literature review examined selected research and 

theory on the relationship of school leadership and student 

achievement, facilitative leadership, and the similarities 

and differences among facilitative leadership, transactional 

leadership, and transformational leadership. 

The research on student achievement and school 

leadership strongly suggests that the role of the principal 

has positive indirect effects on student achievement. When 

principals' leadership is focused upon influencing the 

internal processes that are directly linked to student 

learning such as academic learning time, academic 
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expectations, and instructional organization, student 

achievement increases (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). 

Although early research on effective schools (Edmonds, 

1979) focused on the principal's role as a strong, assertive 

leader, later research attended to the facilitative or 

enabling aspects of school leadership (Heck et al,, 1990). 

Facilitative leadership is grounded in a political 

perspective on organizations in that it examines cooperative 

processes and actions in terms of intra-organizational 

politics (Blase, 1991). 

Several qualitative studies suggested that the behaviors 

of facilitative leaders fall somewhere in between the 

behaviors characterized as transactional and 

transformational (Blase, 1993; Blase & Blase, 1996; 

Greenfield, 1991). 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter reviewed the current literature on school 

principals' facilitative leadership. First, broad 

perspectives on leadership were addressed. The traditional-

rational approach to leadership was briefly reviewed as well 

as what has been termed the "new" leadership perspective 

(Vaill, 1989). Next, the relationship between student 

achievement and leadership was explored. The research 

clearly showed positive indirect effects of leadership on 

student achievement. 



The literature on facilitative, transformational, and 

transactional leadership styles was reviewed. The relevant 

literature on facilitative leadership indicated that two 

critical components of facilitative leadership were exchange 

processes and value congruence between principals and 

teachers. The literature on transformational and 

transactional leadership suggested that exchange processes 

were characteristic of a transactional leadership style, and 

value congruence was characteristic of a transformational 

leadership style., 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter outlines the design methodology utilized in 

this study. The following sections are included: a design 

overview, research questions and hypotheses, variables 

measured, description of the sample, reliability and validity 

data for the two research instruments, data collection 

processes and data-analysis processes. 

Overview 

In this study, data regarding how principals are 

perceived by their teachers were collected by using two 

reliable and valid survey instruments. Three principal 

leadership outcomes, effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra 

effort, were the dependent variables for this study. There 

were nine independent variables. Four variables represented 

transformational leadership practices: idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration. Four variables represented 

transactional leadership practices: contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by exception-

passive, and laissez-faire. One variable represented 

facilitative leadership practices (see Table 3.1). 

Two multi-rater instruments (surveys) were used to 

investigate the interface between the dependent variables of 
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principals' leadership outcomes and independent variables 

pertaining to facilitative, transformational, and 

transactional leadership practices. 

Table 3.1 

Variables Measured 

Key Variables Measurement Tools 

Principals' Leadership 
Outcomes 

Effectiveness 
Satisfaction 
Extra effort 

Bass (1995) 
Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire 
(9 questions) 

Transactional Leadership 
Practices 

Contingent reward 
Active management-by-
exception 
Passive management-by-
exception 
Laissez-faire Leadership 

Bass (1995) 
Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire 
(16 questions) 

Facilitative Leadership 
Practices 

Kouzes and Posner (1995) 
Leadership Practices 
Inventory 
(6 questions) 

Transformational 
Leadership Practices 

Idealized influence 
Inspirational motivation 
Intellectual stimulation 
Individual consideration 

Bass (1995) 
Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire 
(20 questions) 
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Research Ques-tions 

This study was designed to build on the qualitative 

studies of facilitative principals by using quantitative 

methodology to investigate the relationships between 

facilitative, transformational, and transactional leadership 

practices and leadership outcomes in school principals as 

perceived by teachers. More specifically, this research was 

designed to answer the following primary question: How much, 

if any, of the variance in principals' leadership outcomes do 

facilitative leadership practices account for in comparison 

with transactional or transformational leadership practices? 

Description of the Sample 

The complete MLQ survey (Bass & Avolio, 1995) as well as 

a shortened version of the LPI survey (Kouzes & Posner, 1995) 

that includes only the questions that are correlated with the 

variable of "enabling others to act" were administered to 146 

teachers in six elementary schools in a single Southern 

Arizona school district. The teachers evaluated their own 

principal on the surveys to assess teacher's perceptions of 

their principal's leadership practices and leadership 

outcomes. They also were asked to provide information 

regarding gender and number of years teaching. 

Research Instriimen-bs 

The two research instruments, The Leadership Practices 

Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995) and the Multifactor 
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Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1995) were used to 

compare facilitative leadership behaviors with transactional 

and transformational leadership behaviors. All three models 

of leadership behavior were correlated with leadership 

outcomes. 

Leadership Practices Imrezitory 

James Kouzes and Barry Posner (1995) developed the 

Leadership Practices Inventory. James Kouzes is the 

Chairman and CEO of TPG/Learning Systems, a company in the 

Tom Peters Group, and Barry Posner is a Professor of 

Organizational Behavior and Managing Partner of the 

Executive Development Center, Leavey School of Business and 

Administration, Santa Clara University. 

Following extensive qualitative and quantitative 

research on the best practices of leadership conducted in a 

variety of organizational settings, Kouzes and Posner (1995) 

developed an inventory that assesses effective leadership. 

According to Kouzes and Posner, leaders at their best 

challenge the process, inspire a shared vision, enable others 

to act, model the way, and encourage the heart. Only the 

questions relating to the factor of enabling others to act 

were used in this study. 

Kouzes and Posner (1995) designed the LPI to reflect 

these five practices. The updated survey contains 30 

statements cast in a 10-point Likert format. Each of the 
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five factors, or leadership practices, is measured by six 

statements. Both a self and an observer form are available. 

Only the observer form was used in this study. 

On the basis of a sample of 43,899 respondents from a 

variety of organizational settings, Kouzes and Posner (1995) 

reported internal reliabilities (Cronbach alphas) on the LPI 

Observer Form ranging from .82 to .92 on the five factors. 

Test-retest reliabilities for the five practices were all at 

the .93 level or above. 

According to an independent review of the LPI in the 

Mental Measurements Yearbook (Leong, 1995), "There is good 

evidence to support the reliability and validity of the LPI. 

The conceptual scheme on which the LPI is based is elegant 

and the test items have excellent face validity as well as 

psychometric validity" (p. 214). 

Ongoing analyses and refinements in the LPI continued; 

the underlying factor structure has been stable for over 10 

years across a variety of studies and settings. Support 

continues to be generated for the LPI's predictive and 

concurrent validity (Kouses & Posner, 1995). 

The LPI rating scale anchors are 

1 = Almost Never 6 = Sometimes 

2 = Rarely 7 = Fairly Often 

3 = Seldom 8 = Usually 
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4 = Once in a while 9 = Very Frequently 

5 = Occasionally 10 = Almost Always 

Only the statements relating to the leadership factor of 

enabling others to act are used in this study. An 

abbreviated form of each item that relates to behaviors 

involved in enabling others to act is as follows: 

• Develops cooperative relationships 

• Listens to diverse points of view 

• Treats people with dignity and respect 

• Supports other people's decisions 

• Allows people choose how to do their work 

• Ensures that people grow in their jobs 

For the purposes of this study, facilitative leadership was 

defined operationally as enabling others to act. This 

construct was assessed using six questions from the 

Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). 

Maltifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio (1995) are the co-authors 

of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Bernard Bass 

is a Distinguished Professor Emeritus of Management and 

Director of the Center for Leadership Studies at SUNY at 

Binghampton. Bruce Avolio is Director of Graduate Programs 

in the School of Management at SUNY Binghampton and 

Professor in the Organizational Behavior and Human Resource 

Management Group. 
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The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & 

Avolio, 1995) is based on the theory of transformational 

leadership developed by Bass in 1985. The conceptual basis 

for this theory began with Burns' (1978) description of 

transforming leadership. One significant distinction between 

the two theories is that Burns defined transactional and 

transformational leadership as two ends of a spectrum, 

whereas Bass conceptualized these as two separate dimensions 

of leadership. According to Bass (1985), a leader could be 

both transactional and transformational. 

The MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1995) assesses four attributes 

of transactional leadership, four attributes of 

transformational leadership, and three leadership outcomes. 

The four factors that address the concept of transformational 

leadership are idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration. The 

four factors that address the concept of transactional 

leadership are contingent reward, active management by 

exception, passive management by exception, and laissez-faire 

leadership. The three factors that relate to leadership 

outcomes are effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort. 

The survey is 45 items cast in a five-point Likert format. 

All of the items that are related to leadership style scales 

have four items. The leadership outcomes for extra effort 
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has three items, effectiveness has four items, and 

satisfaction has two items. 

The MLQ rating scale anchors are 

0 = Not at all 

1.= Once in a while 

2 = Sometimes 

3 = Fairly often 

4 = Frequently, if not always 

Two independent reviews from the 19 95 Mental 

Measurements Yearbook addressed the validity and reliability 

of the MLQ. In his analysis, Bessai (1995) found the MLQ to 

have "good construct validity, adequate reliability, and a 

strong research base" (p. 3). Kirnan (1995) noted that the 

alpha reliability coefficients were all in an acceptable 

range of .77 to .95. She found that validity was 

demonstrated by factor intercorrelations consistent with 

theory, correlations of self and supervisee ratings, 

correlations between supervisee ratings of leaders with 

supervisee ratings of outcomes, and correlations of 

supervisee ratings of leaders with external criteria. 

Bass and Avolio continued to examine the validity of the 

MLQ. In a 1999 study using 3,786 respondents, they found a 

"high degree of consistency in estimates of reliability, 

intercorrelations and factor loadings when comparing the 

initial with the replication sample results" (p. 453). 
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Da-ba Collection Processes 

The data collection processes for this study involved 

several steps. First, the researcher identified six 

elementary schools as a possible sample group for data 

collection. These schools belonged to the same unified 

school district in Southern Arizona. A sample size of 

approximately 140 teachers was acquired by combining the data 

collected from each school into one database. 

The superintendent for the district was contacted to 

acquire his permission for the researcher to collect data 

from the schools. A single school district was chosen to 

increase the validity of the results by selecting 

participants, who were relatively homogenous. If schools from 

several districts had been used as a sample, the results 

could be obscured by the presence of additional extraneous 

variables (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). 

Next, the researcher wrote a letter to the elementary 

school principals explaining the research and seeking their 

permission to conduct the research with each of their 

teaching staffs. After acquiring the principals' permission, 

the researcher applied for permission to survey the teachers 

from the University of Arizona's Human Subject Protection 

Program. When this permission was obtained, the researcher 

contacted each school's principal to set up a time for the 

surveys to be completed during a regularly scheduled faculty 
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meeting. Prior to distributing the surveys at the designated 

meeting, the researcher gave a brief verbal explanation to 

each group explaining the purpose of the data collection, the 

anonymity of the principals and the teachers in the study, 

and the absence of any connection between the present study 

and district evaluation policies or procedures. A subject 

consent form was included to obtain the written, informed 

consent of each individual to participate in the collection 

of data. 

Fourth, the data were collected. Each teacher signed a 

consent form, completed a survey, and placed both documents 

in a designated location. The completed assessments were 

enclosed in a sealed envelope and given to the data analyst 

by the researcher. 

Da'ta Analysis Procedures 

This study analyzed multiple measurements (two survey 

instruments) received from 146 teachers regarding their 

elementary school principal. 

Three dependent variables of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort were used for this study. 

Nine independent variables of contingent reward, management 

by exception-active, management by exception-passive, 

laissez-faire, facilitative leadership, idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration were examined in this study. 
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Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

each of the three leadership constructs. The construct of 

transactional leadership was measured by the leadership 

practices of contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, laissez-faire. The 

construct of facilitative leadership was measured by the 

practices of facilitative leadership. The construct of 

transformational leadership was measured by the leadership 

practices of idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration. 

Three multiple regression analyses were completed, one 

for each dependent variable of principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort), to 

determine which of the independent variables were significant 

predictors of the dependent variables. These analyses also 

determined what proportion of the variance in the dependant 

variable was accounted for by the nine independent variables. 

A multiple r-squared indicated the proportion of the 

variance in the dependent variable that was accounted for by 

the independent variables. All predictor variables were 

entered simultaneously in the analysis. The regression 

coefficients were examined for their significance and 

contribution to explaining each of the dependent variables 
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of principals' leadership outcomes. Beta weights attached 

to each independent variable were examined to determine the 

relative importance of the independent variable in accounting 

for the variance in the dependent variables. 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis for each 

dependent variable was completed to examine the proportion 

of variance in the dependent variable explained by each of 

the predictor variables. It should be noted that a 

limitation of stepwise regression analysis is that it does 

not explain causality, it only optimizes prediction of a 

criterion variable (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). 

Methodology Summary 

This study collected data on teachers' perceptions of 

their building principals' leadership outcomes 

(effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

leadership behaviors or practices (contingent reward, active 

management by exception, passive management by exception, 

laissez-faire leadership, facilitative leadership, idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, individual consideration). The study utilized 

two reliable and valid published survey instruments. The 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass, 1995) and The 

Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). 

Facilitative leadership was defined as enabling others to 

act, and was measured using statements from The Leadership 
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Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995) that measure the 

construct enabling others to act. Transactional leadership, 

transformational leadership, and leadership outcomes were 

measured using statements from The Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (Bass, 1995). The permission of the 

district's superintendent was obtained as well as the 

permission of each building principal to conduct the study. 

Teachers completed the surveys during a regularly scheduled 

faculty meeting after hearing a brief description of the 

study and signing a consent form to participate in the 

study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 

This chapter includes the hypotheses tested, a 

description of the sample, a description of the data-

collection process, a description of the data-analysis 

process, results of the data analysis, and conclusions of 

the data analysis. 

This study builds on qualitative studies of 

facilitative principals by using quantitative methodology to 

investigate the relationships between facilitative, 

transformational, and transactional leadership practices and 

leadership outcomes in school principals as perceived by 

teachers. Two instruments were used to answer the research 

question: How much, if any, of the variance in leadership 

outcomes do facilitative leadership practices account for in 

comparison with transactional or transformational leadership 

practices? Four hypotheses were tested to answer this 

question. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transactional leadership 



65 

practices (contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire 

leadership). 

Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transactional leadership 

practices (contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire 

leadership) do exist. 

Hypothesis 2 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices. 

Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices do exist. 

Hypothesis 3 

Null Hypothesis: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transformational 

leadership practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration). 
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Alternative Hypothesis: Relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transformational 

leadership practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration) do exist. 

Hypothesis 4 

Null Hypothesis: None of the predictive variables of 

principals' leadership practices (contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by exception-

passive, laissez-faire leadership, idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 

individual consideration, and facilitative leadership) 

explain any of the variance in principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort). 

Alternative Hypothesis: At least one of the predictive 

variables of principals' leadership practices (contingent 

reward, management by exception-active, management by 

exception-passive, laissez-faire leadership, idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, individual consideration, and facilitative 

leadership) explain some of the variance in principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra 

effort). 



Sample Description 

•The sample group was composed of 146 teachers from six 

elementary schools within the same school district. Number 

of years of teaching ranged from first year of teaching to 

30 years of teaching experience. The average number of 

years teaching was 12.5 with a standard deviation of eight 

years. Female elementary teachers made up 82% of the 

sample; male elementary teachers comprised 18% of the 

sample. 

Data Collection Process 

The superintendent of a small school district in 

Southern Arizona was contacted to request permission to 

survey all of the teachers in each of the six elementary 

schools in the district. A letter was written to the 

building principals of each school requesting their 

permission to survey their teachers. After these permissions 

were acquired, permission from the University of Arizona's 

Human Subjects Protection Committee was obtained. 

One hundred forty-six teachers from six elementary 

schools within the same school district completed two 

reliable and valid surveys evaluating their own building 

principal's leadership practices and leadership outcomes. 

Prior to completing the surveys, teachers at each site were 

provided with a written consent form as well as a verbal 

explanation of the purpose of the study. The anonymity of 
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the responses, the lack of any connection to district 

evaluations of building principals, and the compilation of 

all the data from all of the schools into one large database 

was stressed. Surveys were completed during a regularly 

scheduled faculty meeting. Completed surveys and consent 

forms were placed in sealed envelopes and delivered to the 

data analyst. 

Data Analysis Process 

This study analyzed the responses from 14 6 elementary 

teachers from six elementary schools within the same school 

district. 

Three leadership outcomes were the dependent variables 

in the study: teachers' perceptions of the principal's 

effectiveness (effectiveness), teachers' satisfaction with 

their principal (satisfaction), and teachers' willingness to 

perform beyond expectations (extra effort). 

Nine leadership behaviors or practices were the 

independent variables. Transactional leadership was 

represented by .the variables of contingent reward, active 

management by exception, passive management by exception, and 

laissez-faire leadership. Facilitative leadership was 

represented by the variable of facilitative leadership, and 

transformational leadership was represented by the variables 

of idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration. 



Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were obtained to 

analyze the relationships between leadership outcomes 

(effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

transactional leadership behaviors to determine if any 

relationships between them exist. Correlations among 

leadership outcomes and facilitative leadership were 

obtained as well as correlations among leadership outcomes 

and transformational leadership. 

In the process of completing a multiple regression 

analysis, the intercorrelations of all the variables were 

examined. Three multiple regression analyses were 

completed, one for each dependent variable of principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra 

effort). All predictor variables were entered into each 

analysis at the same time. Regression coefficients were 

examined for significance and contribution to explaining the 

dependent variable. 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was completed 

for each of the dependent variables of principals' 

leadership outcomes to examine the proportion of variance in 

the dependent variable explained by the predictor variable. 

Beta weights were examined to determine the relative 

importance of each predictor variable. 
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Resul-bs of -bhe Dai:a Analysis 

Null Hypothesis 1: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transactional leadership 

practices (contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire 

leadership). 

Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

transactional leadership behaviors (contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by exception-

passive, and laissez-faire leadership). 

Contingent reward had significant positive correlations 

with each of the principals' leadership'outcomes: 

effectiveness, r = .70, p < .01; satisfaction, r = .68, 

p < .01; extra effort, r = .71, p < .01 (see Table 4.1). 

Active management by exception had non-significant 

negative correlations with each of the principals' 

leadership outcomes: effectiveness, r = - .12, p < .01; 

satisfaction, r = - .17, p < .01; extra effort, r = - .11, 

p < .01 (see Table 4.1). 



Table 4.1 

Correlations Between Transactional Leadership Behaviors and 

Principals' Leadership Outcomes 

Principals' Contingent Management Management Laissez 

Leadership Reward By Exception By Exception Faire 

Outcomes (active) (passive) 

Effectiveness .70** .12 _ 44** .57** 

Satisfaction .68** .17 .41** .54** 

Extra effort .71** . 11 .39** .44** 

** p < .01 

Passive management by exception had significant 

negative correlations with each of the principals' 

leadership outcomes: effectiveness, r - - .44, p < .01; 

satisfaction, r = - .41, p < .01; extra effort, r = - .39, 

p < .01 (see Table 4.1). 

Laissez-faire leadership had significant negative 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes: effectiveness, r = - .57, p < .01; satisfaction, 

r = - .54, p < .01; extra effort, r = - .44, p < .01 (see 

Table 4.1). 

Hypothesis 1 is rejected for the leadership practices 

of contingent reward, passive management by exception, and 

laissez-faire leadership. Of the four transactional 

leadership practices, only contingent reward is positively 



correlated with the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. 

Null Hypothesis 2: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices. 

Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

facilitative leadership behaviors. 

Facilitative leadership had significant positive 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes: effectiveness, r = .71, p < .01; satisfaction, 

r = .75, p < .01; extra effort, r = .70, p < .01 (see Table 

4.2) . 

Hypothesis 2 is rejected. Positive relationships exist 

between the leadership practice of facilitative leadership 

and the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort. 

Null Hypothesis 3: There are no relationships between 

principals' leadership outcomes (effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort) and transformational 

leadership practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration). ^ 
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Table 4.2 

Correlations Between Facilitative Leadership Behaviors and 

Principals' Leadership Outcomes 

Principals' Leadership Facilitative Leadership 

Outcomes Behaviors 

Effectiveness 

Satisfaction 

Extra effort 

.71** 

.75** 

.70** 

** p < .01 

Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort) and 

transformational leadership behaviors (idealized influence, ' 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration). 

Idealized influence had significant positive 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes; effectiveness, r = .71, p < .01; satisfaction, 

r = .72, p < .01; extra effort, r = .70, p < .01 (see Table 

4.3) . 
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Table 4.3 

Correlations Between Transformational Leadership Behaviors 

and Principals' Leadership Outcomes 

Principals' Idealized Inspirational Intellectual Individual 

Leadership Influence Motivation Stimulation Consideration 

Outcomes 

Effectiveness .71** .70** .64** .70** 

Satisfaction .72** .70** .61** .76** 

Extra effort .70** .65** .67** .70** 

** p < .01 

Inspirational motivation had significant positive 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes: effectiveness, r = .70, p < .01; satisfaction, 

r = .70, p < .01; extra effort, r = .65, p < .01 (see Table 

4.3) . 

Intellectual stimulation had significant positive 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes: effectiveness, r = .64, p < .01; satisfaction, 

r = .61, p < .01; extra effort, r = .67, p < .01 (see Table 

4.3). 

Individual consideration had significant positive 

correlations with each of the principals' leadership 

outcomes: effectiveness, r = .70, p < .01; satisfaction. 



r = .76, p < .01; extra effort, r = .70, p < .01 (see Table 

4.3) . 

Hypothesis 3 is rejected. All of the transformational 

leadership behaviors have positive relationships to the 

leadership outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and 

extra effort. 

Null Hypothesis 4: None of the predictive variables of 

principals' leadership practices (contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by exception-

passive, laissez-faire leadership, idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 

individual consideration, and facilitative leadership) 

explain any of the variance in principals' leadership 

outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort). 

In the process of completing a multiple regression 

analysis, the intercorrelations of all the variables were 

examined (see Appendix A). 

The first multiple regression analysis was completed by 

regressing the dependent variable of the leadership outcome 

of effectiveness against all nine leadership behaviors. 

Idealized influence was shown to have a significantly 

positive influence on effectiveness, b = .15, p = .021. 

Laissez-faire was shown to have a significantly negative 

influence on effectiveness, b = - .20, p = .012. 
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Facilitative leadership was shown to have a 

significantly positive influence on effectiveness, b = .18, 

p = .000. All other variables were found to be non

significant. 

Beta weights were examined to determine the relative 

importance of each predictor variable. Facilitative 

leadership had a beta weight of .47, and idealized influence 

had a beta weight of .26 indicating that facilitative 

leadership is nearly twice as important as idealized 

influence as a predictor of effectiveness (see Table 4.4). 

A stepwise regression analysis for effectiveness was 

conducted to determine the relative contributions of 

independent variables to the dependent variable of 

effectiveness. 

All nine of the predictor variables accounted for 80% 

of the variance in the leadership outcome of effectiveness. 

The independent variable of facilitative leadership was the 

most significant predictor of effectiveness (F = 182.58, 

p = .000), alone it accounted for 65% of the variation in 

effectiveness (R-squared = .65), When laissez-faire was 

added to the model (F = 148.95, p = .000), it was found to 

be a significant negative predictor of effectiveness. The 

variables of facilitative leadership and laissez-faire 

accounted for 75% of the variation in effectiveness 
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Table 4.4 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Effectiveness 

Predictors b SE Beta t P 

(Constant) . 53 1.5 . 36 .719 

Idealized influence . 15 .06 .26 2.35 .021 

Inspirational 
motivation 

- .06 .12 
.05 

- .51 . 615 

Intellectual 
stimulation 

- .07 . 08 - .08 - .94 .352 

Individual 
consideration 

. 15 .08 .16 1. 90 .060 

Contingent reward .03 .10 .03 . 30 .768 

Management by-
exception (active) 

.02 .05 .02 . 31 .755 

Management by-
exception (passive) 

- .11 .06 - .12 - 1.83 . 071 

Laissez-faire - .20 .08 - .18 - 2.56 .012 

Facilitative 
leadership 

.18 .03 .47 6.27 .000 

Note. R Squared = .80 
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(R-squared = .75). Adding idealized influence to the model 

(F = 121.75, p = .000), the three variables were found to 

account for 79% of the variance in effectiveness (R-squared 

= .79) (see Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5 

Stepwise Regression Analysis for Effectiveness 

Step Predictor R R 
Square 

F P 

1 Facilitative 

Leadership 

.80 . 65 182.58 .000 

2 Facilitative 

Leadership 

Laissez-faire 

.87 .75 148.95 . 000 

3 Facilitative 

Leadership 

Laissez-faire 

Idealized 

Influence 

.89 .79 121.75 .000 

Although all nine variables accounted for 80% of the 

variance in effectiveness, the three variables of 

facilitative leadership, laissez-faire, and idealized 

influence accounted for 7 9% of the variance. The remaining 
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six variables only accounted for 1% of the variance in 

effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

effectiveness. Facilitative leadership, laissez-faire, 

and idealized influence explain some of the variance in the 

leadership outcome of effectiveness. 

The second multiple regression analysis was completed 

by regressing the dependent variable of the leadership 

outcome of satisfaction against all nine leadership 

behaviors. 

Individual consideration was shown to have a 

significantly positive influence on satisfaction, b = .12, 

p = .003. Facilitative leadership was shown to have a 

significantly positive influence on satisfaction, b = .10, 

p = .000. All other variables were non-significant. 

The beta weight of facilitative leadership was .49; the 

beta weight of individual consideration was .23, indicating 

that facilitative leadership is over twice as important as a 

predictor variable as individualized consideration (see 

Table 4.6). 

A stepwise regression analysis for satisfaction was 

conducted to determine the relative contributions of 

independent variables to the dependent variable of 

satisfaction. 
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Table 4.6 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Satisfaction 

Predictors b SE Beta t P 

(Constant) 1.2 .72 - 1 .6 . 100 

Idealized influence .05 .03 . 16 1 .60 .114 

Inspirational 
motivation 

.05 .06 .07 .78 . 437 

Intellectual 
stimulation 

.01 .04 .02 .30 .767 

Individual 
consideration 

.12 .04 .23 3 .03 . 003 

Contingent reward - .04 . 05 - .06 - .79 . 432 

Management by 
exception (active) 

- .004 .03 - .01 - .16 .874 

Management by-
exception (passive) 

- .05 .03 - 1.0 - 1 .60 . 114 

Laissez-faire - .06 .04 - .10 - 1 .56 . 121 

Facilitative 
leadership 

.10 .02 .49 7 .01 .000 

Note. R Squared = .83 



All nine of the predictor variables accounted for 83% 

of the variance in the leadership outcome of satisfaction. 

The independent variable of facilitative leadership was the 

most significant predictor of satisfaction (F = 242.38, p = 

.000), alone it accounted for 70% of the variation in 

effectiveness (R-squared = .70). When idealized influence 

was added to the model (F = 184.04, p = .000), it was found 

to be a significant positive predictor of satisfaction. The 

variables of facilitative leadership and idealized influence 

accounted for 79% of the variance in satisfaction (R-squared 

= .79). Laissez-faire, a negative predictor (b = - .06), 

when added to the model (F = 138.89, p = .000) increased the 

variance to 81% (R-squared = .81). The variable of 

individual consideration, when added to the other three 

variables (F = 114.99, p = .000), increased the variance to 

82% (R-squared = .82) (see Table 4.7). 

The data suggest that the four variables of 

facilitative leadership, idealized influence, laissez-faire 

leadership and individual consideration accounted for 82% of 

the variance in the principals' leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. The remaining five variables only accounted 

for 1% of the variance in satisfaction. 
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Table 4.7 

Stepwise Regression Analysis for Satisfaction 

Step Predictor R R Square F p 

1 Facilitative .84 .70 242.38 .000 

Leadership 

2 Facilitative .89 .79 184.04 .000 

Leadership 

Idealized influence 

3 Facilitative .90 .81 138.89 .000 

Leadership 

Idealized influence 

Laissez-faire 

4 Facilitative .91 .82 114.99 .000 

Leadership 

Idealized influence 

Laissez-faire 

Individual 

Consideration 
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Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. Facilitative leadership, idealized influence, 

laissez-faire leadership, and individual consideration 

explain some of the variance in the leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. 

The third multiple regression analysis was completed by 

regressing the dependent variable of the leadership outcome 

of extra effort against all nine leadership behaviors. 

Facilitative leadership was shown to have a 

significantly positive influence on extra effort, b = .19, 

p = .000. All other variables were non-significant (see 

Table 4.8). 

The beta weight of facilitative leadership was .53; the 

beta weight of idealized influence was .21, indicating that 

facilitative leadership was over twice as important as a 

predictor variable as idealized influence (see Table 4.8). 

A stepwise regression analysis for extra effort was 

conducted to determine the relative contributions of 

independent variables to the dependent variable of extra 

effort. 

All nine of the independent variables accounted for 72% 

of the variance in extra effort. Facilitative leadership 

was the most significant predictor of extra effort (F = 

171.82, p = .000); alone it accounted for 63% of the 

variation in extra effort (R-squared = .63). When idealized 
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Table 4.8 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Extra Effort 

Predictors b SE Beta t P 

(Constant) - 5.08 1.6 - 3.17 .002 

Idealized influence . 11 .07 .21 1.60 .114 

Inspirational 
motivation 

- .02 . 13 - .02 - .18 .860 

Intellectual 
stimulation 

- .02 .09 - .02 - .24 .813 

Individual 
consideration 

- .05 .09 .05 .51 .612 

Contingent reward .12 . 11 .11 1.10 .274 

Management by 
exception (active) 

.06 .05 .07 1.13 .262 

Management by 
exception (passive) 

- .08 . 07 - .09 

I—
1 CM rH 1 .228 

Laissez-faire - .07 . 09 - .06 - .73 .465 

Facilitative 
leadership 

.19 .03 .53 5.83 .000 

Note. R Squared = .72 
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influence was added to the model (F = 116.35, p = .000), it 

was found to be a significant positive predictor of extra 

effort. The variables of facilitative leadership and 

idealized influence accounted for 70% of the variance in 

extra effort (R-squared = .70) (see Table 4.9). 

The data suggest that the two variables of facilitative 

leadership and idealized influence account for 70% of the 

variance in the principals' leadership outcome of extra 

effort. The remaining seven variables only accounted for 2% 

of the variance in extra effort. 

Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

extra effort. Facilitative leadership and idealized 

influence, explain some of the variance in the leadership 

outcome of extra effort. 

Table 4.9 

Stepwise Regression Analysis for Extra Effort 

Step Predictor R R Square F p 

1 Facilitative .79 .63 171.82 .000 

Leadership 

2 Facilitative .83 .70 116.35 .000 

Leadership 

Idealized influence 
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Conclusions of the Data Analysis 

Transactional Leadership 

Of the four transactional leadership behaviors, only-

contingent reward was positively correlated with the 

leadership outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and 

extra effort. It appears that principals who are perceived 

by teachers as being effective, providing satisfaction, and 

enabling teachers' extra effort are often also perceived as 

providing contingent rewards, defined by Bass and Avolio 

(1994) as honoring agreements and providing rewards that are 

contingent upon satisfactory performance. 

Both passive management by exception and laissez-faire 

leadership had negative correlations with leadership 

outcomes. The data suggest that the greater the passive 

management by exception, defined by Bass and Avolio (1994) as 

waiting passively for deviations and errors to occur and then 

taking corrective action, the lower the perceived principals' 

leadership outcomes. The data also indicate that the greater 

the laissez-faire leadership, defined by Bass and Avolio 

(1994) as the avoidance or absence of leadership, the lower 

the leadership outcomes. 

The leadership behavior of active management by 

exception, defined by Bass and Avolio (1994) as actively 

monitoring deviations from standards and errors in 

performance and taking corrective action as necessary, did 
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not have any significant relationship to any of the 

leadership outcomes. 

The positive correlations between the transactional 

leadership behavior of contingent reward and the leadership 

outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort 

are supported by previous research. In his study of teacher 

perceptions of open and effective principals. Blase (1993) 

found that eliciting teacher compliance to principal-

determined goals emerged as a major theme. Control of 

teachers was enacted primarily through exchange processes 

such as principal praise, support or rewards, and 

communication of expectations (Blase, 1993). 

Bass and his colleagues (Avolio et al., 1999) 

consistently found that transformational leadership 

practices, as measured by the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) were more effective than transactional 

leadership practices. However, they expected to find 

positive correlations between the transformational 

leadership practices and the practice of contingent reward. 

They asserted that the transactional leadership practice of 

consistently honoring agreements is a critical prerequisite 

factor in creating the conditions for building trust, 

dependability, and consistency that are characteristic of 

transformational leadership practices. 
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The findings of this study support the relationship 

between exchange processes characteristic of contingent 

reward and the leadership outcomes of teachers' perceived 

effectiveness of the principal, teachers' satisfaction with 

the principal, and teachers' willingness to put forth extra 

effort. 

Hypothesis 1 is rejected for the leadership practices 

of contingent reward, passive management by exception, and 

laissez-faire leadership. Of the four transactional 

leadership practices, only contingent reward is positively 

correlated with the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. 

Fa.cillta.txve Leadership 

The data suggest that principals' facilitative 

leadership behavior defined by Kouzes and Posner (1995) as 

the ability to foster collaborations, build trust, give 

power away, develop competence, and offer visible support is 

strongly related to the principals' leadership outcomes of 

effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort. Principals 

who are perceived by teachers as being effective, providing 

satisfaction, and enabling teachers' extra effort are often 

also perceived as fostering collaboration, building trust, 

giving power away, building competence, and offering visible 

support. 
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The high positive correlations between facilitative 

leadership and the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction and extra effort are supported by Posner and 

Kouzes' (1988) research on exemplary leadership practices. 

Their research instrument. The Leadership Practices Inventory 

(LPI), measures five fundamental practices of leaders at 

their best. The six statements from the LPI that measure the 

practice of enabling others to act were used in this study to 

measure facilitative leadership practices. Posner and 

Kouzes' identification of enabling others to act as a key 

practice of leaders at their best supports the finding of 

high correlations between facilitative leadership {enabling 

others to act) and the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. 

Hypothesis 2 is rejected. Positive relationships exist 

between the leadership practice of facilitative leadership 

and the leadership outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort. 

Transfojczaa-tlonal Leadership 

The data suggest that the principals' transformational 

leadership behavior of idealized influence defined by Bass 

and Avolio (1994) as being moral, trustworthy, self-

sacrificing, and consistent, is strongly related to the 

principals' leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. 
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The data indicate that the principals' transformational 

leadership behavior of inspirational motivation defined by 

Bass and Avolio (1994) as being motivating, inspiring, 

clearly communicating and modeling a shared vision, is 

strongly related to the principals' leadership outcomes of 

effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort. 

In addition, the data suggest that the principals' 

transformational leadership behavior of intellectual 

stimulation defined by Bass and Avolio (1994) as encouraging 

innovation and creativity by questioning assumptions, 

reframing problems, and soliciting solutions, is strongly 

related to the principals' leadership outcomes of 

effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort. 

Finally, the data suggest that the principals' 

transformational leadership behavior of individual 

consideration defined by Bass and Avolio (1994) as attending 

to individual needs by listening, mentoring, and providing 

opportunities for growth and learning, is strongly related 

to the principals' leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. 

The high positive correlations between the 

transformational leadership practices of idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 

individual consideration, and the leadership outcomes of 

effectiveness, satisfaction and extra effort are supported by 
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Bass' (1999) research on effective leadership behaviors. 

There is extensive evidence to show that transformational 

leaders, as measured by Bass' Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (1995) , were more effective as leaders than 

transactional leaders. 

Hypothesis 3 is rejected. All of the transformational 

leadership behaviors have positive relationships to the 

leadership outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and 

extra effort. 

Leadership Outcome: Effectiveness 

The data show that all nine of the independent 

variables accounted for 80% of the variance in the 

leadership outcome of effectiveness. Of that 80% of the 

variance, facilitative leadership alone accounted for 65% of 

the variance. When laissez-faire, a negative predictor, was 

added to the model, these two variables accounted for 75% of 

the variance. Adding idealized influence to the model 

increased the amount of variance accounted for to 7 9%. The 

remaining six variables account for 1% of the variance in 

effectiveness. 

In addition, beta weights indicated that facilitative 

leadership was nearly twice as important as idealized 

influence as a predictor of effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

effectiveness. Facilitative leadership, laissez-faire 
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leadership, and idealized influence explain some of the 

variance in the leadership outcome of effectiveness. 

Leadership Outcome: Satisfaction 

The data show that all nine of the independent 

variables accounted for 83% of the variance in the 

leadership outcome of satisfaction. Of that 83% of the 

variance, facilitative leadership alone accounted for 65% of 

the variance. When idealized influence was added to the 

model, the amount of explained variance rose to 7 9%. When 

laissez-faire, a negative predictor, was added to the model, 

the amount of explained variance increased to 81%. Adding 

the variable individual consideration to the model increased 

the amount of explained variance to 82%. The remaining five 

variables account for 2% of the variance in satisfaction. 

Beta weights indicated that facilitative leadership was 

over three times as important as idealized influence as a 

predictor of effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. Facilitative leadership, idealized influence, 

laissez-faire leadership, and individual consideration 

explain some of the variance in the leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. 

Leadership Outcome: Extra Effort 

The data show that all nine of the independent 

variables accounted for 72% of the variance in the 



93 

leadership outcome of extra effort. Of that 72% of the 

variance, facilitative leadership alone accounted for 63% of 

the variance. When idealized influence was added to the 

model, the amount of explained variance rose to 70%. The 

remaining seven variables account for 2% of the variance in 

extra effort. 

Beta weights indicated that facilitative leadership was 

over twice as important as idealized influence as a 

predictor of effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 4 is rejected for the leadership outcome of 

extra effort. Facilitative leadership and idealized 

influence, explain some of the variance in the leadership 

outcome of extra effort. 

In each of the three multiple regression analyses using 

one of the principals' leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, or extra effort as the dependent variable, the 

leadership practices of facilitative leadership were found 

to have a significantly positive influence on the dependent 

variable. Beta weights indicated that facilitative 

leadership behaviors ranged from being nearly two times as 

important as the next highest factor to being over two times 

as important as the next highest factor as a predictor of 

the dependent variable. 

In each of the three stepwise regression analyses, 

facilitative leadership practices, by themselves, accounted 
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for 63 to 7 9% of the variation in the three outcome 

measures. Idealized influence was found to be a significant 

positive predictor of effectiveness, satisfaction and extra 

effort, accounting for 4 to 9% of the variation in the 

outcome variables. Laissez-faire was found to be a 

significant negative predictor of effectiveness and 

satisfaction, accounting for 10% of the variance in 

effectiveness and 2% of the variance in satisfaction. 

The data suggest that an assessment of principals' 

ability to foster collaborations, build trust, give power 

away, develop competence, and offer visible support explains 

much of the variance in teachers' ratings of the 

effectiveness of principals, teachers' satisfaction with 

principals, and teachers' willingness to perform beyond 

expectations. 

STjmmary 

A series of statistical tests were conducted to examine 

the relationships among principals' leadership outcomes 

(effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort), the 

dependent variables, and the independent variables 

associated with transactional leadership, facilitative 

leadership and transformational leadership. Contingent 

reward, facilitative leadership, idealized influence, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
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individual consideration were found to have significant 

positive correlations with each of the principals' 

leadership outcomes. 

Three multiple regression analyses were completed, one 

for each dependent variable of effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort. Stepwise multiple regression analyses 

were also completed, one for each dependent variable. 

Facilitative leadership was found to have a significantly 

positive influence on each dependent variable. In addition, 

facilitative leadership accounted for 63 to 7 9% of the 

variation in the dependent variables. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMM2\RY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter includes a summary of the study, 

conclusions, discussion and recommendations. The 

recommendation section is divided into two sections: 

recommendations to improve preservice administrator training 

and education and recommendations for further research. The 

first section provides a summary of the study. 

Siunmary of the Study 

This study investigated, described and analyzed the 

relationships between elementary principals' leadership 

outcomes and leadership behaviors. A correlational research 

design was utilized to analyze elementary teachers' 

perceptions of their building principals' leadership 

behaviors and leadership outcomes. This study was designed 

to identify which leadership behaviors were the best 

predictors of leadership outcomes. It was also designed to 

build on the qualitative studies of facilitative principals 

by using quantitative methodology to investigate the 

relationships between facilitative, transformational and 

transactional leadership behaviors and leadership outcomes. 

Quantitative data were collected for this study using 

two reliable and valid survey instruments, The Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1995) and The 
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Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). One 

hundred forty-six elementary teachers completed the complete 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and a portion of The 

Leadership Practices Inventory that included only those 

questions that were designated by Kouzes and Posner (1995) 

to measure the construct enabling others to act. For the 

purposes of this research, facilitative leadership was 

operationally defined as enabling others to act, defined by 

Kouzes and Posner (1995) as fostering collaboration by 

promoting cooperative goals, strengthening others by giving 

power away, providing choice, developing competence, and 

offering visible support. 

Three principals' leadership outcomes, effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort, were the dependent variables 

for this study. There were nine independent variables. 

Four variables represented transactional leadership 

practices: contingent reward, management by exception-

active, management by exception-passive, and laissez-faire. 

One variable represented facilitative leadership practices. 

Four variables represented transformational leadership 

practices: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration. 

Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficients were used to 

examine the relationships among principals' leadership 

outcomes and each of the three leadership constructs. 



Three multiple regression analyses were completed, one 

for each dependent variable of leadership outcomes, to 

determine which, if any, were significant predictors of a 

dependant variable. A multiple R-squared indicated the 

proportion of the variance in the dependant variable that 

was accounted for by the independent variables. The 

regression coefficients were examined for their significance 

and contribution to explaining each of the dependent 

variables. Beta weights were examined to determine the 

relative importance of the independent variable in 

accounting for the variance in the dependent variable. A 

stepwise multiple regression analysis for each dependent 

variable was. completed to examine the proportion of variance 

in the dependent variable explained by each of the predictor 

variables. 

Analysis of the data revealed that the transactional 

leadership behavior of contingent reward, facilitative 

leadership behavior, and the transformational leadership 

behaviors of idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration were 

all strongly positively correlated with the leadership 

outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort. 

The transactional leadership behaviors of management by 

exception-passive and laissez-faire had negative 

correlations with the leadership outcomes. Management by 



99 

exception-active, a transactional leadership behavior, did 

not have any significant relationship to any of the 

leadership outcomes. 

Facilitative leadership was the strongest predictor of 

the leadership outcome of teachers' perceptions of their 

principals' effectiveness. The data showed that the nine 

independent variables accounted for 80% of the variance in 

effectiveness. Facilitative leadership accounted for 65% of 

the variance in this leadership outcome. When the 

transactional leadership behavior of laissez-faire was added 

to the model as a negative predictor, 75% of the variance in 

effectiveness was accounted for. When the transformational 

leadership practice of idealized influence was added to the 

stepwise regression, the three variables were found to 

account for 79% of the variance in effectiveness. 

Facilitative leadership was the strongest predictor of 

the leadership outcome of teachers' perceptions of their 

satisfaction with their principal. The nine independent 

variables accounted for 83% of the variance in this outcome; 

facilitative leadership accounted for 70% of the variance. 

When idealized influence was added to the stepwise 

regression, the amount of variance accounted for rose to 

79%. When the negative predictor of laissez-faire and the 

positive predictor of individual consideration were added, 

the amount of variance accounted for rose to 82%. 
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Facilitative leadership was the strongest predictor of 

the leadership outcome of teachers' perceptions of their 

willingness to put forth extra effort. The nine independent 

variables accounted for 72% of the variance in extra effort, 

facilitative leadership alone accounted for 63% of the 

variance in this outcome. When the positive predictor of 

idealized influence was added, the amount of variance 

accounted for totaled 70%. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

relationships between transformational, facilitative, and 

transactional leadership behaviors and leadership outcomes 

in elementary school principals as perceived by teachers. A 

correlational research design was utilized to gather and 

analyze response data quantitatively. The following 

hypotheses guided this study: 

1. There are no relationships between principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort) and transactional leadership 

practices (contingent reward, management by 

exception-active, management by exception-

passive, and laissez-faire leadership). 

2. There are no relationships between principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction. 
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and extra effort) and facilitative leadership 

practices. 

3. There are no relationships between principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort) and transformational leadership 

practices (idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration). 

4. None of the predictive variables of principals' 

leadership practices (contingent reward, 

management by exception-active, management by 

exception-passive, laissez-faire leadership, 

idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

intellectual stimulation, individualized 

consideration, and facilitative leadership) 

explain any of the variance in principals' 

leadership outcomes (effectiveness, satisfaction, 

and extra effort). 

All of the null hypotheses were rejected. Only 

management by exception-active, a transactional leadership 

behavior, had no significant relationship to any of the 

leadership outcomes. The remaining eight variables had 

either significant positive or negative correlations with 

the three leadership outcomes of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort. The leadership behaviors of 
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contingent reward, facilitative leadership, idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, and individual consideration had significant 

positive correlations with the leadership outcomes. 

Management by exception-passive and laissez-faire had 

significant negative correlations with the leadership 

outcomes. 

Several of the predictive variables explained most of 

the variance in each of the three leadership outcomes. 

However, facilitative leadership accounted for more of the 

variance in each of the three leadership outcomes than any 

other single variable or combinations of variables. 

Facilita'^.ive leadership accounted for 65% of the variance in 

teacher perceptions of principals' effectiveness, for 70% of 

the variance in teachers' satisfaction with their principal, 

and for 63% of the variance in teachers' perceptions of 

their willingness to put forth extra effort. 

Recoinmendat:ions to Improve Preserv±ce and Pracbiclng 

Administirator Training and Education 

The recommendations for improving preservice and 

practicing administrator training and education are based on 

a synthesis of the literature review and the findings of 

this research. 
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Recommendation 1 

The University of Arizona College of Education and 

other institutions that offer programs in educational 

leadership should consider creating curriculum materials and 

activities that develop the preservice administrator's 

knowledge and competence in facilitative leadership 

practices within the context of other leadership models. A 

general model of leadership development should include 

curriculum and activities designed to impact the preservice 

administrator at the knowledge, understanding, application, 

analysis and synthesis levels of learning. More 

specifically, a model of leadership development should 

include attaining knowledge level learning through reading 

research, literature, and case studies on leadership 

practices, attaining an understanding of the literature base 

through discussion and written work, attaining understanding 

of the practice of leadership skills through site .visits, 

observation of school leaders in action, interviews of 

practicing principals, and reflective, analytical writing on 

observations, perceptions and conclusions based on these 

experiences. Application of leadership skills could be 

gained through opportunities to practice found in classroom 

simulations, internships, or volunteering for a specific 

leadership activity within a school setting. For example, 

the research on facilitative leadership could be assigned 



104 

for reading and discussion. Students might analyze the 

differences between a traditional political leadership 

perspective on organizations and a facilitative leadership 

perspective. A reflective approach that addresses the 

student's evolving knowledge on leadership, student 

achievement, and organizational culture, coupled with field-

based experiences would be beneficial. Students could make 

site visits to a variety of schools, observe and analyze the 

leadership behaviors of the principal in terms of 

facilitative leadership, transactional and transformational 

leadership. The student should maintain an on-going 

reflective journal during the duration of his or her program 

to document the student's changing awareness, analysis, 

assessment, and application of his or her philosophy of 

leadership and leadership skills. 

The preservice administrator's learning would best be 

served by maintaining a shifting perspective from 

participant to observer, from cognitive to meta-cognitive 

processes to increase their awareness and understanding of 

their own emerging leadership skills. 

In terms of facilitative leadership, some of the 

practices characteristic of this model are fostering 

collaborative efforts, developing and building competence in 

others, listening to diverse viewpoints, developing 
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cooperative relationships, providing choices in how work is 

accomplished and offering visible support. 

Recommendation 2 

Current school leaders who are interested in their own 

continuing professional growth should familiarize themselves 

with the practices of facilitative leadership. Practicing 

principals might administer the Leadership Practices 

Inventory (Kouses & Posner, 1995) to their own staff to 

assess how his or her staff perceives his or her leadership 

strengths. This task might begin a dialogue between the 

principal and the staff that could result in an increase in 

the commitment of both the staff and the principal to 

collaborative decision-making that impacts instruction and 

student learning. The results of the inventory might also 

provide the principal with guidelines for pursuing action 

research on his or her leadership as a strategy for 

implementing effective, on-going school improvement 

processes as well as increasing student achievement. 

Research has found that leadership that is directed 

toward influencing internal processes that are directly 

linked to student learning such as school policies, norms, 

and teacher practices influences student achievement 

(Hallinger & Heck, 1996). 
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î e commenda ti on 3 

School districts should consider including facilitative 

leadership in their training materials and activities as 

part of their own leadership development program for current 

and prospective administrators. In order to include the 

concept of facilitative leadership in the on-going culture 

of an organization such as a school district, presentations 

by district level administrators on facilitative skills 

might be made to building administrators, articles might be 

disseminated to administrators, and on-going study groups 

focused on leadership skills might be formed. Continuous 

improvement of leadership skills might become an expectation 

for all administrators within a district. Building level 

principal's pursuit of their growth and development as a 

leader might be one component of their yearly evaluation, 

and thus an expectation of the district level 

administration. 

Discussion 

Conceptually, facilitative leadership is grounded in 

theories of power and politics. From this perspective, 

every significant organizational process is inherently 

political (Bolman & Deal, 1984). Although a political 

approach to organizations and leadership emphasizes the 

dynamics of power, conflict and coalitions, several 

researchers (Ball, 1987; Blase, 1991, 1993; Blase & Blase, 
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1996; Greenfield, 1991) have focused on cooperative actions 

and processes in their examination of facilitative 

leadership behaviors. 

This shift away from a traditional perspective on 

organizational processes as political arenas characterized 

by struggles for power and scarce resources and towards a 

more recent focus on cooperative actions and processes as 

part of the realm of intra-organizational politics mirrors 

the distinctions between a traditional perspective on 

leadership and more current realities of today's leadership. 

As defined by Vaill (1989), today's leadership imperatives 

include the need for more leadership, more emphasis on 

teamwork, more intense involvement with people, greater 

ambiguity of authority, greater emphasis on one's 

individuality, and more involvement of the whole person. 

These new realities of leadership are validated by the 

quantitative research of Kouzes and Posner (1988) as well as 

Bass and Avolio (1990, 1994, 1999). The focus on teamwork, 

ambiguity of authority and the need for more leadership point 

to a set of leadership skills that are facilitative, 

inclusive and collaborative. 

Although not explicitly stated in the definitions of 

transformational leadership behaviors, transformational 

leadership may imply collaborative actions. For example, 

inspirational motivation is defined as the leader being 
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motivating, inspiring, clearly communicating and modeling a 

shared vision (Bass, 1995). In comparison, the definition of 

facilitative leadership makes explicit the leadership 

practices of collaboration, cooperation, and choice. 

Although Bass and Avolio's (1994) research has validated the 

positive relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviors and positive leadership outcomes, their research 

does not address the potency of facilitative or enabling 

processes as leadership behaviors. 

The results of this research suggest that teachers 

perceive facilitative leadership behaviors to be far more 

accountable for positive leadership outcomes such as 

teachers' satisfaction with their principal, perceptions of 

the principal as effective, and teachers' willingness to 

perform beyond expectations than either transactional or 

transformational leadership behaviors. In each of the three 

step-wise regressions, facilitative leadership practices 

alone accounted for 63 to 79% of the variance in leadership 

outcomes. Idealized influence, a behavior of 

transformational leadership, was the second most influential 

variable and it accounted for only 4 to 9% of the variance in 

leadership outcomes. 

However, as noted in Appendix A, many of the variables 

in this study are significantly inter-correlated. Although 

high correlations among predictor variables do not usually 
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result in problems if the only goal is prediction, they can 

pose challenges for interpreting regression coefficients 

(Myers, 1995) . 

Facilitative leadership, in this study, was defined as 

enabling others to act. This concept is realized in the 

leadership behaviors of developing cooperative goals, seeking 

integrative solutions, and creating and maintaining trusting 

relationships. It requires that principals utilize others 

abilities and expertise, consider alternative viewpoints, 

share information and resources, as well as sustain and 

support a culture of interaction. A facilitative principal 

strengthens others by assisting them in their growth and 

development, he or she recognizes individual and group 

efforts and keeps people informed•about performances (Kouzes 

& Posner, 1995). 

The data suggest that norms and values underlying the 

concept of facilitative leadership are of greater importance 

to elementary teachers than those values that are implied by 

the concepts of transformational or transactional leadership. 

The data from this study suggest that norms that foster • 

collaboration are potent sources of influence for school 

leaders. Effective principals need to maintain a critical 

awareness of the power of norms and continuously monitor 

their leadership practices to ascertain underlying norms and 

values. According to the data from this study, facilitative 
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leadership is congruent with teachers' norms and values 

regarding collaboration and cooperative actions. 

Facilitative leadership, while acknowledging the 

ubiquitous realities of political processes and actions, 

reframes critical problems that organizations encounter as 

opportunities for participation, community building and 

reaffirmation of shared values. Although facilitative 

leadership may not be the appropriate leadership style for 

all leadership decisions, the results of this research 

suggest that effective principals are facilitative leaders. 

As school districts respond to increasing demands for 

accountability, they must also recruit and train 

administrators who have the skills to "mobilize others to 

want to struggle for shared aspirations" (Kouzes & Posner, 

1995, p. 30). This study suggests that the practices of 

facilitative leadership are predictive of teachers' 

perceptions of their principal's effectiveness, their 

satisfaction with his or her performance, and their 

willingness to put forth extra effort. 

Reconimenda'bions for Furt:her Research 

The recommendations for future research are based on 

the questions and issues that were revealed during the 

course of this study. 
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Recommendation 1 

Further investigate the relationships between 

facilitative leadership practices and leadership outcomes by 

conducting a study using a number of schools across 

districts rather than from the same district. A study of 

schools across districts could provide valuable insight 

confirming or contrasting the findings of this study. The 

amount of variance in each of the leadership outcomes 

accounted for by facilitative leadership could possibly be 

attributable to characteristics inherent in this specific 

district. 

Recommendation 2 

Investigate if principals' perceptions of their 

leadership outcomes reflect the judgments of their staff by 

evaluating principals' responses on a self-evaluation 

instrument. 

Recommendation 3 

Conduct a study to determine if the perceptions of the 

administrators in the central office of a district reflect 

the perceptions of the teachers and the principal regarding 

the principal's leadership practices. This research would 

be important to either verify or dispute the findings of 

this study that supported teachers' perceptions of their 

principal's leadership behaviors as valid indicators of the 

principals' leadership outcomes. 
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Recommendation 4 

Further investigate the relationships between 

facilitative, transactional, and transformational leadership 

practices and leadership outcomes by conducting a study that 

combines both qualitative and quantitative methodology. 

Follow-up interviews or focus groups that utilized inductive 

methodology could validate and bring to life predictive data 

collected by quantitative methods. 

Stunmary 

This chapter presented a summary of the study, 

conclusions, recommendations for improving preservice and 

practicing administrator training and education, discussion, 

and recommendations for further research related to the 

questions raised by this study. 

This study set forth to analyze the relationships 

between elementary principals' leadership behaviors and 

leadership outcomes. Research suggests that the principal's 

leadership has indirect effects on student achievement. 

Leadership that is focused on influencing the internal 

processes that are directly linked to student learning such 

as instructional organization, academic expectations, 

academic learning time and teacher practices have been shown 

to positively influence student achievement. The purpose of 

this study was to identify leadership behaviors that may 

predict principals' positive leadership outcomes. 
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Findings of this study indicate the following 

conclusions relative to the question of elementary 

principals' leadership behaviors and their relationships to 

leadership outcomes: 

1. The transactional leadership behavior of 

contingent reward, facilitative leadership 

behavior, and the transformational leadership 

behaviors of idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration are all strongly 

positively correlated with the leadership 

outcomes of effectiveness, satisfaction, and 

extra effort. 

2. The transactional leadership behaviors of 

management by exception-passive and laissez-faire 

had negative correlations with the leadership 

outcomes 

3. Management by exception-active, a transactional 

leadership behavior, did not have any significant 

relationship to any of the leadership outcomes. 

4. The nine independent variables accounted for 80% 

of the variance in the leadership outcome of 

effectiveness. Facilitative leadership alone 

accounted for 65% of the variance in 

effectiveness. 
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5. The nine independent variables accounted for 8 3% 

of the variance in the leadership outcome of 

satisfaction. Facilitative leadership alone 

accounted for 70% of the variance in satisfaction. 

6. The nine independent variables accounted for 72% 

of the variance in the leadership outcome of extra 

effort. Facilitative leadership alone accounted 

for 63% of the variance in extra effort. 

The study identified recommendations to enhance 

preservice and practicing administrator education and 

training. The findings suggest that improvements should be 

considered in the following four areas: development of 

curriculum and materials that will increase administrators 

competence in facilitative leadership practices, 

facilitative leadership practices should become a skill set 

of practicing administrators, districts should include 

facilitative leadership practices in their leadership 

development programs. 

This study also generated questions that warrant 

further research. These recommendations are intended to 

broaden the scope of this study as well as confirm or refute 

the findings of this study. 



APPENDIX A 

INTERCORRELATION MATRIX 



Intercorrelations of Variables for the MuUiple Regression Analysis 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Idealized 
Influence .819** .722** .740** 798** -.049 -.437** -.542** .671** .705** .720** .697** 
Inspirational 
Motivation 570** .650** .726** -.016 -.418** -.502** .522** .698** .702** .653** 
Intellectual 
Stimulation 743** .670** -.087 -.361** -.431** .665** .643** .680** .666** 
Individualized 
Consideration 776** -.133 -310** -423** .678** .740** .763** .700** 
Contingent 
Reward -.125 -.305 -.421** .644** .699** .677** .709** 

6. Management 
By Exception 
(active) .150 .162 -.248** -.122 -.169 -.109 

7. Management 
By Exception 
(passive) .640** -.366** -.440** -.410** -.386** 

8. Laissez-
Faire -.430** -.567** -.535** -.442** 

9. Facilitative 
Leadership 711** .752** .704** 

10. Effectiveness 
(outcome) 921** .834** 

11. Satisfaction 
(outcome) .832** 

12. Extra effort 
(outcome) 

••P<.01 

CTi 
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