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ABSTRACT

Drake, Douglass MartinDefining and Measuring Teacher Legitimadyublished

Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, University ofifeern Colorado, 2013.

Power and authority exist in every relationshine relationship between teacher
and student is no exception. Legitimacy is thenemstone of authority, yet there is a
dearth of research into how teacher legitimacycigféhe teacher/student relationship. In
the current study, | sought to identify characterssand behaviors teachers exhibit that
lead them to be perceived as legitimate by thaolestts. Additionally, | examined the
relationship between this perceived legitimacy siudlent outcomes. Using a sampling
frame of military officers at Squadron Officer Schan Montgomery, Alabama, |
conducted focus groups to gather student perceptegarding the teacher legitimacy
characteristics. Then, using these characterjdtaesveloped an instrument to measure
student perceptions of teacher legitimacy. Finadlgonducted regression analysis on
data obtained with this instrument to assess whettreeived teacher legitimacy would
significantly explain student outcomes. | hypothed that after controlling for gender,
student education level, instructor experience,sapuadron of assignment that teacher
legitimacy would significantly explain student ootaes in the form of end-of-course
scores and scores on a measure of transformatpexierce (TE). Only the hypothesis
regarding the relationship between teacher legtyn@and score on the TE measure was

supported. Results of this study established tdelgitimacy as important to student



outcomes and supported the inclusion of the conafeggiacher legitimacy into the

curricula of programs designed to educate thosewdhdd instruct adult learners.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Teachers make a difference in the classroom. Beaetho interact with students
with caring, enthusiasm, helpfulness, and prepassi(and many other identified
effectiveness characteristics) have positive edfeatstudent learning (Feldman, 1976;
Lowman, 1996; Plax & Kearney, 1992; Richmond & Mogkey, 1984). Another aspect
of teachers’ interactions with students in thesrlasm is the use of power, or influence,
to create an atmosphere conducive to learningchieza who use power appropriately
also have a positive effect on student learning{/® Kearney, 1992; Richmond &
McCroskey, 1984). For teachers to achieve pos#iuority relationships with students,
students must fully support their teachers’ uspater. This support comes in many
forms, but generally can be summed up as studpetseptions that it is right or just for
teachers to make rules and set policies that gastessroom conduct, and therefore the
environment of learning (Metz, 1978). This pereapis known as legitimacy.
Legitimacy is the cornerstone of teachers’ abiiityise influence in a classroom and
therefore, | propose, a necessary but not suffigart of effective teaching that leads to
student learning. The current study examines sitiyokerceptions of teacher legitimacy

and the relationship between those perceptionst@adnt outcomes.



Background

The Coleman report (Coleman et al., 1966), a prodiua Civil Rights Act of
1964 survey, was published by the U.S Departmehteaith, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, and looked into the availalibf equal educational opportunities
for minority groups. Additionally, the report dééal the relationship between students’
achievement and the kind of schools they attermlthis end, the report essentially said
schools (and by extension teachers) matter vely, lliut that the student’s background
and social context have the greatest impact oreaehient. Although the accuracy of
the Coleman report is questioned by some, thare arguing the impact it had on
educational research. The somewhat shocking cemndwrove a great number of
studies examining whether teachers and schoolenatt just what characteristics and
gualities make teachers effective.

For example, Strauss and Sawyer (1986) conductéutg of the effect of
teacher quality, as measured by scores on theiNafieacher Exam, on student failure
rates on the North Carolina reading and mathematiogpetency exams. They found
that teachers do matter. In fact, after contrglhior race, class size, number of teachers,
and post-high school educational intentions, tloeymél teachers matter a great deal,
according to their research, a one percent increasacher quality, as they measured
the construct, equaled a five percent declineérféiilure rate on the reading and math
competency exam. Strauss and Sawyer (1986) dakedifference made by teacher
guality “enormous” (p. 47) and went on to say tingtroving the quality of teachers
would do more for those students who needed it thast other options available to

policy makers.



Also, Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that not dolyeachers have an effect on
their students’ achievement, but that the effectscamulative. They used the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) databasgamme estimates of cumulative
teacher effects in mathematics on third through firaders. They found that the
difference between fifth graders who had been plagéh low-effectiveness teachers all
three years (third through fifth grade) and tho$®Wwad been placed with high-
effectiveness teachers all three years was 52 piecpoints. The mean for thew-low-
low sequence students (740.2) was in tHegletcentile while the mean for thegh-
high-highstudents (784.9) was in the"®percentile. These students benefitted greatly
from continued exposure to higher quality teacli§esders & Rivers, 1996).

Using a different methodology to examine the TVA&®abase, Wright, Horn,
and Sanders (1997) also found the teacher effghtyhsignificant. Based on their
results, they emphatically stated that “the mogtartant factor affecting student learning
is the teacher” (p. 63). Finally, Nye, Konstantoles, and Hedges (2004) examined data
from a four-year randomized experiment (teachedssamdents were randomly assigned
to classes) to estimate teacher effects on stadmtvement. They also found that
different teachers have differing abilities to asta results with their students and
suggested that improving teachers is a promisiagesty for improving student
achievement. Interestingly these researchers aretd point out that although their
research shows teacher effects are large, it wasuacessful in identifying those
characteristics that make a teacher effective.

However, there has been much work done lookingwitat characteristics make

up an effective teacher (see, for example, Feldih@ng; Reynolds & Elias, 1991,



Stronge, 2007). Some of this work has generastsl df personality and/or behavioral
traits, the possession of which could make a peasagry good teacher. For example,
Feldman (1976) published a synthesis of researatoldege students’ views of what
makes an effective teacher. Lowman (1996) analgzed 500 teacher award
nomination forms and found that 39 words appea€etinies or more. These 39 words
fell under four categories. And finally, Berg dnddseth (2004) used a questionnaire to
prompt students to identify characteristics thatiddoe used to label faculty as effective
or ineffective. Through a look at the lists of inaeristics generated by these studies, it
is relatively easy to identify some common tragisdhers should possess in order to be

effective. | have summed up these common traifsaivie 1.

Table 1

Common Effective Teacher Traits

Feldman (1976) Lowman (1996) Berg and Lindseth 4200
Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable
Enthusiasm Enthusiastic Likes Teaching
Concern W/ Class Progress Concern Concerned
Respect for Students Respectful Treats StudeniReéAfpect
Clear Clarity

Reviews Expectations Clearly

Availability Available Holds Office Hours, Willing

to Meet Outside of Class

Fairness Fair Treats Students Fairly




It is evident that, regardless of what the Colemsgort may have said, teachers
matter. There is also research that has purptwthdve identified characteristics of
teachers that make them matter. A brief examinatdiche seven teacher effectiveness
characteristics in Table 1 reveals a trend. Alhef characteristics speak directly to the
teacher/student relationship. Each has to do hath teachers relate to their students.
Indeed, each speaks to different types of infludeaehers have with students. One
shortcoming of the research discussed above howewbiat these studies fail to
consider the relationship or social setting in vatticeir respective teachers and students
operate. Social scientists such as Weber (194%)j19®rnbusch and Scott (1975), Metz
(1978), Wilson (1992), and Pace and Hemmings (2@@1jid insist that any research
done into effective teaching would have to incltitke social setting and the relationship
that forms between teacher and student. Spedyfithese researchers would have us
consider the power relationship affecting the ieflae teachers have over students. As
Metz (1978) pointed out, teachers have to balanet @hd often conflicting roles: they
must educate the children in their classrooms whaéntaining the order necessary to do
so. This delicate balance requires positive paefationships. To further emphasize
this point Pace and Hemmings (2007) asserted “d gdacation simply is not possible
without classroom authority relations that promleganing” (p. 22). The current study
delved further into the bases for the types olifice teachers have with students.

Rationale for the Study

Researchers have suggested for some time that pelagonships exist in nearly

all social settings (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975; Weli®47/1964). The classroom is no

exception. Additionally, the relationship betwegmwer and authority has been well



established (Metz, 1978; Weber, 1949/1964). Aschabove, there is foundational
premise about the importance of authority relatitonthe educational setting. This
premise is supported by a number of studies thanhéed the relationship between the
use of power/authority and student outcomes suclo@sitive and affective learning
(Richmond & McCroskey, 1984; Richmond, McCroskegakney, & Plax, 1987) and
motivation (Richmond, 1990). Each of these stuthesd positive relationships
between the use of non-coercive or soft power agloehn student outcomes.

The efficacy of authority relationships in the edtiegnal setting is, thus, well-
researched. Where the research falls short, haviewuethe conceptualization of
classroom authority. Researchers, and therefarsuroers of research, have yet to grasp
the full sense of what leads to authority in treessfoom (Pace & Hemmings, 2007).
What is needed is a “theoretical elaboration oharty, an examination of ideologies
that underlie common sense understandings, andvbstigation of what really happens
inside classrooms as participants interpret andagpaforces that shape teacher-student
relations” (Pace & Hemmings, 2007, p. 22).

Any such elaboration must begin with the underpigsiof authority. Those
underpinnings lie in legitimacy. Many power andheawity researchers speak of
authority as legitimated power (Benne, 1970; M&&78; Weber, 1947/1964), but seem
to take legitimacy as primary. Unfortunately, legacy, especially in the case of
teachers, cannot be assumed. Legitimacy is omlytgd through a series of continuous
interactions with subordinates (e.g., studentseRaElemmings, 2007). Legitimacy
researchers have a few theories about what ocaursggdhese interactions that leads to

legitimacy (Ford & Johnson, 1998; Tyler, 2006), bety little, if any, of their work has



been done in the classroom. Thus, | proposedddathe body of knowledge regarding
authority relationships in the classroom (as welleggitimacy) by examining teacher
legitimacy. Specifically, | examined the charaisttics teachers exhibit that give students
the perception their teachers are legitimate. #Aaltally, | examined the relationship
between perceived teacher legitimacy and studdnbmes.
Theoretical Framework

The framework for this study draws upon previouskiaone by researchers in
the fields of power, authority, and legitimacy aalivas that done by educational
researchers on the efficacy of certain teachdsteoan student outcomes. Principally,
these researchers assert over and again thahé fgerception of thosenderauthority
about thosen authority that defines the authority relations{ienne, 1970; Dahl, 1957,
Emerson, 1962; Pace & Hemmings, 2007; Tyler, 200®)erefore, the perceptions of
students regarding legitimacy were the foundatartte current study. First, | gathered
the perceptions of these students to identify atarstics and behaviors which defined
teacher legitimacy. After | used student perceystito define teacher legitimacy, |
developed an instrument that used the charactsrigtid behaviors identified as a scale
with which students could rate their teachers gititeacy. | then used this perceived
legitimacy rating to compare teachers’ legitimadathvetudent outcomes.

Purpose

The ultimate goal of schools and teachers is studaming. There are a number
of factors that have been shown to have an impat#arning. Several studies have
shown that teachers themselves are an importatot filnat explains significant

differences in student outcomes. Although thesdiss find differences in the influence



of teachers on student learning, the vast majofithem either cannot or do not identify
what characteristics of these teachers lead tdiffexences. Clearly effective teachers
matter, but despite some success (see Table Brcbges have not been able to
conclusively identify specific characteristics thafine effective teachers.

Other studies show the use of non-coercive powsrhzositive bearing on
student learning. Specifically, students’ perampdiof teachers’ use of power and
authority have been shown to be positively relatecbgnitive and affective learning. It
is those same students’ experiences that detetemcbers’ legitimacy, define the
authority relationship, and therefore dictate hbe tise of power is perceived. The
connection between students’ perception of teatlegisimacy and the effective use of
power in classroom is inextricable. Yet therefare, if any studies examining the effect
of students’ perceptions of legitimacy on studaritomes. Thus, it was necessary to
determine how students perceive their teachemsgitsnhate and whether these
perceptions have an effect on student outcomes.ciifrent study did just that. More
specifically, the purpose of the current study teadetermine what characteristics or
behaviors teachers exhibit that gave their studdetperception they were legitimate.
Further, the current study examined the relatignbletween perceived teacher
legitimacy and student outcomes as determined yoéiclass scores and a measure of
student-perceived transformative experience.

Research Questions

To fulfill this purpose, the following researchemgtions were addressed in the

current study:

Q1  What teacher characteristics give studentseheeption their teachers are
legitimate?



Qla

Q2

Q3

What behaviors define the teacher charactarigtat give students the
perceptions their teachers are legitimate?

What is the relationship between perceived tealgyitimacy and student
outcomes as measured by end-of-class scorescaftepolling for
squadron of assignment (the unit to which studarésadministratively
assigned during the course), gender, studentsiquseducation, and
instructor experience?

What is the relationship between perceived tealgyitimacy and student
outcomes quantified by a measure of transformatxgerience after
controlling for squadron of assignment, gendemeiis’ previous
education, and instructor experience?

Research Hypotheses

Based on the research questions, two hypothesesseeforth. | conducted

hierarchical regression analysis to determine w&lationship exists between perceived

teacher legitimacy and two measures of studenboutc

H1

H2

Higher perceived teacher legitimacy is assodiatith more positive
student outcomes as measured by end-of-class siteesontrolling for
squadron of assignment, gender, students’ prewdusation, and
instructor experience.

Higher perceived teacher legitimacy is assodiatith more positive
student outcomes quantified by a measure of tramsfiive experience
after controlling for squadron of assignment, gensieidents’ previous
education, and instructor experience.

Limitations/Delimitations

There were limitations and delimitations of thereat study that may constrain

the generalizability of the results as well as @odtsome caution in the interpretation of

results. The limitation which causes only a disogg interpretation of the results is the

use of surveys in gathering data. The problemis setf-report methods of data

gathering are widely known and these apply to tireenit study as much as any other. |

attempted to lessen the effect of self-report biabeing as vigilant as possible to
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violations of privacy and confidentiality duringtbaring, analysis, and reporting of data
and results. In this effort, | hoped to alleviatey fears my participants may have that
their responses may be viewed and/or used by argutsale of the current study. Thus,
they were more likely to answer survey items witlhimized regard to social
desirability.

There were also some delimitations of the curstuidy. The first stemmed from
the gender composition of the sampling frame. Fdrapling frame from my previous
study (Drake, 2012) was approximately 80% malee @énder composition of the
sampling frame for the current study was similamsed random selection in the first
phase of the current study to gather participamtshe focus groups. In phase three of
the current study, | interpreted results of regogssquations after controlling for gender.
Thus, the female under-representation of my samptaome was negated.

The second delimitation had to do with the sangpframe. | used a sampling
frame consisting of United States Air Force offecattending Squadron Officer School at
Maxwell Air Force Base in Montgomery, Alabama. f\gh the sample was
representative of a fairly specific population. idesfrom the obvious all-military
population, the sampling frame was made up of adthlie vast majority of whom were
over the age of 27, all of whom had at least a Bxts degree, and many of whom had
a Master’s degree. The sample from the currentystiso included several participants
Doctoral degrees. Although results of the curstatly might be fairly generalizable to
adult learners (e.g., graduates students), genatialn to a broader population of students

may be difficult.
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Definition of Terms

Authority. Authority is power which is legitimated in someHam by those
either subordinate or superordinate to the perdemating to wield it.

Hard Power Those types of influence which involve the usercive or
deterrent (i.e., extrinsic) means to achieve coamgk (e.g., the manager threatens the
worker with termination if the worker does not maejuota).

Legitimacy Legitimacy is the perception that the actionshef person or
organization in question are just or proper witheme system of beliefs or values.

Power. The influence, or potential influence, one pargd) has over another (B)
that leads B to do something (comply) B would retdrotherwise done.

Soft Power Those types of influence which involve the useaf-coercive (i.e.,
intrinsic) means to achieve compliance (e.g., sttsleomply with a teacher’s
recommended methods because of his demonstratedddge about the subject).

Subordinate For the purpose of this study, a subordinassisperson who is
dependent upon another for guidance, rules, lehgber@nd/or assistance.

Superordinate For the purpose of this study, a superordinat@yspgrson who is
appointed to or has the ability to provide guidamakes, leadership, and/or assistance.

Previous Study

| conducted an initial study into teacher legitapan 2012 (Drake, 2012). In that
study | developed an instrument used to deternturgests perceptions regarding the
importance of certain characteristics to the conoéfegitimacy. The instrument
contained 38 items. Thirty of those items werewvaer from literature on legitimacy and

teacher effectiveness. Only eight items came fsardent perceptions.
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As it is the perceptions of those under influethz determine the qualities of the
influence relationship, in the current study, | veahto focus on student perceptions of
teacher legitimacy. Since the previously develapsttument used mostly
characteristics derived from research and not those student perceptions, | did not use
it in the current study.

Similarly, in the instrument used in my previotisdy (Drake, 2012) | asked
students for their opinions regarding the imporéatcertain characteristics regarding
teacher legitimacy. Although the results of thevey obtained by using this instrument
provided support for further examination of the ogpt of legitimacy, the instrument did
not delve into students’ perceptions of their catiastructors’ legitimacy. In other
words, it did not ask the questions pertinent eodtirrent study. Therefore, a new
instrument was required for the current study.

Summary

This chapter provided the background, the ratigrthketheoretical framework,
and the purpose of the current study. The reseprektions and research hypotheses
were presented. Finally, limitations of the cutrstaidy as well as operational definitions
of pertinent terms were presented. The next chagpésents a review of literature

relevant to the current study.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the literature relevant todhwent study. Following a
discussion of classic theories of power that inetudarious types of power is a review of
research on the efficacy of power in the classrodime focus of the chapter then turns to
a review of the literature on authority as wellute in the classroom. The chapter ends
with a detailed discussion of the social phenomesfdagitimacy and its usefulness in
producing compliance in various social settingsuding the classroom. This literature
review supports my research questions and hypathms#ustrating the importance of
power, authority, and legitimacy in obtaining optim results for students.

Power

In any given group social situation when the groapds to achieve some goal,
differences among group members in their abilitielselp the group achieve its goal will
likely arise. These differences often manifestriibelves in the individual abilities group
members bring to the task at hand. When one mehasea skill or ability no other
member has, and that skill becomes critical to gohlevement, a power relationship
may form. The member with the needed skill hol®mes power over the others as they
all become dependent on that member for the negldk@nd indeed goal achievement.
This applies in the classroom setting where thehiaostensibly has greater knowledge
of the subject matter and is depended upon byttitests for enabling them to learn that

material.
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Power, or perhaps the way it is wielded, is oftesught of negatively. Historical
figures who have gained power and wielded it intrdesve ways—Hlitler, Stalin,
Amin—often come to mind when power is discussedertas the discussion turns to the
effective and beneficial use of power to achieveessary ends, it is still difficult to
completely wipe those negative examples from ollective minds.

Regardless of how it is conceived, power is arfigant and pervasive social
phenomenon” (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975, p. 29)s lhighly comprehensive from the
point of view of sociology” (Weber, 1947/1964, »3) and “inevitably a part of the
accepted phenomena of social psychology” (Cartwyrit®59, p. 2). Itis clear that
power, in all its forms, is ubiquitous. A discumsiof some theories of power follows.
Classic Power Theory

In his timeless workVirtschaft und Gesellschadtiginally written in 1947,

Weber discussed in great detail his ideas aboiuglsmad economic organization (Weber,
1947/1964). He expounded on concepts of sociolcaiggories of economic action,
types of authority, and class structure. Of paléicinterest to the current study is
Weber’s theory of power. His definition of pow&/éber used the womttach) had the
greatest influence on social scientists of the 2@titury (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975). He
defined it as “the probability that one actor witlai social relationship will be in a
position to carry out his own will despite resistanregardless of the basis on which this
probability rests” (p. 152). Weber considered ttoer terms important to his discussion
of power. The first wakerrschaft loosely translated as imperative control (Weber,
1947/1964). Imperative control is the probabithgt a specific command will be obeyed

by a particular group of people. The second tereb¥Y thought important was
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discipline. This is the probability that througalit commands are promptly and
automatically obeyed by a particular group of peaicording to norms (Weber,
1947/1964). Weber believed power to be comprekensrihat is, the characteristics of
people and the innumerable situations in which thay find themselves will likely

place them in a position of power at some pointlfé&/e1947/1964). Weber’s definition
covered the range of power relationships, frornglsileader of a large group to one-on-
one relationships, known as interpersonal powerribasch & Scott, 1975). This
naturally included the classroom, where teachees h@ negotiate a power relationship
with students. Other researchers have attempttatteer elucidate Weber’s theory of
power. One such researcher was Dahl (1957).

Base, Means, Scope, and Amount
of Power

A decade after Weber’s influential work, Dahl (19published his concept of
power. He positedA has power oveB to the extent that he can d&to do something
thatB would not otherwise do” (pp. 202-203). To simplhiis discussion of power, Dahl
emphasized that power is relational and that peagenvolved in the relation. He went
on to make his ideas about power more completadyding thebaseof power, the
meansused to exercise power, theopeof power, and thamountof power. The base of
power refers to the resources availablé that enable him to g&to do what he wants
him to. Some examples include sanctions and resvavtbans are instruments used to
exert power (e.g., the use, or threats or pronmogese, of sanctions or rewards). The
scope is the range of powkihas oveB and consists d8’'s possible responses. Dahl
represented the amount of power as the probabiliB/doing whatA wants. Teachers

may offer better grades in an attempt to securebstudy habits. The grades are the
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base of power, the offer of better grades the meargsthe range includes all possible
responses to the offer of good grades to includkebstudy habits. The amount of power
is the probability that the offer of good gradedl mduce students to adopt better study
habits.

In his discussion of power relations, Dahl (195€uded three necessary
conditions for the power relation. The first isithhere is time, however short, between
A’s actions andB’s responses. Dahl asserted this time lag is veppitant to the study
of power relations as investigation may discovaetitashal steps in the decision-making
process and reveal previously unknown relationshigse second necessary condition is
that there is no interaction without proximity. @osited that without some kind of
connection betweeA andB there can be no power relation. The final neaggssa
condition goes back to Dahl’s definition of powtrthe extent that he can dg&to do
something thaB would not otherwise do. Regardless of the b&senteans, or the
amount of power, iA cannot geB to do what he wants him to do oBfwould have
done it even withoud\’s influence,A has no power ovds. Dahl discussed this condition
in terms of probabilities. If the probability thAtwill do something whei exerts power
is greater than the probability trwill do it without A exerting power, theA has
power ovemB. If not, A has no power oveB. In fact, Dahl even included the concept of
negative powewherein the probability d8 doing something is lower & exerts power.
The situation in which the teenager was on his twagmpty the trash, but refused to do
so after his father told him to serves as a clgample; nearly every parent has
experienced negative power. Dahl’'s concept of pasvthat of a characteristic of a

person or group. However, Emerson (1962) hadfardiit concept.
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Power of Mutual Dependence

Fifteen years after Weber proposed a definitiopafer, the collective body of
knowledge regarding power had not been advancedfisantly (Emerson, 1962). That
was because, according to Emerson (1962), of #wedf thinking of power as a
characteristic of a person or group. Instead, Eoresaid, power is an attribute of a
social relation. It is pointless to considés power unless the question over whom is
also examined. The heart of Emerson’s theory @fgudies in this relationship. Itis a
relationship of mutual dependence. Each actormtpen the other for something and
the power is in this dependency (Emerson, 1962).

Emerson (1962) defined power in terms of overcom@sistance. “The power of
actorA over actoB is the amount of resistance on the paB @fhich can be potentially
overcome byA” (p. 32). Also key to Emerson’s theory of powgihis concept of
dependence which hinges on two variables. Fhistdependence of actBrupon actoA
is directly related to how investdlis in the goal#\ can facilitate. Power then comes
from the ability ofA to control thingdB values. Secondly, the dependenc8 oponA is
inversely related to the extent to whiBls goals can be met outside tAeB relationship.
A’s power comes from being the only, or at least tbstmeadily available, meansBfs
attaining his goals. In the teacher/student r@tetiip, the student is dependent on the
teacher for learning a particular subject. Accogdio Emerson, the strength of this
dependence, and hence the power, depends on howstuaents value the learning (for
whatever reason) and whether students are abéaio the subject from someone else or

in some other way.
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Emerson (1962) further emphasized two points regagrais definition of power.
Although there may be a power relationship on stawel betweerA andB, it will not be
readily evident at all times. Only whénplaces some demands Bnand then only if
those demands are counteBts wishes will the power relationship be evident. A
change irB’s behavior in response s demands must be part of any definition of
power. Additionally, Emerson did not restrict {h@wver-dependence relationship to
positive aspectsB may be dependent upénfor self-esteemB could be drawn into any
number of nefarious acts Byin order to meet his goal of gaining/maintainiedf-s
esteem.

In situations where power and dependence of bdtrsas equal (balanced
relation), power still exists, but there is no doamce of one actor over another.
Unbalanced relations occur when power and/or depeselare not equal. As long as
either actor is dependent on the other’s achiesarge goal, there will be a power
relationship.

This brings the discussion to three features optheer relations. First is power
advantage (Emerson, 1962). As the name suggest®dcurs when the power relation
is unbalanced with one actor having greater poten the other (of course the corollary
is that one actor [the one with less power] is nd@pendent on the other). This can also
be thought of from the other perspective as a paigadvantage (Emerson, 1962). The
second feature is cohesion and can be thoughttbkasverage of the dependencies of
both actors in the power relation. Finally, balagaperations are those changes in the

relationship that reduce the power advantage.
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Emerson (1962) pointed out two ways in which actatisattempt to balance an
unbalanced power relation. One way to do so muidn cost reduction. Cost in power
relations is equivalent to the resistance that rbasivercome. It is the cost to meet the
demands of the party with power. Cost reducti@ntis changing of values to reduce the
pain of meeting the demandB.may come to accept some act he previously abharred
order to lessen his resistance and therefore ratiecgost of complying wit'’s
demands. Emerson posited because these changdges occur to preserve the
relationship, cost reduction often serves to degpehstabilize the relationship. As
discussed above, balancing operations can be asd#thhge features of the power
relation.

There are four balancing operations. To simplifyilustrations of these
balancing operations, actArwill be the more powerful and actBrthe more dependent.
The first operation is withdrawal. This involvestivational withdrawal on the part of
B. If B loses some interest in the goal of the relatigndime will lessen his dependence
uponA and, consequently, lessen the poweh over him (Emerson, 1962). The second
balancing operation is extension of the power ngtwdn this instanc® will attempt to
find alternative sources for meeting his goals.aidhe lessens his dependencé\pn
thereby rendering actdyless powerful (Emerson, 1962). The third balap@peration
is the emergence of statuB.can increas@’s motivational investment in the relation by
giving A status recognitionA becomes more dependentB®(for the status recognition)
thereby increasing's power (Emerson, 1962). The final balancing apen is coalition
formation. HereB increases power by joining with a third actor éostibly the one

sought out as an alternative source of goal-achmewe in balancing operation number
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two) to become a “collective actor” (Emerson, 196237). WherB andC (the third
member) act as oné,has no alternative means to meet goals and becmores
dependent on thBC collective, thereby rendering baBhandC more powerful
(Emerson, 1962).
Bases of Power

In what is perhaps the most widely cited (Ravei®8@&nd most useful
(Wheeless, Barraclough, & Stewart, 1983) analyssooial power, French and Raven
(1959) set out to identify the types of power anovmle systematic definitions to
facilitate research into social power. They deafisecial power in terms of social
influence and psychological change. Psychologibahge is defined as “any alteration
of the state of some [psychological] systemwver time” (p. 151). French and Raven
used the designat&rto denote the person being influenced @ntie social agent. They
defined social influence as the “force [occurringhe] life space dP . . . on a systena,
which has its source in an act@f (p. 151). They asserted this influence has dioeal
components: the intended force of influence: pesitnfluence, and the opposite,
unintended resistance force: negative influencenséquently, French and Raven (1959)
defined the power dD overP in some systera as “the potential ability oD to influence
Pina’ (p. 152).

French and Raven (1959) emphasized the potentadlityis power, stating that
the strength o®’s power is measured by the maximum possible inflagtioughO
may, depending on the circumstances, exert lessftiigpower. They further
emphasized that power must be defined with regaeddystem a®’s power oveP may

vary greatly in differing systems. As an examfhey positedd may be able to
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influenceP’s behavior, but not his opinions. French and Ralisoussed degree of
dependence of the changed stata oh O. This dependence amounts to whether the
change ira persists afteD is removed. For example, if workers continue high
production rates at the behestbnly if O is watching, the new system is said to be
dependent o@. If the high production continues whéns no longer watching, the new
system is independent 6f

French and Raven’s (1959) in-depth analysis prapbse bases of power:
reward power, coercive power, legitimate powermreit power, and expert power.
Raven (2008) later added a sixth base of powesrnmditional power. Reward power is
based on the ability to reward (French & Raven,9)93t depends of®'’s ability to
deliver positive experiences and to remove negatines. Its strength dependsRis
perception aboud’s ability to actually deliver or remove these expeaes. As such, the
new system brought about by the promise of rewlyd3 is highly dependent o@
(French & Raven, 1959). From the mere acknowledgmaf a correct answer to the
awarding of higher grades for higher achievemeward power is prevalent in nearly
every teacher/student relationship.

Coercive power oD overP comes fronP’s expectation thad will mete out
some punishment P does not conform t@’s attempt at influence. The strength of
coercive power depends on the strength of punistsitereatened b, as well as the
probability thatP can avoid the punishments if he complies withitifie@ence attempt.
Again, the new system brought about by coercivegsamill be highly dependent db
(French & Raven, 1959). Just like rewards, teachbéen rely heavily on coercive power

to secure needed compliance in the classroom.
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Raven (2008) further differentiated reward and ciwerpower into personal and
impersonal forms. The forms of reward and coertioave previously discussed, the
threat of tangible rewards or punishments, areléabienpersonal. Raven added personal
reward and coercion to include intangibles suchmmsoval or rejection.

The third basis of power proposed by French anceR#&¥959), legitimate power,
is “that power which stems from internalized valueB which dictate tha® has a
legitimate right to influenc® and thaP has an obligation to accept this influence” (p.
159). They proposed three bases for legitimategpogultural values, acceptance of the
social structure, and designation by a legitimizuggnt. Characteristics 6fsuch as age
or intelligence may be specified Bys culture as giving the right to determinB’s
behaviors (e.g., cultural values in the U.S teltaachers, who are educated and older,
have a right to dictate behaviors in the classroobiewise, a® comes to accept the
social structure of his group, he will begin to ggtcthe legitimacy o© who occupies a
superior office in the hierarchy of the group staue (e.g., in the social structure of the
school, teachers are placed higher in the structudetherefore have a right to dictate
behavior). Finally, ifO has been granted power by a higher, legitimizuthaerity (e.g.,

a principal introduces a new teachétr)s likely to se€D as having legitimate power.
Because it is based étis values, the new state of a system resulting fitoeruse of
legitimate power usually starts out as highly dejeert onO. However, becaud®'s
values have been activated, the state of the syafiem becomes less dependentn
and more dependent &is values. This leads to a relatively stable sygtéranch &

Raven, 1959).
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According to Raven (2008) legitimate power can dlsdlifferentiated into four
different forms. Legitimate position power “stefmem a social norm that requires that
we obey people who are in a superior positiofi (p..4). Parents influencing children,
police officers influencing citizens, and teachieffiencing students are examples of
legitimate position power. Legitimate power ofipgocity comes from the obligation to
reciprocate when someone does something for uscrgtched your back, now you
should be obliged to scratch mine.) Legitimate @owof equity “can be thought of as
righting a wrong” (p. 4). | have a right to askrsmne who has harmed me to do
something to make up for it. Finally, the poweltegjitimate responsibility stems from
social responsibility. “We have some obligatiorhtdp others who cannot help
themselves, or are dependent upon us” (p. 4).

The referent power d overP is based irP’s identification, or desire for
identification with,O. (French & Raven, 1959)0 has the ability to influence because
P wants to establish or maintain his relationshiphvd. The strength dD’s power over
P is proportional to the strength Bfs identification withO. The initial dependent
changes in the state of the system resulting fleruse of referent power likely become
independent quickly (French & Raven, 1959). Teexbéen try to tap into referent
power when they attempt to establish connectiotis students. Friendly smiles, kind
words, and convivial interactions are attemptsetetage referent power.

The final basis of power proposed by French andeR&%959), expert power, is
attributed to “the extent of the knowledge or petma whichP attributes tdO within a
given area” (p. 163)P likely evaluate®’s expertise against some standard or against

P’s own knowledge.P must believeD knows something and trust thats not deceiving
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him. Expert power is thought to produce a new a@ognstructure irP and that structure
is initially highly dependent o®. This dependence wanes over time. As teachers ar
highly educated in their subject matter, they dnle #o leverage expert power nearly all
the time. Teachers must, however, continue tobaixthis expertise. If students come to
believe the teacher is not an expert, this bag®wakr will erode.

Although discussed as a type of expert power (& ealed informational
influence in French and Raven’s [1959] initial wprinformational power was not
introduced as such until Raven began publishingismwn (Raven, 2008). According
to Raven (2008), informational power is utilizedest'the supervisor carefully explains
to the subordinate how the job should be donerdiffidy, with persuasive reasons why
that would be a better and more effective procediifee subordinate understands the
reasons and changes behavior” (p. 2). Informatipoaer produces a change in the state
of a system that is not dependent@n
Comprehensive Classes of Power 2

There are nearly as many theories and classifitatodd power as there are
researchers into the same subject (see Etzionk; ¥&man, 1961; Mintzberg, 1983;
Parsons, 1963; and Zaleznik & Kets de Vries, 1% &xamples). Wheeless et al. (1983)
defined power as “the perceived bases of contaildlperson has over another person’s
behavior that would not have otherwise occurred’1@8). In their analysis of
compliance-gaining and power, they sought to idgiatihigher-order system that would
incorporate the majority of them. They subseqyad#ntified three broad classes of

power.
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The first class is based on expectancies or coesegs. Under this class, power
has been applied when people have been made afstareapnsequences of their actions
and they make choices in regard to those consegsaéii¢heeless et al., 1983). If an
influencing agent® from French and Raven, 1959) offers a reward i@atiens
punishment, the targe® from French and Raven,1959) then has a previgvositive or
negative consequences that result from compliaimbe. target then must decide if
receiving the reward or escaping the punishmentoarhpel him to comply. This class
of power, called expectancies/consequences, encsep&rench and Raven’s reward
and coercive powers as well as other power conadptsterrence, inducement,
remuneration, compliance, etc. (Wheeless et a3)19

The second class of power noted by Wheeless g283) stems from
relationships between the agent and the targelenttification of the target with the
agent. If one person wants to be like anothenéceiktent that he follows the other’s
examples, the second person has power over the lfirsne person has a strong desire to
be in a particular group, the members of that gtoald power. When one person in a
relationship is especially qualified or has patacknowledge over and above the other
person (or people) in the relationship, the pewsith the skill or knowledge has power,
particularly in the area of skill or knowledge. €eTtelationships/identification class of
power includes French and Raven’s (1959) referefttymational, and expert powers as
well as other theories of social power, identificat rapport, etc.

If an agent can get a target to comply by drawinghe target’s sense of duty or
obligation, the agent’s power is derived from thmet's values (Wheeless et al., 1983).

Individuals’ value systems that tell them it ishigand just that certain other people (e.qg.,
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clergy, parents, teachers) can direct their belhayriant power to those “others” under
this values/obligation class. Likewise if an agest persuade a target by focusing on the
moral nature of a behavior and that target’s vahresuch that the target changes, the
agent’s power falls into this same class. Theealbligations class of power also
includes French and Raven’s legitimate power dbageother power concepts such as
normative power, internalization, persuasion, cotmmants, etc. (Wheeless et al., 1983).
Summary

Some common threads run through these theoriesveép First, it is clear that
there are many types of power. All involve thdushceA has withB. All involve the
movement ofA andB (and any others influenced) toward some end. 1®@eqmower is
more than the layman’s definition of power, a diéfom shored up by tyrannical leaders
from the past and media depictions of similar éntl tyrants. Although, French and
Raven’s (1959) coercive power brings to mind theesct examples, it is, as noted, only
one of many types of power. Others, such as nefewed expert power, bring to mind a
different kind of relationship. One in which th&b®rdinate depends, a la Emerson
(1962), on the superordinate for guidance and time¢oward a common goal. Third, it
should be strongly noted that each of these defirgtand concepts contains an
interpersonal aspect. Power does not exist witeomote relationship between actors.
We cannot discuss an actor’s power without alsoudising over whom the power is
being exerted (Wheeless et al., 1988)has no power unlegsis present.O cannot
influence no one. He must hav® &gowards which his influence is aimed. Fourth, the
power relationship is a function of the attributé$othA andB. A has power oveld

only to the extent th& values wha# has to offer (or take away; Dornbusch & Scott,
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1975) or to the extent thBtperceived is capable of delivery (Wheeless et al., 1983).
No amount of money in the world would alléwpower oveB if B does not value
money; the threat of death wields no leverageAfdrB does not value life. Likewise, if
the target does not think the agent can producprtiraised reward, the agent has no
power. If the target does not think the agentexaiorce the threatened punishments, the
agent has no power. Finally, the values of theigia a given situation will determine
what leads to a power relationship (Dornbusch &6d®75). Naturally, these values
will change with different groups or even with theme group in different situations.
Thus, the bases of power vary. If a group is askigmovide a technical solution to a
computer programming problem, it is likely that sleandividuals within the group with
programming skills will wield some power as theg #re group members on whom the
remainder of the group will become dependent f@l gohievement. If, however, that
same group is asked to scale a wall (or any otififerent task) the bases of power have
changed because the values of the group have athafde group no longer needs
computer programming skills, but now needs thdsskivolved in climbing. Different
individuals will be granted power if they possdss mewly required set of skills.

Power by a Different Name—
Social Control

Some social scientists eschew the use of the “Riw8ome argue power is too
broadly defined and should not be used when audyh@ersuasion, or exchange are
implied (Mitchell & Spady, 1983; Spady & Mitchell979). Perhaps they are concerned
the negative connotations will turn the power-sauish away in social situations where
the use of the “P” word is distasteful (e.g., tde@ation setting). Words do mean things,

after all. Whatever the reasons, some social 8sismprefer the term social control and
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speak in terms of cooperation and rule-followingliscuss some of their theories of
compliance-gaining below.
Rational and Internal Motives

Tyler (2002) discussed both rational and internativations for cooperative
behavior. Using rational motivations, there are tmays leaders shape people’s
outcomes. First is the provision of incentives eswlards. Leaders can reward desirable
behavior through monetary incentives such as benaisé stock options as well as non-
monetary incentives such as time off and publiogedion. Tyler (2002) pointed out
that this system of incentives encourages goodhfgetowards the leader and the
organization as workers come to associate eachthetdistribution of rewards. He also
pointed out that this system of rewards may acgtuaidermine intrinsic motivation as
people will tend to focus on those behaviors tlaahgr rewards and not perform other
tasks that may benefit the company if those tasksiat normally rewarded.

Another way to gain compliance using rational mations is through the use of a
deterrence model (Tyler, 2002). The use or theathof the use of force is the primary
method of employment in a deterrence model. Tfiedlity in using the deterrence
model is surveillance. Leaders who wish to pufadlowers for inappropriate behavior
must catch them in the act. Surveillance tendsettess than perfect, can involve the
expenditure of large amounts of resources, andlead sort ofelective enforcemennt
that only those who get caught are punished.

These external methods of gaining compliance, & T2002) pointed out, can

be effective in the short term, but teachers shbkddly not rely on them for long-term
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behavior change. Rather, teachers should cultihaie abilities to leverage internal
motivations in order to gain compliance and coopanarom their students.

In his discussion of internal motivations, TyleO(2) began by examining two
types of attitudes that drive cooperation. The&t fis intrinsic motivation. He suggested
that based on intrinsic motivation people may coafgeof their own volition because
cooperation is its own reward and does not reqeinards or incentives. Tyler cited
social identity theory when discussing the secdtithde: commitment to the group. He
stated people come to identify with the group incktthey are members and having
done so, they put the needs of the group abovedin. As such, benefiting the group
becomes its own motivation and no external rewsurteeded.

Along with attitudes, Tyler (2002) posited a sectyk of internal motivation
that may be accessed to secure cooperation isftbence of people’s values. He
contrasted attitudes and values by pointing ottud#s motivate people to engage in
desirable behaviors while values, because thefeafimgs about what is right and
proper, motivate people to refrain from undesirdddhaviors.

There are two types of values relevant to gainmgperation. The first is
morality. Leaders gain from creating an atmospirerehich it is morally wrong to
break rules, because people are less likely tckbrdas if they think doing so is morally
wrong. Conversely, if the morality of group menger not aligned with the goals of
authorities, it may be extremely difficult for le=rd to obtain cooperation from the group
(Tyler, 2002).

The second type of value that aids authoritie®ousng cooperation from group

members is legitimacy. Tyler (2002) defined legacy as “the feeling of obligation to
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obey the rules, authorities, and institutions gf@up” (p. 776). People in groups feel
that a legitimate leader is entitled to be obey€lde key is that legitimacy is a value. As
such, people believe it is their responsibilityfatbow the directives of the legitimated
leader. Organizations that rely on legitimatediéra do not need to use incentives or
sanctions, which as noted above can be extremshlyas well as ineffective, to gain
compliance from subordinates (Tyler, 2002).

Legitimacy has its drawbacks as well. People lzatendency to hand over
decision-making about appropriate behavior to legite authorities. This can be
positive, but when decisions made by these legteraathorities are inappropriate, or
worse, immoral, this can lead people to take patthése inappropriate or immoral
activities (Tyler, 2002). Tyler's motivations foehavior are similar to Hurd’s (1999)
currencies of power.

Currencies of Power

Hurd (1999) suggested three reasons why someortd oy a rule: (a) fear of
punishment, which Hurd called coercion; (b) setenest; and (c) because the rule is seen
as legitimate and, therefore, ought to be obeyét relationships between leaders and
followers are different in every situation and thechanism for securing rule-following
behavior, theurrencies of powewill reflect those differences. Often there is a
blending of the three.

Hurd (1999) described coercion as “a relation ghasetrical physical power
among agents, where the asymmetry is applied togth@ the behavior of the weaker
agent” (p. 368). Hurd’s coercion is similar to &k (2002) deterrence as described

above. ltis the fear of punishment that motivataesibordinate to obey the rules in a
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coercive relationship. Although they produce caampie, coercive systems will
necessarily require the extensive use of resodocdstect undesirable behaviors and
levy punishments. Organizations that rely on doarmay experience lower levels of
rule-following when surveillance is lacking as wad#l bitterness and defiance from the
masses (Hurd, 1999).

Those who follow rules out of self-interest, doadter a calculation of the
benefits of their behaviors (Hurd, 1999). Authestwho wish to capitalize on this self-
interest should ensure the benefits to subordirfatesile following are high. Hurd’s
self-interest is similar to Tyler’'s (2002) rewarglained above. As with coercion, self-
interest produces compliance, but it is not withtgibwn problems. Organizations that
rely on self-interest may have trouble maintairting loyalty of its workers. The minute
a better benefit comes along, those motivated lyrdgerest will likely “jump ship.”

This means the self-interest-reliant organizatias to keep the benefits coming (Hurd,
1999). This can quickly become resource-intensivalso leads to tenuous long-term
relationships. It is difficult to maintain thesges of relationships over time if the
benefits do not remain positive (Hurd, 1999).

Finally, people may follow rules because they lvelithey are morally obligated
to follow them. They believed the rule, or theteys that created it, was legitimate and,
therefore, was right and ought to be followed. sTiarallels Tyler's (2002) legitimacy as
discussed above. Hurd (1999) used Suchman’s (ghiition of legitimacy: “a
generalized perception or assumption that the @gid an entity are desirable, proper, or
appropriate within some socially constructed systémorms, values, beliefs, and

definitions” (p. 574) and emphasized the interraion aspect of legitimacy. People
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internalize the rules and norms of a legitimatdesysand compliance becomes routine.
In fact, due to the internalization, it is non-cdrapce that becomes inconsistent with
people’s new way of thinking (Hurd, 1999). TyleraBlader (2005) encapsulated
Hurd’s (1999) three reasons for obeying rules into approaches to gaining compliance.

Command-and-Control Versus
Self-regulation

Tyler and Blader (2005) referred to two approadbagaining compliance with
rules and policies: the command-and-control appr@ac the self-regulatory approach.
The command-and-control approach used by TyleiBdader encompasses Tyler's
rewards and deterrence and Hurd’s coercion andrdeliest as discussed above. People
calculate the costs and benefits of rule followamgl base their compliance on those
calculations (Tyler & Blader, 2005). Tyler and 8¢ echoed the position that the
“carrot and stick” approach can prove costly asorgations must expend considerable
resources on surveillance to detect rule breakingedl as maintaining effective
incentives.

Much like Tyler’s attitudes and values and Hurdgitimacy, the self-regulatory
approach (Tyler & Blader, 2005) relies on intrinsiotivations to gain cooperative
behavior. People comply with policies and follaviess based on internal desire and self-
regulation. Tyler and Blader (2005) posited twdgments made by employees about
their employers. The first is the legitimacy oé ttules and authorities in the
organization. Employees who perceive their boasésthe organization in which they
work as legitimate are more likely to comply witlles and policies. The second

judgment is whether the rules and policies of tlganization are congruent with the
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employee’s own moral values. This congruence ead Employees to have an intrinsic
desire to follow rules (Tyler & Blader, 2005).
Summary

Essentially two methods of gaining cooperation, plamce, and rule-following
behaviors emerge: external methods, such as coesio incentives, which parallel
French and Raven’s (1959) reward and coercive pawel internal methods such as
legitimacy, which parallel French and Raven’s ref¢, expert, and legitimate power .
Although external methods produce immediate compéathey are also costly in terms
of resources and may lead to group members regethinauthority figures who use
them. The internal methods of gaining compliariee produce results, and although
they have their own drawbacks, develop in emploweestrinsic desire to comply with
policies and cooperate. This self-regulating bédras desirable for many reasons, not
the least of which is that organizations do noteh@vrely on a continuous stream of
incentives or resort to extensive surveillancedm gompliance from their subordinates.

The Power in the Classroom
Study Series

Although some may disdain the use of power or c@anpé-gaining techniques in
the classroom, its use, especially its approptiate is necessary to the attainment of
classroom objectives (McCroskey & Richmond, 1988)eacher’s principal job is to
influence students (Richmond & Roach, 1992). Withmower there is no influence;
without influence there is no learning. Poweresessary, even in the classroom.
Power |

From 1983 to 1990, a group of communications meseas conducted a series of

studies examining the relationship between studpetseptions of teachers’ power
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usage in the classroom and a number of studenvmgts to include cognitive learning,
affective learning, and motivation. The first bése studies was conducted by
McCroskey and Richmond (1983) and laid the fourmhetor the remaining studies by
examining how well teachers’ and students’ peromgstiagreed regarding the use of
power in the classroom. McCroskey and Richmond &ench and Raven’s (1959)
original five bases of power (coercive, refereagifimate, reward, and expert) as the
definitions of power for their study and asked tesas and students how frequently they
(or their teachers) used each power base. Resditated teachers and students held
shared perceptions about uses of power and treakerdgf reward, and expert power were
used more frequently than coercive and legitimatiggy (McCroskey & Richmond,
1983). Not surprisingly, results also indicateakteers believed they used expert power
more often than their students believed teachesd agpert power.
Power Il

The second study of the series examined the akdtip between teacher and
student perceptions of power used and cognitiveaffiedtive learning (Richmond &
McCroskey, 1984). Results showed significant assions between four of the five
bases of power and the learning outcomes studiedrcive and legitimate types of
power were negatively associated with learningfeRat and expert power were
positively associated with learning. InterestingBward power was not significantly
associated with cognitive or affective learninggifnond & McCroskey, 1984). These
first two studies, with their indications of perteal congruity between teachers and
students and strong associations between powes bagdearning outcomes, justified

further study into power into the classroom
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Power Il

Having established that the use of power is indegbrtant to learning
outcomes, the third study in the series soughkémene thehow of power in the
classroom. Kearney, Plax, Richmond, and McCrogk8e85) looked at the methods
teachers used to communicate their power by askifigcollege students what
techniques and behaviors their teachers used dritschto communicate power. This
resulted in the generation of 18 Behavior-Altenaticechniques (BATs; Kearney et al.,
1985). Kearney et al. (1985) subsequently provitiesllist of BATs to elementary and
secondary teachers and asked them to indicategpeency with which they used these
BATs. Results showed that teachers perceivedubeyrimarily what Kearney et al.
(1985) termed prosocial BATs (e.qg., rewards, experand responsibility).
Power IV

With the BAT foundation clearly laid, the fourttudy in the series sought to
revise and validate the original 18 BATs. Kearrfelax, Richmond, and McCroskey
(1984) asked teachers for their list of technicaed behaviors used to manage students.
The teachers’ list of behaviors and messages egsuita revised list of 22 BATs. Again
Kearney et al. (1985) presented their list of BAG glementary and secondary teachers.
Teachers again reported perceptions of using mpsblgocial BATSs.
Power V

With a list of techniques for using power in hatigg group of researchers
proceeded to the fifth study of the series. Imngtive, McCroskey, Richmond, Plax, and
Kearney (1985) examined the relationship betweachters’ use of the BATs and

affective learning as well as the effect of comngation training on teachers’ use of
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BATs. Results of the fifth study indicated a salnsial relationship between students’
perception of teachers’ use of BATs and affecteaihing. Specifically, prosocial BATs
(referent and expert power) were positively reldtetbarning, but antisocial (coercive
and legitimate power) BATs were negatively assedatAdditionally, the study showed
teachers’ use of BATs differed with their trainimgcommunication. Both trained and
untrained teachers used prosocial BATs, but thasained tended to use antisocial
BATS significantly more often.
Power VI

The sixth study in the Power in the Classroomesegxpanded the paradigm to
include teacher immediacy. Immediacy refers tatipalar communications behaviors
that enhance physical or psychological closend3six( Kearney, McCroskey, &
Richmond, 1986, p. 45). Physical closeness, egtact and smiling are just a few
examples of immediacy behaviors (Plax et al., 19%8ax et al. (1986) used a sample of
junior and senior high students and a sample dégelstudents to examine the
relationships among selective BAT use, teacher idiaog, and students’ affective
learning (Plax & Kearney, 1992). Results of thidhsstudy indicated selective BAT use
was related to students’ affective learning and tinia relationship was mediated by
nonverbal teacher immediacy (Plax et al., 1986).
Power VI

Since the primary goal of the use of BATs is tduahce students’ behavior to
maximize cognitive learning, it was the objectivehe seventh and final numbered study
to examine the relationship between differentiallBdse and students’ cognitive

learning (Plax & Kearney, 1992). Richmond et 48§7) used students’ perceptions of
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their own learning as their measure of cognitivanéng to discover prosocial BATs
were positively associated and antisocial BATs wegatively associated with cognitive
learning.
Power and Motivation

While teachers are certainly interested in usigrtbases of power to gain short-
term compliance, they are also concerned that tiseirof power does not have negative
effects on attainment of other educational goalsHRond, 1990). In short, “the real
focus of education must be on shaping the motiwatfostudents for the rest of their
lives, not gaining students’ compliance for a femutes, hours, or days” (Richmond,
1990, p. 182). Richmond (1990) conducted an amlthtistudy to investigate the effects
of the use of power on students’ motivation. Slmweyed undergraduates to gather data
on motivation, BAT use, use of the different baskegower, teacher immediacy, affinity-
seeking techniques, cognitive learning, and affedgarning. Affinity seeking
techniques are attempts by teachers to get stuttelike them (Richmond, 1990). With
the results of the previous seven studies in minsl,not surprising that results of
Richmond'’s study indicate bases of power, teaagharadiacy, and teacher affinity-
seeking were related to student motivation. As s®eviously, coercive power had a
negative relationship while referent power was {pasly associated. Interestingly, in
this study, use of BATs was not related to studeativation.
Summary

One central conclusion can be drawn fromRbever in the Classroorseries and
Richmond’s (1990) continuation. There is a deém#lationship between power use and

student outcomes such as cognitive and affecteumileg and motivation. Use of
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prosocial techniques that draw upon referent apeeyower is positively associated
with these outcomes, while use of antisocial teghes drawn from coercive and
legitimate power is negatively associated. Sudlyinthe appropriate use of power in the
classroom is important. Power that is seen asogpiate by those upon whom it is
wielded is thought by some to be the definitiomothority. | discuss theories of
authority next.
Authority

When discussing whether commands would be obeyeddiven group of
people, Weber (1947/1964) used the taerrschaft As previously discussed, this term
is loosely translated as imperative control, altffoa footnote in the translation used here
indicates there is no sufficient English translatior the German worberrschaft
Weber’s primary concern wéagitime herrschaft Students of Weber believe what he
was referring to by using this term was the conoépiuthority (Weber, 1947/1964).
Wilson (1992) would have us believe “the concepauthority is primary . . . no human
interaction is possible without authority” (Absttapara. 1).
Classic Authority Theory

Weber (1947/1964) recognized that in every authoelationship there was an
element of “voluntary submission” and an “interesbbedience” (p. 324) and saw an
inextricable link between the authority system #relbelief in its legitimacy. Weber
believed all systems of authority attempt to “ebsdband to cultivate the belief in [their]
‘legitimacy.” But according to the kind of legitamy which is claimed, the type of

obedience . . ., and the mode of exercising authanill . . . differ fundamentally” (p.
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325). He, therefore, classified the types of atth@according to the type of legitimacy
claimed. A brief description of Weber’s types atlzority follows.

Weber (1947/1964) defined legal authority as “regon the belief in the
‘legality’ of patterns or normative rules and thght of those elevated to authority under
such rules to issue commands” (p. 328). This ed@nce to the established order.
Managers have authority over workers accordindpéar fpositions on the organization
chart. Teachers have authority over students Isecthiey have been appointed to stand
in front of the classroom.

Traditional authority is defined as “resting onadsished belief in the sanctity of
immemorial traditions and the legitimacy of thetgsaof those exercising authority under
them” (Weber, 1947/1964, p. 328). This is diffdrated from legal authority by the fact
that obedience is to the person occupying the ipasihot to the position itself. Ms.
Smith is a manager and the workers are obedidvistc®Smith. Mr. Jones is the teacher
and students are supposed to listen to Mr. Jones.

Charismatic authority is defined as “resting onateon to the specific and
exceptional sanctity, heroism or (sic) exemplargrelater of an individual person, and of
the normative patterns or order revealed or ordbiehim” (Weber, 1947/1964, p. 328).
This is obedience to the person because of castairacteristics or qualities. Ms. Smith
is a manager who knows all the processes requorgdttthe job done and her workers
are compliant because they recognize her expetilseJones shows a great deal of
knowledge about chemistry and students are coniegause they see that knowledge.

While Weber’s is recognized as the classic thebguthority, Metz (1978) has
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expounded on his theory and emphasizes the matat ahich the authority relationship
serves.
A Duty to the Moral Order

Metz (1978) defined authority as:

The right of a person in a specified role to gieencnands to which a person in

another specified role has a duty to render obediefhis right and duty rest

upon the superordinate’s recognized status asthenhate representative of a

moral order to which both superordinate and sulbatei owe allegiance. (p. 27)
She distinguished authority from other supervisdrésdinate relationships in that in an
authority relationship, the superordinate has latitig command and the subordinate has a
duty to obey. This is because the two are inaicgiship that “exists for the service of a
moral order to which both owe allegiaridg@. 27, emphasis in original).

Metz (1978) went on to emphasize that the furtheganf this moral order is the
reason authority exists. One person in the reiatigp has a greater ability to see the
needs of the moral order and translate them irtiorac That person therefore, has the
right to issue commands while the other has thg @ubbey, all in the name of the moral
order. The ability to implement specific activitithat will benefit the moral order can
come from a number of sources. As Metz put i§ tanges “from the mystic
endowments which let the pope speak infallibly athedra to the pragmatic knowledge
of an executive who receives reports from sevaxaions of a company” (p. 27).
Because the superordinate is acting on behalfeofrtbral order, obedience to the
superordinate is obedience to the moral ordeusing the term moral order, Metz was
referring to the system in which the actors finentiselves and the overall direction or

goal of that system. In the classroom, the mamdéorefers to learning. The teacher has

the skills and knowledge to facilitate learning astherefore granted the authority to
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issue commands and implement activities in furtheszof that learning. Benne (1970)
differed from Weber and Metz in his theory of auttyoby emphasizing the rationality of
the authority relationship.
Rationality
Benne (1970) offered this regarding the definimdmuthority relations:
The bearer of authority receives willing obediefroen the subjects of his (or its)
authority as the bearer exercises his (or its)rctai help mediate the field of
conduct or belief in which the subjects are in nekddvice, leadership, guidance,
or direction. (p. 393)
Benne emphasized the three parts of the socidiceship: the subject, the bearer, and
the field in all further discussion of authoritiRationality is key to his definition. The
authority figure can rationally explain his compete and the subjects of authority are
rationally able to decide whether the authorityfgyis actually meeting their needs.
Benne (1970) offered three types of authoritye Titst type, authority of
expertise, depends upon “the extent that . . . amehwomen depend upon others with
claims to expertise in specialized process integr#ieir ways of living” (p. 394).
Benne used the relationship between a doctor atehpas an example of this type of
authority. The relationship between teachers &undesits in most classes through high
school as well as general education classes [stgpduction to Psychology) in college is
as an example more pertinent to the current stdidgiscuss more advanced teacher-
student relationships presently.)
The second type of authority offered by Benne (393 authority of rules. In
essence he referred to the fact that people pheredelves under authority and willing

defer to the authority figure in order to realihe benefits of participating in the

relationship. He went on to say rules exist talitate orderly interactions among those
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in the system and that in this system the rulelsaity has ultimate decision-making
power. Important in understanding Benne’s conoéptle authority is his emphasis that
authority of rules does not come from the origimaiveyor of the rules, but from the
willingness of those who have accepted the ruléstla@ constant change and
renegotiation of these rules as they continuecetadzepted and followed by further
generations.

Benne’s (1970) final type of authorityasthropogogicahuthority. Benne
coined this term to denote the authority relatigmshat “is marked by a growing
coincidence between the [bearer’s] status andahegetence of the [subject’s] need.
The fundamental anthropogogical task is inductibtihe [subject] into viable
membership in a community of [field-related] persb(p. 400). The anthropogogical
authority figure does more than offer advice orexkpe; the anthropogogical authority
figure brings the subject into the fold of the dielThe subject is not merely learning
about the field or about the rules of the fielay Hubject is becoming a member of the
field (as, ostensibly, the bearer already is).sTithe relationship between teachers in
more advanced courses in college, particularlygmssischool courses. These advanced
courses do more than just survey general topiessubject area; they begin to delve
deeply into subject matter comprising the knowledfjne community to which they
belong. Students in these classes are likely sgakibecome members of their
respective communities and it is the teacher’s tlmtyake them so. While Benne
offered rationality as a key piece of the author@hationship, Dornbusch and Scott

(1975) emphasized the perceptions of the suborlemtlefining the relationship.
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Subordinates’ Perception of the
Authority Relationship

Wilson (1992) suggested “authority . . . is theghé or status we give to the
norms of interaction” (para. 19). The concept thet those under authority, the
subordinates, who give weight to these norms, byelegitimating the actions of those in
authority, the superordinates, is critical. Withthese beliefs in norms those in power
could not be granted authority. As such, it isgilbeceptions and thoughts of the
subordinates regarding the use of power that daterthe power relationship. There are
four dimensions of authority relative to the waypastdinates consider the authority of
those under whom they serwelidity, propriety, authorization andendorsement
Validity refers to an individual’s belief that he she should obey rules set forth
(Dornbusch & Scott, 1975). When subordinates askedge a rule exists and that it
applies to them, it is said they believe the raledlid. Whether they agree with the rule
is not important, but only that they see it as nigdipon them. Propriety refers to an
individual's willingness to accept and approve otiee (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975).
Propriety is the subordinates’ evaluation of thHe as appropriate and acceptable.
Subordinates can see rules as valid, but not propeass proper, but not valid, or as both
valid and proper. When subordinates see rulegi#isen valid nor proper, there is no
authority (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975).

The two remaining dimensions also refer to viewstbers that may alter the
power relationship. For these two dimensionsjgbee of who the others are is the
distinguishing factor. When “the others” are s@pdinate to the person in powey)(
and those superordinates support, or legitinfepower them’s power is said to be

authorized. When the others are those subordio®@nd those subordinates support
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A’'s power thermA’s power is said to be endorsed (Dornbusch & S&8{5). Again,
power can be endorsed, but not authorized, autehrlzut not endorsed, or both
authorized and endorsed. Without either, howethere can be no authority. These four
dimensions interact to produce differing leveldagfitimacy perceptions and therefore
differing levels of compliance with rules. For exale, rules that are endorsed and
authorized are more likely to be seen as validthatefore more likely to be followed.
Students are no different from other subordinatekis regard and will constantly
evaluate the validity, propriety, authorizationdandorsement of rules, policies, and
procedures set forth by teachers.
Summary

Researchers continue to rely on Weber's (1947/16k4gic theory of power an
authority. His three types of authority: legaaditional, and charismatic have stood the
test of time and, more importantly, have given éhasearching authority a solid footing
on which to begin. Expertise has become widelpgazed as a fourth type of power,
giving educational researchers an even more sogmfifoundation for examining power
and authority in the classroom. Researchers giyagree that the authority
relationship is based on the superordinate hawngesight or legitimate claim to be in
that role and the subordinate exhibiting some vialynobedience because of that right.
The relationship works because the right to comnaarttthe willing obedience exist
within some set of norms or moral order. Finalhe perceptions of those under
authority are critical. If they see the use of powas valid, proper, authorized, or

endorsed they will be more likely to comply witlettules and requests made under it.
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Authority in the Classroom

A paradox exists in the classroom that makes sheb8shment and maintenance
of authority relationships especially difficult.edchers must encourage their students to
engage in the class material, thereby facilitakzagning. Simultaneously, teachers must
implement measures of social control to maintaenlével of order necessary for that
student engagement (Pace & Hemmings, 2007). Hnedpx creates a pressure
affecting the balance between legitimacy and cansegjuiring continued negotiations
between teacher and student to sanction the atythelationship (Pace & Hemmings,
2007).
Swinging the Balance

Teachers rely on several types of authority tangwhe balance in favor of the
learning environment. One type is practical authi@g6teutel & Spiecker, 2000).
Practical authority is authority over conductisiheeded to maintain order and
obedience in the classroom. It is necessary toreathose rules which govern conduct
in the classroom that is required for learningisTif the authority of someome
authority (Steutel & Spiecker, 2000). Another tygeauthority teachers rely on is
theoretical authority. Theoretical authority iglaarity over beliefs (Steutel & Spiecker,
2000). Itis necessary for teachers to fulfillitrelucator roles. It is the authority of
“educators who present themselves as experts ireléeant disciplines or branches of
enquiry” (Steutel & Spiecker, 2000, p. 325). Tisishe authority of someone whoas
authority. Teachers need both practical and thieateauthority to enable them to strike

the appropriate balance between social controstuntent engagement.
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With both practical and theoretical authority,rhés an implied right of
recipience. Someone with practical authority hagla to rule, therefore a right to
receive obedience. Someone with theoretical aityHoas a right to be believed,
therefore a right to receive assent (an acceptaihaees beliefs, Steutel & Spiecker,
2000).

Two other descriptors of authority are useful we&amining classroom
authority. The first isle jureauthority (Steutel & Spiecker, 2000). Someone wlaims
de jure authority is claiming the right to ruletorbe believed. The claim tte jure
authority is made by someone who claims the rightie or belief and that person’s
claim is legitimate. The other descriptodis factoauthority (Steutel & Spiecker, 2000).
The claim tode factoauthority is made by someone who claims a rightutef or belief
and that claim is accepted by subordinates. Spadiitchell (1979) took a slightly
different approach to authority.

A Different Perspective

Spady and Mitchell (1979) did not discuss autag merely legitimated power.
They separated authority from power all togeth&then they discussed power, they
emphasized the resource manipulation/control angpetition/conflict aspects of power.
In essence they relied on Weber's coercive andneepawer for their definition for
power. When discussing authority, Spady and Mita@maphasized the personal bases of
legitimation. They asserted people do what thepeltause they believe there is intrinsic
value, meaning, and significance in whatever ihey are thinking of doing. They
further suggested authority is based on “intrinigrcgignificant personal experiences that

call forth voluntary and self-motivated activity3.(101). As such, they pointed to
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authority, based on intrinsic legitimacy, distifrcdim social power, based on resource
manipulation, as a mechanism of social control iaspecially effective in achieving
classroom goals.

In support of their assertions about authority,&pand Mitchell (1979) talked
about modes of authority as being a product ofgyaales, and systems affecting
classrooms. They began by suggesting the roleeotetacher is to facilitate and control
classroom activities. By activities, Spady andd¥éll were speaking of the organized
aspect of classroom behavior: the progression soenunit to the next, the themes of
action that help students and teachers participatee present and plan for the future, the
regimented schedule of classes, etc. The roleeofdacher is made more complex by the
presence of societal, organizational, and perssmaices of goals in the classroom.

Spady and Mitchell (1979) discussed two types @lgyo classrooms. The first
are achievement goals. These activities increassuptivity of the classroom. These
are the lessons, classrooms discussions, et@dhatbute to instructional goals. Spady
and Mitchell referred to the school and classrogstesn that works toward these goals
as the production system. The second type of @adsly and Mitchell discussed is life
goals. These activities create and maintain tb&aksystem where pursuit of goals takes
place. Spady and Mitchell spoke of these activitie more than just classroom
management. They emphasized the importance oftagidesigned to create support
for schools based on a belief that classroom aieswill lead to the realization of long-
term personal and social goals. This system lsed#he maintenance system

Spady and Mitchell (1979) went on to discuss rbtaries in schools. They

suggested there are two bases upon which roldsraned. The first is rules and routine.
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Rules such as “raise your hand before you speak’t@utines such as ordering of classes
define formal roles. The second basis for rolenfation is the “spontaneous
interpersonal relationships and affective bondgbeh individuals” (pp. 82-83). These
relationships and bonds define informal roles.

Finally, Spady and Mitchell (1979) discussed fowrd®s of authority for
managing classroom activities. They based thestemon Weber’'s (1947/1964) three
types of authority, but separated expert authaniiy legal authority based on differences
in bases of rationality. They asserted the ratefa legal authority is based on rules
and principle, whereas the rationale for experauity is based on theoretical
knowledge. The first mode of authority Spady anitchell discussed is traditional
authority. They suggested traditional authoritg tiaee basic characteristics.

It is supported by a strongly held and shared systevalues and symbols that

give significance and purpose to the social ordieembodies conceptions of ‘the

good life’ in a set of customs and a system ofibedridentities and privileges
granted to individuals who represent the conceptidhdraws upon historical
precedents . . . for defining stable affectivecttaents among group members.

(p. 104)

Tradition, they asserted is where collective gaald beliefs about what is important are
stored. Traditional authority supports the maiatese system and the pursuit of life
goals.

Spady and Mitchell (1979) thought differently aboharisma than did Weber
(1947/1964). Whereas Weber emphasized the scafaityarisma, Spady and Mitchell
suggested it is part of every human interactionthatithe perception of the subordinate
regarding the encounter is critical to charismatithority. They further emphasized the

“mutual empathetic bond” (p. 105) created by tharidmatic relationship. “Charisma

governs individual activities through the creatadnnformal and spontaneous role
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relationships characterized by affective attachsiantl voluntary accommodation to
another person’s expectations” (p. 105). Charianothority supports both maintenance
and production systems and is seen as a more iafoabe.

Spady and Mitchell (1979) concurred with Webet'847/1964) concept of legal
authority. They further suggested “legal authooperates through the specification of
laws or rules that govern the behavior of all merslod society” to develop “a system of
circumscribed and secure roles for all members®froup” (p. 105). They emphasized
that this legal authority holds only as long assbperordinate maintains the right to
specify these rules. Legal authority also suppaots maintenance and productions
systems, but is seen as a more formal role.

The final mode of authority for managing classraactivities suggested by
Spady and Mitchell (1979) is expertise authorithose who possess expert authority
help the system define and accomplish its goatsutiir pertinent knowledge and skills.
This authority sets up the relationships importantcommunicating knowledge, setting
and enforcing standards, and developing new teolies. It also allows the subordinate
to see an increase in his performance capabilitegert authority supports the
production system and the pursuit of achievemealsgo
Summary

The classroom differs from other social organ@agiin that the superordinates,
the teachers, are charged with encouraging stwhg@gement; yet have to maintain
order to the degree that students can engagen @ietechniques for attaining one goal
run counter to attaining the other. Social scgatacknowledge this paradox and assert

teachers must cultivate authority to be able tbakh. Teachers must have practical and
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theoretical authority, and their authority mustdegureandde facto All the while,

teachers’ authority necessarily has to be someunaxdf traditional, charisma, legal, and

expert authority and come from student experietegshers create that are supportive,

collaborative, and “intrinsically significant” (Sgg & Mitchell, 1979). In the next

section | examine literature relevant to the irgtiGrprecursor of authority: legitimacy
Legitimacy

Philosophers, social scientists, psychologists,ahdrs have been studying
legitimacy for over 2,000 years. From the tim&bticydides, Aristotle, and Plato great
and lesser minds have been looking into the questWhat makes might right?”
(Zelditch, 2001). A lengthy discussion of eachit@se philosophers’ and authors’
opinions is not within the scope of this paper, ibig generally accepted that pure power
is not an effective leadership tool. What is neeidevoluntary acceptance, voluntary
deference, and voluntary loyalty to leadership énede depend on the legitimacy of the
leaders (Zelditch, 2001).

Zelditch (2001) differentiated between theorieslistributive justice and theories
of authority. Distributive justice theories focmis the conditions under which people
consider rewards as just. Theories of authority$oon conditions where people feel
morally obligated to follow or obey the system mw@r. Both theories involve accepting
something, either rewards or the system of powgeright, the consequences of which are
the stability of some system. It is one of Zeldisctheories of authority, legitimacy, with
which | am concerned in the current study. He seohihup nicely, “legitimacy is
always a matter of voluntarily accepting that sdnreg is ‘right,” and its consequence is

always the stability of whatever structure emerfges the process” (p. 40).
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Explaining Legitimacy

One method used to explain legitimacy is consetie®y. In a true consensus
theory (a) there is voluntary acceptance of theasocder, (b) belief in norms and values
is the basis for consent, (c) leaders and followaese the same norms, values, and
beliefs, (d) this consensus makes the norms anesdtight,” therefore legitimate and,
(e) the legitimacy is a requirement for the stapitif the social order (Parsons, 1963).

Another approach to explaining legitimacy is castftheory. Conflict theory
assumes: (a) self-interest drives action and ofbgthere is conflict between the real
interests of the rulers and the ruled; and (c) panakes rules binding. However, (d)
power alone will not make people believe a ruleght; (e) the real interests of the ruler
and the ruled are masked by rituals, myths, anoladgy thereby legitimating the rules,
making them right; and (f) in the long run, pureveo is unstable without legitimacy,
which, therefore, is a prerequisite of any socrdeo (Zelditch, 2001).
Gaining Legitimacy

Definitions of legitimacy are varying, but reseadhgenerally agree on a
perception that the actions of the person or omgdioin in question are just or proper
within some system of beliefs or values (Suchm@851 Tyler, 2006; van der Toorn,
Tyler, & Jost, 2011). The perception piece of tedinition is not inconsequential. It
should be noted strongly that the status of bedgguded as legitimate is bestowed only
by the perceiver, or in the case of a group, peecsi One either is or is not legitimate
through the perception and with the consent of @adiwidual or group with whom one

interacts (Hurd, 1999).
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There are several actions leaders can take to thakelegitimate in the eyes of
these beholders, and there are certain charaatsiisaders can exhibit that would make
their subordinates perceive them as legitimateseReh agrees that procedural justice is
one such characteristic (Elliott, Thomas, & Ogl@®11; Ford & Johnson, 1998; Tyler,
2006; van der Toorn et al., 2011). When subordm#tink the procedures their bosses
use to exercise authority are fair the subordintted to perceive the leader as legitimate
(van der Toorn et al., 2011). Fairness equatidgdiimacy is a perception seen across a
wide spectrum of situations. From legal proceeslitogthe boardroom of big business,
superordinates who wield their authority fairlypesially treating subordinates with
dignity and respect and giving them a voice, areentiely to be seen as legitimate and
to have their rules followed and decisions accepigter, 2006)

Fair means different things to different peoplekelwise, there are different ideas
on how people think about and decide what is fBiader and Tyler (2003) developed
and tested a four-component model of proceduréitpis This model describes how
people determine whether a particular decisionmwade fairly. The model shows two
dimensions: procedural function, focused on the adlinformation about decision-
making procedures; and procedural source, focuseéldeosource of that information.

The procedural function dimension has two functi@pslity of decision making and
quality of treatment. Likewise, the proceduralseuhas two functions: group or formal
influences and individual or informal influencedence the final model yields four
components: formal decision making, formal quattyreatment, informal decision

making, and informal quality of treatment. Bladed Tyler (2003) proposed, and their
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research supported, these four components asrexartiuence on assessments of
fairness.

Another reason subordinates will assign the charatic of legitimacy to their
bosses is outcome favorability. When subordinata® experienced favorable
outcomes, they are more likely to view their leadzs legitimate and therefore are more
willing to comply (van der Toorn et al., 2011). deet research by van der Toorn et al.
(2011) suggested outcome dependence as a third amgredent to perceived
legitimacy. The authors drew on system justifizatiheory which says, in part, that
people who are highly dependent on a system'ssstiainl (e.g., work place policies,
police enforcement techniques, etc.) are moreyliteperceive the rules and policies of
that system as fair and desirable. Consequehthgetwho are highly dependent on a
system or a particular person for a positive oute@me more likely to ascribe positive
characteristics to that system or person (van derifet al., 2011). If people perceive
the system as fair they should also see the ing@siwithin the system (e.g., the city
worker, the policeman, etc.) as fair and, for aunposes, legitimate (van der Toorn et al.,
2011).

Effects of Legitimacy

Procedural fairness and legitimacy have been shownoduce positive results in
different settings. In recent years, these corscleate been linked to positive responses
from group members in survey as well as experinheesgarch. De Cremer and van
Knippenberg (2002) conducted a study to deternhirgelationship between a leader’s
procedural fairness and cooperation of group mesabButch business school students

read a scenario in which they were part of a g@upanagers who competed for



54

organizational resources and rewards. Individualie to invest resources ($18,000) in a
company-led investment plan. The success or tadfithe investment plan, and
therefore, individual benefits, hinged on the gigugmoperative investments. If the
group invested more than $63,000, individuals waalkive bonuses. If the group
investment was less than $63,000, individuals wtagé their initial investment.
Participants were randomly assigned to either eeydhe leaders of their groups wanted
to hear their opinions about decision making (#iedondition), or a no-voice, the
leaders would not ask for individual opinions (theair condition), condition. To
determine level of cooperation, participants wesleed to indicate how much they would
invest. Finally, participants were asked to whaéet they thought the procedures used
were fair. Results indicated a significant effetCprocedural fairness on the level of
contributions and showed that conditions were peeceas more fair and contributions
were higher in the voice condition.

De Cremer and van Knippenberg (2002) showed thigiymsesults brought
about by procedural fairness in an experiment uuginess school students in a
laboratory setting. Procedural fairness and legitly have been shown to be effective in
real-world settings as well. Tyler and Blader (2P6tudied the effects of two
approaches to fostering employee rule-followingawebr: the command-and-control
approach and the self-regulatory approach (seeiseysskion of these approaches
above). They sent surveys to employees within& division of a large multinational
financial services company. Respondents answerestigns assessing their judgments
of legitimacy, value congruence, use of command@rdrol strategies, and rule-

following behavior. Regression analyses of thesa dhowed employees’ judgments
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about the legitimacy of authority figures withiretbrganization significantly explained
policy adherence and employee rule breaking. Beeoficommand-and-control
strategies did not significantly explain employakerfollowing. Tyler and Blader (2005)
emphatically stated that “reliance on a self-retpulaapproach more effectively fosters
employee rule following than does reliance on amamd-and-control approach” (p.
1148).

Another real-world example of research showing sitpe@ relationship between
procedural justice, legitimacy, and positive bebeviamong group members is a study
conducted at a maximum security prison in Sloveiitaisig and Mesko (2005)
examined the records of and interviewed 103 prisoloeated in the Central prison near
Ljubljana, Slovenia. The purpose of the study twedetermine if the procedural justice
judgments of the inmates and their perceived Iegitly of prison officials were
associated with lower levels of prisoner miscondutisoners were interviewed
regarding personal characteristics, experience thalSlovene justice system, their
relations to prison staff, and their attitudes rdgay the use of violence. Additionally,
inmates were asked to evaluate prison officer behsaand to rate their sense of
obligation to obey officers’ rules. Finally, prisers were asked to self-report regarding
rule violations. Researchers also examined prisonecords to determine documented
rule infractions. Regression analysis showed pas®who reported prison guards as
treating them fairly (procedural justice) reportesls misconduct and, according to prison
records, actually had less misconduct.

Perceived legitimacy has many other benefits ak waide from the immediate

benefit of workers following rules and complyingtivdirectives, Tyler and Blader
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(2000) asserted that when workers experience éaiditions they can commit to the
organization. This commitment leads, Tyler anddBlasay, to increased cooperation,
rule-following, and even extra efforts to help tihrganization. Legitimacy breeds a sort
of reservoir of support. Thsaved-upsupport is used in lean times when it may be
harder to convince workers to stay late, work ntarers, etc. In other words,
legitimacy, and the characteristics that lead,tbri¢eds loyalty (Tyler, 2006).
Additionally, perceptions of legitimacy breed fugttperceptions of fairness; when
people receive an unfair decision from someone wtieay have previously assessed as
legitimate, they are less likely to perceive thatidion as being unfair (Hegtvedt &
Johnson, 2000).
Summary

Legitimacy means others generally perceive th@astof another (usually a
superordinate) as proper within the bounds of ylséesn in which the superordinate (and
usually those others) operate. Superordinategeelegitimacy through fairness. If
they fairly enforce procedural rules and treat sdimates with respect, they will likely be
seen as legitimate. Because of this legitimagyesardinates are likely to see more
compliance, less rule-breaking, and an increaselordinate commitment.

Legitimacy in the Classroom

Although there are many studies on the use of pawedrauthority in the
classroom, very few have examined legitimacy it #aane environment. Way (2011)
conducted a study designed to assess the relafdnstiveen classroom discipline,
students’ perception of that discipline, and disigobehavior in the classroom. She

used data from the National Education LongitudBialdy of 1988 to obtain a sample of
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nearly 11,000 students and their teachers from dyd€0 schools. Way took data from
measures of classroom disruption; school discipmecy; students’ perceptions of
strictness of school rules, fairness of disciplithe, legitimacy of school-based authority,
and teacher-student relationships; and teachdowts and perceptions.

Results showed there were no significant differenoealisruptive behavior
between students in schools where more severelpnaigs were the norm and students
in schools with less severe punishments (Way, 20Atlditionally, results indicated a
strong negative relationship between students’ siefitheir teachers and their classroom
disruption scores. In other words, students wieaved their teachers more positively
reported fewer classroom disruptions (Way, 2010 particular interest to the current
study, results also showed that students who viewled to be fair and who perceived
their teachers and school rules to be legitimateltaer scores on the classroom
disruption measure.

Transformative Experience

| used the extent to which students perceived kiaglya transformative experience
at Squadron Officer School as an outcome variabtae current study. A brief
discussion of the literature on transformative eguese follows.

Pugh (2002) described transformative experiendeas) “defined by three
principle qualities: 1) active use of the conc@ptan expansion of perception, and 3) an
expansion of value” (p. 1103). It is a qualityasf educational event whereby the student
gains a new lens through which to see the worldat Tens is made up of the concepts of

a lesson or set of lessons. Students who hav&dmasformative classroom experiences
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have expanded perceptions and values about the¢pband actively use those
expanded perceptions and values to look at thedvebifierently (Pugh, 2002).

Transformative experience-based education focuseslbancing, growing, and
transforming everyday experience and stands ik startrast to the vast majority of
educational efforts that mostly focus on conveyirfgrmation (Pugh, Linnenbrink-
Garcia, Koskey, Stewart, & Manzey, 2010). Accogdia transformative experience
theorists, acquiring knowledge of a concept is gdad not enough for a complete
learning experience. Learning must lead to an reapd experiencing of the world (Pugh
et al., 2010).

Transformative experience researchers have brdle@ntheory into three major
components: motivated use, expansion of percepaioth experiential value (Pugh,
2011). Motivated use refers to behavioral engaggem®tudents who have undergone a
transformative experience try out their new ideesvieryday experience even in
situations where the use of these ideas is notrejuThe students who see penguins at
the zoo and begin to think in terms of evolutiondugory have spontaneously used ideas
from the classroom. This is motivated use.

When those same students see the penguins andtbegik questions about the
penguins’ evolutionary history, they are demonsigaéxpansion of perception.
Expansion of perception is using an idea to sesvthréd in a new way and is a possible
result of motivated use (Pugh, 2011). Expansiopenteption corresponds with the
cognitive dimension of engagement.

The final component of transformative experiena®ives attaching more

meaning to those concepts that are more fully pegde When students begin to see the
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study of animals, perhaps penguins, as more irtegesnore meaningful because of a
chapter on evolution, they are demonstrating tmeept of experiential value. The
concept of experiential value corresponds to thectife dimension of engagement.

With transformative experience, learning does tey 81 the classroom, tucked
away inside a locker between a math book and tkstlaomposition on Mark Twain;
students take the learning with them. They takéth them and see the world
differently because they do. Thus, transformagixperience sits near the pinnacle of
educational goals. It surpasses the gaining oivleage and, leveraging the concepts of
transfer, conceptual change, and task value, mstuelents into the Deweyan ideal of
enriched and expanded everyday experience (Pudh).20

Summary

Theorists agree that in any relationship powet isak. The influence one
person in the relationship has over the other pdaysnportant part in how the
relationship works as well as how the two actorsfion and/or benefit within the power
relationship. Itis particularly germane to thereat study that the perception of the
subordinate regarding the relationship is crittoahow effective the influence of the
superordinate is. In order to effectively influeremother, superordinates must be seen as
having some right to wield their influence, andsthght is granted by subordinates. The
right to influence is known as legitimacy.

Teachers have a particularly difficult type of ughce relationship with their
students. Teachers must create an environmerhichwtudents can stay engaged. To
do so, these teachers must maintain order. Rdskascshown that to be able to do this,

teachers should cultivate their authority relatfopswith their students. Studies have
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shown that teachers who use soft-power technigqeshast effective at growing this
authority relationship and therefore establishind maintaining the type of environment
necessary for learning. Their students experibeter outcomes.

Legitimacy is the cornerstone of this authorityateinship. If teachers are
perceived as legitimate, the authority relationshilpflourish. More positive student
outcomes will follow. Unfortunately, research leeen sparse regarding teacher
legitimacy. The current study is an initial attértgprectify that shortcoming, by
specifically looking at student perceptions of te&xdegitimacy and identifying the
linkage between those perceptions and student mgso

This chapter provided a review of power, authos’tyd legitimacy literature that
supports the purpose, the research questionshartd/potheses of the current study.
The chapter included a discussion of the use df e@aclassrooms settings with an
emphasis on how each effects student outcomesn@ttehapter provides details on the
research methodology used to answer the currethy’sttesearch questions and test its

hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

The preceding chapters of this dissertation pralitie rationale and purpose for
this study, established the research questionfigmotheses, discussed the contributions
of this study to the body of research on teachacaiibn, and provided a review of
relevant literature. This chapter details the aede methodology used to explore the
relationship between perceived teacher legitimfog course grades, and
transformative experience. | break with convensbghtly here to briefly discuss a
previous study | did that influenced the currentgt | do so here because the methods
are where the previous study most influences theotistudy. My previous work
informed how | conducted focus groups, how | gatatata to support my research
guestions, and gave some initial structure to tmstuct of teacher legitimacy. After
discussing the previous study, | fall back in hmigh tradition by detailing the current
study. | outline methodology used in developingeasure and validating scores from
the measure of perceived teacher legitimacy. r firevide a description of the study
participants. | go on to itemize the protocols arsfruments used to gather data for the
study. Finally, | discuss the statistical and fpsyoetric procedures used to analyze the
data.

Previous Study
In 2011, | conducted a two-phase study, the restfikghich informed methods

used in the current study. | discuss pertinerditdedf the previous study below.
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Participants

The sampling frame for the previous study was thdeant population at the U.S.
Air Force’s Squadron Officer School (SOS) locateaxwell Air Force Base in
Montgomery, Alabama. At the time, SOS was a fiveelwcourse for Air Force Captains
to learn leadership theory and application, Airdeohistory, the profession of arms,
officership, and problem solving (Air University \Wgte, n.d.). The previous study was
conducted in two phases. During phase one, 12stsidrom SOS class 11G, which ran
from September 12, 2011 to October 14, 2011, atvi#>Air Force Base, Montgomery,
Alabama, were randomly selected from the 416-merstuglent roster to participate in
focus groups. Chi-squared tests of independerttaatishow significant differences
between the participants in the focus groups aedadmainder of SOS class 11G on key
demographic variables.

During phase two, 125 students from SOS class Iihgpleted a survey designed
to identify characteristics of legitimate teacheris survey was made available through
the SOS Blackboard website during the last weakefive-week SOS curriculum. Chi-
squared tests of independence did not show signffidifferences between the 125
participants and those in class 11G who did ndigpate, with the exception that
married students were underrepresented and pmacsestudents, those who served as
enlisted members before becoming officers, wererepeesented in the sample of

students taking the survey.
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Instruments

Focus Group Protocolin the previous study, | conducted four focus ggowith
five participants in each group with the purposelafiting characteristics of legitimate
teachers. After | summarized the literature onti@gcy and ensured participants were
familiar with the concept of legitimacy, | askedfp@pants to consider the concept of
legitimacy as applied to teachers and asked qumsstmelicit characteristics of legitimate
teachers.

Characteristics of Legitimate Teachers Survey This survey consisted of a list
of 38 teacher qualities drawn from the phase oned@roups and from research into
authority legitimacy and teacher effectiveness messson a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Participants rated each of the teacher qualititis kegard to its importance to teacher
legitimacy. After reading a summary of legitimaegearch to familiarize participants
with the concept of legitimacy participants wereganted with a stem which read: “With
regard to teacher legitimacy, how important ifétta teacher be:” The stem was
followed by one of 38 teacher qualities such aspwachable,” “Creative,” “Fair,” and
“Patient.” The same stem was presented with eatted38 qualities. Participants then
selected the scale option they felt most accuratflgcted that item’s importance as
related to teacher legitimacy. (See Appendix Atlf@r survey used in my previous
study.) Reliability estimation yielded a Cronbachlpha of .92 for responses to all 38

items.
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Data Analysis

Focus Group Data After completion of the focus groups, | heldamel
discussion with education and training experts gijective of which was to consolidate
the perceptions of the focus groups into a listharacteristics that could be added to the
list I had already developed for inclusion in tlevey for phase two. The panel
collaboratively determined a final list of charact#cs, not already on the phase two
survey, that were representative of focus groupgmions. These consolidated data
were used in the survey given to participants iasghtwo of the present study.

Survey Data | wanted to determine if the structure of thatd8és on the teacher
characteristics survey would lend itself to a débn of teacher legitimacy. Therefore, |
conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)lmnresults of my survey (Henson &
Roberts, 2006).

Results

Focus Groups The panel discussed and consolidated ideasencéptions from
each of the focus groups. The result was the hisiabf eight characteristics: confident,
educated, expertise, honest, open-minded, professi@spectful, and unbiased.

Survey. | added the 8 items from the focus groups ta@thégleaned from
legitimacy and teacher effectiveness research fotah of 38 items on the survey. A
maximum likelihood factor analysis (MLFA) of scoresm the survey with a Promax
rotation yielded a six-factor solution as the motgrpretable. | named the six factors
that emerged compassion, engagement, influencetste, justice, and proficiency.

Based on the anchors of fairness from the legitymasearch and expertise from the
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focus groups, the factors “justice” and “proficightogether indicate a construct of
legitimacy.
Current Study

Participants

The sampling frame for the study was the 699-merstugltent population at
Squadron Officer School (SOS) located at MaxweHBAN Montgomery, Alabama.
The target population represented by this samtarge was post-graduate adult
learners. After applying for and gaining Institutal Review Board approval as well as
approval from the Squadron Officer School commairfsiee Appendices B and C,
respectively), | conducted the study in three pva$2uring phase one, 72 students from
SOS class 13C, which ran from March 2013 to May32®dere randomly selected from
the student roster to participate in four focusug | used information from these focus
groups to develop items for the Teacher Legitimacgle (TLS), a new instrument.
Demographic data for SOS class 13C, as well agddicipants in each phase of the
study can be found in Table 2.

In phase two, | conducted a pilot study in ordeageess psychometric properties
of scores from the TLS and refine the TLS priousing it in phase three. Participants

for the pilot study consisted of 67 students fro@SXlass 13C.



Table 2

Demographic Data for Squadron Officer School CIA3€ and Study Participants

Class Focus Groups Pilot Study Survey
Variables # % # % # % # %
Gender N =699 N=72 N =67 N =427
Male 585 83.7 61 84.7 59 88.1 346 81.0
Ethnicity N - 699 N=72 N = 66 N =423
White 555 79.4 58 80.6 54 80.6 340 80.4
African American 46 6.6 6 8.3 6 9.0 20 4.7
Hispanic 43 6.2 4 5.6 3 3.0 15 3.5
Asian 32 4.6 2 2.8 1 15 25 5.9
American Islander 3 4 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 7
Other 20 2.9 2 2.8 6 9.0 20 4.7
Education Level N = 665 N =67 N =427
Bachelor’s 369 52.3 29 43.3 202 47.3
Master’s 267 38.2 34 50.7 208 48.7
Other 32 4.5 4 6.0 17 4.0

99



Table 2 (continued)

Class Focus Groups Pilot Study Survey
Variables # % # % # % # %
Rank N =699 N=72 N=424
Captain 675 96.6 71 98.6 406 95.1
DAFC 16 2.3 0 0.0 13 3.0
1% Lieutenant 4 6 0 0.0 2 5
2" Lieutenant 3 4 1 1.4 3 7
Status N =699 N=72 N =427
Active Duty 623 89.1 67 93.1 380 89.0
Foreign 21 3.0 0 0.0 5 1.2
National Guard 20 2.9 4 5.6 10 2.3
Air Force Reserve 18 2.6 1 1.4 16 3.7
DAFEC 16 2.4 0 0.0 13 3.0
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Table 2 (continued)

Class Focus Groups Pilot Study Survey
Variables # % # % # % # %
Squadron N =699 N =426
Blackhawks 112 16.0 70 16.4
Bulls 111 15.9 67 15.7
Centurions 126 18.0 96 22.5
Dragons 112 16.0 69 16.2
Knights 126 18.0 63 14.8
Tigers 112 16.0 61 14.3
Married N =699 N=72 N =424
494 70.7 54 75.0 292
Distinguished Graduate N =699 N=72 N =427
67 9.6 12 16.7 34 8.0

Note The “class” column represents the sampling frame

¥Data on education level and squadron not obtaifBdta on rank, status, squadron, married, and disished graduate not
obtained.

89
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During the third phase of the current study, | préed a survey to the remaining
students of SOS class 13C. The survey gatheredmation to assess psychometric
properties of responses to the TLS, answer my relsepestions, and test my
hypotheses. During this survey participants galg@macy rating for their primary
instructors, their perception of their own trangfative experience, and answered
guestions to aid me in determining concurrent aadrininant validity of scores from
the TLS.

Instruments

Generating Items The protocol for the focus groups in my previstigly
(Drake, 2012) worked fairly well and generatedsadf characteristics of legitimate
teachers. However, at times during the previoaada@roups, discussions wandered into
areas | considered outside the scope of teachiéimagy (e.g., compassion, enthusiasm,
etc.). Therefore, to keep current study partidipéocused on the concept of teacher
legitimacy, | used a different interview technigoegenerate characteristics of legitimate
teachers. | conducted four focus groups with I8@pants in each group to elicit
characteristics the participants felt defined teadbgitimacy. | read focus group
participants a summary of the social psychologicaicept of legitimacy. Participants
heard how legitimate authority figures are ablacoomplish their organization’s goals
through their subordinates’ sense of obligatiomsténg from their being perceived as
legitimate. | gave participants a summarized digdim of legitimacy (i.e., a perception
that the actions of the person or organizationu@stjon are just or proper within some
system of beliefs or values). | then asked padicis to consider the concept of

legitimacy as applied to teachers.
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To elicit characteristics of legitimate teachergséd the critical incident
technique described by Flanagan (1954). | askejpants to recall teachers they had
had who they thought of as legitimate. | then dgb@ticipants to identify, with those
incidents in mind, specific characteristics or bebis the teachers exhibited that
indicated the teachers’ legitimacy (see Appendioithe focus group protocol). |
recorded participants’ answers manually and vigaligudio recorder.

At the end of each session, | conducted membeikshdaeviewed each group’s
answers with the participants to ensure they watisfeed with the results | had recorded.
Only after | had unanimous agreement from the @aents on results did | end the focus
group session.

| then analyzed the content of the focus groupspoeses. | isolated
characteristics and corresponding behaviors ppaints stated as showing legitimacy and
noted the frequency with which these charactesfighaviors were mentioned and |
consolidated like behaviors. After examining fregcies and patterns of responses, |
developed focus group data into an instrumentulaat used to determine perceived
teacher legitimacy.

Instrument Development The number of items on the TLS depended on the
number and type of responses from the focus grotips.initial instrument contained 19
items and asked participants to describe the freguef occurrence of behaviors of their
present instructor on a 5-option Likert-type sqdle My instructor never exhibits
behaviors reflective of this characteristie=My instructor always exhibits behaviors
reflective of this characterisfic The format of the TLS was modeled after thenfair of

the Teacher Behavior Checklist developed by BusSikbrski, Buckley, and Saville
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(2002). Participants were given a characteridtiegitimacy teachers may exhibit (e.g.,
Respectful) along with corresponding behaviors tlediine that characteristic (e.g., Does
not humiliate or embarrass students in class, liteto students [says thank you and
please, etc.], does not interrupt students whig Hre talking, does not talk down to
students) and then asked to indicate the scalerofitat best describes their response. A
high score on the TLS indicates high levels of peed teacher legitimacy (see
Appendix E for the original TLS).

| conducted a pilot study on the original TLS deyeld from focus group
responses. | performed Rasch analysis and anraxgip factor analysis on the pilot
study data and refined the original instrument gisire results of the Rasch analysis as
well as feedback from pilot study participantsieleted one itendgépendabledue to
Rasch misfit, combined response categories 1,®234resulting in a 3-option Likert-
type scale [1 My instructor infrequently exhibits behaviors retige of this
characteristic 3 =My instructor always exhibits behaviors reflectofehis
characteristi¢), and made other edits as suggested by piloygtadicipants (e.qg.,
reworded “expects more of students” to read “expetdre from students;” see Appendix
F for the TLS used in the final phase of the curstudy). Along with items to
determine perceived legitimacy, the survey givepadicipants in the current study also
gathered information about student outcomes asasgirovided information to be used

in validating scores from the TLS.
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Student Outcomes | used two student outcomes as dependent vasiablthe
current study. First, the phase three survey aoedatems from the transformative
experience measure adapted from Pugh et al. (203)sess the degree to which
students engage in transformative experiencesin dlsademic setting. Pugh et al.
(2010) developed a transformative experience (T&sure designed to determine the
degree to which students feel their learning exgpees in certain subjects or classes have
been transformative. The original TE measure cb@diof 28 items rated on a four-point
Likert scale ranging fromstrongly disagreéo strongly agree The TE measure assesses
the three characteristics of transformative expeege motivated use, expansion of
perception, and experiential value. However, Peigdl. (2010) found Rasch analysis
indicated an overall composite transformative exgmere score to be useful when
interpreting results of this measure. Rasch itelmability of the original TE measure
was .99 based on a sample of ninth and tenth gtadents, but Pugh (personal
communication, October 6, 2012) indicated he beliethe instrument, with minor
adaptations for the different academic setting, ld/ovork well with the sampling frame
for the current study. | adapted Pugh et al.’'d@0'E measure to fit the academic
situation in which the current study took placeeplaced references to subject areas
with the generic term SOS (e.g., | changed itefi @k about adaptation and/or natural
selection outside of class,” to read “I talk ab8@S concepts outside of class”). | made
other, more global, adaptations where necessanaie the instrument fit the
appropriate academic situation. Additionally, aigamining Rasch analysis of data
from the transformative experience measure fronctiieent study, | removed six items

(tems 1, 2, 3, 11, 14, and 27) for scoring purpadee to item misfit. | made all
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adaptations in consultation with the original aut(fugh, personal communication,
October 6, 2012; see Appendix G for the originalii&asure and Appendix H for the TE
measure used in the current study).

For the second measure of student outcomes, Ingatgiarticipants’ final course
grades from the SOS registrar. SOS personnelrdeterend-of-course scores for
students by consolidating grades on various as®gtsi{e.g., briefings and papers) with
scores on mid-term and final evaluations from flighmmanders and peers. These
grades and scores are then combined and tabutaseth a way as to produce a range of
scores from zero to 100.

Validating Scores on the Teacher Legitimacy ScaleBy examining the
relationship between participants’ performancelen®LS with performance on
measures of other variables, | determined conctuameth discriminant validity.
Concurrent validity refers to the correlation beswescores on the measure in question
and other measures designed to assess similargtencgtrong, positive correlation
indicates concurrent validity. | determined coment validity of scores from the TLS by
administering a modified version of Muller's (197#@)o-item measure of political
legitimacy. The first question, modified for SO@sw'What do you think ought to be
your SOS instructor’'s main purpose?” This quessiets participants’ frame of reference
for the second question, which was “How well do yleink your SOS instructor has
fulfilled his or her purpose?” This question wasred on a 7-point Likert-type scale
with 1 being very poorly and 7 being very well. Mu originally used a reversed scale
(i.e., 1 was very well and 7 was very poorly). ddified the scale so that high scores on

the measure would indicate high legitimacy perceysi | used participants’ answers to
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the second item as their scores on this measara.siudy designed to validate scores
from Muller's measure, Fraser (1974) found evideofceonstruct and discriminant
validity in a sample of University Kentucky studentSince Muller’s instrument also
measures legitimacy, scores on the TLS should Bhaeed a relatively high percentage
of variance with scores on the modified politieaditimacy measure.

Discriminant validity refers to the correlation eien the measure in question
and other measures designed to assess differecgmsn Negative (or very small
positive) correlations indicate discriminant vatydi In my previous study (Drake, 2012),
exploratory factor analysis of data from my surgbpwed items indicating teacher
caring (e.g.concerned, understanding, frienyigll factored together in a factor | labeled
compassion.The compassioffiactor had very little shared variance (.28) witiother
factor that included items indicating legitimadaif, unbiased, honekstwhich | labeled
justice Using this information from my previous studyheorized that compassion-type
items would share little variance with legitimagyp¢ items, and looked for a measure of
teacher compassion to use as a measure of disanmmlidity in the current study.

The Perceived Teacher Caring scale (TCS; Teven &ndskey, 1997) measures
a perceivedlosenes®etween teacher and student. Thus, | theorizaedutd serve as a
measure of discriminant validity for the TLS. Tdéwginal TCS consisted of a nine-item
bipolar scale with a seven-step continuum for reaspe. Participants were instructed to
provide their opinions about their instructor, tlggwen bipolar items such aares about
me/doesn’t care about namdinsensitive/sensitiveThe polarity of four items was
reversed to reduce item-response bias. All item®woded so that high scores indicated

high perceived teacher caring. A reliability esitenfor scores on the original TCS
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during development was .95 and the correlation atbther measure of teacher caring
was .86 based on a sample of 235 students eninlB@mmunications classes at an
Eastern university (Teven & McCroskey, 1997; seeélix | for the TCS). After
examining Rasch analysis of data from the TCS ging¢he current study, | removed
three items (items 3, 8, and 9) for scoring purpaiee to misfit. As such scores can
range from 6 to 42 with higher scores indicatinghieir perceived teacher caring.
Data Analysis

Rasch Analysis of the Teacher Legitimacy ScaleAs an initial look into
construct validity, | used Rasch analysis to exantie scores from the TLS. | first
examined the item-person map and compared thenteasure and person measure from
the results (Gustafson, 1980). The item-person shapld show the items spread across
3 logits (to indicate a good “spread” in item ditfity) and should show that the person
mean would be in the same location as the item rieditating item difficulty and
person ability are well-matched on the scale).inblicate proper targeting (i.e., proper
alignment between items and persons), the item uneasd the person measure should
be identical. The farther apart they are, the nmaistartgeting in the scale (Gustafson,
1980).

Next, to examine item fit (whether items are meiaguthe same

construct), | examined INFIT and OUTFIT parametarel mean-squares, standardized Z
scores, and point measure correlations (Linacr@220Mean-square fit statistics
between 0.5 and 1.5 indicated an item was prodeittivmeasurement. Standardized Z
scores between -1.99 and 1.99 indicated the itesnpr@ductive for measurement.

Finally, the difference between the calculated pomeasure correlation for the items and
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the expected point measure correlation should Imémai. | looked at the relative
differences for all the items. Any item that halde difference relative to the other
items was suspected of measuring a different aactsttinacre, 2002).

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Teacher Legitimacy Scale | wanted to
determine if there was an interpretable underlgingcture to the legitimacy behaviors
from the TLS. Therefore, | performed factor anaym data gathered from the pilot
study (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Because nomptheory existed for the structure into
which these behaviors would fall | conducted exatory factor analysis (EFA) to
determine the structure (Henson & Roberts, 2008hguSAS version 9.3.

To conduct the EFA for the current study, | anatl/#fee correlation matrix and
performed a principle axis factoring factor anadysi used a common factor method
because | was attempting to identify latent coms¢rérom my set of variables. As the
correlation matrix is quite large, it is availabigon request.

After extraction, | conducted parallel analysigiggermine the initial number
factors to be retained (Horn, 1965). Parallel gsialaids in determining the number of
factors to retain by generating random data sdts the same number of variables and
comparing the average eigenvalues of the randoensgds to those of the actual data.
When the eigenvalues of the random data sets i@rer ldhan those of the actual data, the
additional factors from the actual data can esakyptie discarded. Software output
shows a line on the scree plot that representsigf@values of the random data sets.
Factors below the line can be thought of as naiskeshould not be retained (Tabachnick

& Fidell, 2007).
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After extraction, examination of parallel analysidicated two factors. Thus, |
used a rotation to improve the interpretability amidty of the results (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Because | believed any teachetilegcy factors to be correlated, | used
an oblique rotation. Specifically, | used a Promatation, which rotated the
orthogonally rotated solution again to allow foe ttorrelations among factors
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Promax rotation di@s the correlations among factors
and therefore maximizes simple structure (Tabaéh&i€idell, 2007).

As a final consideration, | examined the solutitoranterpretability. Some
guestions | examined in order to determine intégiméty were: Does the structure make
sense? Does it answer the research questiortsefautrent study? Will it be useful in
future research?

After determining the number of factors to be nedal, | determined which
variables were salient within their respective dast A pattern or structure coefficient of
0.3 meant 9% of the variance was explained byahtf. This magnitude was regarded
as a reasonable criterion for salience (Kline, 2J99hus, | examined the pattern and
structure coefficients and used coefficients ofd@s3alient and retained only those
variables that load under a particular factor @t3alevel or higher.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Teacher Legitimacy Scale Having
determined an interpretable underlying structuréobehaviors on the TLS using data
from the pilot study, | wanted to substantiate staicture using data from the final
survey. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is usestead of exploratory factor analysis
when the structure of the model for the data isdkm¢or at least, hypothesized) a priori

(Lei & Wu, 2007). Thus, | used “R” version 3.0.@tlwthe Lavaan package loaded and a
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diagonally weighted least squares estimation pnaee(Mindrila, 2010) to conduct a
CFA with these data.

CFA allows researchers to specify the number dbfadn a given model and
which items will load on which factors. As | hadiltiple indicators of a single
dimension for the construct of teacher legitimdgpecified a single factor for my CFA.
| was principally using the information from the £Fo assess construct validity. Thus, |
interpreted the chi-square statistic as well afbet Mean Squared Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) , the Tucker-Lewis index (TLand the comparative fit index
(CFI) fit indices to determine how well my datarfiy one-factor model (Sun, 2005).

Rather than strict adherence to cutoff values terd@ne fit using these indices,
researchers rely on general rules for acceptab({8c¢hreiber, Stage, King, Nora, &
Barlow, 2006). To determine goodness of fit in ¢cherent study, the ratio of chi-square
to degrees of freedom should$8, the RMSEA should be < .06 to .08 with confidenc
interval, and the TLI and CFI should be95 (Schreiber et al., 2006). It should be noted
however, that lacobucci (2010) suggests not takimgof these rules of thumb too
seriously.

Finally, | examined the parameter estimates froem@RA. Specifically, |
inspected the factor loadings for statistical digance.

Concurrent and Discriminant Validity . | examined the shared variance
between scores on Muller’s political legitimacy e (Muller, 1970; as described
above) and scores on the TLS developed for thecustudy to determine concurrent

validity of scores on the TLS. Likewise, | examdrghared variance between scores on
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the Perceived Teacher Caring scale (Teven & Mc@ysk997) and scores on the TLS
to determine discriminant validity of scores on THeS.

In the absence of definitive guidance on exacthy nauch shared variance was
too much or too little, I used some independendietmined cutoffs to determine if these
measures indicated concurrent and/or discriminaldity. For concurrent validity, |
looked for shared variance between 64% and 36%>(r6© .80). Higher than 64%
shared varaiance would indicate the TLS and thddviulere identical (or nearly
identical) measures. Lower than 36% would indith&eTLS was measuring a construct
unrelated to legitimacy as measured by Muller.

For discriminant validity, | looked for shared \aamce below 36% (< .60).
Anything below 36% shared variance would indicaeTLS and TCS were measuring
different constructs. For the purposes of thislgtthe lower the shared variance the
better.

Multiple Regression In order to determine whether the perceivedilagicy
rating of an instructor explains perceived transfative experience and final course
grade, | conducted a regression analysis of thatse dAs | needed to control for several
extraneous variables, and therefore had severeparmdient variables, | used hierarchical
multiple regression for these analyses. | condlséparate regressions for each of my
two dependent variables using SPSS version 2lthé\segression contained several
variables and few added substantial incremen&,tbreport results using the Model |
error approach to teBf at each step.

Regression is used to evaluate the relationshipdsst a dependent variable and

several independent variables (Tabachnick & Fi@€lQ7). Regression and correlation
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are often used interchangeably. However, whereasglation normally refers to a
simple assessment of the relationship betweenhtagaregression normally refers to an
analysis of prediction or explanation. As | waeipting to determine if teachers with
higher ratings of legitimacy tended to produce stud with higher outcomes, | wanted to
see if legitimacy explained outcomes. Thereforesdd regression to analyze data from
the survey used in phase three of the current sindyl analyzed the significance Rf
(the estimate of variance explained by the var@bkpecificallyR* change (because
scores on the TLS were the last variables analyr#te hierarchical regression), to
answer my research questions and test my hypotheses

As with many studies, there were, in the curremdgtvariables outside of those
of interest to the study that may affect the dependariables in the study. In a
regression, the effect of these extraneous vasataa be controlled for by using
hierarchical regression analysis (Pedhazur, 19%ijh this method of regression,
researchers can identify the proportion of variaamsounted for by the independent
variable (or set of independent variables) becthetevariance is partitioned
incrementally. This incremental variance partitngnis accomplished by entering the
variables into the regression equation at diffepennts. | then examined the portion of
variance explained by the variables at the appatpstep of the equatioR{change) to
determine if a significant portion of variance veaglained by the variables of interest. |
ran each regression in four steps.

| entered previous education, instructor experiegeader, and product variables
calculated from previous education and gender begéto test for interaction) at the first

step of my regression. Due to the process of asggt of students to instructors, these
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variables were fairly randomly spread across thescl Because of this random spread, |
did not expect the variance explained by thesees to be significant. They did,
however, need to be controlled for.

For the current study, there was anecdotal eviddratehe accompanied students
(those students whose spouses have accompanieddt®D8) usually do better as a
group. In a given class, these students are asbignthe same student squadron on a
rotating basis. This squadron usually finishesadhef the other squadrons in academic
performance. In finer detail, the flights that bBaccompanied students (there are usually
not enough accompanied students to fill an entjtadron so three or four flights of
students will be comprised of mostly accompaniedestts) are typically competitive for
the Chief of Staff trophy, given to the top perfangflight in the school. | entered
squadron of assignment by itself at the secondddtépe regression and, although not the
primary purpose of the regression, | was, thus &bprovide SOS faculty and leadership
with statistical evidence of the significance of ticcompanied squadron. More
specifically, this analysis indicated if being retaccompanied squadron explains a
significant amount of variance in student outcoiisr controlling for students’
previous education, instructor experience, and gend

Finally, as | was interested in knowing the varentstudent outcomes explained
by teacher legitimacy after controlling for studgmgrevious education, instructor
experience, gender, and squadron of assignmenitedesl scores on the TLS at step three
of the regression equation. At the final stephef équation, | entered the product
variable calculated from gender and TLS scoredbfte interaction. None of the

interactions were significant, so | reran the regi@ens in three steps without the
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interactions. | then examined the final (from steyee)R? change to determine if it was
significant. The presence or absence of signifieasfR? change at this step provided
the answers to my research questions and eviddrstgport of my hypotheses.

For the current study, | used a familywise sigifice level ) of .05. However,
since | ran multiple tests, when conducting analysesed a more conservativéor

each test as determined by the formula

where®: is the significance level of each te%t, is the desired familywise significance
level, andn is the number of tests being run. As | proposetidependent variables,
perceived transformative experience and end-ofsmoscore, | ran two separate
regression analyses with three steps in each fdreré performed six F tests. Thus,
when running analyses for the current study, Iredt@ significance level of .05/6 =
.0083 for each individual test. This resultedha tesired familywise of .05.

The use of multiple regression equations for timeent study instead of
multivariate regression simplified the proceduréslevstill providing more than
adequate results. | acknowledge the loss of statigower resulting from using
multiple tests and assert that for the purposelseoturrent study the loss of power did
not affect interpretation of the results.

Regression Diagnostics The appropriate interpretation of statisticadlgsis is
based on the presupposition that the data anabdieere to the rationale on which the
analysis is founded. Researchers (and consumdhngiofesearch) assume the data
adhere to these rationales when interpreting @uirg interpretations of) the results of

statistical analysis. It is extremely importardtthesearchers check these assumptions
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prior to interpreting any results from statistiaablyses. As Pedhazur (1997) pointed out
“knowledge and understanding of when violationasgumptions lead to serious biases,
and when they are of little consequence, are aasémimeaningful data analysis” (p.

33). Accordingly, prior to interpreting the resutif the proposed regressions, |
investigated the extent to which the data fromphase three survey met assumptions
regarding regressions.

Assumptions for regression can be grouped inteetkypes: (a) error-free
measurement, (b) model specification, and (c) apsioms about residuals (estimates of
statistical error). Although, no measurement caicdmpletely error-free, it is especially
important that scores on the measures used torgidtefor regression analysis be as
reliable as possible, as lower reliability of theseasures can lead to underestimation of
the regression coefficient and/or increased staheapr of estimation. Measurement
error in the scores obtained from instruments tsedeasure independent variables
cause an underestimation of the regression coafficresulting in the suggestion of a
smaller relationship. Thus, researchers may natdignificance when it is actually
present. Measurement error in the scores obtdinadinstruments used to measure
dependent variables can lead to an increase istéinelard error of estimate, resulting in a
loss of statistical power and an increase in ttanchs of Type Il error. To ensure this
assumption is met in the current study, | examihed-eliability of respondents’ scores
from the various measures used as well as théilélyeof respondents’ end-of-course
scores. As the TLS was being developed specwidatithe current study, | conducted a
pilot study to determine reliability and made neegyg adjustments before using it. | also

examined reliability estimates from phase threthefcurrent study.
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There are three parts to the model specificatisaraption. The first is that the
regression of the dependent variable on the indbggrvariables is assumed to be linear.
Violations of the assumption of linearity can léach downward bias of the regression
coefficients. To ensure this assumption has bestrimthe current study, | examined the
residual scatter plots. Residual plots are scpttgs with the residuals plotted against
the predicted value of the dependent variabléhdfregression is indeed linear, the
residual plot would resemble a broad horizontaldbainpoints; the absence of any
discernible pattern in the residual plot indicatesregression is linear.

The second part of the model specifications assomfs that all important
independent variables have been included. Faitingclude all relevant variables can
lead to biased parameter estimates if the omitée@dble is correlated with one or more
independent variables. Similarly, failure to ira#uall relevant variables can lead to non-
random residuals if the omitted variable is cotedavith the independent variable. This
occurs because any variables omitted are naturallyded in the error term. Thus, the
error term was correlated with the independentalédei because one of the variables
included in it is correlated with the independeatiable. This results in another
assumption violation that | discuss presently.alyn if the omitted variables are
correlated with the dependent variable, standaat®of the dependent variable would
have been inflated. | examined current study ftat¢his fairly serious assumption
violation by looking for a broad horizontal bandpafints in the residual plot. A pattern
in the residual plot would have indicated omittediables.

The final part of the model specifications assuamis that no irrelevant

variables have been included. Including irrelewartables in a regression equation can
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lead to inflated standard errors of regressionfaoents. This inflation of the standard
errors leads to decreased statistical power aaduad to find significance when it is
actually present. If | suspected | may have haaddvant variables, as indicated by their
lack of significant contribution or their relatiyelarge standard errors, | would have
removed them from the model and conducted the ssgnes again. If the standard error
of regression coefficients decreased, this wouliicate the removed variable was
causing the inflation and should not have beeruged in the model.

Two procedures helped me avoid violation of theled@pecification assumptions
while conducting the current study. | conducteglat study using the model for the
current study. After running regressions on tha d@m my pilot study, | checked
assumptions and, where necessary, made corresbah®se assumptions would not be
violated during the final study. | also relied the thorough literature review to inform
my selection of independent variables. | includ#dariables, and only those variables,
indicated by the literature review.

The final set of assumptions concerns the ressaih@mselves. The assumptions
are that residuals have a mean of zero, they adom, they are normally distributed,
and they have equal variance (homoscedasticitgta Dutput from SPSS showed the
means of the residuals were zero.

It was expected that residuals would not be caedlavith each other, the
independent variables, or the dependent variabfe absence of correlated residuals
would suggest the residuals were random. As neaelter, | examined the residual plot

to ensure the residuals were random. Patterdgeipaints on the residual plot would
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indicate non-random residuals. If residuals wererandom, thé-tests and-tests used
to determine significance of the regression resadtdd not be trusted.

It was also expected that the residuals would bmalby distributed around the
regression line for all values of the independemtable. | examined a histogram and
probability-probability (P-P) plot of the residuatsidentify violations of this
assumption. A histogram is a simple visual repregen of the distribution of the
residuals and should show the characteristic nobmldcurve. A P-P plot shows the
estimated cumulative probability plotted against tlvserved cumulative probability. On
the P-P plot, a reference line runs from (0,0)1td X and normal data will lie along the
reference line. Data that deviate from the refeedime considerably may be non-normal
and should be investigated further. Fortunatéltgsts and-tests in regressions are
robust to this assumption violation. Thus, in éfssence of severe violations | could rely
on the results of my regression with these data.

Finally, it was expected that residuals would bmbscedastic. In the regression
analysis for the current study, the parameter tef@st was the estimate of variance
explained by the variables being studied. Thisavee is shown by the squared multiple
correlation and is denoted B& If the residuals do not have equal variance, they are
heteroscedastié} may not be accurate for every level of each inddpet variable
tested in the regression. | examined data foatimhs of the assumption of
homoscedasticity by looking at the residual plat #re histogram. The broad band of
points on the residual plot and a histogram showheghormal bell curve shape suggest

homoscedasticity.
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In addition to assumption violations, another facegarding the data analyzed
that may affect the results of a regression in®lveatliers. Pedhazur (1997) defined an
outlier as “a data point distinct or deviant frome trest of the data” (p. 43). There are a
number of reasons for outliers. Some involve hugranstrument error. When a
researcher mistypes a number while performing datiy (e.g., 55 instead of 5), or gives
incorrect instructions to a participant, or whenrastrument malfunctions and incorrectly
records a response, an outlier may occur. Othiemuinvolve truly deviant data.

When a participant scores unusually high on aaebkas an unusually low blood pressure
on a particular day, outliers can occur. Howethelytoccur, outliers need to be detected
and dealt with, if necessary.

Cases with extreme values on the dependent vacablée detected by
examining residuals. | accomplished this by examgithe casewise diagnostics of the
output from SPSS. | examined the standardizedgstired, and studentized deleted
residuals. These three types of residuals eachdligitly different calculations to
determine the final residual value, and can giv&laiting information regarding
whether a case is an outlier. However, examinaifdhe three together often gives
researchers a clear picture of outlier caseshdrcasewise diagnostics printout, the
outliers stand out from the other cases and caedmily identified.

An outlying value on one or more of the independemiable is known as
leverage. Leverage has a maximum value of ondaocdmes larger as observations of a
variable deviate further from the mean. Leveragdeinoted als. One rule of thumb
suggests thdt > 2p/nshould be considered high leverage (Hoaglin & \Wel978).

Another rule of thumb suggests> .2 is high (Huber, 1981). | used both rules ointip
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in the current study and examined cases with Igeetarther to determine if they have
influence on the regression results.

Cases identified with high leverage or as outldersot necessarily affect results
of analysis and should not be discarded withouh&rrinvestigation. | examined the
influence of each outlier or leverage case befemding to delete it from my analysis.
Influential cases will likely be outliers on bottetindependent and dependent variables
and as the name implies, their presence makeseaatite in regards to the regression
results. | examined two indicators of influencehe current study: DFBETA and
Cook’s D.

DFBETA is a property of a case that indicates tienge in the regression
coefficient if the case were removed from the asialy A large DFBETA indicates a
great influence. A rule of thumb is that DFBETAS% exert influence and should be
considered for deletion (Belsley, Kuh, & Welsch3Q%

Cook’s D identifies cases whose influence is ondidygendent variable, the
independent variable, or both. Pedhazur (1997isadvto look at relative differences in
Cook’s D. Cases with large Cook’s D values intiefato other cases may be exerting
influence on regression results.

When DFBETA or Cook’s D indicated influence, | deld the potentially
influential cases, one at a time, and reran myasgion analysis to determine whether
results are significantly different without the posed influential cases. | present results
from all analyses in Chapter IV, to allow readersnake their own decisions regarding

which results to use.
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A final, but not insignificant, diagnostic that nidee performed is the detection of
collinearity. Collinearity occurs when there is@relation between two independent
variables. This is called multicollinearity whedretcorrelation is between more than two
independent variables. Collinearity can lead tsleading results because although both
independent variables may correlate similarly edependent variable, their correlation
with each other can mask the contribution of onthefindependent variables so that
only the other independent variable shows sigmfteain the regression. In some cases
neither will be significant. Collinearity can alkmad to underestimation of the regression
coefficients and increased standard error of theession coefficients.

Collinearity can be detected several ways wheningnregressions. | examined
the correlations first. If any bivariate corretats had been high relative to other
bivariate correlations, | would have been alerteddtential collinearity issues. Large
discrepancies between the zero order correlatiods#her the part or partial
correlations would suggest collinearity as wells@ if unusually large changes in
regression coefficients had occurred when variavlse added or deleted, | would have
suspected collinearity. Additionally, unusuallyga standard errors would have
indicated possible collinearity. Finally, regresscoefficients with unexpected signs
(i.e., a negative coefficient when | expected atp@sone) would have indicated possible
collinearity.

When any of the above indicators occurred in mg datalysis, | turned to three
diagnostic indicators to determine if collineanitgs indeed an issue. The first was the
variance inflation factor (VIF). VIF is an indieatof inflation in the variance of the

regression coefficients as the result of collingarin general, large VIF values indicate
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possible collinearity (Pedhazur, 1997). The smsalp@ssible VIF is one. VIFs greater
than 10 are indicative of extreme collinearity deobs.

Tolerance is another indicator of collinearity.r agparticular variable, tolerance
indicates the proportion of variance not accoumbedy the other independent variables.
Tolerance can be calculated# . Thukeasmallest possible VIF, tolerance is
one. As VIF increases, tolerance decreases. H\lia indicate collinearity issues,
therefore, small values of tolerance indicate nebirity issues. For example at a VIF of
10 (a cutoff indicating collinearity issues), t@ace would be .1. Tolerance values
below .1, therefore indicate extreme collinearsyues.

When detecting collinearity, | examined each otthmdicators and used a
combination of them to determine if | have a caanty problem with the data for the
current study. In other words, a small toleranamber alone would not have led me to
conclude | have a collinearity problem. | would@ahave needed to see a large VIF, high
bivariate correlations, large standard errors,sagds on regression coefficients in
unexpected directions before | become convincexadflinearity problem.

Summary

In this chapter, | detailed the methodology usedxamine the relationship
between perceived teacher legitimacy and finalg®grades and transformative
learning. Additionally, in this chapter | discudgbe methodology used to develop a
measure of perceived teacher legitimacy. | praviaelescription of the study’s
participants and gave details regarding the prascmad instruments used to gather data

for the study. Finally, | discussed the statidtaoed psychometric procedures used to
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analyze the data. In the next chapter | providelts of qualitative and empirical data

analysis procedures used in the current study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
In this chapter, the results of data collection #relfindings of the statistical
analysis are presented. In the first sectiongdresk the first research question and
provide the results of the focus group interviewsthe next section | outline results
from the pilot study conducted on the teacher igity scale (TLS) developed from the
results of the focus groups. | provide detailsardgng item development, including
Rasch and exploratory factor analysis. In thel fieation, | address Research Questions
2 and 3. | discuss reliability estimates and Raswlysis for each of the measures,
correlations between measures as an indicatorligityaconfirmatory factor analysis for
the TLS, and multiple regressions run using dataegad in the survey phase of the
current study in an effort to answer the reseatsstions.
Participants
The sampling frame for all phases of the curreidyswas the 699-member
student body of Squadron Officer School, class 18Ge and end-of-class score data for
class members and participants in each phase olthent study are given in Table 3.
Additional demographic data for class members artigipants in each phase of the
current study are given in Table 2. These datagmtea snapshot of the sample | used for

the current study. The sample was representatiadudts who have completed college
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(and even graduate school) and who are returnitigeteducational environment for
some reason. In the case of the sampling framéhéocurrent study, students have
returned for continuing education. This was regnéstive of many educational settings.
Teachers, nurses, and doctors are often requireaitplete continuing education credits.

Other professions require similar on-going trainamgl/or recertification.

Table 3

Participants’ Ages and End-of-Course Scores

Class Focus Groups  Pilot Stddy Survey

(N =698) N=72) N =167) (N =424)
Age Range 25-49 27 - 46 26 - 39 25-48
M 30.47 30.67 30..25 30.35
SD 3.85 4.21 3.50 3.42
End-of-Course Score Range 37 -97 47.24 - 92.99 124297
M 69.30 71.95 68.69
SD 11.32 11.13 10.72

Note The “class” column represents the sampling frame
®End-of-course scores could not be obtained fot gilady participants

Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asks: what teacher charaicegs/e students the
perception their teachers are legitimate? A foligto Research Question 1 asks what
behaviors define the teacher characteristics tlwatgudents the perceptions their
teachers are legitimate. | interviewed focus gsouging the critical incident technique to
develop an answer to Research Question 1.
Participants in the focus groups consisted of ABloaly-selected students from

SOS class 13C. Chi-square tests of independedasotireveal significant differences
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between focus group participants and the classasobe on the demographic variables
listed in Table 2. Similarly, independent samplessts did not show significant
differences in age or end-of-course score betweesettwo groups. After putting
participants in a frame of reference regardingtiewgite teachers, | asked them to identify
the characteristics and behaviors these teachhilsieexi that gave them the perception
these teachers were legitimate.

Broken up into four equally-sized focus groupstipgants provided numerous
characteristics of legitimate teachers. Focusgmarticipants also provided the
behaviors indicative of each characteristic. Almosariably, participants identified
flexibility as a characteristic critical to teacHegitimacy. Participants indicated teachers
who are able and willing to change teaching stytles pace of a lesson, or even lesson
content in order to facilitate student learning laighly likely to be perceived as
legitimate. Additionally, participants across th@ard identified passion as a key piece of
teacher legitimacy. Participants asserted teachleosare passionate about teaching and
their subject increase student interest and mavivatnd are therefore seen as more
legitimate teachers. After aggregating the mudtof characteristics and corresponding
behaviors, a final list of 19 characteristics,@niified by the focus groups, emerged.

This list is given in Table 4.
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Table 4

Teacher Legitimacy Characteristics from Focus Grintprviews

Characteristics Behaviors
Approachable welcomes student inquiry, encourages engagement, smiles
Available offers his/her time outside of class $trdent questions, takes

measures to ensure students know how to contadh&im
outside of class, comes to class early or stags elfiss to
answer questions

Challenging delivers material at a level just aboweent student
knowledge, holds students to higher standard, égpeore of
students than they think they are capable of

Communication speaks clearly, uses everyday laregteagxplain difficult
concepts, dynamic speaker

Confident doesn’t “fold” under pressure, answerssgions without
hesitation, conducts lessons without fumbling feidgnce

Credentialed has gained appropriate degree/cetitit, seeks continued
professional development, stays “current”

Dependable starts class on time, returns gradeghassnts/feedback when
promised, consistent grading practices

Experienced uses his/her own real-world experi@scelassroom examples,
speaks from the point of view of one who has dbweethings
about which he/she is talking, displays “field kniedge”

Expertise quickly and accurately answers questatisout needing to
consult outside materials, displays knowledge awvel above
the course text, expands lessons to cover all stua®wledge
levels as needed

Flexible recognizes “on-the-fly” learning opportties and uses them
where possible, adapts lessons/material to stymfdarmance
when necessary, meets the needs of different legastyles

Honest admits mistakes, teaching output congruéhtsiated
objectives, does what he/she says he/she will do
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Characteristics Behaviors

Humble acknowledges his/her own limitations, aceépédback from
students regarding ways to improve course/lessxmains
methods/rationale for material if necessary

Invested shows concern for student achievememigties discussions
with students to gauge progress, expends necessayrces to
ensure student learning, provides timely feedback

Motivated excited about role as a teacher, maistairthusiasm
throughout the course, talks about his/her owninaat
learning

Passion high energy in lectures/discussions, ahatis teaching style,

Professional

Relates

Respectful

Unbiased

dynamic teaching methods

maintains neat/clean appearance, iesxajipropriate “on” and
“off-duty” behavior, fosters appropriate educatibna
relationships

shows he/she remembers what it was like tostudent, shows
understanding of individual students’ circumstances
develops/maintains peer-like relationship with st while
remaining professional

does not humiliate or embarrass studilemiass, is polite to
students [says thank you and please, etc.], ddasteorupt
students while they are talking, does not talk deevstudents

does not push his/her opinions on studalhdsvs students
freedom to express their own opinions, allows sttsl&o
guestion the status quo

Pilot Study

| developed a measure of teacher legitimacy basetie list of legitimacy

characteristics from the focus groups. Teachies dther authority figures, are

legitimate based on the perception of their stusi€hyler, 2002). Perception of students

regarding the legitimacy of their teachers, thenefavas most important to the definition
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of legitimacy in the current study. Thus, | did sapplement the focus group
characteristics with characteristics from eith@itlenacy or teacher effectiveness
literature. To determine validity and reliabilidy scores from this new measure, |
presented the draft of the measure to 67 studeots $OS class 13C. All 67 surveys
were returned. Independent samplessts did not show significant differences in ages
between pilot study participants and class 13 € wahole. Likewise, Chi-squared tests
of independence did not show significant differenibetween these groups on the
demographic variables listed in Table 2, with tReeption of the ethnicity variablg?
(6,N=766) = 14.166p = .028. Hispanics and Asians were underrepredent®ng
pilot study participants.
Reliability

Reliability estimation of the total scale scoremt the pilot study revealed a
Cronbach’sx of .92. Rasch item reliability was .92. (Red¢h#t Cronbach’s gives an
estimate of internal consistency while Rasch itehability gives information regarding
the item difficulty range [a larger range being mdesirable].) Further analysis of the
Cronbach’sx with Deleted Variable table from the SAS CORR pahure showed the
Cronbach’sy would decrease with all items removed exaiggendable The reliability
estimate would increase slightly (from .920 to P@8h dependableemoved. Taken
together, these reliability estimates indicate esam the draft measure were reliable, but

that | should possibly consider removidgpendablérom the measure.
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Validity

To begin the determination of validity, | condwt®n exploratory factor analysis
on the data from the pilot study measure. | aralythe correlation matrix and
performed a principle axis factors analysis witAframax rotation. Initial parallel
analysis (PA) suggested retaining two factors withie construct of Teacher Legitimacy.
Figure 1. shows the PA for pilot study data. tially ran the EFA with a forced two-
factor solution. The factor structure resultingnfrthat analysis is shown in Table 5.
Although PA indicated two factors should be retdiaed the structure was fairly clear, |
determined this solution was not unambiguouslyrpretable. For example, factor two is
made up mostly of “personal” characteristics sush@nest, dependable, and humble (as
opposed to characteristics that can be gainedasieltpertise and credentialed). Factor
one, however, also has some of these personalatbastics (e.g., confident,
approachable). Due to this lack of clear intedogity | did not name the factors
resulting from the two factor solution, and | retae EFA limited to a one factor
solution. The one factor solution is presentedable 6. Interestingly, in the one factor
solution, the item “Dependable” loaded at less 38 the generally accepted cutoff for

retention.
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Positive Eigenvalues

Parallel Analysis of the Reduced Correlation Matrix
95th percentile of eigenvalues from 100 simulated datasets

Number

|Type —6— Actual ——+—- Simulated|

Figure 1 Parallel Analysis of Pilot Study Teacher Legdicy Data
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Table 5

Exploratory Factor Analysis Rotated Factor Patteriweo Factor Model

Factor 1 Factor 2 h?

Confident .92 74
Motivated .82 .64
Invested .81 .62
Expertise .80 .60
Experienced .76 48
Passion 75 .67
Flexible 74 .50
Credentialed .58 A7
Relates .56 31 .60
Approachable .56 54
Challenging .55 49
Available .68 44
Dependable .66 .33
Honest .62 47
Professional .56 .30
Unbiased 51 .38
Respectful 49 24
Communication 41 48 .60
Humble 42 .32
Variance Explained 6.08 3.33

% Variance 32.00 17.53

Cumulative 32.00 49.53

Note Factor loadings of less than .30 are not diggaywariance explained is pre-
rotation. Percentage variance is variance diviged9 times 100h?= communality
coefficient (the extent to which the item corretate all other items).
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Exploratory Factor Analysis Rotated Factor Patter®re Factor Model
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Legitimacy h?

Passion .81 .65
Confident .79 .62
Relates T7 .60
Motivated .76 57
Communication 75 .56
Invested 74 .55
Approachable 73 .54
Expertise .73 .53
Challenging .70 49
Credentialed .69 A7
Flexible .66 44
Experienced .61 .38
Honest Y .32
Unbiased .54 .29
Humble .52 27
Available 48 .23
Professional .39 15
Respectful .35 13
Dependable .07
Variance Explained 7.86

% Variance 41.37

Note Factor loadings of less than .30 are not diggaywariance explained is pre-
rotation. Percentage variance is variance diviged9 times 100h?= communality

coefficient (the extent to which the item corretate all other items).
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Rasch analysis of pilot study data indicated ag@emeasure of 2.08 with an item
measure of 0.00. This difference indicated migang, i.e., the items were not
measuring all participants fully. This was suppdrby the item-person map which
showed items spread across approximately 2.5 lagfiksthe item mean near the second
standard deviation below the person mean. Thisated the measure did not contain
items that test persons of higher ability. In @é¢amodel sense, the term ability refers to
answering questions or marking items on the scatpiestions. Those with high ability
were able to answer more difficult questions cdtyear were able to choose the most
difficult options. So the item map indicated ewvarg was able to choose the most
difficult items and that the scale could be impmbby the addition of several more
difficult items. Although there was clearly migating, the arrangement of items on the
map made theoretical sense, wtssionas the most difficult item arnglofessionaks
the least difficult. It is not beyond comprehemsibat a teacher has to establish
professionalism, as defined in the current stuidst &nd foremost and without that basis
may not be able to otherwise establish legitimdakewise, it seems likely that passion
for teaching and/or subject matter may be the mienaf teacher legitimacy
characteristics; something for which all teachésutd strive, but perhaps only the most
legitimate obtain.

With regard to item fit, Rasch analysis indicatédidtems fit reasonably well with
the exception oflependable All items met INFIT criteria.Dependablehowever,
showed an OUTFIT MNSQ of 1.72 with a ZSTD of 2Although these OUTFIT data
were only slightly above the criteria of 1.5 an@,2espectively, the PT-MEASURE

correlation, the indicator of the correlationdsfpendablavith all other items on the
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measure, was the lowest of all items (.32). Adddily, the PT-MEASURE correlation
for dependablelemonstrated the greatest difference from its eegecorrelation (.54).
The indications of misfit of the itehependablérom Rasch analysis suggested this item
required further scrutiny.

Rasch analysis also suggested survey responderésnat using all five Likert-
type response categories. Response category iovased on 13 of 19 items and was
used only an average of 2.5% of the time on theratlx items. Response category 2
was not used on 3 of 19 items and was used ondyarage of 4.9% of the time on the
other 16 items. This lack of use of response categ 1 and 2 indicated the traits
presented in the TLS were relatively easy for resgeots because few chose the more
simple response categories 1 and 2. As a restdinbined response categories 1, 2, and
3 on the final survey. Thus, the final measure based on three rating scale options
(see Appendix F for the final survey).

Given the combined information from the SAS CORBcpdure, the EFA and
Rasch analysis all indicating the item “Dependaka$ likely measuring something
different than the other 18 items, | decided tgodiidependable” from my measure.
After incorporating other suggested edits from fsltudy participants, | developed the
final 18-item Teacher Legitimacy Survey (see Appeiidfor the final survey).

Research Questions 2 and 3

Research Question 2 asks “what is the relationiséiyween perceived teacher
legitimacy and student outcomes as measured bykaldss scores, after controlling for
squadron of assignment, gender, students’ presdusation, and instructor

experience?”. Research Question 3 is similar beks to determine the relationship
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between perceived teacher legitimacy and studdnbmes as quantified by a measure of
transformative experience after controlling for #aene variables.

| presented the final 18-item survey, along wité perceived teacher caring scale
Muller’'s legitimacy measure, and the Transformaixperience Measure to 464
members of SOS class 13C, none of whom had paatedpn the study to this point.
Chi-squared tests of independence did not showfisignt differences between the final
survey participants and class 13C as a whole odehegraphic variables listed in Table
2, with the exception of the ethnicity variabté, (6, N = 1,126) = 14.166 = .003 and
the education level variablg?, (2,N = 665) = 7.77p = .021. African Americans,
Hispanics, and Bachelor’'s degree holders were ueplezsented among final survey
participants. Also, independent samphkssts showed no significant differences in age
or end-of-course score between these two groupgiciants returned 427 surveys,
giving me an initial response rate of 92.03%
Reliability

To examine reliability | calculated a Cronbact’'seliability estimate on scores
from the TLS. Cronbach’s for scores on the 18-item TLS was .93. The rditgb
analysis did not suggest the reliability of scavaghe TLS could be improved by
removing any items.
Validity

To start statistical analysis in pursuit of answerResearch Questions 2 and 3, |
conducted Rasch analysis to begin to establisdityabf inferences from scores on the
TLS. Although this analysis still indicated thestairgeting from the pilot study, there

were no misfitting items and the three responsegcaites were used satisfactorily.
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Further, the item ordering made theoretical sentepassionas the most difficult item
andprofessionahs the least difficult. Item reliability from tliRasch analysis was .98.
Overall, Rasch analysis suggested the TLS was d g@asure that provided a meaning
“ruler” along which teacher could be ordered fraadt to most legitimate.

To further investigate the question of validitgadrrelated results on the TLS with
scores on two other measures. First | correldtedt.S with the Teacher Caring Scale
(TCS). Because Rasch analysis of the TCS indicsdete misfitting items for the
current study, | omitted items three, eight, anterfrom the TCS for statistical analysis.
A reliability estimate of the scores on the 6-it€@S yielded a Cronbachisof .91. The
shared variance between the two measures was 5S4f##) was higher than my pre-
selected cut off of 36%, and thus, did not indichseriminant validity. Rather, it
indicated some possible similarities between thestacts of teacher caring and teacher
legitimacy.

To test concurrent validity, | correlated scoragle TLS with scores on a
modified version of Muller's measure of politicalditimacy. The shared variance
between the two measures was 60%. This was witlgipreselected range of 49% to
64%. Thus, taken by itself, this may have beercattve of concurrent validity.

However, the TCS and Muller comparisons togethéicated something else
altogether. With similar shared variances betwéese two measures and the TLS, it is
safe to say that the TLS contained some elemeristbf That is, the TLS is measuring
some caring aspects and some legitimacy aspeotsth& purposes of this and further

study, it is suggested, then, that teacher legaymacludes some aspects of teacher
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caring. Inter-correlations between all measuresi uis the current study can be found in

Table 7.

Table 7

Inter-correlations of the Measures Used in the @utrStudy

TCS Muller TE EOC
Muller 719*
TE .182* .246*
EOC -.003 .030 -.023
TLS .714* AT .184* -.041

Note TCS= Perceived Teacher Caring Scale, Muller = Mull@&dditical Legitimacy
Scale, TE = Transformative Experience Measure, E@®Dd-of-Course Scores, TLS =
Teacher Legitimacy Scale

*p<.01

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To further solidify the construct validity estadbied by Rasch analysis, |
conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the da& from the final survey. The
result of the CFA for this one -factor measureneatlel wasy? (135df, N = 419) =
478.10,p < .001, RMSEA = .078, TLI = .99, CFI = .99. Thgrsficanty? indicates the
proposed one-factor model does not fit the actatd dell. However, becauggis
sensitive to sample size, | relied on general rafeabumb and other fit indices as well.
The ratio ofy® to degrees of freedom was greater than threeestigg the model does
not fit the data. However; RMSEA, TLI, and CFl bauggest adequate fit. Thus, |
determined my data fit the one-factor model realynaell. Results of the CFA for the

teacher legitimacy model are shown in Table 8.
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Table 8

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Teacher Leggicy Model

ltem A r?

Approachable 78* .61
Available 67* 45
Challenging AT* .60
Communication 87* 73
Confident .81* .66
Credentialed .83* .68
Experienced 78* .61
Expertise .85* 72
Flexible .80* .65
Honest .82* .68
Humble .66* 43
Invested .82* .67
Motivated .60* .36
Passion .16* .58
Professional 72* .52
Relates .84* .70
Respectful .62* .39
Unbiased 2% .52
Model Fit df xz RMSEA TLI CFlI

135 478.10* .078 .99 .99

Note A = Completely Standardized Factor Loading; RMSERGot Mean Square Error
of Approximation; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFl =dinparative Fit Index

*p < .01

Completely standardized loadings ranged from c8mmunicatiohto .60

(motivated and were all significant at the .01 level. CFformation presented above
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indicates the one-factor teacher legitimacy measent model adequate to measure
teacher legitimacy.
Assumptions

Before interpreting results from hierarchical eggion run on the data from the
final survey, | checked assumptions that the dasdyaed adhered to the rationale on
which regression analysis is founded. First, lokleel to ensure measurement used to
provide data for the regression analysis was drea- Reliability estimates of the scores
from all measures were above .90. Thus, | condutd¢a from my final survey met this
assumption. Reliability estimates from measurdiencurrent study can be found in

Table 9.

Table 9

Reliability Estimates

Previously Established Cronbach’su from the
Measure Cronbach’'sy Present Study
TCS .95 91
TEMP 9F .95
TLS 92 93
EOC Scores .90

Note TCS = Teacher Caring Scale. TEM = Transforneaixperience Measure. TLS
= Teacher Legitimacy Scale. EOC = end-of-course

#The TCS used for the current study has items 8n8,9 removed due to Rasch misfit.
®The TEM used for the current study has items 3, 21, 14, and 27 removed due to
Rasch misfit.°Past reliability estimate for the TEM is a Rasemitreliability. “The past
TLS was the version used in the pilot of the cursgudy. °No previously established
reliability estimates were available for end-of-rsmiscores

Next | checked to ensure the models used in messgn analysis were properly

specified. Examination of the residual plots fug tegressions shows the data to be
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linear and does not indicate any relevant variabée® been omitted. I, therefore,
concluded my regression models were properly sielcif

Finally, | checked assumptions regarding residublsrther examination of the
residual plots showed the residuals to be randimspection of the P-P plots and
histograms indicates the residuals were norma#iiriduted. Additionally, another check
of the residuals plots and histograms revealeddsieuals to be homoscedastic. Thus, |
concluded my data met assumptions regarding rdsidua
Outliers

Casewise diagnostics on the regression run withoéitourse scores as the
dependent variable revealed no outliers. Caseatagmostics on the regression run with
scores on the transformative experience measuealexV five cases to have standardized
residuals outside of three standard deviations fimrpredicted values. Examination of
leverage, Cook’s D, and DFBETA data for these cabesved three cases, cases 4, 44,
and 304, to possibly be exerting influence on #selits the regression. | reran the
regression analysis after deleting these casesaititer of the new regressions (without
the potentially influential cases) produced a défe result except that the final model
with all three cases removed was only significanba .05 level whereas the full model
with all cases included (as well as the model wake 4 and the model with cases 4 and
304 removed) was significant at the .01 level. STHuetermined there were no
influential cases and interpreted the full modehveill cases included. A summary of the
outlier statistics for the five identified cases dg found in Table 10. Detailed

summaries of the regressions run without influérgaes can be found in Appendix J.
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Table 10

Outlier Statistics

Case Number Std Residual Cooks D DFBETA
4 4.164 .06328 -.14480
44 3.917 .03432 -.12382
129 -4.030 .04967 -.06371
239 -3.008 .01531 -.02312
304 -3.553 .06843 -.33672

Note No cases were above rule of thumb leverageftof o > .2 )
average Cook’s D for all cases in this analysis vi@276."DFBETA cutoff, n for

this analysis was .0985
Collinearity

Bivariate correlations between sets of independanables were not high. An
examination of collinearity statistics showed VI&lwes below 1.55 and tolerance
numbers above .64 analysis of the categorical variables did notdat collinearity.
Finally, ANOVAs run between the continuous variatitéght Commander Experience”
and the categorical variables did not indicateimwedrity. Overall, collinearity indicators
for these regressions show that collinearity wasanassue in interpreting the results of
the analysis.
Regressions

To answer Research Question 2 and test my firsdthggsis, | initially ran a
hierarchical regression in four steps. The fingi steps contained the control variables
of flight commander experience, gender, educatiteval (step one), and squadron of
assignment (step two). As gender, educational,lenel squadron of assignment were

categorical variables, | generated effect-codedbbas for each. Additionally at step
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one, | generated product variables between gemtkeducational level and tested for
interactions. At step three, | entered my variallenterest for Research Question 2:
scores on the TLS. Finally, at step four | entexgutoduct variable generated between
gender and scores on the TLS to examine any pessiigraction. My dependent
variable was end-of-course scores. None of tlezantions tested were significant, so |
dropped the product variables from the regressnohraran it. This resulted in a three-
step regression with control variables in the fivad steps and my independent variable
of interest in step three.

Results of this first regression refute my firgpbthesis. Scores on the TLS did
not significantly explain student outcomes as mesksby end-of-class scores after
controlling for squadron of assignment, genderlatds’ previous education, and
instructor experiencé\R? = .005,F(1, 402) = 2.050p = .155. It was interesting to note
that the only variable included in this regresdiwat was significant in explaining end-of-
course scores was flight commander experienceetéildd summary of the results of
this regression can be found in Table 11.

To answer Research Question 3 and test my secquihgsis, | ran a
hierarchical regression similar to that run to amsResearch Question 2. Because
Research Question 3 asks about the relationshigeketthe TLS and the transformative
experience measure, scores on the TEM served aepandent variable for these
regressions. | tested the same interactions theifirst set of regressions and again,

none were significant so | dropped them and rdnarrégression.



Table 11

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis: Scorestbe Teacher Legitimacy Scale Explaining End-ofiGe Scores

Variable B SEB B AR AF df

Step 1 .021 2.156 4, 408

FIt/CC Exp .100 .046 .108*

Male 1.220 675 .090

Bach 367 1.068 .019

Mast .398 1.065 021
Step 2 .009 734 5, 403

FIt/CC Exp .098 .048 .106*

Male 1.217 677 .089

Bach .326 1.075 .017

Mast 433 1.070 .023

Black 139 1.233 .007

Bull -1.489 1.211 -.075

Cent -1.015 1.043 -.057

Drag -.071 1.200 -.004

Knight .891 1.271 .044

AN



Table 11 (continued)

Variable B SEB B AR AF df
Step 3 .005 2.032 1, 402
FIt/CC Exp 110 .048 .118*
Male 1.251 .676 .092
Bach .246 1.075 .013
Mast 271 1.075 014
Black -.005 1.236 .000
Bull -1.341 1.214 -.068
Cent -1.278 1.058 -.071
Drag .054 1.202 .003
Knight 791 1.271 .039
TLS Score -.100 .070 -.073

Note N = 412. R? for final model = .034F(10, 402) = 1.433) = .163. TLS = Teacher Legitimacy Scale; TEM =n&farmative
Experience Measure; FIt/CC Exp = Flight Commandgoeience; Bach = Bachelor's Degree; Mast = MastBegree; Black =
Blackhawks; Bull = Bulls; Cent = Centurions; Dradpragons; Knight = Knights

*p < .05.

€Tt
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Results of this second regression support my selogpothesis. Scores on the
TLS did explain student outcomes quantified by asnee of transformative experience,
after controlling for squadron of assignment, gensieidents’ previous education, and
instructor experience\R? = .03,F(1, 401) = 12.671p < .001. It was interesting to note
that educational level also significantly explairsedres on the TEM. A detailed
summary of the results of this regression can badan Table 12.

Summary

In this chapter, | presented the results of dalizction and the findings of the
statistical analysis. | provided details regardimg demographic composition of the
sampling frame for the current study, SquadrondeffiSchool Class 13C, addressed the
first research question and provided the results@aifs group interviews. Next | outlined
results from the pilot study conducted on the teatdgitimacy scale (TLS) to include
item development. Finally, | addressed Researasans 2 and 3 by discussing
reliability estimates and Rasch analysis for eddh@measures, correlations between
measures as an indicator of validity, confirmat@agtor analysis for the TLS, and
multiple regressions run using data gathered irstineey phase of the current study in an
effort to answer the research questions.

In the next Chapter, | discuss the results andediato implications of the results.
| also examine limitations of the current study amake a few suggestions regarding

future research in the area of teacher legitimacy.



Table 12

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis: Scorestbe Teacher Legitimacy Scale Explaining ScoretheWEM

Variable B SEB B AR AF df

Step 1 .026* 2.683 4, 407

FIt/CC Exp .006 .008 .036

Male .062 120 .026

Bach -.434 190 -.129*

Mast -.578 1190 - 172%
Step 2 .01 846 5, 402

FIt/CC Exp .010 .008 .059

Male .068 120 028

Bach -441 191 -.131*

Mast -.583 1190 - 173%

Black 347 219 .099

Bull .010 215 .003

Cent -.020 .186 -.006

Drag -.274 213 -.078

Knight -.186 226 -.051

Tl



Table 12 (continued)

Variable B SEB B AR AF df
Step 3 .03** 12.671 1, 401

FIt/CC Exp .005 .008 .030

Male .053 119 022

Bach -.406 189 -.120*

Mast -.513 189 - 153*

Black 411 217 117

Bull -.055 213 -.015

Cent .095 .186 .030

Drag -.329 211 -.094

Knight -.141 223 -.039

TLS Score .044 012 181**

Note N = 412. R? for final model = .065F(10, 401) = 2.805) = .002. TLS = Teacher Legitimacy Scale; TEM =n&farmative
Experience Measure; FIt/CC Exp = Flight Commandgretience; Bach = Bachelor's Degree; Mast = MastBegree; Black =
Blackhawks; Bull = Bulls; Cent = Centurions; Dradpragons; Knight = Knights

*p<.05. *p<.01

911
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Authority relationships are critical to successfieractions between teachers and

students (i.e., learning). Legitimacy is a cortae of authority. It is, therefore,
important to understand legitimacy and its relaglap to learning and other important
student outcomes. This final chapter providesmamsary and discussion of research
findings regarding the relationship between legiitynand student outcomes.
Implications of the research findings as well astitions of the study are discussed.
The chapter concludes with recommendations foréustudies.

Summary and Discussion of
Research Findings

The purpose of this study was to determine whatagtteristics or behaviors give
students the perception their teachers are leggimadditionally, the study examined
the relationship between perceived teacher legdynaend student outcomes as
determined by end-of-class scores and a measur@nsformative experience. |
conducted focus group interviews to gather stugenteptions regarding teacher
legitimacy characteristics, and then developedcatrument to measure student
perceptions about their teachers’ legitimacy. nducted Rasch analysis and exploratory
factor analysis on data gathered from a pilot stualan initial draft of the new
instrument to establish reliability and validitifter verifying structure of the final

instrument with further Rasch analysis and conftomafactor analysis, | conducted
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hierarchical multiple regressions to determineguflents’ perceptions of teacher
legitimacy as measured by the developed instrumegpiain significant variance in
student outcomes.

Results of data analysis showed support for mypthgsis that perceived teacher
legitimacy would explain student outcomes as gfiadtby a measure of transformative
experience after controlling for squadron of assignt, gender, students’ previous
education, and instructor experience. Findingsrfgmresearch questions as obtained
from data analysis are summarized as follows:

Research Questions 1 and 1a

Focus group participants had experience with icgtrs at all levels and easily
described their ideal instructor in terms of legdicy. These descriptions yielded an
initial group of 24 characteristics and correspogdiehaviors that gave students the
perception that their instructor was legitimatefteAfurther examination, some
characteristics were repetitive and were groupgdtter. The final list contained 19
characteristics (see Table 3 for a list of thesgatteristics and Appendix E for a copy of
the survey developed from this list).

Teacher Legitimacy Characteristics

Throughout the focus groups, | saw very little teggn in answering when |
asked participants to describe their ideal teadneieyms of legitimacy. There were no
silent members in either of the groups; everyortedmmething to say. In fact, | had to
limit the interviews to ensure participants couéd back to their regularly scheduled
classes. In two of the four groups, several paditts remained after the interviews were

over to further assert their positions on legitienehharacteristics. Although the list of
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characteristics in Table 3 gives an overall repregen of participants’ perceptions, it
does not convey the emphasis nearly all particgplaiced ompassionandflexibility.
Participants were adamant tipatssion displayed by a high-energy, charismatic teaching
style, was the most important characteristic wéthpards to legitimacy. They stated over
and over again that high-energy teachers couldcoves nearly any other shortfalls they
might bring to the classroom. The almost automsttident engagement resulting from
such dynamic classroom techniques were consiststatlgd as critical to classroom
learning.

Following a close second was the characteristiteibility. Focus group
participants had seen numerous examples of teaaiersvere willing and able to
change, to adapt, to work with students’ levelsmmderstanding and either decrease or
increase the pace of the lesson to ensure studesgds were being met. Unfortunately,
there was no dearth of examples in the opposieetiin. Numerous participants told of
teachers who either failed to recognize studentsdt comprehend the material, or who
were unable or unwilling to adapt the material loa fly to adapt to those who needed
something different. Specific mention was madthoke teachers who stopped a
particularly valuable discussion in order to push fesson along. Focus group
participants emphatically asserted tthexibility as key to teachers’ legitimacy.
Participants did not emphasize flexibility at thdividual student level (e.g., granting
extensions for late assignments), but did diseemsshers remembering what it was like to
be as student in threlatescharacteristic.

Overall, focus group participants provided a usafuhy of characteristics. These

key descriptors of the legitimate teacher mirransather lists of effective teaching
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characteristic. For example, many of the trait®icmn across the studies of Feldman
(1976), Lowman (1996), and Berg and Lindseth (2@D4), knowledgeable, enthusiasm,
concern with class progress, respect for studantsavailability) were also common to
the teacher legitimacy characteristics describethbyocus group participants in the
current study. Additionally, five of the behavidrem the Teacher Behaviors Checklist
(TBC; accessible, approachable, effective communicatofepsional, and respectful
Buskist et al., 2002; Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, BDBad nearly exact parallels on the
Teacher Legitimacy Scale developed from the charistics given by focus group
participants §vailable, approachable, communication skills, pssional, and

respectful. Two of these (accessible/available and respBaferlapped with the
effectiveness characteristics from Table 1. Tethefremaining TBC behaviors had
similar characteristics on the TLS, but the chamastics described by focus group
participants differed either in depth of charastgeior in the defining behaviors. For
example, the characteristiexiblewas on both scales, but the TBC combifiexible

with open-mindecnd listed behaviors such as “accepts criticismmfothers” and
“allows students to do make-up work when approgtiéBuskist et al., 2002; Keeley et
al., 2006). The TLS characteristic focused maariythe flexible aspect of changing the
lesson plans and utilizing “on the fly” opportuegi Additionally, while the TBC
mentioned teachers havingalistic expectationand defined that characteristic with the
behaviors “covers material to be tested duringstlaad “does not overload students
with reading” (Buskist et al., 2002; Keeley et aD06), the TLS covered a similar area
of teaching behavior with the characteristallengingwith behaviors of “expects more

from students than they think they are capableaofl “holds students to a higher
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standard.” These concepts were similar, yet toad@roup participants had a different
idea of what expectations teachers should havieenf students. Whereas the
undergraduates on whom the TBC was normed seenmreduoe teachers who give them
just what they need (or perhaps a little less}i@pants in the current study obviously
wanted more of a challenge. This was perhapsatlesthigher level of education focus
group participants had when compared the collegengmaduates used in the
development of the TBC (Buskist et al., 2002; Kgadeal., 2006). The older, more
educated focus group participants may have beghtlglimore discerning or have had
higher expectations than the undergraduates.

Finally, there were items on both scales that didhave either parallel or similar
items on the other scale. For example, the TLSacheristiccredentialeddefined as
“having the appropriate degree/certification” aiseéeking continued professional
development,” had no similar item on the TBC. wk®e, the TBC characteristic
rapport, defined as “making class laugh through jokesfandy stories” and “knowing
student names,” (Buskist et al., 2002; Keeley e228l06) had no parallel item on the
TLS.

Overall, the comparison and contrast of the listiedracteristics developed by
focus groups in the current study with other Iadtslesired teacher behaviors supported
my assertion that teacher legitimacy charactesisire a subset, a necessary but not
sufficient part, of effective teaching charactecsst | discuss the possibility that these
characteristics of teacher legitimacy may be paldicto the sample from the current

study in the limitations section of the chapter.
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Pilot Study

The misfit indications for the itemlependabléaken from Rasch analysis of pilot
study data suggested this item was likely measwamgething different than the other
items on the teacher legitimacy scale. Although,@UTFIT statistics fodependable
were not extreme, they did require further exannomat The point-measure correlation
statistic in Rasch is a measure of the correlatfdhe particular item with all other items
on the scale. The point-measure correlatiom&rendablevas lower than any other
item on the scale. Additionally, Rasch analysiegian expected point-measure
correlation for each item. The difference betwtes expected correlation and the
obtained correlation is indicative of further misfAlthough there are no given criteria
for an “acceptable” degree of difference betwegmeeted and obtained correlations,
relative differences are good indicators of itenihwwisfit. The difference between
expected and obtained point-measure correlatiardefeendablavas twice as large as
the next largest difference for other items ondtale.

With misfit statistics pointing towards deletiontbfs item from the scale, |
turned to exploratory factor analysis of the pgtatdy data to suggest further refinement.
EFA results indicated a single, uni-dimensionaleswoas appropriate. In this one-factor
solution, the itendependablavas the only item that was not salient. It loadader the
single factor at less than .30 and therefore cbaldonsidered to belong with some other,
as yet unidentified, factor. This suggests the tiependablaevas likely not a valid part
of the teacher legitimacy scale and could be drdggen future versions.

The final evidence thatependablevas not a valid part of the teacher legitimacy

scale came from an examination of reliability dafareliability estimate for the scores



123

on the TLS showed a high Cronbach!sTo aid in pinpointing reliability problems,
common software packages also provide a tablestimat's what the reliability estimate
for scores on the scale of interest would be withvidual items removed. For the pilot
study data, reliability estimates decreased foh é@en removed, with the exception of
dependable Removal ofdlependableaused an increase in the reliability estimate.
These three indicators, taken together, strongigssted the iterdependablevas
measuring something different than the other itemghe TLS.

Further examination of the characteristic deperelaht its corresponding
behaviors shows the behaviors to be more relateth$sroom mechanics (i.e., starts
class on time, returns graded assignments/feedbklaek promised, consistent grading
practices) than to the personality-related behawdiother characteristics (i.e.,
acknowledges his/her own limitations frdrambleand excited about role as a teacher
from motivated. This may explain why dependable was not a “gittdd | removed
dependabland presented the TLS without it as the final eeref the measure of
student perceptions of teacher legitimacy.

Research Questions 2 and 3

| used the 19 characteristics and their corresipgrioehaviors to develop a
measure of teacher legitimacy. | administered1Bistem measure in a pilot study.
Classical psychometric analysis, Rasch analystseaploratory factor analysis of pilot
study data and feedback from pilot study participatelded an 18-item measure
utilizing a 3-option Likert-type response scaleg(#gpendix F for the final survey).

Examination of reliability and validity of the né$s obtained from administration

of the final survey showed its scores to be rediayld valid. A check of assumptions
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regarding the efficacy of the data for use in regi@n analysis revealed no assumption
violations that would cause doubts regarding inetgtion of regression results.

Hierarchical multiple regressions run on the dmtnered from the final survey
did not show student perceived legitimacy signiftbaexplained end-of-course scores
after controlling for flight commander experiengender, previous education, and
squadron of assignment. They did show, howevat,student perceived legitimacy
significantly explained scores on a transformaéixperience measure after controlling
for these same variables.

Final Survey

The primary purpose of the current study was terd@ne what relationship
existed between perceived teacher legitimacy amtkest outcomes. | hypothesized that
teacher legitimacy, as measured by a survey oeststiperceptions regarding teacher
behaviors, would explain a significant amount afiamace in student outcomes. One
outcome measured was student performance at Sauédiioer School. The other
outcome was student perceptions of their transfovmaxperience while attending SOS.
After confirming reliability and validity of all mesures used in the current study, |
subjected the data gathered to hierarchical maltggjression in order to control for
several extraneous variables.

Reliability estimates for all measures were high90). There was no evidence to
suggest that the reliability of any measures weatlect interpretation of the regression
results (see Table 9 for reliability estimatesddaionally, Rasch and confirmatory
factor analysis suggest high construct validityhaf teacher legitimacy scale (TLS) for

this sample (see Table 6 for a summary of the CFA).
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Shared variance of the scores from the TLS witmescon Muller’'s measure of
legitimacy (Muller, 1970), which is a single iteneasure that asks respondents how well
their instructor (as modified for this study) idfiiling his or her main purpose, was high
enough (56%) to indicate the TLS was measuringnatcoct similar to that being
measured by Muller, but not so high as to sugdesas measuring exactly the same
thing.

| had hypothesized scores on the TLS would hawsveshared variance with
scores on the teacher caring scale (TCS; Teven &rvkkey, 1997). As noted above, in
a previous study (Drake, 2012), results of an egptwy factor analysis had indicated
that characteristics making ugwampassioriactor were somewhat different from the
characteristics that made upegitimacyfactor. Thus, in the current study, | used a
measure of teacher caring as an assessment afrdisamt validity. The shared variance
between scores on the TLS and scores on the TC8%%as Although not as high as the
correlation with Muller's measure, this correlatias suggestive of similarities between
the two scales. Thus, this correlation does nppstt discriminant validity. There are
several possible explanations for this.

One possible explanation for the higher-than-etquecorrelation (and shared
variance) between these two measures is the indudicompassion-type items in the
current study’s definition of legitimacy. A prewus study’s definition of legitimacy
(Drake, 2012; the definition on which the choiceaafiscriminant validity measure was
based) did not include the characteristiocacernedavailable or approachable These
characteristics were brought in to the definitidneacher legitimacy used in the current

study by focus group participants. These charaties were also part of the teacher
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caring scale (Teven & McCroskey, 1997). Thus, withilar items, the measures were
more highly correlated (and had higher shared maenthan expected.

Finally, responses to both measures could beaiindcause of response and/or
method bias. Participants responded to both measuithe same session. It was
possible it was difficult for participants to seg the concepts of caring and legitimacy
(or any other measure of teacher effectivenessh&drmatter) during this single sitting.
When asked whether their teacher was effectivead likely participants’ answers
would have been the same regardless of the diffemrstructs represented by the
guestions. This possibility illustrates the ditfity in defining and measuring different
constructs of teacher effectiveness. This doeshoetever, negate researchers’
responsibility to do so. Researchers should attéongollect data on the different
constructs on different occasions rather than ahsamvey at one time in an attempt to
minimize the potential for response bias.

Hierarchical multiple regressions run on data ftbmen final survey of the current
study supported one of my two hypotheses. Accgrtbrthese regressions, student
perceptions of teacher legitimacy do not explasigaificant amount of variance in end-
of-course scores. This lack of significance, dreresulting failure of support for my
hypothesis, has several possible explanations.

First, the sampling frame from which the sampletii@ current study was drawn
was made up of successful military officers. Ng&B% of participants in this final
survey had Master’s or Doctoral degrees. Thisavgoup of high-achievers. As such,

it is possible there were other factors such ase#egf self-motivation and self-efficacy
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that may have influenced end-of-course scores. ifdtauctors, good or bad, legitimate
or not, may have had less to do with end-of-coaceees than the students themselves.

Another possible explanation for non-significancayrbe the method used in
calculating the end-of-course scores. Squadroit@fESchool no longer uses tests as
part of the end-of-course score. End-of-courseescare an amalgam of subjective
scores that may lessen the impact of instructatimegcy. SOS uses scores on briefings
and papers, the grading of which are more subjethign that of multiple choice tests, as
well as scores on instructor and peer evaluatiwhgsh are highly subjective, to
determine the final score for a student. Thisectin}ity calls into question the validity of
these end-of-course scores. For example, if tke @aaluation were designed to assess
leadership, but the evaluator has had some saitartation with the evaluatee recently,
the evaluation score may reflect that and be |diven it should. Essentially, that
particular evaluation was measuring the effecthefaltercation as opposed to the
evaluatee’s leadership ability. This possible latkalidity may have had an impact on
the influence of any teacher effectiveness criterio include legitimacy.

In short, end-of-course grades may not be theibésiator of student outcomes
at Squadron Officer School, especially when exanginihe impact of instructor
effectiveness, specifically instructor legitimack.better indicator may be students’
perception about whether their experience at S@®b&an transformative. Pugh (2002)
defined transformative experience as expanded piooeand value of a concept
resulting from an individual seeking out or takiexdvantage of opportunities to use the
concept as a new way of seeing the world. Transdtive experience may be a better

gauge of student outcomes in the current studyuseciis measure relies on the same
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student perceptions as those used to determineeegitimacy. Additionally,
transformative experience is independent of peréoree. Students who do not “test
well” or for whom delivering a briefing may be arhéying experience may still
internalize the concepts taught and use them assahrough which to view their worlds.

Hierarchical regressions run on data from this darsipow that scores on the
teacher legitimacy survey explain a significant antaf variance in students’
perceptions of the extent to which their experieaic80S have been transformative.
Although the effect size of this relationship wagatl (r* = .065), the significance of the
relationship suggests teacher legitimacy had atoopgay in the transformative
experience of students. It further suggests tedelggimacy is a component, a
seemingly important component, of teacher effec@ss characteristics.

Implications of Research Findings

Theoretical Implications

One of the significant contributions of this studyhe addition of teacher
legitimacy as a component of the already estallisbacher effectiveness characteristics.
It brings together the legitimacy work of socialpisologists (Ford & Johnson, 1998;
Tyler, 2006; Zelditch, 2001) and the teacher effectess work of educators (Berg &
Lindseth, 2004; Feldman 1976; Lowman, 1996) to sate efforts of teacher educators
and possibly improve teacher preparation.

This study established a theoretical frameworkdacher legitimacy. It used the
perception of students, those whose perceptionenrabst when it comes to teacher
qualities, to identify characteristics and teachieebaviors that show this legitimacy.

This study also establishes a marker in the edutatresearch area. It lays the
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groundwork for further study into the concept @dker legitimacy and its efficacy to
those who prepare teachers to teach adults. Futthe study established the identified
characteristics as belonging in a single, uni-disi@mal construct that is likely one of
several components in the teacher effectivenessrelabegins to narrow the focus of
researchers and educators alike on this singlerdiioe as part of the wide field of
teacher effectiveness. Additionally, this studgwhd that teacher legitimacy, and the
characteristics that comprise it, have a significapact on students’ perceptions of
transformative experience, personally worthwhilpexiences that lead to an expansion
of perception and value (Pugh, 2002)

Finally, this study has added to the body of knalgkein the area of power and
authority by providing a “theoretical elaboratiohaoithority” as called for by Pace and
Hemmings (2007). It examined the foundation ohatity, legitimacy, and
supplemented previous research regarding the dfteksher interactions that result in
authority relationships, those that ultimately gstedents the perceptions their teachers
are legitimate.

Practical Implications

Clearly, teacher education matters (Darling-Hamm@@@0), but how future
teachers should be educated is still under deBatié & Forzani, 2010). This study
suggests that for a population of adult learnegtilnacy is one skill set that could make
a difference in training future faculty. It is esnely important that educators be able to
define singular constructs related to teacher g¥fexcess in order to properly train and
educate future teachers of adult learners. Irctineent study, adult learners identified

characteristics and corresponding behaviors tlaat fe the perception of legitimacy.
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These are clear and concise and ready to be addacdulty development curricula
across the country.

This may represent a paradigm shift for the teaedacation community. With
words like subordinate and superordinate, this ephmay sound more like it belongs in
business or even the military. | know words mattdowever, these power relationships
exist and are important to student outcomes everaify in the field of education do not
feel the words used to describe them are appreprithatever words are used to
describe the relationship, researchers must beeao¥dhe effect of the quality of these
relationships on student outcomes.

Again, | am not suggesting these 18 characteriatieshe epitome of teacher
effectiveness: quite the contrary. These are gimplecessary, but not sufficient, part of
the vast array of characteristics and behavioishiyg must bring forth in the adult-
learner classroom in order to be effective; in otdgroduce positive student outcomes.

As this study was conducted on a Air Force popaoitgtits results have
implication for faculty development in the Air Ferc Because many Air Force members
are represented by the sample from the curreny stine concept of teacher legitimacy
should be implemented in all faculty developmenticula Air Force-wide.

Additionally, Air Force curriculum developers shdw@xamine the concept of
transformative experience to gauge its utilityéducating Air Force officers and enlisted
personnel.
Limitations of the Study
Several limitations exist in this study. Firstldoremost is the use a convenience

sample that consisted of only mid-level militaryicérs. The demographic



131

characteristics of this sample, particularly age aducation level, make it very difficult
to generalize the results to a wide range of stisdefihe sample used in this study likely
identified characteristics of legitimate teachéat tvould be different in elementary
school, high school, and the undergraduate setfing.example, the concept of
credentialing was important to this military same many of them face peril every day
and rely on the credentials (along with the expertexperience, and passion) of those
who teach them and lead them to ensure they wiigeito fight another day. As
another example, in a sample more concerned withrgpgrades than learning (e.qg.,
high school students, college freshmen) charatteyisf helpful teachers, teachers who
“teach the test,” may have been more likely to appethe definition of legitimacy.
Likewise, elementary students may be more focusatuoturing characteristics. With
these types of differences inherent, generalizaifdhe findings to students outside this
specific demographic should be made with caution.

A second limitation of this study involves the udgeself-report surveys. Students
were asked their perceptions and opinions regairtiedegitimacy of their primary
instructors. Social desirability, the halo effeamtd/or other response bias effects could be
at work here and it is possible the responses micgents may not reflect their true
beliefs and attitudes.

A third limitation of this study is related to tlkelection and inclusion of
extraneous variables. Although these variableg welected based on the literature
review, it is possible other variables might haeeded to be controlled for. For

example, as noted above, with this sample studetivation levels and/or self-efficacy
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may have played a part in the non-significancéefrelationship between legitimacy and
end-of-course scores. These variables likely shbale been added as control variables.
Recommendations for Future Studies

This study provides an initial foray into teachegitimacy and its relationship to
student outcomes. Therefore, much more work neelbde done. First, this study should
be replicated on as many different populationsassiple. As noted above, there were
likely differences in the way different age and ealion levels see the concept of teacher
legitimacy. Continued replication among varied plagions should assist researchers in
this area in finding a common core of charactasstinat define legitimacy

Likewise, it would be of interest to determineh&tdefining characteristics of
teacher legitimacy identified in this study holdass differing cultures. For example,
cultures that are more collectivist in nature may teachers who espouse teamwork
over individual efforts more legitimate. Futurenw@n teacher legitimacy should
include a comparison of defining characteristicsrfrdifferent areas of the United States
as wells as from different countries.

Follow-on studies should attempt to identify whetthere are mediators to or
moderators in the link between teacher legitimawy student outcomes. As noted
earlier, student motivation might be used as arobmariable in future studies.

However, it is likely that the sample used in therent study, the all military sample, had
less variability in motivation (i.e., all were highmotivated). Other samples, however,
may have more variability (college undergraduditasexample may have many differing

levels of motivation). Because there was moreauity, teacher legitimacy might have
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had a greater effect on student performance irr gibygulations. Thus, motivation might
also be investigated as a moderator variable.
Summary

This study indicated students are passionate dhewharacteristics that make
their teacher effective. Specifically, participaint this study readily identified
characteristics and behaviors that give them theegpéion their teachers are legitimate.
Analysis of data from this study showed legitimézye a uni-dimensional construct that
plays an important role in determining student ootes. Without legitimate teachers,
students are likely to fare worse in the classrsetting. Armed with the knowledge
gained from this study, teacher educators havenantdol with which to supply their
students. These future teachers can go forthemitiidence, knowing as they become

legitimate in the eyes of their students, theidetus will realize more positive outcomes.
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Development of an Operational Definition of Teachegitimacy
Survey

Power has its place. When authoritarian leaderstlyips are needed, when a superior absolutely
needs a subordinate to get a task done, the ysen@lr is a necessary evil. Not every leadership
situation, however, is best handled using powdterQthe factory foreman needs his line
workers to get a job done on schedule, on budgetgntract specifications. This is not a life
and death situation and using the leadership styted for one won't work; using coercive

power in this situation won’t produce optimum résulThe foreman will have to somehow rely
on the workers’ own sense of obligation to him &mthe company to get this work done and
done well. In many situations where a superiodsde influence his subordinates with
something other than power, the sense of obligationes from the subordinates’ feeling that it
is fitting, proper, and right for the superior t@ake decisions that affect them and that the
superior “deserves” to be obeyed. This charatteascribed to the superior, is known as
legitimacy. Definitions of legitimacy are varyinigut generally agree on a perception that the
actions of the person or organization in questi@nast or proper within some system of beliefs
or values.

Research is vague regarding the concept of legiyiras it applies in an educational setting.
Borrowing from social psychology, it can be saidttstudents would perceive their teachers as
legitimate if the teachers had qualities that maéestudents feel a) the teacher deserves to be
standing in front them teaching, b) it is right tbe teacher to make decisions affecting the
students’ academic careers, c) more likely to allethe course guidelines/policies, d) the
course and the material being presented is wortaydand the students could commit to its goals
and objectives, and e) a sense of loyalty to taehter:

The purpose of the survey in which you are abogpirticipate is to develop a list of qualities or
characteristics a teacher must possess in order perceived as legitimate by his or her students.

Below, you are presented with a list of teachellites. Keeping “a” through “e” above in mind,
rate each of the qualities with regard to its int@oce to teacher legitimacy, 1 being not at all
important, meaning this quality has nothing to dthweacher legitimacy and 5 being extremely
important, meaning a teacher could absolutely ngaer legitimacy without this quality.

Assume you are building a training program to deexchers the qualities that lead to legitimacy.
Which qualities would you want them to have and twtauld your priorities be? Remember it is
believed legitimacy is necessary but not sufficienta teacher to be effective. This survey is
asking about the qualities of a legitimate tea@sedescribed in “a” through “e” above, not
necessarily those of an effective teacher.

! Adapted from: a), b), e) Tyler, T. R. (2006). Psyobizal perspectives on legitimacy and legitimation
Annual Review of Psycholody7, 375-400. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.57.102904.380€) Van der
Toorn, J., Tyler, T. R., & Jost, J. T. (2011). Mdéhan fair: Outcome dependence, system justificatimd
the percieved legitimacy of authority figurdsurnal of Experimental Social Psycholody, 127-138.
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2010.09.003, d) Tyler, T. R.B&der, S. (2000)Cooperation in groupsPhiladelphia,
PA: Psychological Press.
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a) The teacher deserves to be standing in frositudlents teaching
b) It is right for the teacher to make decisiorfe@fng students’ academic careers
c) Students are more likely to adhere to the cogusgelines/policies
d) The course and the material being presentedantdwhile, and the students
could commit to its goals and objectives
e) Students feel a sense of loyalty to the teacher
Qualities:
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Somewhat | Important Very Extremely
Important Important Important | Important
Approachable
Authoritative
Available
Caring
Challenging
Clear
Committed

Communicative

Concerned

Confident

Creative

Dedicated

Demanding

Educated

Encouraging

Enthusiastic

Expert

Fair

Friendly

Fun

Helpful

Honest

Humorous

Inspiring

Intellectual
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Interesting

Knowledgeable

Open-minded

Organized

Patient

Personable

Prepared

Professional

Respectable

Respectful

Stimulating

Unbiased

Understanding
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UNIVERSITY of

NORTHERN COLORADO

I)

Institutional Review Board

DATE: March 21, 2013

TO: Douglass Drake

FROM: University of Northern Colorado (UNCO) IRE
PROJECT TITLE: [405647-2] Defining and Measuring Teacher Legitimacy
SUBMISSION TYPE: Amendment/Modification

ACTION: APPROVALWVERIFICATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
DECISION DATE: March 21, 2013

Thank you for your submission of Amendment/Modification materials for this project. The University of
Northern Colorada {UNCO) IRB approves this project and verifies its status as EXEMPT according to
federal IRB regulations.

We will retain a copy of this correspondence within our records for a duration of 4 years,

If you have any questions, please contact Sherry May at 970-351-1910 or Sherry. May@unco.edu. Please
include your project titie and reference number in all correspondence with this committee.

This lefter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a copy is retainad within University of
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR UNIVERSITY (AETC} -

MEMORANDUM FOR INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

FROM: SOC/CC
125 Chennault Cir
Maxwell AFB AL 36112-6430

SUBJECT: Indorsement of Lt Col Douglas Drake’s Planned Research with SOS Students

1. Lieutenant Colonel Douglas Drake is completing his dissertation research as part of his degree
requirements under an AFIT-sponsored PhD program. He is pursuing an educational psychology
doctorate at University of Northern Colorado having competed for an Air University advanced
academic degree slot offered allocated to Squadron Officer College.

2. Lieutenant Colonel Drake has requested the opportunity to work directly with my Squadron
Officer School (SOS) students this spring in order to complete his research. 1 understand that as part
of his requirements to complete the research, he needs to secure approval from the relevant
Institutional Review Board (IRB), and that this memorandum is necessary for him to move forward
on IRB approval.

3. After a review of Lieutenant Colonel Drake’s research plans and an interview with him that 1
held this month, I endorse his plans to work with my students, provided all of the events related to
his research ate conducted in a voluntary manner. For questions, please contact my executive
officer, Captain James Morrison, at 334-953-2806.

i —

MARK G. CZELUSTA, Colonel, USAF
Commander
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Legitimate Teacher Characteristics
Focus Group

The researcher will read the following to the fogusup participants then discuss the five
guestions.

Power has its place. When authoritarian leaderstlyips are needed, when a superior absolutely
needs a subordinate to get a task done, the ysea@lr is a necessary evil. Not every leadership
situation, however, is best handled using powdterQthe factory foreman needs his line
workers to get a job done on schedule, on budgetgntract specifications. This is not a life
and death situation and using the leadership styted for one won't work; using coercive

power in this situation won’t produce optimum résulThe foreman will have to somehow rely
on the workers’ own sense of obligation to him &mthe company to get this work done and
done well. In many situations where a superiodsde influence his subordinates with
something other than power, the sense of obligationes from the subordinates’ feeling that it
is fitting, proper, and right for the superior t@ke decisions that affect them and that the
superior “deserves” to be obeyed. This charatieascribed to the superior is known as
legitimacy. Definitions of legitimacy are varyinigut generally agree on a perception that the
actions of the person or organization in questi@nast or proper within some system of beliefs
or values.

The purpose of this focus group is to gather ofrymrceptions abotihe characteristics
displayed by legitimate teacherResearch has agreed that procedural justicene$s — is
one characteristic that would make subordinatesgher a superior as legitimate.
What I'd like to discuss with you today are youedd about the characteristics a teacher would
need to have in order for you to perceive him ardsdegitimate.
Recall a current or previous teacher who made gefx f

a) he or she deserves to be standing in front gaching?

b) itis right for the teacher to make decisiorfe@ting your academic career?

c)  more likely to adhere to the course guidelinales?

d) the course you're taking and the material bgiregented is worthwhile, and you
could commit to its goals and objectives?

e) asense of loyalty to the teacher?
What characteristics did that teacher display thade you feel that way?

What behaviors did that teacher exhibit that defirese characteristics?

2 Adapted from: a), b), e) Tyler, T. R. (2006). Faylogical perspectives on legitimacy and legitimati
Annual Review of Psycholody7, 375-400. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.57.102904.380€) Van der
Toorn, J., Tyler, T. R., & Jost, J. T. (2011). Mdinan fair: Outcome dependence, system justificatimd
the percieved legitimacy of authority figurdsurnal of Experimental Social Psycholody, 127-138.
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2010.09.003, d) Tyler, T. R.B&der, S. (2000)Cooperation in groupsPhiladelphia,
PA: Psychological Press.
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Teacher Legitimacy Scale
(Adapted from Buskist et al., 2002)

Section I. Instructions: Below are 24 characteristics otheat legitimacy and some
examples of the behaviors that define them. Plesieeyour primary instructor on the
extent to which you believe he or she exhibits biha reflective of the given
characteristic.

Please use the following scale for ratings:

1 = My instructor never exhibits behaviors refleetof this characteristic

2 = My instructor rarely exhibits behaviors refigetof this characteristic

3 = My instructor sometimes exhibits behaviorsaetilve of this characteristic

4 = My instructor frequently exhibits behaviorsleetive of this characteristic

5 = My instructor always exhibits behaviors refieetof this characteristic

Section Il. Teacher Legitimacy Scale

ltem Teacher Legitimacy Characteristic and Correspan&iehavior

1 Respectfu(Does not humiliate or embarrass students in ciagglite to
students [says thank you and please, etc.], dddateorupt students while they
are talking, does not talk down
to students)

1 2 3 4 5

2 Available(Offers his/her time outside of class for studguntstions, takes
measures to ensure students know how to conta¢héirautside of class,
comes to class early or stays after class to anguestions)

1 2 3 4 5

3 Passion(High energy in lectures/discussions, charisntatching style,
dynamic teaching methods)

1 2 3 4 5
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4 Expertise(Quickly and accurately answers questions witheadmng to consult
outside materials, displays knowledge over and allog course text, expands
lessons to cover all student knowledge levels agea)

1 2 3 4 5

5 InvestedShows concern for student achievement, initiatesudsions with
students to gauge progress, expends necessaryaeson ensure student
learning, provides timely feedback)

1 2 3 4 5

6 Humble(Acknowledges his/her own limitations, accepts fesdk from students
regarding ways to improve course/lessons, explagthods/rationale for
material if necessary)

1 2 3 4 5

7 DependabléStarts class on time, returns graded assignmeatifsack when
promised, consistent grading practices)

1 2 3 4 5

8 Honest(Admits mistakes, teaching output congruent wittext objectives,
does what he/she says he’ll/she’ll do)

1 2 3 4 5

9 Challenging(Delivers material at a level just above curreatient knowledge,
holds students to higher standard, expects maostudents than they think they
are capable of)

1 2 3 4 5

10 Flexible(Recognizes “on-the-fly” learning opportunities argks them where
possible, adapts lessons/material to student pedioce when necessary, meets
the needs of different learning styles)

1 2 3 4 5
11 Motivated(Excited about role as a teacher, maintains erdbasthroughout the

course, talks about his/her own continued learning)

1 2 3 4 5
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12

UnbiasedDoes not push his/her opinions on students, alkiwdents freedom
to express their own opinions, allows studentsustjon the status quo)

1 2 3 4 5

13

Confident(Doesn’t “fold” under pressure, answers questiorteaut hesitation,
conducts lessons without fumbling for guidance)

1 2 3 4 5

14

ExperiencedqUses his/her own real-world experience as classrexamples,
speaks from the point of view of one who has dbweethings about which
he/she is talking, displays “field knowledge” )

1 2 3 4 5

15

Relates to StudenfShows he/she remembers what it was like to badest,
shows understanding of individual students’ circtamees, develops/maintains
peer-like relationship with students while remaghprofessional)

1 2 3 4 5

16

Communication Skill&Speaks clearly, uses everyday language to explain
difficult concepts, dynamic speaker)

1 2 3 4 5

17

CredentialedHas gained appropriate degree/certification, seeksinued
professional development, stays “current”)

1 2 3 4 5

18

ApproachablgWelcomes student inquiry, encourages open engageme
smiles)

1 2 3 4 5

19

Professiona(Maintains neat/clean appearance, exhibits appatgton” and
“off-duty” behavior, fosters appropriate educatibredationships)

1 2 3 4 5
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Teacher Legitimacy Scale
(Adapted from Buskist et al., 2002)

Section I. Instructions: Below are 18 characteristics otheat legitimacy and some
examples of the behaviors that define them. Plesieeyour primary instructor on the
extent to which you believe he or she exhibits biha reflective of the given
characteristic.

Please use the following response options forgatin

1 = My instructornfrequently exhibits behaviors reflective of this characterist

2 = My instructorfrequently exhibits behaviors reflective of this charactéeist

3 = My instructoralways exhibits behaviors reflective of this charactécist

Section Il. Teacher Legitimacy Scale

ltem Teacher Legitimacy Characteristic and Correspan&iehavior

1 Respectfu(Does not humiliate or embarrass students in ciagglite to
students [says thank you and please, etc.], dddateorupt students while they
are talking, does not talk down to students)

1 2 3

2 Available(Offers his/her time outside of class for studgustions, takes
measures to ensure students know how to contaé¢héiroutside of class,
comes to class early or stays after class to anguestions)

1 2 3

3 Passion(High energy in lectures/discussions, charismatching style,
dynamic teaching methods)

1 2 3

4 Expertise(Quickly and accurately answers questions with@admng to consult
outside materials, displays knowledge over and altlog course text, expands
lessons to cover all student knowledge levels ased)

1 2 3

5 InvestedShows concern for student achievement, initiatesudsions with
students to gauge progress, expends necessaryaesdge.g., time, money,
etc.) to ensure student learning, provides timegdback)

1 2 3
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Humble(Acknowledges his/her own limitations, accepts fesdk from students
regarding ways to improve course/lessons, explaethods/rationale for
material if necessary)

1 2 3

Honest(Admits mistakes, teaching output congruent witttext objectives,
does what he/she says he/she will do)

1 2 3

Challenging(Delivers material at a level just above curreatient knowledge,
holds students to higher standard, expects mone $tadents than they think
they are capable of)

1 2 3

Flexible(Recognizes “on-the-fly” learning opportunities argks them where
possible, adapts lessons/material to student pedioce when necessary, meets
the needs of different learning styles)

1 2 3

10

Motivated(Excited about role as a teacher, maintains erdeaosthroughout the
course, talks about his/her own continued learning)

1 2 3

11

UnbiasedDoes not push his/her opinions on students, alkiwdents freedom
to express their own opinions, allows studentsutstjon the status quo)

1 2 3

12

Confident(Doesn't “fold” under pressure, answers questioiteaut hesitation,
conducts lessons without fumbling for guidance)

1 2 3

13

ExperiencedqUses his/her own real-world experience as classrexamples,
speaks from the point of view of one who has dbweethings about which
he/she is talking, displays “field knowledge” )

1 2 3

14

Relates to StudenfShows he/she remembers what it was like to badest,
shows understanding of individual students’ circtanses, develops/maintains
peer-like relationship with students while remaghprofessional)

1 2 3
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15 Communication Skill&Speaks clearly, uses everyday language to explain
difficult concepts, speaks dynamically)
1 2 3
16 CredentialedHas gained appropriate degree/certification, seeksinued
professional development, stays “current”)
1 2 3
17 ApproachabléWelcomes student inquiry, encourages open engageme
smiles)
1 2 3
18 Professiona(Maintains neat/clean appearance, exhibits apptgton” and

“off-duty” behavior, fosters appropriate educatibredationships)

1 2 3
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APPENDIX G

ORIGINAL TRANSFORMATIVE EXPERIENCE MEASURE
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Transformative Experience Measure
(for a study of transformative experiences in thesgiences)

Instructions: For each question, select the response that béshesathe extent to which
you agree or disagree. “Outside of school” refergour everyday life and experience
when you are not in class or working on schoolgassents.

[Responses will be on a 4-point Likert scale, SgitgiDisagree to Strongly Agree]
(Adapted from Pugh et al., 2010)

| talk with others about geoscience conceptsiduny geoscience courses.

Outside of school, | talk with others about geeisce concepts.

| talk with others about geoscience conceptsfarghe fun of it.

During class time, | think about how geosciecaecepts apply to real-world

objects and events.

Outside of school, I think about geoscience epig

| find myself thinking about geoscience concepisveryday situations.

| apply the knowledge I've learned about geasmeduring class.

Outside of school, | apply the knowledge I'varlged about geoscience.

| apply the stuff I've learned about geoscieegen when | didn’t have to.

I look for chances to apply my knowledge ofgmence in my everyday life.

| think about the earth differently now thdiave learned about geoscience

concepts.

12. During class, | notice examples of geosciemceEepts.

13. If | see a really interesting landform, rocleather pattern, or river system (either
in real life, in a magazine, or on TV), then | thiabout it in terms of geoscience
concepts.

14. The concepts | learned in my geoscience cladsagyed the way | see the earth.

15. | can’t help but see the earth in terms of gieoge concepts now.

16. | notice examples of geoscience in my everydayhat | would not have noticed
before taking geoscience courses.

17. Outside of school, I look for examples of gemsce concepts.

18. Learning about geoscience concepts is usefuhjofuture studies or work.

19. Geoscience concepts help me to better unddrdtarworld around me.

20. Knowledge of geoscience concepts is usefulyicanrent, everyday life.

21. | find that geoscience concepts make my curmaritof-school experience more
meaningful and interesting.

22. Geoscience concepts make the earth much nteresting.

PwpNPE

HBEOoNO O

=0

23. In class, | find it interesting to learn abgabscience concepts.

24. | think geoscience is an interesting subject.

25. | find it interesting in class when we talk abthe earth in terms of geoscience
concepts.

26. | am interested when | hear things about geasei concepts outside of school.

27. Outside of school, | find it exciting to thimkout geoscience concepts.
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APPENDIX H

SOS TRANSFORMATIVE EXPERIENCE MEASURE
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SOS Transformative Experience Measure
(Adapted from Pugh et al., 2010)

Instructions: For each question, select the response that béshesathe extent to which
you agree or disagree. “Outside of class” refengour everyday life and experience
when you are not in class or working on assignments

For each question use the following scale to regpon

1 — Strongly Disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — AgreeArengly Agree

PwnE

| talk with others about SOS concepts during my $@Sses.

Outside of class, | talk with others about SOS epits

| talk with others about SOS concepts just forftiveof it.

During class time, | think about how SOS concepisyato real-world situations and
events.

Outside of class, I think about SOS concepts.

| find myself thinking about SOS concepts in evenydituations.

| apply the knowledge I've learned about SOS cotscdpring class.

Outside of class, | apply the knowledge I've learabout SOS concepts.

| apply the stuff I've learned about SOS conceptnenvhen | don't have to.

I look for chances to apply my knowledge of SOSacapts in my everyday life.

| think about the AF differently now that | haveateed SOS concepts.

During class, | notice examples of SOS concepts.

If I hear about a really interesting leadershipaion, then | think about it in terms of
SOS concepts.

The concepts | learned in my SOS classes changedaih | see the AF.

| can’'t help but see the AF in terms of SOS corsepiv.

I notice examples of SOS concepts in my everydaytiiat | would not have noticed
before attending SOS.

Outside of class, | look for examples of SOS cotgep

Learning about SOS concepts is useful for my fustwelies or work.

SOS concepts help me to better understand the waolechd me.

Knowledge of SOS concepts is useful in my curremgryday life.

| find that SOS concepts make my current, out-asslexperience more meaningful and
interesting.

SOS concepts make the AF much more interesting.

In class, | find it interesting to learn SOS corisep

I think SOS content is interesting.

| find it interesting in class when we talk abdug tAF in terms of SOS concepts.

| am interested when | hear things about SOS casaejiside of class.

Outside of class, | find it exciting to think abd&®S concepts.

| find it fascinating to be able to use SOS cone@piny everyday life.
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APPENDIX |

TEACHER CARING SCALE



Teacher Caring Scale

168

Use the following bipolar scales to describe yaurent instructor. Mark an X on the

line which best describes where your opinion lieghe continuum.

My instructor (is):

Cares About
Me

Has My
Interests at
Heart

Self-centered

Unconcerned
With Me

Insensitive

Not
Understanding

Unresponsive

Understands
How | Feel

Understands
How | Think

Doesn't Care
About Me

Doesn’'t Have
My Interests at
Heart

Not Self-
centered

Concerned
With Me

Sensitive

Understanding

Responsive

Doesn’t
Understand
How | Feel

Doesn’t
Understand
How | Think
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APPENDIX J

DETAILED SUMMARIES OF REGRESSIONS RUN WITHOUT
POSSIBLY INFLUENTIAL CASES
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Table 13

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis: Scorestbe Teacher Legitimacy Scale
Explaining Scores on the Transformative Experiégvieasure, Case 4 Removed

Variable B SEB B AR? AF df
Step 1 .027* 2.804 4, 406
FIt/CC Exp .001 .008 .006
Male .051 117 .022
Bach -.421 .186 -.128*
Mast -.604 .186 -.183**
Step 2 .012 974 5, 401
FIt/CC Exp .005 .008 .031
Male .059 118 .025
Bach -.426 .187 -.129*
Mast -.606 .186 -.184**
Black .340 .214 .099
Bull .035 211 .010
Cent .008 .182 .003
Drag -.249 .209 -.072
Knight -.279 222 -.079
Step 3 .028** 12.003 1, 400
FIt/CC Exp .001 .008 .003
Male .044 116 .019
Bach -.392 .185 -.119*
Mast -.538 .185 -.164**
Black .400 212 117
Bull -.027 .209 -.008
Cent 118 .182 .038
Drag -.301 .207 -.088
Knight -.234 .219 -.066
TLS Score .042 .012 176**

Note N =411. R?for final model = .067F(10, 400) = 2.853p = .002. TLS = Teacher Legitimacy Scale;
TEM = Transformative Experience Measure; FIt/CC Explight Commander Experience; Bach =
Bachelor's Degree; Mast = Master's Degree; Bladlackhawks; Bull = Bulls; Cent = Centurions; Drag =
Dragons; Knight = Knights

*p <.05. *p< .01
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Table 14

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis: Scorestbe Teacher Legitimacy Scale
Explaining Scores on the Transformative Experievieasure, Cases 4, and 304
Removed

Variable B SEB i AR? AF df
Step 1 .029* 3.034 4, 405
FI/CC Exp .003 .008 017
Male .063 115 027
Bach -.395 182 -.122%
Mast -.620 182 -.192%*
Step 2 .010 843 5, 400
FI/CC Exp .006 .008 .039
Male .068 115 .029
Bach -.403 183 -.125*
Mast -.625 182 -.194%*
Black 327 210 .098
Bull .013 206 .004
Cent -.015 178 -.005
Drag -.270 204 -.080
Knight -173 219 -.050
Step 3 .018* 7.738 1, 399
FI/CC Exp .003 .008 .016
Male .056 114 024
Bach -.379 182 117+
Mast -.569 182 - 176**
Black .056 114 024
Bull 378 209 113
Cent -.035 205 -.010
Drag .075 179 .025
Knight -.310 203 -.092
TLS Score -.149 217 -.043%

Note N = 410. R? for final model = .057F(10, 399) = 2.434p = .008. TLS = Teacher Legitimacy Scale;
TEM = Transformative Experience Measure; FIt/CC Explight Commander Experience; Bach =
Bachelor's Degree; Mast = Master’s Degree; Bladackhawks; Bull = Bulls; Cent = Centurions; Drag =
Dragons; Knight = Knights

*p<.05. *p< .01.
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Table 15

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis: Scorestbe Teacher Legitimacy Scale
Explaining Scores on the Transformative Experidvieasure, Cases 4, 44, and 304
Removed

Variable B SEB i AR? AF df
Step 1 .029* 3.057 4, 404
FI/CC Exp .004 .008 .028
Male 074 112 033
Bach -.410 178 -.130*
Mast -.595 178 -.189**
Step 2 .010 .804 5, 399
FI/CC Exp .007 .008 .048
Male 077 113 .034
Bach -.420 179 -.133*
Mast -.605 178 -.192%*
Black 311 205 .095
Bull -011 202 -.003
Cent -.039 174 -.013
Drag -.294 200 -.090
Knight -.067 215 -.020
Step 3 .016* 6.650 1, 398
FI/CC Exp .004 .008 .025
Male .066 112 029
Bach -.397 178 -.126*
Mast -.554 178 - 176**
Black .357 .205 .109
Bull -.053 201 -.016
Cent 044 176 .015
Drag -.329 199 -.100
Knight -.049 214 -014
TLS Score 031 012 133

Note N = 409. R? for final model = .055F(10, 398) = 2.310p = .012. TLS = Teacher Legitimacy Scale;
TEM = Transformative Experience Measure; FIt/CC Explight Commander Experience; Bach =
Bachelor's Degree; Mast = Master’s Degree; Bladackhawks; Bull = Bulls; Cent = Centurions; Drag =
Dragons; Knight = Knights

*p<.05. *p< .01.
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