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Chapter 5 
 

Results 
 
In chapter four the results with regard to the validity of the instru-
ments used were discussed. According to these results, the Compet-
ing Values Framework is an appropriate model for measuring 
school leaders' role perceptions and behavior. In the current chap-
ter, we will first describe the data concerning the antecedent vari-
ables (5.1), and then present the results regarding the research ques-
tions concerning content (5.2 – 5.6). Recall the research questions set 
forth in chapter three:  

• Which role perceptions do secondary school leaders in the 
Netherlands have? (5.2) 

• Which behavior is employed by secondary school leaders in 
the Netherlands? (5.3) 

• What is the relationship between antecedent factors and role 
perceptions? (5.4) 

• What is the relationship between antecedent factors, role per-
ceptions and behavior? (5.5) 

• What is the relationship between the role perceptions of a 
school leader and his/her behavior? (5.6) 

 

5.1 Results concerning the antecedent variables 

Our research model (figure 3.1) distinguishes three groups of 
antecedents: characteristics of the school leader, characteristics of 
the school, and characteristics of the context of the school. The char-
acteristics of the school leader, as well as the characteristics of the 
schools, were presented in the description of the population in sec-
tion 3.2. This section addresses the context characteristics.  

 

 

 



Chapter 5 – Results 

 136 

5.1.1 Context characteristics 

 

Decentralization 

As previously noted, the job of school leaders in the Nether-
lands has changed over the past few years as a result of decentrali-
zation. We questioned the school leaders about whether or not their 
job responsibilities have been affected as a result of decentraliza-
tion; specifically, do they experience a change in possibilities to de-
velop their own policies in several domains as a result of decen-
tralization? We also asked the school leaders if their workload has 
increased, if the content of their job has changed, if there has been a 
change in the amount of innovation, and if they delegate more or 
fewer tasks since the decentralization. Finally, we questioned the 
school leaders on their perception of student results; did the decen-
tralization process affect student outcomes? The results of the de-
centralization questions are presented below.  

Table 5.1  Perceived shift in policy space as a result of decentralization with regard to 
financial, organizational, personnel, educational, and external policy; mean (1 = much 
more policy space, 5 = far less policy space), standard deviation and percentage of school 
leaders that experienced more freedom (1,2), the same amount of freedom (3) and less 
freedom (4,5). 

Perceived shift in policy 
space with regard to: 

Mean SD 

More 
freedom 

% 

No 
change 

% 

Less  
freedom 

% 

Financial policy 2.19 .70 76.5 17.6 5.9 

Organizational policy 1.98 .55 88.2 10.8 1.0 

Personnel policy 2.23 .63 71.3 27.7 1.0 

Educational policy 1.89 .71 87.4   8.7 3.9 

External policy 2.51 .64 43.0 56.0 1.0 

Total 2.16     

Regarding the perceived shift in policy space on the five do-
mains mentioned in table 5.1, the average score was 2.16 on a five-
point scale (1 = much more policy space, 5 = far less policy space), 
indicating that, on average, school leaders experience more policy 
space in their work as a result of decentralization.  

As can be seen in the table above, decentralization has led to 
an increase in the perceived policy freedom in several domains of 
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the school leaders’ job. The largest shifts in perceived policy space 
are in organizational and in educational matters. In contrast, in the 
domain of external policy, 56% of the school leaders did not per-
ceive any change in policy space. It is notable that almost no school 
leaders participating in our study reported reductions in policy 
space as a result of decentralization. 

There are additional areas where effects of decentralization 
have been experienced by school leaders; school leaders report 
changes (table 5.2) in the following domains: amount of work, de-
gree of innovation, amount of delegation, and content of work.  

Table 5.2  Effect of decentralization on the amount of work, the amount of innovation, the 
frequency of delegation, and the content of the job; mean (1=more, 5=less), standard de-
viation and percentage of school leaders that experienced more 
work/innovation/delegation or a large change in the content of their job (1,2), less 
work/innovation/delegation or hardly any changes in the content of their job (4,5) and no 
change at all (3) after decentralization. 

Effects of 
Decentralization on: 

Mean SD 

 
More  
% 

No 
change 

% 

 
Less 
% 

Amount of work 1.77 .66 87.3 12.7 0.0 

Amount of innovations 1.54 .74 90.2  8.8 1.0 

Frequency of delegation 1.69 .81 78.0 22.0 0.0 

Content of work 2.00 .70 75.5 24.5 0.0 

Table 5.2 shows the lowest score is for innovation, meaning 
that the school leaders in our sample perceived the greatest change 
(among these four variables) to be an increase in innovation as a re-
sult of decentralization. 90.2% of the school leaders state that there 
has been an increase in innovation; only one school leader dis-
agreed.  
Concerning the amount of work school leaders have, 87.3% of the 
school leaders perceived a heavier workload, 13% indicated that the 
workload had not changed, and none of the school leaders experi-
enced a decrease in workload. Since the vast majority of the leaders 
are experiencing a heavier workload, it is not surprising that most 
of the school leaders (78%) are delegating more as a result of the 
decentralization process. A smaller group of school leaders (22%) 
indicated no change in the amount that they delegate. As for job 



Chapter 5 – Results 

 138 

contents, most school leaders report a change in the content of their 
job (75.5%), while one quarter of the school leaders report no 
change in the content of their job.   

Finally, we investigated the perceived effect of decentraliza-
tion on student outcomes.  

Table 5.3  Effect of decentralization on student outcomes; mean (1=better results, 
5=worse results), standard deviation and percentage of school leaders that perceived bet-
ter student outcomes (1,2), no changes in student outcomes (3) and worse student out-
comes (4,5)  

Effects of 
decentralization on 

Mean SD 

Better 
outcomes 

% 

No 
change 

% 

Worse 
outcomes 

% 

Student outcomes 2.62 .63 33.7 64.4 2.0 

Table 5.3 shows that the mean rating for effects of decentrali-
zation on student outcomes is a little above average (2.62). Most 
school leaders do not perceive a change in student outcomes as a 
result of decentralization (64.4%), and 2% think that student out-
comes have worsened. However, one third of the school leaders re-
ported that the student outcomes have improved. 

One can therefore conclude that decentralization had a con-
siderable impact on havo school leaders in the Netherlands. In al-
most every domain, school leaders experienced more freedom in 
policy space, with especially more freedom being experienced in 
organizational and educational matters. Decentralization has also 
led to a heavier workload as well as to a change in the content of 
school leaders' work; as a result, school leaders are delegating more. 
Almost all school leaders indicated that there have been more inno-
vative impulses, and a third of the school leaders reported an ame-
lioration of student outcomes, both as a result of decentralization .  

Another context variable considered is the competition be-
tween schools; this is of interest because schools that experience 
more rivalry make more policies than other schools (Sleegers, 1991). 
The school leaders were asked to what extent they experienced 
competition with other schools; the outcomes are presented in table 
5.4.  
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Table 5.4 Amount of competition experienced with other schools 

 N % 

Very strong competition  20  19.4  

Strong competition  50  48.5  

Weak competition  25  24.3  

No competition    8   7.8  

Total 103  100.0    

67.9 % of the school leaders experience strong (or very 
strong) competition from other schools. A quarter of the school 
leaders state that they perceive weak competition from other 
schools and only 8 % of the school leaders do not experience any 
rivalry at all.  

The last context variable is the reputation of the school 
within the neighborhood. School leaders were asked, using a 4-
point scale, to indicate their school's reputation (1= very good repu-
tation, 2= good reputation, 3= reasonable reputation, 4= bad reputa-
tion). Only 4.9% of the school leaders reported their schools as hav-
ing a reasonable reputation. All the others think the reputation is 
good (74%) or very good (23%); no school leaders indicated that 
their school holds a bad reputation in the neighborhood. 
 
5.2  Role perceptions of school leaders  

Our first research question concerns the role perceptions of 
school leaders: What are the role perceptions of school leaders in secon-
dary education in the Netherlands? 

In section 2.4 a theoretical model concerning role perceptions of 
school leaders was presented. According to this model, eight differ-
ent role perceptions can be distinguished: facilitator, mentor, bro-
ker, innovator, monitor, coordinator, producer, and director (see 
figure 2.2 and table 2.1).  In chapter four, we explained that the 
producer role could not be found in our data; therefore only the 
seven remaining role perceptions are included in the next analyses. 
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In addition to the seven role perceptions of the Competing Values 
Framework, we also investigated the role perceptions of adminis-
trative and of educational leadership (see the specified research 
model in section 3.2). The outcomes for both types of role percep-
tions are discussed in the next two sections. 

 
5.2.1 Quinn’s role perceptions  

Table 5.5 contains means and standard deviations concern-
ing the importance attached to role perceptions by school leaders. 
The data, collected from the self-reported role perceptions of school 
leaders, includes means, standard deviations and the sample size 
for each role.  

Table 5.5  School leader questionnaires: means, standard deviations, sample size for role 
perceptions. Sum scores are set back  to the original four-point-Likert scale (1= of no im-
portance at all; 4= very important). 

Role perceptions Means SD N 

Director 3.35 .45 100  

Coordinator 2.71 .42 99  

Monitor 2.57 .47 99  

Facilitator 3.39 .42 100  

Mentor 3.33 .39 99  

Innovator 3.60 .42 99  

Broker 3.36 .41 100  

School leaders attach the most importance to the innovator 
role, rating it much higher than the others. The director, facilitator, 
mentor, and broker roles are also considered important too by 
school leaders; these four means hardly differ from one another and 
are clustered below the innovator role. The lowest means are for the 
coordinator and the monitor role.  

If one links these results back to the Competing Values 
Framework of Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983), it can be seen that 
school leaders most value the roles that belong to the open system 
model (innovator and facilitator). The roles in the internal process 
quadrant (monitor and coordinator) are considered relatively less 
important. In chapter one we presented, Quinn's view (1988) that 
the roles displayed are connected to the demands placed on the or-
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ganization. The roles in the internal process model are relevant to 
the demands of efficiency, whereas the roles in the open system 
quadrant play a role with demands dealing with the innovative 
tendencies of the organization. It is therefore a logical conclusion 
that school leaders score higher on the roles that support the inno-
vative nature of their school than on the roles that support the effi-
ciency of their organization.  

We also asked the school leaders directly which role suited 
them best by introducing the roles with a short explanation of each 
role and asked the school leaders which two roles described them 
best. In addition, we asked school leaders to indicate which two 
roles they thought they were expected to fulfill according to two 
separate groups: subordinates of the school leaders (school staff), 
and superiors of the school leaders (the board of directors).  

Table 5.6  School leaders’ perceptions of roles that best describe the school leader, roles 
that are expected by staff members, and roles expected by board members. 

 
 
Fit role perceptions 

Best describe the school 
leader 
% 

Expected by 
staff 
% 

Expected by 
board 
% 

Producer 50  49  80  

Director 27  17  22  

Coordinator   3  17  16  

Monitor   4  23  5  

Facilitator 50  39  22  

Mentor 17  36    2  

Innovator 42  17  46  

Broker   6  5      7  

  

           As is evident in table 5.6, school leaders indicate that they 
consider themselves most often as producers and facilitators; the 
innovator role is also frequently chosen. They hardly think of them-
selves as coordinators, monitors or brokers. With the exception of 
the broker role, this is in line with our findings from the items in the 
questionnaire, where the scores on the items measuring the coordi-
nator and monitor roles are low, and the scores on items within the 
innovator role are high. 
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Most school leaders believe that their staff expects them to be 
a producer; the facilitator and mentor role are also indicated as ex-
pected by staff. At the organizational level, viewed from the Com-
peting Values Framework, this means that school leaders have the 
impression that their staff wants them to give clear directions (ra-
tional goal model) and expects the school leader to consider the 
personal and professional needs of the staff (human relations mo-
del).    
 When asked what the board of directors expected of them, 
80% of the school leaders reported thinking that the board wants 
them to be a producer; the innovator role also scored high. This is in 
line with the school leaders’perception of the roles that fit them-
selves the best. School leaders also think of themselves as facilita-
tors; however, they assume that this role is to a larger extent ex-
pected of them by the staff than by the board. In light of these dif-
ferent focal points, one can conclude that school leaders expect that 
their staff and the board have different expectations when it comes 
to the roles they should perform as school leaders. 
  
5.2.2 Educational and administrative leadership roles 

 The educational versus administrative leadership instrument 
by Krüger (1994) was also used to examine the importance that 
school leaders place on the role perceptions concerning both admin-
istrative and educational leadership roles.  

Table 5.7 School leader questionnaires concerning the important attached to administra-
tive and educational leadership roles: means, standard deviations, sample size. We have 
used sum scores that were set back to the original four-point-Likert scale (1= of no impor-
tance at all; 4= very important). 

Role perceptions Means SD N 

Administrative tasks 1.82 .59 100  

Educational tasks 2.24 .52 102  

 School leaders consider educational tasks relatively more 
important than administrative tasks, as table 5.7 shows.  
 We also examined how the role perceptions of Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh (1983) are related to the administrative and educational 
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leadership roles. This relationship was investigated by means of 
correlation analyses.  

Table 5.8 Correlations between the roles perceptions of Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) and 
the administrative and the educational leadership roles.  

 D
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ec
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r 

C
o
o
rd
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a
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r 

M
o
n
it
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a
ci
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ta
to
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M
en

to
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In
n
o
v
a
to
r 

B
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k
er

 

Administrative  
leadership 

.110 .451** .384** .141 .167 .054 -.208* 

Educational  
leadership 

.043 .452** .472** .256* .258* -.168 -.150 

* = significant at .05;  ** = significant at .01 

 Table 5.8 shows that the administrative leadership role has a 
significant positive correlation with the coordinator and the moni-
tor roles, two roles within the internal process model. Administra-
tive leadership also has a significant negative correlation with the 
broker role, indicating that an administrative leader does not value 
reputation or emphasize resource acquisition in the same manner as 
the broker does. 
 The educational leadership role correlates significantly with 
the coordinator, the monitor, the facilitator, and the mentor roles. 
These four roles of Quinn and Rohrbaugh all have an internal focus, 
making it plausible that an educational leader has an internal orien-
tation.  
 It is remarkable that both the administrative and the educa-
tional leadership role perceptions have a high correlation with the 
coordinator and the monitor role perceptions. Two possible expla-
nations for this are: 1) the coordinator and the monitor role percep-
tions are central roles in school leadership, or 2) these two role per-
ceptions are not easily able to be distinguished from one another. It 
is possible that the two role perceptions are too broad, and there-
fore share a significant overlapping area. 
 Table 5.8 also shows that neither the educational leadership 
role nor the administrative leadership role has a significant correla-
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tion with the externally-oriented role perceptions of Quinn et al. It 
appears that the external component is missing in this typology. 
The educational and administrative leadership roles seem to only 
partly cover the roles that leaders have to deal with. This result 
highlights our choice to focus on the roles of Quinn et al. (1983).  In 
chapter 1, we stated that school leaders are confronted with oppos-
ing demands and that they need several roles to deal with these 
demands; the more roles leaders can display, the more effective 
they are (Denison et al., 1995; Thompson, 2002). It is precisely be-
cause the Competing Values Framework acknowledges multiple 
roles that it is such an appropriate model for this study.  
 

5.3  School leader behavior 

The second research question addresses the third variable in 
our research model: the behavior of school leaders. Which behavior is 
employed by school leaders in secondary education in the Netherlands? 

We measured the behavior of school leaders in two ways: as re-
ported by school leaders and as reported by the teachers in their 
schools. Table 5.9 combines the results from both the school leaders, 
and from the teachers. 

Table 5.9 School leader and teacher questionnaires concerning school leader behavior: 
means, standard deviations, t-score and level of significance. Sum scores have been set 
back to the original four-point-Likert scale (1 = never; 4 = very often). 

School leaders Teachers T-test (df=87)  
Behavior Mean SD Mean SD t p 

Rational goal 2.89 .36 2.57 .30   8.30  .000 

Internal proces 2.66 .32 2.58 .31   2.24  .000 

Human relations 2.81 .29 2.39 .30 11.61  .001 

Open systems 2.83 .43 2.71 .27   3.22  .000 

The school leader results in table 5.9 show that school leaders 
spend the most time stimulating the effectiveness and the produc-
tivity of their school (rational goal). In addition, their actions are 
aimed at increasing teacher involvement (human relations) and in-
novation (open system). In contrast, behaviors directed at the inter-
nal process model have the lowest scores, which is in line with the 
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results obtained on the role perceptions. According to these ratings, 
the internal processes and the efficiency of the school are not a pri-
ority.  Lastly, on average, the scores from self-reported behavior of 
school leaders are lower than the scores on the role perceptions.  

The teacher scores in table 5.9 indicate that teachers view 
school leader behavior differently than the school leaders do.  Ac-
cording to the teachers, school leaders do not show much behavior 
that is directed at increasing the involvement and participation of 
teachers (human relations). Instead, teachers report actions aimed at 
augmenting the external orientation and adaptability of the school, 
behaviors belonging to the open system model. The open system 
quadrant has the highest scores; scores on actions within the inter-
nal process and rational goal model are neither high nor low. 

In comparing the mean scores of the teachers with the mean 
scores reported by the school leaders themselves (t-tests in table 
5.9), the school leader scores are significantly higher than the 
teacher scores on all four types of school leader behavior. Evidently, 
school leaders have a different perception of their behavior than 
teachers; it is possible, since all differences in ratings are in the same 
direction (school leader higher than teacher), that the actions of 
school leaders are not always visible to the teachers. Another possi-
bility is that school leader behavior does not always have a direct 
effect on teaching practices, and therefore goes unnoticed, or is con-
sidered unimportant by the teachers. This is one possible explana-
tion for the high and low scores on actions regarding the open sys-
tem and human relations models; the differences in perceptions 
may be attributed to differences in orientations. This discrepancy is 
discussed in section 6.3.1. 

Sections 5.2 en 5.3 described the outcomes obtained for the 
two school leader variables in our project: the role perceptions of 
school leaders, and their behaviors. It was found that school leaders 
attach the most importance to the innovator role, and the least im-
portance to the coordinator and the monitor roles. In looking at 
their self-reported behavior, we noticed that rational goal behavior, 
human relations behavior, and open system behavior were all con-
sidered relatively important by school leaders, while internal proc-
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ess behavior seemed to be of less importance. Therefore, the school 
leaders’ role perceptions correspond with their behavior. However, 
the results from the teacher questionnaire show different findings: 
teachers also report open system behavior, but they hardly report 
their school leader performing human relations actions. Appar-
ently, teachers and school leaders have differing views of their 
school leader's behavior. The next sections discuss the relationship 
between the variables in our model. 
 

5.4  The relationship between antecedent factors and role  

  perceptions of the school leader 

After having established the descriptive results concerning 
the antecedent factors, role perceptions, and school leader behavior, 
we examined the relationships between the groups of variables. Fol-
lowing our research questions, we will first analyze the relationship 
between the antecedents and the role perceptions of Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh (1983), followed by the relationship between the ante-
cedents, role perceptions, and behavior. Lastly, we examine, in-
depth, the specific relationship between the two school leader vari-
ables: role perceptions and school leader behavior.  
This analysis begins with the third research question: What is the re-
lationship between antecedent factors and role perceptions? 
In order to study the relationship between antecedent factors and 
the role perceptions of the school leader, we examined the regres-
sion coefficients between the three groups of antecedents and the 
seven role perceptions of Quinn (1983). The results of the regression 
analyses between the personal characteristics of the school leader, 
the school characteristics, the context characteristics, and the seven 
roles are presented in this section. A short description of the vari-
ables and the procedures used in the analyses are given before ex-
ploring the results. 
The group of personal characteristics allowed us to examine the 
background information of the school leader, such as sex and year 
of birth. In addition, school leaders indicated what kind of educa-
tion they had completed, if they were involved in professional de-
velopment, the years of experience they had in their current posi-
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tion at their current school, whether or not they had experience as a 
manager at another school, and total years of experience as a man-
ager in education. Finally, we studied the division of school leader 
tasks (see the research model, figure 3.2). The job content of  school 
leaders in the Netherlands is not the same in every school; the job 
can be divided in several tasks, but these do not all have to be ful-
filled exclusively by the school leaders. Some tasks are performed 
by the school leader and another staff member working in close co-
operation, and other tasks are fully delegated to other staff mem-
bers. For each task in the instrument of Krüger (1994), we asked 
school leaders to indicate if they are the main responsible person for 
the task, whether the responsibility is shared with another staff 
member, or whether the task is entirely the responsibility of another 
person.  

In the group of school characteristics (see the research model, 
figure 3.2), the following variables were taken into account: number 
of students, percentage of low, middle and high SES students, per-
centage of cultural minorities, and whether the school is part of a 
larger whole.  

The group of context characteristics consists of perceived 
competition with other schools, the level of parental involvement in 
the school, reputation of the school in the neighborhood, and inte-
gration of the school into the neighborhood. In addition, we look at 
the effects of decentralization. We asked school leaders three things 
pertaining to decentralization: 1) if they perceived a shift in policy 
space, 2) if they perceived differences with regard to the content of 
their job, and 3) if they perceived an effect of decentralization on 
student outcomes. The answer categories given on the Likert scales 
of these decentralization questions range from ‘much more free-
dom’ to ‘no freedom at all’, from a ‘large change in the content of 
the job’ to ‘no changes at all’ and from ‘large improvement in stu-
dent results’ to ‘worsening of student results’. 

Regression analyses were carried out to determine the extent 
to which the seven school leader roles of Quinn and Rorhbaugh 
(1983) can be explained by antecedent factors. The dependent vari-
ables (variables to be predicted) were the director, coordinator, 
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monitor, facilitator, mentor, innovator, and broker role perceptions. 
The independent variables (variables used to predict the seven 
aforementioned role perceptions of the school leader) related to the 
three groups of antecedent factors, personal characteristics of the 
school leader, school characteristics, and school context characteris-
tics. We first examined, by means of correlations, which independ-
ent variables were significantly related to the seven role perceptions 
(see appendix 2). Only the independent variables exhibiting a sig-
nificant correlation with the roles were included in the regression 
analyses, since variables that are not related to the roles cannot pre-
dict the roles of the school leader. 

No significant correlations were found for the director role; 
for the monitor, facilitator, and broker roles we only found one sig-
nificant correlation. These four role perceptions were not used in 
the regression analyses since the regression coefficient would be the 
same as the correlation coefficient. For the remaining three role per-
ceptions, the significant antecedents were inserted per group of an-
tecedents. Based on the theory of proximity, we chose to start with 
the personal characteristics of the school leader, followed by the 
school characteristics, and finishing with the school context charac-
teristics.  

Results from the regression analyses show that only the in-
novator role is significantly predicted by antecedent factors. Despite 
the significant correlations in the correlation matrix (appendix 2), 
when inserted in a multiple regression analyses, the other two role 
perceptions are not significantly predicted by personal, school, or 
context characteristics. The results from the regression analyses for 
the innovator role are presented in table 5.10. 
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Table 5.10: The influence of personal characteristics of the school leader, school character-
istics, and context characteristics on the innovator role (N=56) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Constant 

 

3.641  4.022  4.522  

School leader task :        marketing                                      -.123  -.127  -.114  

School leader task :  
            administration and control 

-.042  -.042  -.021  

School leader task :  
                             student guidance 

-.065  -.103  -.138  

School leader task :  
          relationship external parties 

  .128    .105  .108  

Years employed in this job at this 
school 

-.009  -.007  -.010  

Other experience as a manager in edu-
cation 

  .068    .038    .038  

Low SES Student population    -.009**   -.008**  

Sum decentralization perceived shift 
in policy space 

    -.230**  

R   .492    .567    .630  

R2   .242    .322    .397  

R2-change     .080    .075  

sign. F-change (R2-change)     .007    .006  

Durbin-Watson =1.791; **=significant at .01 

Table 5.10 shows that only school characteristics and school 
context characteristics significantly predict the innovator role. In 
model 1, only the personal characteristics of the school leader are 
inserted, which resulted in no significant regression weights. In 
model 2, the school characteristic ‘low SES of the student popula-
tion’ is added to the regression comparison. Adding this variable to 
the personal characteristics of the school leader significantly im-
proves prediction of the innovator role (sign. F-change (R²-change); 
p=.007). The amount of explained variation goes up by 8%, to 
32.2%. The beta is negative, indicating that a lower percentage of 
low SES students coincides with a higher score on the innovator 
role.  

In model 3, the school context characteristics are included in 
addition to the personal characteristics of the school leader and 
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school characteristics. After controlling for the personal characteris-
tics of the school leader and the school characteristics, the school 
context characteristic ‘sum perceived shift in policy space as a result 
of decentralization’ contributes significantly to prediction of the in-
novator role (sign. F-change from model 2 to model 3 (R²-change) 
p=.006) and the explained variation rises from 32.2% to 39.7%. A 
low score on ‘perceived shift in policy space as a result of decen-
tralization’ indicates that school leaders perceive more policy space 
as a result of decentralization. The negative beta indicates that the 
innovator role is predicted by school leaders perceiving more policy 
space as a result of decentralization.  

The innovator role perception is therefore significantly pre-
dicted by one school characteristic and one school context charac-
teristic. According to our data, it is the only role of Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh (1983) that can be predicted by antecedent factors. 
 

5.5 Results concerning the relationship between antecedent 

 factors, role perceptions, and school leader behavior 

 In this section the relations between all variables in our re-
search model are examined by focusing on the fourth research 
question: ‘What is the relationship between antecedent factors, role 
perceptions and behavior?’ 
 In order to measure the relationship between the three 
groups of antecedents, the role perceptions, and the behavior of 
school leaders, the same procedure was followed as was carried out 
for the relationship between the antecedents and role perceptions. 
We first examined the correlations between the antecedent factors, 
the role perceptions, and the four types of behavior (appendix 3); 
the variables with a significant correlation were then inserted 
(group-wise) into the regression analyses. As done with the analy-
ses on the relationship between antecedents and role perceptions 
(as well as in conformity with our research model) we started with 
the personal characteristics, then (if applicable) the school charac-
teristics, followed by the school context characteristics, and finally 
the role perceptions.  
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Multilevel regression analyses were carried out to determine 
the extent to which the behavior of school leaders as perceived by 
teachers (Quinn and Rohrbaugh, 1983) can be explained by antece-
dent variables and the seven roles of the school leaders (Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh, 1983). The dependent variables (variables to be pre-
dicted) were: rational goal behavior, internal process behavior, hu-
man relations behavior, and open system behavior (all as measured 
by the teacher questionnaires). The independent variables (vari-
ables used to predict the role perceptions of the school leader) re-
lated to the three groups of antecedent factors: personal characteris-
tics of the school leader, school characteristics, and school context 
characteristics, as well as to the role perceptions: director, coordina-
tor, monitor, facilitator, mentor, innovator, and broker.  

The first multilevel regression analysis examined how ra-
tional goal behavior can be predicted by antecedent variables and 
school leaders’ role perceptions. In table 5.11 the results of these 
analyses are presented. 
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Table 5.11: Multi-level regression analysis with the sum scores of rational goal behav-
ior (teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable, and the antecedent factors and role 
perceptions of the school leaders as the independent variable (N=498).  

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2 Model 3  
 

Sums rational goal  
behavior  

(teacher scores)  
as dependent variable 

Regression 
weights and  

standard errors 
(s.e.) 

Regression  
weights and  

standard errors  
(s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and  

standard errors  
(s.e.) 

Fixed Effects    

Intercept 256.098 (2.787) 234.689 (8.444) 186.195 (24.111) 

School leader task: 
Administration/control 

 9.167 (3.421)* 9.266 ( 3.348)* 

Mentor role   0.145 (0.068)* 
    
Random Effects    

Variance  
between schools 

19% 17% 16% 

Variance  
between teachers 

81% 83% 84% 

Explained variation  
at school level 

 10% 16% 

Explained variation  
at teacher level 

 0% 0% 

IGLS deviance 8415.139 8408.176 8403.666 

Difference in IGLS   
6.963; p <.01 

df=1 

4.51; p <.05 
df=1 

*=significant at .05(c.r.>1.96) 

 The results show that rational goal behavior of the school 
leader (as perceived by the teachers) is significantly predicted by 
‘school leader task: administration and control’ and by the mentor 
role (significant difference in IGLS). Furthermore, it can be seen that 
‘school leader task: administration and control’ explains 10% of the 
school-level variation. The variable ‘school leader task: administra-
tion and control’, together with the mentor role, explain 16% of the 
school-level variation. It should be noted that the total school-level 
variance varies between 16% and 19%, of which 16% can be ex-
plained by these two variables together.  

The second multilevel regression analysis investigated how 
internal process behavior can be predicted by antecedent variables 
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and role perceptions. The results of these analyses are reported in 
table 5.12. 
  
Table 5.12: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of internal process  
behavior (teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and the antecedent factors 
and role perceptions of the school leaders as the independent variables (N=498). 

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2  
 
 

Sums internal process behavior  
(teacher scores)  

as dependent variable 

Regression 
weights and  

standard errors 
(s.e.) 

Regression  
weights and  

standard errors  
(s.e.) 

Fixed Effects   

Intercept 256.973 (3.511) 304.754 (21.947) 

School leader task : 
                          student guidance 

 -24.355 (6.298)* 

School leader task : 
                administration/control 

 8.478 (3.903)* 

   

Random Effects   

Variance between schools 33% 25% 

Variance between teachers 67% 68% 

Explained variation  
at school level 

 32% 

Explained variation  
at teacher level 

 0% 

IGLS deviance 6490.499 6468.138 

Difference in IGLS   
22.361 p < .001 

df=2 

* = signficant at .05 (c.r. > 1.96) 

The results presented in table 5.12 show that the variables 
‘school leader task: student guidance’ and ‘school leader task: ad-
ministration and control’ significantly predict perceived internal 
process behavior of the school leader (difference in IGLS is signifi-
cant). The regression weights of these two variables are both sig-
nificant at 5%, and the two personal characteristics explain 32% of 
the school-level variation. The more responsibility a school leader 
has concerning student guidance, the more teachers at that school 
perceive that their school leader regularly exhibits internal process 
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behavior. Teachers also perceive more internal process behavior 
when the school leader is less responsible for administration and 
control. 

The next multilevel regression analysis investigated whether 
or not human relations behavior can be predicted by personal char-
acteristics of the school leader, school characteristics, context factors 
and role perceptions of the school leader. In table 5.13 the results of 
these analyses are presented. 

Table 5.13: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of human relations behav-
ior (teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and antecedent factors and role 
perceptions of school leaders as the independent variables (N=498). 

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2 Model 3  
 

Sums human  
relations behavior  

(teacher scores) 
as dependent variable 

Regression 
weights and stan-
dard errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and stan-
dard errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and stan-
dard errors (s.e.) 

Fixed Effects    

Intercept 238.491 (3.021) 267.527 (20.130) 195.051 (30.565) 

School leader task:  
student guidance 

 -17.320 (5.657)* -16.249 (5.418)* 

School leader task:  
administraton/control 

 8.141 (3.706)* 8.568 (3.546)* 

Mentor role   0.205 (0.067)* 
    

Random Effects    

Variance between 
schools 

26% 21% 19% 

Variance between  
teachers 

74% 79% 81% 

Explained variation  
at school level 

 24% 33% 

Explained variation  
at teacher level 

   0%   0% 

IGLS deviance 8276.572 8259.303 8250.299 

Difference in IGLS  
 17.269 p < .001 

df=2 

9.004 p < .01 
df=1 

* = significant at .05 (c.r. > 1.96)  
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 Human relations behavior of school leaders is significantly 
predicted by the two personal characteristics: ‘school leader task: 
student guidance’ and ‘school leader task: administration and con-
trol’ (table 5.13). The more responsibility a school leader has for 
student guidance, the more human relations behavior is perceived 
by the teachers. For the administration and control task variable, it 
is the opposite: less responsibility on the part of the school leader 
for administration and control leads to more perceived human rela-
tions behavior. The mentor role is also a significant predictor of 
human relations behavior (significant difference in IGLS and sig-
nificant regression weight). The two personal characteristics explain 
24% of the school-level variation; when the mentor role is added, 
33% of the school-level variation is explained.  
 The final multilevel regression analysis explored how open 
system behavior can be predicted by the antecedent variables and 
role perceptions.  Table 5.14 presents the results of these analyses. 
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Table 5.14: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of open system behavior 
(teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and the antecedent factors and role 
perceptions of the school leaders as the independent variables (N=498). 

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2  
 

Sums open system behavior  
(teacher scores)  

as dependent variable 

Regression weights  
and standard errors 

(s.e.) 

Regression weights  
and standard errors 

(s.e.) 

Fixed Effects   

Intercept 278.051 (3.019) 274.844 (15.480) 

School leader task:   
              educational affairs 

 13.016 (6.601)* 

School leader task:   
              contact external parties 

 -14.589 (4.692)* 

   

Random Effects   

Variance between schools 17% 11% 

Variance between teachers 83% 89% 

Explained variation at school level 
 39% 

Explained variation at teacher level 
 0% 

IGLS deviance 4223.717 4211.229 

Difference in IGLS   
 
 

12.488 p < .01 
df=2 

* = significant at .05 (c.r. > 1.96)   

 Table 5.14 illustrates that open system behavior of school 
leaders as perceived by teachers is significantly predicted by two 
personal characteristics: ‘school leader task: educational affairs’ and 
‘school leader task: contact external parties’ (significant difference 
in IGLS). Together, these two characteristics explain 39% of the 
school-level variation in perceived open system behavior. The less 
responsibility school leaders have in educational affairs, the more 
teachers perceive their school leaders to exhibit open system behav-
ior. Teachers also perceive more open system behavior when school 
leaders have a considerable amount of responsibility concerning 
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contact with external parties. This effect is so large that it improves 
the model fit with respect to the null model. 
 These regression analyses clearly indicate that different types 
of school leader behavior as perceived by teachers are mainly pre-
dicted by personal characteristics of the school leader. In some 
cases, role perceptions also proved to be significant predictors, but 
not a single school or school context characteristic was found to 
significantly predict school leader behavior. 
 

5.6  Results concerning the relationship between role  

 perceptions and school leader behavior 

What is the relationship between the role perceptions of a school 
leader and his/her behavior? 

The analyses used to investigate the final research question differ 
from the methods used to investigate the previous two questions, 
so that is why we decided to present them at the end of the chapter. 
The last question is unique because it assumes, based on the Com-
peting Values Framework, that a direct relationship between the 
role perceptions of school leaders and their behavior exists. As pre-
viously stated, the Competing Values Framework is an overall fra-
mework with which we can examine the role perceptions and be-
havior of school leaders; this model served as the basis for our 
manner of operationalizing the variables. In chapter 4, we tested the 
validity and reliability of the framework in the context of our ques-
tionnaires. Since the model proved able to distinguish between the 
four dimensions in the Competing Values Framework (rational 
goal, internal process, human relations, and open system), the mo-
del was considered a suitable choice for our research. Our data fit 
the theoretically expected structure, and the eight leadership roles 
distinguished by Quinn (1988), were, except for one, readily identi-
fiable in our data as well. Theoretically, the seven roles can be clas-
sified under the four dimensions of the Competing Values Frame-
work, resulting in the following hypotheses: 

• The director role predicts rational goal behavior 
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• The coordinator and monitor roles predict internal process 
behavior 

• The facilitator and mentor roles predict human relations be-
havior 

• The innovator and broker roles predict open system behavior 

In testing these hypotheses, we followed a different proce-
dure than we used in the preceding analyses (of the relationship be-
tween antecedents and role perceptions in section 5.4, and between 
antecedents, role perceptions, and behavior, in section 5.5). The fi-
nal research question holds specific assumptions, based on the 
Competing Values Framework, concerning the relationship be-
tween role perceptions and behavior; therefore, a different analysis 
approach is needed. Instead of examining the relations between all 
the role perceptions and the types of behaviors, we only examined 
the relation between the role perceptions and the behavior that 
were supposed to predict each other (see four hypotheses above). In 
order to test the four hypotheses, we thus conducted four different 
multi-level regressions in which, for example, only the coordinator 
and monitor roles were used as independent variables and internal 
process behavior as the dependent variable.  

No hypotheses were made concerning the administrative 
and educational leader roles in relation to school leader behavior 
since they are not part of the Competing Values Framework. There-
fore, they are not included in this regression analysis. 

Analyses of the residuals of all regression analyses showed 
that no assumptions were violated; the scatter plots were perfectly 
round and no heteroscedasticity was found. In addition, Durbin-
Watson scores were checked to see if the residuals of the observed 
scores are unrelated. The score varies between 0 and 4 and if the 
score is 2, the residuals have no correlation. A score smaller than 2 
means that the two adjacent residuals correlate positively and a 
score larger than 2 indicates a negative correlation. In general, 
scores between one and three are accepted. The score in our data 
that was the furthest away from 2 was 1.5, showing that there are 
no significant correlations between the residuals in our data set.  
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For each multi-level regression analysis, the school and 
teacher based variance was measured for each individual variable 
(null model). We then calculated the relative contribution (regres-
sion weight) of the individual roles, as well as the amount of ex-
plained school-based variance. As a result of the two role percep-
tions that are discerned in each quadrant, we have also measured 
the regression weights and the proportion of explained variance for 
both role perceptions in each quadrant. This means that, with the 
exception of the director role, three models are measured in addi-
tion to the null model. These results of the conducted multi-level 
regression analyses are presented in tables 5.15 - 5.18.  

The first table (table 5.15) reports the results of the multi-
level analysis with perceived rational goal behavior of the school 
leader as the dependent variable, and the related role perception of 
director as the predictor. As described earlier, the producer role 
was not  discernible in our data (see the previous chapters), and 
was therefore not included in further analyses.  
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Table 5.15: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of rational goal behavior 
(teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and the sum scores of the director role 
(school leader questionnaire) as the independent variable (N=498).  

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2  
 

Sums rational goal behavior  
(teacher scores)  

as dependent variable  

Regression weights 
and standard errors 

(s.e.) 

Regression weights 
and standard errors 

(s.e.) 

Fixed Effects   

Intercept 2.641 (.036) 2.496 (.261) 

Sums director role  .041 (.073) 

   

Random effects   

Variance between schools   6%   6% 

Variance between teachers 26% 26% 

Explained variation at school  
level 

 
- 

Explained variation at teacher  
level 

 
- 

IGLS deviance 804.550 804.236 

Difference in IGLS   
0.314; n.s. 

df=1 

*=significant at .05 (c.r.>1.65; one-sided); **=significant at .01 (c.r.>2.33; one-sided); 
***=significant at .001 (c.r.>3.10; one-sided) 

Multi-level analyses reveal that the school leader scores for 
the director role do not correlate with the teacher scores for rational 
goal behavior (table 5.15).  

In table 5.16, one can see the results of the multi level regres-
sion analysis with internal process behavior of the school leader as 
perceived by the teachers as the dependent variable, and, as inde-
pendent variables, the coordinator and monitor roles as measured 
by school leaders.  
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Table 5.16: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of internal process behav-
ior (teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and sum scores of the coordinator 
and the monitor roles (school leader questionnaire) as the independent variables (N=498).  

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  
Sums internal  

process behavior  
(teacher scores)  
as dependent  

variable  

Regression 
weights and 
standard 

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard 

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard 

errors (s.e.) 

Fixed Effects     

Intercept 2.605 (.035) 2.544 (.197) 2.332 (.155) 2.395 (.208) 

Sum coordinator role  .022 (.070)  -.034 (.075) 

Sum monitor role   .107* (.059) .120* (.065) 
     

Random Effects     

Variance between 
schools 

  6%   6%   5%   5% 

Variance between  
teachers 

24% 24% 24% 24% 

Explained variation  
At school level 

    9%   9% 

Explained variation at 
teacher level 

  - - 

IGLS deviance 766.191 766.095 763.034 762.828 

Difference in IGLS  
(compared to Model 1) 

 
0.096; n.s. 

df=1 

3.157; n.s. 

df=1 

3.363; n.s. 

df=2 

*=significant at .05 (c.r.>1.65; one-sided); **=significant at .01 (c.r.>2.33; one-sided); 
***=significant at .001 (c.r.>3.10; one-sided) 

The results of the multi-level analysis in table 5.16 show that 
the coordinator and the monitor roles together do not correlate sig-
nificantly with the teachers' scores on internal process behavior of 
the school leader (the difference in IGLS is not significant).  
However, the regression coefficient of the monitor role is significant 
at 5%. This variable appears to explain 9% of the school-level vari-
ance in teacher scores for internal process behavior. The higher the 
school leaders’ score on the monitor role, the higher the score of the 
teachers at the same school on internal process behavior; despite the 
fact that the regression coefficient is significant, it should be noted 
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that the effect is so small that the model fit does not improve sig-
nificantly (in comparison to the null model). 

Table 5.17 shows the results of the multi-level analyses with 
the teachers' perceptions of human relations behavior of the school 
leaders as the dependent variable, and the related role perceptions 
'facilitator' and 'mentor' as predictors (independent variables).  

Table 5.17: Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of human relations behav-
ior (teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and sum scores of the facilitator 
and the mentor roles (school leader questionnaire) as the independent variables (N=498). 

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  
 
 

Sum human  
relation behavior  

as dependent variable  

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 
Fixed Effects     

Intercept 2.470(.035) 2.322 (.233) 1.901 (.238) 1.965 (.272) 

Sum facilitator role  .043 (.068)  -.036 (.074) 

Sum mentor role   .172 **(.071) .190 **(.080) 
     

Random Effects     

Variation  
between schools 

  6%   6%   5%   5% 

Variation  
between teachers 

26% 26% 26% 26% 

Explained variation  
At school level 

    9%   9% 

Explained variation  
At teacher level 

  .04% .04% 

IGLS deviance 807.390 806.982 801.694 801.455 

Difference in IGLS  
(compared to Model 1) 

 
0.408; n.s. 

df=1 

5.696; p <.05 
df=1 

5.935; n.s. 
df=2 

*=significant at .05 (c.r.>1.65; one-sided);  **=significant at .01 (c.r.>2.33; one-sided); 
***=significant at .001 (c.r.>3.10; one-sided) 

The results of the multi-level analyses show that the mentor 
role correlates with the human relations behavior of the school 
leaders model (significant difference in IGLS-deviance).   
As table 5.17 shows, the regression coefficient of the facilitator role 
is, even when it is entered independently, not significant. Further-
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more the results indicate that the mentor role explains 9% of the 
school-level variance in human relations behavior of the school lea-
der as perceived by teachers. The .04% of teacher-level variance is 
of no significance because the mentor role is measured by school 
leaders and thus varies only at the school level. 

Finally, table 5.18 indicates the results of the multi-level re-
gression analysis with open system behavior of the school leader (as 
perceived by the teachers) as the dependent variable, and the inno-
vator and broker roles (measured by school leaders) as the  inde-
pendent variables. 

Table 5.18. Multi-level regression analysis with sum scores of open system behavior 
(teacher questionnaires) as the dependent variable and sum scores of the innovator and 
the broker roles (school leader questionnaire) as the independent variables (N=498).  

Model 1 
(Null model) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  
 
 

Sum open system  
behavior  

as dependent variable  

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Regression 
weights and 
standard  

errors (s.e.) 

Fixed Effects     

Intercept 2.732 (.031) 2.255 (.232) 2.250 (.211) 2.007 (.268) 

Sum innovator role   .131* (.063)  .094  (.065) 

Sum broker role   .142* (.061) .112* (.064) 
     

Random Effects     

Variation between  
schools 

  4%   4%   4%   3% 

Variation between  
teachers 

22% 22% 22% 22% 

Explained variation at 
school level 

   8% 13% 15% 

Explained variation at 
teacher level 

 - - - 

IGLS deviance 722.192 717.984 717.058 714.991 

Difference in IGLS e 
(compared to Model 1) 

 
4.208; p<.05 

df=1 

5.134; p<.05 
df=1 

7.201; p<.05 
df=2 

*=significant at .05 (c.r.>1.65; one-sided); **=significant at .01 (c.r.>2.33; one-sided); 
***=significant at .001 (c.r.>3.10; one-sided) 
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The innovator and the broker roles predict open system 
school leader behavior (significant difference in IGLS-deviance). As 
seen in models 2 and 3 of table 5.18, both roles predict the behavior 
independently. The innovator explains 8% of the school-level vari-
ance in open system behavior, and the broker role explains 13% of 
open system behavior of the school leader. Taken together, these 
two variables explain 15% of the school-level variance in open sys-
tem behavior of school leaders as perceived by the teachers. 
 

5.7 Conclusion  

In this chapter, we have examined whether we can predict the four 
types of school leader behavior (teacher scores) from the seven mat-
ching role perceptions (school leader scores). Our multi-level re-
gression analyses show that rational goal behavior (measured by 
teachers) cannot be predicted by the director role (measured by 
school leaders). Based on the Competing Values Framework of 
Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983), we hypothesized that internal proc-
ess behavior could be predicted by the coordinator and the monitor 
roles; this appears to be untrue. However, the monitor role by itself 
does predict internal process behavior 

Taken separately from the coordinator role, the monitor role 
explains 9% of the school-level variance in teacher scores of internal 
process behavior. The facilitator and mentor roles both significantly 
predict human relations behavior as observed by teachers. How-
ever, it is important to consider that the mentor role causes this ef-
fect independently. Finally, open system behavior (as perceived by 
teachers) is significantly predicted by the innovator and broker 
roles. Together, they explain 15% of the school level variation in the 
teachers' scores of open system behavior. 

An overview of the results presented in this chapter allows 
one to conclude that role perceptions, as included in our model, do 
not play a large role. In our analyses concerning the relationship 
between antecedent factors and role perceptions, it appeared that 
the three groups of antecedent factors only affect three role percep-
tions: the coordinator, the mentor, and the innovator. The antece-



Chapter 5 – Results 

 165 

dent factors that do play a role are mostly school leader tasks. Our 
examination of the relationship between antecedents, role percep-
tions, and behavior of school leaders resulted in only a single role 
perception (the mentor role), as well as the four different school 
leader tasks, having an effect on the four types of school leader be-
havior. We found that all four types of behavior identified in our 
model are influenced by one or two school leader tasks; in addition, 
rational goal behavior and human relations behavior are also influ-
enced by the mentor role. For this reason, we cautiously conclude 
that in regard to antecedent factors, role perceptions hardly have an 
effect on the behavior of school leaders in the Netherlands. This is 
unexpected because many scholars have previously found an effect 
of cognitions in school leadership research (Krug, 1989, 1992; Leith-
wood, 1995, Imants, 1996).  

The question is then, of course: why did we not find the same? It is 
possible that this lack of effect has to do with our operationalization 
of role perceptions and school leader behavior. We used the Com-
peting Values Framework in our study and found that the frame-
work is a valid measure of role perceptions and behavior of school 
leaders; however, we question its validity for use in cases where a 
chain of variables exists. Quinn and Rohrbaugh originally devel-
oped the framework to measure the roles of leaders, but they never 
made any assumptions about the relationship between roles and 
behavior. In the next chapter a more in-depth discussion of these 
and other findings will be provided.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




