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Abstract: Problem statement: This study reports the development and validatibthe Relational
Leadership Questionnaire (RLQ). The consensusbatés of relational leadership are that the
relational leader is caring, empowering, ethicatlusive and has vision. These characteristics also
reflect the newest theory and view of leadershifhepsychological literature as wellpproach: For
each of these 5 attributes, 10 Likert items werigtevr using a 7 point response scale. These 5Gitem
were administered to 141 high school teachers. fasters were found for the RLQ and the 5 item$wit
the highest factors loadings for each attributeewetained for the confirmatory studiResults: A
confirmatory study was done with 434 elementaryddi@ and high school teachers who also
responded to the LMX leadership scale (the “knowarker” scale) and Mayer’s trust scale. The
hypothesized correlations with the LMX and trusales were obtained as were the expected factor
structures. The RLQ was in general validated, leutdgr, teaching level and teaching experience was
found to significantly influence factor structurasd scores on all three instrumer@snclusion: The
meaning and implications of these findings areudised as they are important to both research on and
theories of leadership. These finding also hameraber of key and important policy implications in
the assessment and evaluation of educational kedden school principals to university presidents
and legislative committee members. These laterigafbns are also discussed in detail and in terms
of the different model of educational leadershid policy formulation they suggest.

Key words: Leadership, leadership measurement, leadershipythemlational leadership, individual
differences and interactions

INTRODUCTION consensus view of the characteristics (or attrijute
relational leadership are that the relational leade
Of the many theories of leadership developedgcaring, empowering, ethical, inclusive and hasovisiA
relational leadership (Komiveat al., 1998; Regan and full review of the definitions of relational leacdip,
Brooks, 1995) is one that focuses on the naturth®f relational leadership theory and other leadership
relationships that exist between the leader andetho theories and the literature on this topic is givan
led; for example; principals and teachers. Thiswg#  Eyemaro (2001). The purpose of this article is to
leadership states that the leader-follower relatips  present the details of the Relational Leadership
have certain characteristics that will promote higlst  Questionnaire (RLQ) developed and the various data
and productivity (Deluga, 1994)and will improve that were collected to validate this scale in the
organizational climate and the satisfaction of skemke  exploratory (pilot) and confirmatory (main) studies
holders associated with the organization (Regan andone.
Brooks, 1995). These characteristics are the

characteristics of the Relational Leader and these MATERIALSAND METHODS
characteristics also reflect the newest theory d@ad

of leadership in the psychological literature asllwe To assess the validity of the Relational Leadg@rshi
(Reicheret al., 2007). Questionnaire (RLQ) and to test several associated

Since there is no objective measure of relationahypotheses and predictions, a variation of Campbel|
leadership available, this study sought to develog  Fiske (1959)multi-method and multi-trait (convergent
validate a relational leadership scale (questiaehai and discriminant validation) design was used, even
that measured the 5 consensus characteristicsfidént though factor analysis was the principal methodiuse
from the literature on relational leadership. Theassess the construct validity of the RLQ and therot
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scales used in this study. In this design, Lided andifferentiated fashion with adequately variabiliynd
Maslyn (1998) Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) particularly in an educational setting.

guestionnaire is the “known marker scal@’e., the
previously validated scale that is highly similarthe

RLQ) and Mayer and Davigl999) trust scale is the . . .
(profile type) “discriminating” variable Background undertaking the design and development of this

variables associated with teachers and principasew questlon_nalre, an extensive review of the I|te&1to_n
also used to form logical expectancies of positive,'eaderSh'p and school leadership was conductedetdf s

negative and zero-order correlations between the $1€ré was any other instrument that could be used t
and loading. A description of each instrument asd i Study (Eyemaro, 2001). Since there was no instrumen
psychometric properties are given below. that would specifically measure the attributesetditional

leadership that were described by Komieeal. (1998);

Leader-Member Exchange Questionnaire (LM XQ): Regan and Brooks (1995), and others, the Relational
The LMX-8 scale (Liden and Maslyn, 1998) is an upda Leadership Questionnaire (RLQ) had to be developed.
of the 7 item LMX scale published in 1984. The scal Using the guidelines for designing questionnaire
describes the nature of the interaction betweezader  outlined by Mertens (1997), a closed format desigs
and a follower. This scale has been used for aventy ~ Selected to construct the questions for the RLQ.
years to assess the nature and characteristieadér In their description of relational leadership,
follower relationships. Liden and Maslyn (1998)ridua ~ Komives et al. (1998) discussed leadership as a
positive correlation (r = 0.72) between the LMX andrelational process encompassing 5 attributes, which
transformational leadership at the individual leaeld were defined as inclusive, empowering, purposeful,
group level (r = 0.58). They also found a strongifpee ~ Process oriented and ethical. In a similar fashRegan
correlation with empowerment (r = 0.65), but a keza and Brooks (1995) named and defined in details five
relationship with mentoring (r = 0.48). Liden and attributes of relational leadership which were:
Maslyn (1998) found alpha coefficients ranging fromcollaboration, caring, courage, intuition and wsio
0.75-0.84 for LMX-7scale and then Bauer and GreerBased on the definitions, examples and descriptidns
(1996) reported an alpha of 0.94 for the LMX-8. TheKomiveset al. (1998); Regan and Brooks (1995), we
test-retest reliability coefficients for the LMXsgale is  first had to logically “factor analyze” these 1Gritutes
r = 0.80. In both the pilot study we did and thisdy, into a more parsimonious, but theoretically cohesen
we obtained Cronbach alpha coefficients of 0.91 an®f key attributes and qualities, if an instrumehatt
0.95 respectively on the modified version of the XM teachers could respond to in a reasonable amount of
we used. This scale was modified to fit an educalio time was to be developed.
setting by changing the term “supervisor” to Table 1 shows the 5 individual attributes of
“principal”. A similar type of modification, it shdd be  relational leadership presented by Komieeal. (1998)
noted, can be made to our scale to make it fitlass, and the 5 presented by Regan and Brooks (1995) and
social or other types of research situations. the five s overlapping, parsimonious and key aitdb

Although the LMX has been one of the “leading our analysis identified that we used to develop the
and best leadership measures” to date in thetliterait ~ RLQ, which is the focus of this study. As can berse
is only an 8 items scale that yields a single totafrom Table 1, the 5 overlapping and key attributtest
(overall) score. As such, it produces truncatedyve found were inclusiveness, empowerment, caring,
correlation coefficients that underestimate actuakthicality and vision. The following discussion
relationships and information that it not highly jllustrates how we arrived at these 5 common and ke
differentiated in terms of the several sub-conssr@  attributes.
leadership that are present in the many theorisaie
Curreml_y in  the ”te,rature. incmdi.ng the theory Table 1: Attributes of relational leadership
underlying the LMX. Little reliable refined analysef ‘;mivesetal (1998) Regan and Brooks (1995) Main study

Relational Leadership Questionnaire (RLQ): Before

the sub-constructs of leadership can be done dkieg Inclusive Collaboration Inclusive

scale because of these limitations. There is, thierga  Empowering Caring Empowering
Purposeful Courage Caring

strong nc_eed for a scale such as the RLQ th_at MERSUrEhical Intuition Ethical

leadership constructs and sub-constructs in a yighlProcess Vision Vision and intuition
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Regan and Brooks described collaboration as “thsubscale scores for this instrument. Extremely high
ability to work in a group, eliciting and offerirsupport  scores on the “lie” subscale indicated questiomnair
to each other member, creating a synergetic envieoh  responses whose validity was so highly dubious that
for everyone”. On the other hand, Komiwetsl. (1998) they should be eliminated from analyses. There were
described inclusive as “enhancing the learning ofquestionnaires in the pilot or main study that eeetb
others, helping them to develop their own initiafiv be eliminated based on their “lie scale” score.
strengthening them in the use of their own judgment A panel of 8 high school teachers who were given
and enabling them to grow”. These 2 definitions ever definitions and descriptions of the attributes that
similar in meaning hence the selection of inclusivecomprised the RLQ scale was used to evaluate whethe
instead of using both. the questions reflected the attributes that were

Regan and Brooks’ description of collaboration canhypothesized to measure. The panel had a teadar fr
also be compared to empowerirgs described by each of the departments in the high school in tham
Komiveset al. (1998) which describes empowering asschool system in Massachusetts where the instrument
sharing information by bringing people into a groupwas piloted. The teacher panel met with us to fglari
process and promoting individual as well as teamany questions that they had regarding the constifict
learning. In essence, the attributes described éyaR  relational leadership prior to classifying eachttod 50
and Brooks (1995) and Komivest al. (1998) items by subscale categories. The panel initially
overlapped in their meanings. classified 80% of the items (40 of 50) correctly.

Purposeful, which was one of the attributes ofWherever disagreements were found the item was
relational leadership as described by Komietsal. reworked until consensus was reached.

(1998), is similar in meaning to vision as desdiligy This preliminary version of the RLQ (with the “lie
Regan and Brooks (1995). Komives al. (1998) scale” items included) was pilot tested in threlkosds
definition of process was similar to Regan and B®o (elementary, middle and secondary) in this urbdoskt
definition of caring, but Regan and Brook’s conceptsystem in Massachusetts (N = 141) to assess the
was more inclusive and direct and therefore, ué@. reliability and preliminary validity of the scalea the
reverse of this point was true for courage (Regach a clarity of the instructions before its use in timain
Brook, 1995) and ethicality (Komivest al., 1998) so study. The RLQ had to be administered anonymously
ethical was chosen. Intuition was not included as awith no background information collected on teasher
attribute in this study because we believe, as doesr principals in this pilot study, as only 3 (votear)
Noddings (2003), that intuition is an inner concept principals were assessed and the school system was
mind that would be to difficult for teachers to g&d experiencing the tensions of undergoing educational
reliability or validly about principals or even eth reform. Additionally, given the length of this vens of
teachers. the RLQ, there was not enough time to collect

Ten questions were drafted for each attributénformation on the LMX or the Trust scale. Although
finally chosen using the definitions and example®iy  there were also other confounding factors in thist p
by Regan and Brooks (1995); Komiwetsal. (1998) for  study, a little over 90% of the teachers returnied t
each attribute. A seven point response scale wad usquestionnaire. The Cronbach alpha coefficients llat a
for all items (on all instruments) with 7 beingostgly  grade levels on all subscales of the RLQ exceedg@ 0
agree and 1 being strongly disagree to keep thand the exploratory factor analyses done (principdd
response format consistent and logical between thfactoring with communities in the diagonals andmax
three instruments. The questions were organized in rotations as the most conservative of approachesdf5
logical sequence (i.e., related items grouped tmggt tentative factors that accounted for 84% of theavee
for clarity. and roughly corresponded to the 5 attributes

To assess the degree to which subjects werbypothesized. This factor analysis, however, raised
reading and responding to items carefully and Wglll  several questions that could only be answerechoified
additional social desirability items (Carifio, 1994ere  through further study. The 5 items that had thédg
inserted into the scale that required subjectespand factor loading on each factor, therefore, wereimethfor
to them in the opposite direction of their typical the final scale with one of the 5 “lie scale” itetmsing
responses to the 25 items in the scale. Thesents ite added after each 5 items for a factor to creatkadinal
constituted the “Response Validity Cross-Check30 item scale for use in the main confirmatory gtud
(RVCQC)” or “lie” subscale that allowed the assessime
of the quality and validity of each subject’s respes. Trust scale: The 29 item Trust Scale that was used in
These items were not counted in developing total othis study was one developed. Drawing from extensiv
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literature on trust from various disciplines, Mageal. White, 13% Black, 19% Hispanic, less than 1%
(1995) developed a process model depicting thezmerican Indian and 7% Asian. Only 23 of the 28
elements of trust and its associated constructe a8C schools that had a minimum of thirty-five teachers
propensity to trust, ability, benevolence, integ@nd  (which was needed to produce an adequate sample of
interpersonal trust (Martin, 1999). This measur&@dt  yesponses per principal) and a principal that kessbn

was also recently used in a study that examined thger or his position for more than one school yees(

impact of LMX on interpersonal trugMartin, 1999). 5t in the honeymoon year) were included in theltu
However, the researcher examined both the leadgr anr, o study had district office approval which was

member’'s perception of trust and did not idemifycommunicated to school principals
yvhether the relational level of Ieader_sh|p had any  Inthe preliminary request for volunteer scho®,
impact on the level of trust observed which is jedi schools responded indicating their willingness to

by the theory. This measure of trust has beerE)articipate in this study, while 5 schools (3 elataey

empirically tested and it satisfactorily measurés t and 1 middle) said that the -
e y would not particip&aly
construct Cronbach alpha coefficients ranged fror 0 14 of the 18 schools returned the questionnaires th

(propensity to trust) to _0.96 (integrity) with t_lmqerall were then distributed to them. In telephone
_alpha for th_e scale being 0.88. We _found similgha conversations with the principals of the 4 schabkst
is in the main study. Strong correlatlo_ns (r =530575) did not return their questionnaires, we were tdidtt
have been found between LMX and interpersonal trusfaachers were engaged in several school actities
(Martin, 1999). Limited modification was done toeth would not have the time to respond to the survege.
T“.JSt ScaI(_e S0 as to make it appropriate for th‘m 4 schools that did not distribute their questioresi
being studied |n.th|.s feseaTCh- The term superusmy ere all elementary schools. We were not able sesss
chang_ed o principals since in some ecjucat'onaﬁ/uantitatively several different possible biases thay
organizations, there are chains of Com”.‘a“d and th ave arisen due to the self-selection of this feaahple
term supervisor may appear confusing to theother than the empirical results found in this gtuthis
respondent. fact is a limitation of this study.
) i Response rates from 4 of the 14 returning schools
Main study sample: In the main study, teachers were \yere |ess than 15% (2 middle, 1 high, 1 elementary)
administered the LMX first, then the RLQ, then the yhile one of the schools did not distribute the
Trust scale and then the biographical backgrounguestionnaires to the teachers at all. Attemptsewer
questionnaire. Teachers responded to these institsme made to increase the response rates through falfpw-
using the codename technique (Carifio and Bironcalls and letters. However, these attempts didremilt
1982) so that their responses would be anonymaus, bin any change in response rates. In follow-up pteaie
all questionnaires for a given subject could bédth  conversations with the principals whose respontesra
together for analyses. These RLQ instrument isrgime  were low, reasons such as school activities, TAAS
Table 13 with items coded by their characteristic. preparation, professional development workshops and
The sample in the main study was drawn from aother school related events were given for the low
fully accredited “recognized” suburban school distr response rates. These difficulties left 9 schdudd had
in the southwestern region of the United Statesacceptable response rates to be included in amsalyse
“Recognized” is one of the categories of theEach of these subsamples, however, had various
accountability standards issued by the State Board imbalances and anomalies that had to be considered
Education in Texas and means that the schoolatissri  P€ “intervening variables” that needed to be camsid
meeting mandated education standards based on th&all analyses and the interpretation of all resul
performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic. |aPle 2 presents the teacher response ratdheo
Skills (TAAS) test. This school district had 19 nine schools that constituted the main study bydgen

. . . and education level along with the associated walue
elementary schools, 6 intermediate schools anch. hi for the entire teacher population of the nine sé$i00
schools. There were over two thousand teacherSein t oq can be seen from Table 2. a total of 446 teacher
diStI’iCt. About 74% were fema|eS and 26% were male%esponded to the Surveys but after a qua“ty assera
The ethnic breakdown of the teachers was also asheck was done only 434 questionnaires were prpper!
follows: 92% White, 4% Black, 3% Hispanic, lessrtha completed. Of the 434, 170 were from elementary, 94
1% for American Indian and Asian. In addition, #ner were from middle and 170 were from the high
were over thirty three thousand students in th@sich schools. The elementary schools had the highest

district reflecting a student ethnic backgroundeafs  response rate (from alow of 67% to a high B¥9.
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Table 2: Teacher response rates in the main stydgihder and degree level for the sample and ptipala

Females Males Bachelor Graduate N

Response
School level Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Samjep. Sample Pop. Sample rate (%)
Elementary 1 40 (29) 4 Q) 34 (20) 10 (20) 44 (30) 68
Elementary 2 30 (28) 4 ®) 24 (22) 10 9) 34 1)@3 91
Elementary 3 42 (32) 3 Q) 31 (23) 14 (20) 45 3)3 73
Elementary 4 55 (36) 2 ) 47 (25) 10 (13) 57 38)( 67
Elementary 5 48 (40) 2 1) 45 (33) 8 (8) 50 )41 82
Intermediate 1 62 (41) 13 (8) 65 (412) 10 (8) 75 (49) 65
Intermediate 2 56 (41) 15 4) 41 (41) 31 (4) 71 45)( 63
High 1 79 (55) 71 (24) 87 (41) 63 (38) 150 (79) 53
High 2 107 (76) 68 (24) 114 (68) 61 (32) 175 quo 57
Total 519 (378) 182 (68) 488 (314) 213 (132) 701 (446) 64

Table 3: Background information on teachery Ischool levels Table 4: Inter-correlations between the LMX, RLQdamust total

(N = 434) scale scores
School levels Instruments LMX RLQ Trust scale
LMX [0.95]* 0.88* 0.85**
Demographic variables Elementary Middle High sgthoTotal RLQ [0.98] 0.90**
Females 121 82 162 365  Trust scale [0.93]
ralgs ¢ education: 8 12 48 69 Note. LMX = Leader-Member-Exchange, RLQ = Relational
evel of education: Leadership Questionnaire. **; p<0.01 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
Bachelors only 98 59 127 284 in diagonals
Graduate Degree 43 35 721 50
Yearswith principal: . .
Less than 3 years 80 19 831 g2 the middle school had 94 teachers representeden th
4-8 years 68 44 561 68  total sample. The high school had more mafés @5.5,
_"r"gcehfizgfgpﬁﬁeﬁce 22 3l a1 84 df = 2, p<0.001) than the middle and elementary
Less than 6 years a4 14 39 97 Schools. In the total sample of 4,134 teachers, 66%e
6-10 years 30 13 36 79 teachers had only a bachelor's degree and 35% had
11-18 44 21 36 101 graduate degree. What may also be observed in Bable
More than 18 years 52 46 59 157 is the fact that high school teachers have sigitly a
Total 170 94 170 434 higher level of education{ = 11.31, df = 2, p<0.003)

than middle and elementary teachers and they have
In the middle and high schools, more than halfhef t more years with the principakX = 29.4, df = 4,

teachers returned their questionnaires. It is ingmorto  p<0.001) than middle and elementary teachers. The
note that the middle and high schools are largesiza  teaching experience by school level showed that the
in terms of teachers and student population conupiaxe teachers at the high school have marginally sicgnifily
the elementary so this may account for the lowemore years of teaching’(= 11.8, df = 6, p<0.06) than
response rates. Also, it should be noted that middlthe elementary and middle schools levels. Given the
school teachers are “under represented” in the lampdata presented in Table 3, the demographic prodifes
and the population. Another important point is tiigh ~ high school, middle school and elementary school
percentage of the sample that is female (85%) hed t teachers are not the same and these three graipstar
low percentage that is male (15%). There were notegual units’ or “directly comparable,” particulgras
many male teachers in this school system overélie(2 '€Sponse levels on each of the three instrumeets ins
of the overall population and 37% of the sampleth's study were significantly correlated with these
population), but the gender percentages for thd€acher background factors.
respondent sample were significantly different thizm
populations  values at the 0.0 € 5.1, df = 1) and
0.01 §* = 7.08, df = 1) level. Eemale respondents, Table 4 shows the inter-correlations
therefore, were over represented in the sample. (convergent/discriminant validation results) betweke

Table 3 presents basic background data on teachejgtal scale scores for the LMX, RLQ and trust ssal
in the sample by school levels, teaching experiencenith the alpha reliability coefficients in etiagonals.
years with the principal and educational level. @  As can be seen from Table 4, the 8 item LMX scale,
be seen from Table 3, the number of teachers in th@&hich was the benchmark measure, correlated wéh th
high and elementary schools were equal (wbie RLQ scale atr=0.88 and with Trust scale=adr85.
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Table 5: Inter-correlations between LMX and 5 saless of RLQ and 5 subscales of the trust scale 484}

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
LMX [0.95] 0.79** 0.83** 0.82** 0.87**  0.79** 0.80* 0.82**  0.80** 0.71* 0.16**
Inc. [0.84] 0.83* 0.82** 0.87*  0.76** 0.71** 0.B** 0.73* 0.67** 0.16**
Emp. [0.91] 0.84** 0.87*  0.83* 0.74** 0.79**  Or8* 0.69** 0.15**
Eth. [0.91] 0.87*  0.84* 0.76** 0.84*  0.84** 72** 0.15**
Car. [0.88] 0.87** 0.79* 0.84**  0.83* 0.72** 0.15**
Vision [0.92] 0.74** 0.81*  0.86* 0.71* 0.18
Ben. [0.80] 0.75**  0.76** 0.66** 0.15**
Integ. [0.91] 0.86** 0.75** 0.15**
Ability [0.96] 0.75** 0.18**
Intps. [0.75] 0.18**
Prop. to trust [0.68]

Note: Inc: Inclusive, Emp: Empowering, Eth: Ethical,rC&aring, Ben: Benevolence, Integ: Integrity, Bitinterpersonal Trust, Prop to trust:
Propensity to Trust, **: p<0.01

The RLQ correlated with Trust Scale at r = 0.90thes  predictive validity evidence for the RQL as well its
correlation between the LMX and RLQ is so strond an underlying theory.
the LMX has been validated as a measure of aspécts Table 5 shows the inter-correlations of LMX and
relational leadership, this convergent result \&bgd the subscales of the RLQ and the subscales ofrilmt T
the RLQ. As total RLQ scores strongly correlatethwi Scale. As can be seen from Table 5, all of thecalbs
total trust scores as hypothesized by theory (r99))  highly inter-correlated with each other and the LMX
this discriminant result additionally validates tReQ.  with the exception of the propensity to trust sasof
The correlation between the LMX and Trust Sadle the Trust Scale which has an extremely low (but
r = 0.85 is also a new finding and further validatike  significant) correlation with all other measuresheT
LMX scale. It should also be noted that all thrde o correlations between LMX and trust variables are
these correlations are extremely high. consistent with Martin (1999) in which the “Impaut
Two unobtrusive measures were also used tdrust on LMX Relationships” was examined in a small
validate the RLQ. The first was the number of temsh community hospital (N = 448). The findings heressro
for principals rated as high (N = 236) or low redaal  validate the finding of the Martin (1999) study.
leaders (N = 198), using RLQ scores as the criterio It should be noted that both Komivetsal. (1998);
who participated in school-wide activities and theRegan and Brooks (1995) hypothesized strong
second was the number of teachers for these same tworrelations between the attributes they identifasd
categories of principals who participated indefining relational leadership and this strong elation
voluntary initiatives (Eyemaro, 2001). between attributes is what we found, as can be seen
Fifty five percent of teachers in schools whtre  Table 5. This view and the results found, howekaxe
principals were classified as high relational leade a number of different and important implications
participated in school-wide initiatives such asrelative to factor analyzing these scales to astess
improving test scores, school based managememnstruct validity and this point needs to be kept
initiatives and restructuring, whereas only 16%mind.
participated in school-wide initiatives in schoolhere To assess the degree to which subject background
principals were classified as being low relationalfactors were related to the subscale of Relational
leaders (z = 6.31, p<0.001). Leadership and Trust and the LMX, a correlation
In addition, 75% of the teachers participated inmatrix was generated (Eyemaro, 2001) or this miatrix
non-school/non-contract-mandated (voluntary)Significant correlations (from 0.10-0.13) at thedD.
activities (such as dances, sports both in andbbtite  level were found between subject background factors
city and other student sponsored events that tiaep (school level, gender, years on the job and nunolber
outside contract hours in schools) where the poadsi  years teaching) and some of the subscales of beth t
were classified as high relational leaders, wheoedyg  trust and relational leadership scales as well hes t
17% of the teachers participated in such voluntaryt MX. Significant correlations were found between
initiatives in schools where the principals wereedaas  school level and the subscales of ethicality arsiowi
low relational leaders (z = 8.63, p<0.001). Theseon the RLQ and ability and integrity on the trustle
differences in participation rates were predictegd b and between gender and ethicality and vision (RLQ)
Komiveset al. (1998); Regan and Brooks (1995) which and benevolence, integrity and propensity to tarst
makes these data and these findings strong extendal the trust scale. The result of the correlation leety
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total LMX and years at the job and years teachsg i Trust scale: To investigate the construct validity of the

consistent with the findings of Martin (1999), whic
found that there was a relationship between timeon
job (tenure) and the quality of the relationshipwesen

a leader and a follower. Scores on all three ofehe
instruments (i.e., judgments about leadership anst t
attributes), therefore, are significantly influedcéy
these background factors, which give rise to @ity
important questions about the objectivity, compalitstb

Trust scale, principal axis factoring with commigst

in the diagonals using varimax rotation with Kaiser
normalization and an eigen-value cutoff of 1.0 @bhi
was the approximate Skree value) was conducted to
analyze the subscale scores in the of trust ingniras

this is the most conservative factor analyticalrapph
(Costello and Osborne, 2005; Henson and Robert,
2001). Table 6 shows the factor analysis resultshe

and meaningfulness of ratings and mean levels foattributes of trust for the principals in the maitudy
principals on these scales. These points and issuédl = 434). As can be seen from the Table 6, on®fac
about all three of these scales will be addressedccounted for 66% of the variance. All subscalespk
throughout the remaining presentation of the factofor propensity to trust loaded highly on this facto

analytical results.

Table 6: Principal axis factor analysis with varimatation of the
five trust subscales

Subscale* Factor | h
Benevolence 0.88 0.77
Integrity 0.93 0.86
Ability 0.93 0.86
Interpersonal trust 0.84 0.72
Propensity to trust 0.28 0.08

Common variance 66%
items in each scaleinsluded in

Note: *: The full content of
Table 13

Table 7: Principal axis factor analysis with varkmatation of the
trust scale items (N = 434)
Factors

Items* Benevolence Propensity to trust 2 h

b1l 0.84 0.04 0.71
b2 0.43 0.01 0.18
b3 0.80 0.05 0.65
b4 0.89 0.04 0.79
b5 0.90 0.08 0.80
int6 0.87 0.03 0.76
int7 0.83 0.09 0.70
int8 0.82 0.03 0.67
int9 0.80 0.02 0.64
int11 0.89 0.05 0.80
abl2 0.90 0.09 0.81
abl3 0.86 0.06 0.76
abl4 0.92 0.06 0.74
abl5 0.88 0.08 0.84
abl6 0.87 0.02 0.77
ab17 0.80 0.02 0.64
intt19 0.61 0.16 0.40
intt21 0.74 0.25 0.61
prt23 0.01 0.57 0.32
prt24 0.06 0.71 0.51
prt26 0.16 0.74 0.57
prt27 0.06 0.72 0.51
prt28 0.02 0.70 0.47
prt29 0.03 0.67 0.45
Common 52.00 12.00 64.00

variance (%)

Note: *: The full content of each item is given in Mayand Davis
(1999); Eyemaro (2001)
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Propensity to trust is a subscale that is fairly
independent and uncorrelated to the other four and
ratings on this scale cannot be predicted using the
ratings on the other four subscales. It would faam
second factor if an Eigen-value of less than oneewe
used in the factor analysis. The results of thiddia
analysis, however, support the construct validityhe
trust scale developed by Mayetral. (1995), but shows
that four of the attributes are so highly corredate
each other as to be one factor. It also shows that
although teachers might have a low propensityust @&
principal, they still can rate the principal higtdy the
four essential attributes of trust (and vice-versajich
suggests that there may be some intervening vasgabl
and other factors affecting teacher’s propensitjrust

a principal.

All items on the trust scale were factor analyzed.
For this factor analysis, a Principal Axis Factor
Analysis with communities in the diagonals with
Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization and an
Eigen value cutoff of 1.0 was used. Table 7 shdwes t
results of the factor analysis of all items on thest
scale. As can be seen from Table 7, 2 factors axtedu
for 64% of the variance with 52 and 12 % attributed
factors Il and | respectively. All items on thedtiscale
except items specifically related to the subscdle
propensity to trust loaded highly on the first tactin a
similar fashion, the items on the other subscaiésadt
load on the second factor (propensity to truste dur
attributes of trust identified by Mayet al. (1995) do
not correlate with (or predict) the propensity tast
(the fifth attribute). To the best of our knowledge
factor analysis of Mayeet al. (1995) trust scale at the
item level has not been reported and that is why it
being reported here.

LMX scale: Table 8 presents the factor analysis results
for the Leader Member Exchange Questionnaire
(LMXQ). A principal axis factor analysis using

communalities in the diagonals and varimax rotation



Current Research in Psychology 1 (1): 16-28, 2010

and an Eigen value cutoff of 1.0 was used. As &an b When comparing Table 9 and 10, the underlying
seen from Table 8, one factor was found that adeaun construct and factor structure in both studies thee

for 75% of the variance for the 8 items on the LMXQ same and each factor structure cross-validatestties.

All items highly loaded on this factor with the lest  The increase in common variance in the main stedy i
factor loading being 0.79 and the highest loadieipdgp  most probably due to increase in sample size aed th
0.94. The LMX-8 scale used in this study showed difference in geographical location of the samplé
single factor structure that is consistent with tesults  the pilot study sample being in the Northeast drel t
in other Studies that showed the LMX to have alsing main study sample being in the Southwest. In
factor structure (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Theulte comparing the subscales, therefore, the consisteficy
of this factor analysis, therefore, strongly sup@drthe values between the pilot and main study strongly
construct validity of the items comprising the LMX supported the construct validity of the subscales
scale and shows that the known marker scale in thisomprising the RLQ.

study is yielding the same results and behaving lzss The items for each subscale were also factor
in other studies. analyzed (principal axis factor analysis with

o ) communities in the diagonals and varimax rotatidt w
RLQ scale: To evaluate the validity of the Relational 5iser Normalization and an Eigen value cutoff @)1

Leadership Questionnaire  (RLQ), several factory these analyses, the items for each of the five
analyses were done. A principal axis factor analysi g hscales reduced to one factor which accounte@or

with communalities in the diagonals and varimaxgze, of the variance (Eyemaro, 2001) for these facto
rotation with Kaiser normalization and an eigenueal structures).

cutoff of 1.00 was conducted to analyze the sulescal
scores of the pilot and main studies. Table 9 shine's Table 10: Pr!ncipal axis factor analysis of the R&@bscales in the
factor analyses of the subscales in the pilot study main study (N = 434)

2

can be seen from Table 9, one factor was found that“Pscales Factor h
. Inclusive 0.91 0.82
accounted for 84% of the variance on the subsc:;tlegmpowering 0.04 0.88
scores for the pilot study. All subscales loadedtia  caring 0.95 0.91
factor with the lowest loading being 0.86 and theEthical 0.94 0.88
highest being 0.94 Vision and intuition 0.92 0.86
T Common variance 86%

Table 10 shows the factor analysis for the scores
the subscales in the main study. As can be seen fro

Table 11: Principal components factor analysishef RLQ items in

the_ Table_ 9, one factor accounted for 8_7% of the pilot study (N = 141)
variance in the subscale scores of the main stAly. TFactors | I m v v
subscales loaded on this factor being 0.91 and thgems* Caring Empowering Ethical _ Vision _ Inclusive 2 h
i i i IncL 0.14 076 0.17 0.27 0.32 0.8
highest factor loading being 0.95. Inc2 032 041 0.24 0.04 0.74 0.88
. _ o _ _ Inc3 037 064 048  -0.08 0.04 0.78
Table 8: Principal axis factor analysis with varimatation for the Inc4 040  0.62 0.43 .0.07 0.25 0.81
LMX Items (N = 434) Incs 021 082 -0.01 0.11 0.15 0.75
ltems* Factor 1 h Empl 0.45 0.74 0.19 0.12 0.20 0.84
1 084 071 Emp2 045 072 0.07 0.22 0.10 0.79
2 0.88 0.77 Emp3 039 063 0.28 0.19 -0.05 0.67
3 0.90 081 Emp4 0.63  0.53 0.36 0.17 -0.12 0.86
4 0.85 072  Emps 0.68  0.45 0.36 014 012 0.82
5 0.94 0.88 Carl 0.80 0.24 -0.04 0.11 0.33 0.83
6 0.84 071  Car2 0.81 034 016  -0.01 0.01 0.80
7 0.79 062 car3 0.84  0.37 0.13 0.13 0.01 0.88
8 0.88 077  Car4 0.76  0.47 0.14 0.27 0.01 0.90
Common variance 75% Carb5 0.76 0.35 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.84
Ethl 0.76  0.40 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.84

Note: *: The full content of each item is given in Mart(1999);

Eth2 023 0.16 0.82 0.21 0.20 0.84

Eyemaro (2001) Eth3 067 0.5 0.48 0.24 0.02 0.80

Eth4 072 0.28 0.28 0.10 0.10 0.71

Table 9: Principal axis factor analysis of the Rk@bscales in the Eths 0.61 0.29 0.42 0.38 0.15 0.80

pilot study (N = 141) Vis1 073  0.22 0.19 0.38 0.18 0.81

2 Vis2 077 017 0.23 0.30 0.26 0.83

Subscales Factor h Vis3 075 021 0.17 031 0.28 0.80

Inclusive 0.86 0.74  visa 061  0.30 0.26 0.32 0.24 0.70

Empowering 0.94 0.88  Vis5 028 0.22 0.17 0.81 0.001 0.82

Caring 0.93 0.87 Common  64.00  6.00 4.00 3.00 3.000 80.00

Ethical 0.94 0.89 Variance (%)
Vision and intuition 0.92 0.84 Note: *: The full content of each item in Table 11 islided in
Common variance 84% Table 13
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Table 11 shows the principal axis factor analysis  Table 12 shows the principal axis factor analysis
results with communalities in the diagonals andwith communalities in the diagonals and varimax
varimax rotation for all 25 items on the RLQ foreth rotation results for all 25 items on the RLQ in thain
pilot study. The Eigen value cutoff was 0.70 as thestudy. The Eigen-cut off value was 0.70 as the &kre
Skree test suggested that this was the most apat@pr test indicated that this was the most appropriateevto
value to use. As can be seen from Table 11, 5factouse. As can be seen from Table 12, 5 factors atedun
were found which accounted for 80% of the variancdor 77% of the variance with 64, 4, 3, 3 and 3%
with 64, 6, 4, 3 and 3% attributed to then 5 fastor attributed to each of the 5 factors respectivelgese
respectively. These factors were named Caring (l)factors again were named Caring (I), Empowerinyg (Il
Empowering (1), Ethical (Ill), Vision (IV) and Vision (lll), Inclusion (IV) and Ethical (V). Againas in
Inclusion (V), which are the 5 subscales that werehe pilot study, the majority of the 25 items loddm
hypothesized. The majority of the 25 items, howevertwo factors (Caring and Empowering). Factor Il
loaded on factors | (Caring) and Il (Empowering). (Vision) comprised of 7 items and factors IV
Factor Il (Ethical) was comprised of 5 dominaminiis  (Inclusion) and V (Ethical) loaded on two dominant
and factors IV (Vision) and V (Inclusion) loaded ome  items respectively.
dominant item each. The factors, therefore, amngty A comparison of the results of the factor analyses
correlated and the underlying structure is oblique. conducted for the RLQ in the pilot and the mairdgtu

The factor analysis at the item level in the pilotshowed that most of the items in the RLQ loadethliig
study indicated that there was essentially one majoon the same first two factors (Caring and Empovggrin
underlying factor for relational leadership, which While Caring accounted for the same percentage of
account for a large amount of variance (64%) and 4ariance in both studies, Empowering accounted$or
relatively minor factors accounting for 3 to 6%tbe  jn the pilot compared to 4% in the main study.
variance. Three of the 4 minor factors are defibgd However, the last three factors (11, IV and V) sted a
0r_1e.item and would disappear if the three_ itemsewer yifferent trend. For example in the pilot studyghhi
eliminated from the scale. The last minor facmrloadings occurred in Ethical compared to Visiorthia

(*empowering”) is actually correlated to the fi&tong  main study. While factors IV and V were compriséd o

factor as an obl_iqu_e analysis .ShOWed' which furth(aE)ne dominant item each in the pilot study, 2 domina
supports the finding of primarily one general

underlying factor, particularly as an Eigen valwsoff items compr@sed these Ia_st two fa_lctors in fche main
of less than 1 Wa:5 used to obtain the structure. study. The size, geographical location and diffeesn

in subject characteristics of these 2 samples had a
Table 12: Principal components factor analysis witarimax  effect on the items loading on the five factorsiifeed

rotation of main study RLQ items (N = 434) in the analyses conducted as other analyses iedicat
Factors oo L A (see below). However, the results of the pilot gtadd
Items’ Caring Empowering Vision Inclusive  Ethical h h . d iall h hie i
ol 554 034 503 533 515 053 the main study are essentially the same as the Zirs
Inc2 023 016 0.17 0.84 0.07 082 factors found in the main study were also “obliqaed
ncs o 0% oo 0% 039 28 moderately correlated. For all practical purposés,
Incs 0.28 0.34 0.35 0.51 0.13 060 RLQ was comprised of one underlying factor in the
Empl 046 064 0.19 0.24 0.21 0.76 i
Emp2 0.48 0.73 0.12 0.20 0.13 0.83 main StUdy'
Emp3 031 079 0.22 0.20 0.09 0.83
e ovs oae 9z 018 0% 078 Intervening variablesand individual differences As
Carl 0.61 0.15 0.41 0.32 0.06 0.67 Stated above, scores on all three of the instrusnesed
a2 ore 0% 9% 019 0% 078 in this study (i.e., judgments and ratings about
Car4 0.72 0.41 0.36 0.15 0.11 o.8s leadership and trust attributes) were significantly
Eﬁ]ff g-g;‘ 33-28 8-235 3-11;‘ g-f‘? 8-68; influenced by several background factors, whichegav
Eth2 0.20 0.12 0.19 0.11 0.90 092 rise to ir_n_portant questions about th_e objectivity,
E{Ei 8-22 8-23 8-3 8-23 8-‘11; 8-;2 comparability and meaningfulness of ratings and rmea
Eths 057 053 028 029 015 oo levels for principals on these scales. The itemstte
Vis1 053 054 0.45 0.13 0.14 081 RLQ in the main study, therefore, were also factor
N P oo s 0% analyzed separately by gender, school level and
Vis4 0.52 0.37 0.51 0.10 0.22 0.73 teaching experience. For all of these analyses, a
\é'gr?] o &15‘0 04150 0;5’0 03-2010 03}070 %750 principal axis factor analysis with communalitiesthe
Variance (%) ' ' ' ' " diagonals and varimax rotation with Kaiser
The content for each item is given in Table 13 Normalization and eigen value cut off of 1.0 wesedt
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Table 13:Relational leadership scale with items coded bydh&racteristics measured. The response categmeesumbered 1-7 with each
number defined beneath the scale

Item Subtest Classification
Creates opportunity for professional and persor@ahth for 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Inclusive-1
teachers and others.

Rarely allows teacher participation in workshops. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Lie-Scale-1
Encourages risk taking amongst staff 7 6 5 4 3 2 Inclusive-2
Engages in well-mannered, polite, civil discoutsa tespects 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Inclusive-3
differences and values equity and involvement.

Readily maintains attitudes that respect differeraed values 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Inclusive-4
equity and involvement.

Not open to ideas or difference of opinion. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Lie-Scale-2
Recognizes and engages all internal and exteralked-gtolders in 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Inclusive-5
building coalitions

Builds professional capabilities of others and potes 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Empower-1
self-leadership.

Encourages others by sharing information bringiegpte into 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Empower-2
group process and promoting individual and groaprimg.

Shares important tasks with others. 7 6 5 4 3 2 Impdiver-3
Acknowledges the abilities and skills of others. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Empower-4
Shows appreciation for the contribution of others. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Empower-5
Does not create opportunities for information singri 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Lie-Scale-3
Steps out of his/her personal frame of referentethmat 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caring-1

of others.

Shows sensitivity for the needs and feelings oépteachers 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caring-2
and administrators.

Establishes relationships built on values, carimd) support. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caring-3
Promotes individual development and responds to the 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caring-4
needs of others.

Nurtures growth and remains connected to staffjesits and 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caring-5
others through interpersonal relationships.

Influences others by mutual liking and respect. 7 6 5 4 3 2 | Ethics-1
Does not care about my personal development. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Lie-Scale-4
Conforms to the established standards of admitisgraractice. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Ethics-2
Actively practices in “leading with integrity”. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Ethics-3
Considers opposing viewpoints and the values amdahues of 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Ethics-4
others in decision making.

Encourages a shared process of leadership thrbegiréation 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Ethics-5
of opportunity and responsibility for others.

Provides inspiring and strategic goals 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Vision-1
Inspirational, able to motivate by articulatingesffively the 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Vision-2
Importance of what teachers are doing.

Has vision; often brings ideas about possibilif@sthe future. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Vision-3
Articulates natural mental ability that is is asated 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Vision-4
with experience.

Does not believe in trying new ideas? 7 6 5 4 3 2 lie-scale-5
Often exhibit unique behavior that symbolizes dedelld beliefs 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Vision-5

Instructions: Indicate the extent to which each of followingnits is characteristic of the current principal @tiryschool by circling the appropriate categorytnex
to the item; 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree nor dégads = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree 7 = Stronglyeagre

When the female (N = 365) responses to the RLEmpowerment and Inclusiveness) were found for
were factor analyzed separately at the items lewed, middle school teachers (N = 94) that accounte®886
underlying factor (Caring) was found that accourfted of the variance_ with 58, 5 and 5% attributed to the
64% of the variance with 17 of the 25 items loadingfactors respectively. All items at the elementagyel
above 0.80 on this one factor (Eyemaro, 2001) iwfa (N = 170) loaded on one factor (Caring) with 68%

. . 0
these factor structures). Three underlying factoese accounting for the common variance. AS 96% of
found for male teachers (N = 69) which account foreIementary school teachers were female, this resast

) . not surprising.
75% of thg variance, which showed that thg male " one factor (Ethicality/Vision) was found for highl
teachers differentiated between the characterisifcs experienced (N = 176) teachers (more than 18 yafars
relational leadership more than the females. Thesféaching experience) that accounted for 69% of the
factors were named empowering (66%), vision (5%)variance when two items with no variance were
and ethicality (4%). The result, of course, maydoe eliminated. Two correlated factors were found for
in part to the small sample size for men. inexperienced teachers (N = 276) that accounted for

At the high school level (N = 170), 2 factors 66% of the variance. The first of these two factoes
(Empowerment and Ethicality) were found which “Inclusion-Caring-Empowerment” which accounted for
accounted for 72% of the variance, with 68 and 4%61% of the variance and the second was “Ethicality-
attributed to factors respectively. Three factofsipn,  Vision”, which accounted for 5% of the variance.
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As the above analyses and the correlationatelative to both the theoretical and empiricalréiterre
analyses presented earlier showed, gender, soéall | in the field of leadership.
and teaching experience are intervening varialilas t Whether one is a school principal, university
influence how teachers rate the relational leadersh president, or legislative committee member, how isne
level of their principal using the RLQ. Female described, characterized, assessed and evaluantaad a
elementary teachers see relational leadership aducational leader is at least as much (if not inofa
primarily being only the caring attribute, whergaales  function of the characteristics of the constituesci
as well as the middle school teachers tend to seeendering the judgments and characterizations §s an
relational leadership as the empowering, vision andabjective or independently established charactesist
ethical or inclusive attributes. High school teasheee  one may actually have. In a word, what “followers”
relational leadership as being the empowering andolleagues tell us about “educational leaders” uslas
ethical attributes. Highly experienced teacherstbee much if not more about the followers and colleagaes
attributes of relational leadership as being highlyit tells us about the educational leaders. Disfati®on
correlated, whereas inexperienced teachers see thdth educational leaders, therefore, may in paitece
attributes as forming two related subgroups ofself-dissatisfactions in the leader's followers and
characteristics. It is relatively clear from thdgglings,  colleagues, which would lead to different remediati
therefore, that relational leadership does not ntkean and change strategies and actions. This fact, h pa
same thing or have the same qualitative meaning foaccounts, for the often observed finding that eletting
these different groups and scores obtained fronor replacing unsatisfactory leadership often mditds
different groups using the scale and are not dyrect difference and solves few problems. This research
comparable because they are influenced by variousuggests that only part of the problem and perbaps
background factors. For example, an elementaryadchothe least important part of the problem, has been
principal who was high on caring only being ratgd b changed by eliminating or replacing unsatisfactory
female teachers primarily would obtain a higherleaders and that the desired changes sought wil on
relational leadership rating than a high schoahgipal come about when the followers and colleagues modify
who was a high on caring rated by primarily malethe areas of dissatisfactions in themselves. Astute
teachers. The elementary school principal is noeducational leaders, therefore, often read
necessarily more of a relational leader than thgh hi dissatisfactions expressed about them as cuestag to
school principal because the difference is dueh® t issues and areas that they should focus upon in the
influence of the intervening background variables o followers and colleagues. Such educational leaders
the ratings and their mean levels. If, on the otterd, seem to be constant survivors of one trouble pafien
one says that the degree to which a principal is @ther with the fact that the followers and colleagare
relational leader is in part contextually definedda also survivors and improving from one trouble patth
being a relational leader in an elementary schoothe next going unnoticed. Such astute educational
context is different than in a middle or high schoo leaders may perhaps be the ultimate relationaklead
context, then this view would mean that the différe The results presented above clearly show that
contexts could not be easily compared directly orelational leadership (or any leadership style most
without also knowing the composition and probably) is not an objective and homogeneous
characteristics of the sample doing the ratings. property of a given principal or leader, but theufes of

This same point holds for a principal being ratgd  several intervening variables associated with #rsgn
highly experienced or inexperienced teachers wiaere rating/judging the leadership style of the printipa
significant difference was found at the 0.01 lewéth leader. Further, they show that these background
highly experienced teachers rating their principalsvariables and personal schemas are very powerful
higher on relational leadership than the inexpeeen variables and influencers of ratings and judgmerits
teachers who rated the same principal. Similaleadership characteristics and style. For examipie,
significant differences were found on LMX, Trustdan correlations (and F-ratio’s) observed in this study
RLQ scores by gender and school level as well anwh strongly support the model that says, “IF a teach&rs
gender, school level and teaching experience wsed u his or her principal as being a highly relatioredder,
as blocking variables (Emeyro, 2001). The findihgtt then that teacher will have high trust of that pipal”.
there are intervening variables that affect theHowever, no principal’'s leadership style was
assessment, ratings, or classifications of leagershhomogeneous as rated by the teachers he or she
styles (and other variables) have broad and highlynanaged, so that the degree to which any prineighl
important implications beyond the present studybe trusted will vary widely and considerably. TtHere,
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statements about trust can only be strongly madetab df2 = 431). But this F-ratio should have been ir th
individuals (teachers) rating principals not abtl  nine hundreds and not the teens as the directlatiore
principal as a generalization, not only because¢hef between the RLQ and Trust was r+.90! This one fact
wide variance in individual judgments, but alsodese alone makes our point. These high, medium and low
the mean level and the variance of the ratinghigtdy  relational leadership ratings were correlated ta an
dependent on the characteristics of the individirals influenced by gender, school level and teaching
the group doing the ratings. This point means #ist  experience. Therefore, relational leadership, lide
comparing findings from study to study is bothidifft =~ other models of leadership in our opinion, does not
and tricky as it depends to a great degree on howescribe “objective properties and characteristios”
equivalent the groups are in the different studies. leaders but “interactional (and subjective) propert
The classic model of leadership qualities beingand characteristics” because of the variables ,(e.g.
objective and independent homogeneous properties gfender, teaching level and teaching experience) tha
leaders was not supported in this study. The mi@lv  intervene between the leader and the ratings of her
that leadership characteristics and propertiestapagly  characteristics and attributes. One, thereforehatan
influenced and affected by the schemas, perceptinds make absolute statements about leaders or their
individual characteristics of the followers wasosgly  characteristics or attributes if they are meastimemugh
supported. This view of leadership is the new vigiw human ratings and evaluations.
leadership that has been proposed in the psyclealogi The results of this study indicate that the resaft
literature by Reicheet al. (2007), which is strongly prior studies need to be reinterpreted in lightitsf
supported by the results of this study. Obvioublgse findings and that qualitative and case studies of

findings will need to be replicated in further sesd leadership need to closely attend to the findingthis
study and the manner in which the background
CONCLUSION characteristics of the observer or interviewer may

significantly bias or distort the data and the fimy$

The Relational Leadership scale developed is aerived from it. As more and more qualitative aade
reliable and valid measure of the leadership caosit  studies of leadership are being done now, the tsesil
seeks to assess and the only objective measutasof t this study raises several clear red flags aboutdbelts
construct of leadership presently available. Theof such studies and the factors that must be attétal
convergent and discriminant validity evidence foet and dealt with in such study relative to obtaining
scale was both strong and convincing as was thaterpretable and valid results.
unobtrusive discriminant findings and the varicastor Lastly, as previously stated, whether one $€hool
analyses done. However, this scale, in our opin&, principal, university president, or legislative cmittee
well as other leadership scales (and the trustescal member, how one is described, characterized, asbess
must be used very cautiously and very carefullyhwit and evaluated as an educational leader is at &sast
close attention that apples are being compareggtea much (if not more) of a function of the characticis
and not tricycles in a given study or sample. It isof the constituencies rendering the judgments and
reasonably clear and straight forward from thisdgtu characterizations as any objective or independently
that these three constructs examined in this stuelgn  established characteristics one may actually hakis
different things to different types of respondeatsl  view of leadership is the new view of leadershiptth
that these meaning are not directly comparablés It has been proposed in the psychological literatyre b
also reasonably clear that what a score on these th Reicheret al. (2007), which is strongly supported by
instruments means depends on the backgrounthe results of this study. Dissatisfaction withdees,
characteristics of the respondents and that thenimga therefore, may in part reflect self-dissatisfactiari the
of a sample mean would depend to some degree on theader’s followers and colleagues, which would l¢éad
composite of the sample in terms of respondentstype  different remediation and change strategies andresct

All 9 principals in this study were simulegusly that are counter-intuitive. Astute leaders, thenefo
classified as high, medium and low relational leadsy  often reads dissatisfactions expressed about them a
subgroups of teachers these principals were magagircues as to the issues and areas that they shozud fo
in their school. The variances within the high, med upon in their followers and colleagues as opposged t
and low relational leadership categories was ex@hem themselves. Such leaders seem to be constant srgviv
high and the one way F-ratio between these threef one trouble patch after other with the facittthe
categories on trust as the dependent variable wdollowers and colleagues are also survivors and
significant at the 0.001 level (F=14.81¢& 2, improving from one trouble patch to the next going
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unnoticed. Such astute leaders, therefore, mayaperh Komives, S., N. Lucas and T. McMahon, 1998.
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