ViI¢kova, K., Mares, J., & Jezek, S. (2015). Adaptatbiteacher Power Use Scale to Lower
Secondary Students and Student TeachdPedagogicka orientace 256). URL:
https://journals.muni.cz/pedor/issue/archive

Adaptation of Teacher Power Use Scale to Lower Seudary
Students and Student Teachers

Adaptace Teacher Power Use Scale na zaky nizSihdgedarniho
vzdélavani a studenty Witelstvi

Katefina ViIckovd, Jan Mares Stanislav Jezék

! Department of Education, Faculty of Education, Mgk University, Brno, Czech Republic
2 Department of Psychology, Faculty of Educationshtgk University

®Institute for Research of Children, Youth and Farbiepartment of Psychologfaculty of
Social Sciences, Masaryk University

Contact to authorsdckova@ped.muni.canares@ped.muni.cizek@fss.muni.cz

Abstract

Power can be defined as an ability to influenceniopis, values, and behaviour of others. The
realisation of curricular aims is enabled by clgastablished power relationships in classes.
Newly qualified teachers often struggle with essbhg power relationships. French and
Raven’s influential typology of social power as @ational phenomenon distinguishes
coercive reward legitimate referent, andexpert bases of teacher power. In our
methodological study we adapt@aacher Power Use Scale TPUS (Schrodt, Witt, &
Turman, 2007) measuring these power bases. Theadidapfocuses (instead of tertiary
teachers, their students, and Anglo-Saxon contemt)student teachers, lower secondary
students, and reflects the Czech socioculturalestnThe non-probability adaptation sample
consists of 1686 students from 96 lower secondmgses taught by 96 student teachers on
their long term practice. Our data basically supgérench and Raven’s theory and the

! This paper was funded I§zech Science FoundatienProject GA13-244568o0wer in the Classes Taught by
Student Teacher3 he authors thank for the kind support.
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original TPUS, except that the structure of studeather power bases seems to be naturally
simpler in the perception of lower secondary stisleAbove all, legitimate and coercive
power bases were strongly inter-correlated, i.ecgdeed by students as one factor; similar to
teacher power bases structure in the Czech data.

Key words
Power bases, Teacher Power Use Scale, studenetsatbwer secondary education, scale
adaptation, confirmatory factor analysis.

Powerin the social science context can be understoahaability of a person or a group to
influence opinions, values, and behaviour of oth@ieCroskey et al., 2006). Power is
viewed assituational (Jacobs, 2012, Schulz & Oyler, 2006ixcular (Buzzelli & Johnston,
2001, Aultman, Willilams-Johnson, & Schutz, 2009)dameciprocal phenomenon
(McCroskey, 2006; Moscovici, 2007). As such it egants one of the most studied
phenomena in social sciences (e. g. Simmel, 189ébal 1922; Foucault, 1975). It is
obvious from the definition that power is cruciat ducational and instructional settings.

Teacher power

Recent research shows that the realisation of uctsbnal aims is enabled by clearly
establishecbower relationshipsn classes (Salamounova & $iek, 2012). This supports
Bernstein's (1996) theory of dominance refgulative instructional discoursevhile the
didactic discourseonstitutes a part of the regulative oRewer negotiatiomnduse of power
is understood as an inherent part of educationatgss (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983;
Sefova, 2011). As Sarason (1990) notemachers’ professional competencan be also
measured in relation to their ability to set up powelations in the classes.

According to the research findings (Richmond & Mo€key, 1992; Staton, 1992) newly
gualified teachers know necessary information eeldao their teaching subjects, but they do
not know how to meet conditions for establishingvporelationships in the class. Harsh and
rude part of the reality of everyday classroom @& cause collapse of their ideals formed
during teacher training — “the reality shock” (Vemam, 1984). These might by one of the
main reasons why novice teachers quit their prafas&Salamounové, Bradova & Lojdova,
2014; Blizkovsky, Kdgerova, Kurelova et al., 2000, p. 169) which is rdgd as a social and
economic problem in a lot of European countrieser&fore it is important to focus the
educational research on the topic of power relahgs in the classroom and to develop
reliable instruments to measure it.

Typology of teacher power: power bases



Traditional and the most influential typology ofcel power as aelational phenomenon
comes from French and Raven (1959). It disting@sieacher's power regarding to a (by
students perceived) principle which it is based® dfhe typology of power bases was
developed during years and partly revised but taerfive power bases remained (Raven,
1992, 1993).

Reward powercomes from student’s perception that the teacharprovide him/her with
positive benefits or rewards (extra points, gragesychological reward such as affirmation
from teacher, relational rewards such as being tompted by the teacher in front of the
classmates). Teacher power emanates in this case s$tudent wishing to receive the
benefits.

Coercive powepresents student’s awareness that the teachguecésh him/her for example
through grade penalties, critique, discipliningfiont of classmates, or losing favour of
teacher. Teacher power in this case emanates fraierg wishing to avoid unpleasantness.

Legitimate powereflects the teacher’'s authoritative role in rielatto student. Social norms
assign to persons who hold position of legitimatgharity a certain right to verse or
influence others.

Referent powereflects a student’s positive reward for and peasadentification with the
teacher perceived as similarity or interpersonéihi§ being manifested by the student’s
feeling of unity with the teacher, or the desirdnétve such an identity (admiring the teacher).
The teacher’s ability to influence a student sténosn the positive regard in which the
student holds the teacher.

Expert poweremanates from the teacher’'s knowledge or expedass@an educator in the
subject area. In the class student may recognieeptfessional background, superior
understanding of the subject, as well as teactkilig sf the teacher.

Instruments measuring teacher power bases

Attempts to measure teacher power bases as defihede led to the construction of
Perceived Power Measur@PM) andRelative Power MeasurRPM) by McCroskey and
Richmond (1983) and later to constructiorPofwver Base Measu@BM) by Roach (1995a).
In recent years an improvelteacher Power Use Sca(@PUS) was developed by Schrodt,
Witt and Turman (2007).

Perceived Power Measure- PPM (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983) was originally
constructed by Richmond, McCrosky, Davis, and Kao(t980) who were inspired by

Student’s (1968) measure designed for employegsneral. Student used a single-item-type
measure on a five-point Likert-type scale. Richmenal. (1980) decided to use five seven-
point bipolar scalesagree-disagreewrong-right etc.) for each type of power to be able to
estimate reliability. Later McCroskey and Richmoid®83) made a minor modification of

this instrument. Respondents are given the dedmstof the five power bases and answer five

2 Examples of situations of each power base carée & appendix in Czech original adaptation of BRI in
table 1 in English back translation of the Czecapaation.
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statements regarding these power bases on a Lygertscale. Teachers answer statements of
the following characterl use ... powerStudents answer statementéy teacher uses ...
power Richmond et al. (1980) as well as McCroskey anchiRond (1983) report high
reliability of the instrument. For McCroskey andcRmond (1983) it was important to
measure not only the relative use of power basdghk degree of use of each power base as
well, therefore they designed another instrumetiedaRelative Power Measure RPM
which accompanies the PPM. The RPM also first emplahe five power bases to
respondents; then asks them to estimate the pagmof total power usage that stems from
each base, with the requirement that the totallequi® percent.

Later Roach’s (1995dPower Base Measur@PBM) improved the measurement of teacher
power. PBM was primarily developed to measure pouss of teaching assistants (Roach,
1995b) in relation to college outcomes. PBM cossist20 Likert-type itents(four for each
power base) describing perceived effects of teaoberer on student behaviour (e.g. coercive
power: The student will experience negative consequercasohcompliance with instructor
requests; referent power: The student should conbplyplease the instructpregitimate
power: The student must comply because it is a univemsiéyor expectationgxpert power:
The student should comply because the instructsrgraat wisdom/knowledge behind the
request;reward powerThe instructor will see to it that the student aicgs some desirable
benefits if he/she does what is sugggsteBM showed high overall reliability coefficients
over .85 (Roach, 1995a,b) and in subsequent rds¢aecalpha coefficients of reliability of
individual scales ranged from .66 to .90 (Golisl®99; Turman & Schrodt, 2006).
Nevertheless, the factor loadings for the scalecatdd that a number of items tended to
cross-load onto multiple factors (Roach, 1995aymian and Schrodt (2006) reported weak
factor loadings for legitimate and coercive power teacher power. Schrodt, Witt and
Turman (2007) found that PBM may not adequatelyesgnt the latent construct of power
use in instructional contexts. According to theme @ossible explanation for this result may
be that the items representing coercive and legténpower on the PBM are less salient to
students in the college classroom than the itemesenting prosocial forms of power, such
as expert, reward, and referent power. Also sosragtof reward power (e.{f.the student
complies with instructor requests, he/she will reeesome type of compensation or prize
may be perceived by students as manipulative aetefibre measuring some aspects of
coercive power. Thus, they designed another ingnim

Teacher Power Use Scale TPUS (Schrodt, Witt, & Turman, 2007) presents thtest
instrument measuring perceived (observable) poWwéeazher. Original TPUS measures the
five above mentioned power bases with 30 items sev@n-point Likert-type scale ranging
from never to always Items were constructed on the basis of PPM, RPEM and
typologies ofbehaviour alteration techniquetescribed in observational research. According
to Schrodt, Witt and Turman (2007) the instrumdraves better psychometric properties than
Perceived Power Measul®y McCroskey and Richmond’s (1983) or Roach’s 9% ower
Base MeasureTPUS demonstrated better internal reliabilityn@arrent and discriminant

® With five-point frequency scale that ranges froaverto very often
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validity, and it contained more valid and reliableicators for the five power bases.

Coefficient of reliability Cronbach’s alpha rangedtween .77 to .90. TPUS was better at
measuring so calleainti-social forms of powe(coercive and legitimate) amao-social forms

of power(referent and reward) at the aggregated leveldk i future research this newest

instrument might be improved and above all adapbedther educational levels and socio-
cultural contexts, which is our attempt.

Findings on teacher power

Most of the studies that used instruments baseti@french and Raven’s typology focused
on tertiary students and teachers. According tearh findings, the most frequently used
power base reported by high school students sed¢mdxt coercive power, followed by
legitimate and expert power; the least used weneane and referent power (Jamieson &
Thomas, 1974). On the other hand, Schrodt, Witt dimdman (2007) found that in
communication courses university students percetliecexpert power base as the most used
(average of two studies using PBM was 2.21 and; 22 scale frommever— 0 toalways—

4), then legitimate (x = 1.93 and 2.33), reward=(2.26 and 1.75), referent (x = 1.94 and
1.75), and coercive power (x = 1.43 and 1.15). &tiglperceived the use of so calledsh
power mechanismas inappropriate and report discomfort when theyewapplied; on the
other hand the expert power is perceived as the(Bias & Loomis, 2004).

Referent, expert, and reward power (as prosocrahgcof power) were positively correlated
with cognitiveandaffective learningandstudent motivationwhereas legitimate and coercive
power (viewed by students as antisocial forms ofgr) were negatively associated with
these learning outcomes (Kearney, Plax, Richmondyl&roskey, 1984; McCroskey &
Richmond, 1983; Plax et al., 1986; Richmond, 19@hmond & McCroskey, 1984). Other
studies reported also relation of teacher's powet students’inappropriate behaviour
(Myers, 1999; Tauber, 1999).

Higher power use among teaching assistants wagias=wb with lower argumentativeness
(Roach, 1995a,b). Students often communicated fttansame power bases as they exert
social influence on their teachers (Golish, 199%lish & Olson, 2000). Students’
perceptions of teachepnfirmation behaviourare positively associated with prosocial forms
of power and negatively associated with antisotmams of power (Turman & Schrodt,
2006). No influence of teacher's gender on stuslgrarception of their power was found
(Elias & Mace Britton, 2005).

The relevance of these findings needs to be furtiupported with findings on different
samples, i. e. above all on younger students addfarent socio-cultural contexts. Sufficient
findings regarding student teachers or novice tei@chre missing as well as findings about
perception of (student) teacher power by youngernkers. Logically, the instruments
measuring the phenomenon at these educationalslerel missing as well; this regards
international situation as well as the Czech Republ



Aims of our study

In accordance to this state of the art and needsudher theory and methodology
development our methodological study aims to atlapTeacher Power Use ScaleTPUS
(Schrodt, Witt, & Turman, 2007) for the specificntext of student teachers in lower
secondary classrooms. At the national level, oor aias also the adaptation of TPUS to
Czech educational conditions.

The adaptation was guided by the need of measutenfiggtower bases of student teachers
and lower secondary students, above all in ourelargsearch project on student teacher
power (see \Wkova et al., 2015). The measurement instrumentoleath missing not only in
Czech but also in international conditions. Thepaai@on of TPUS to younger learners and
students teacher’s instruction had been missirtgartheory, research, and practice therefore
it is important to find out whether the instrumean show a similar structure like in the case
of teachers and tertiary students. Simultaneouslgre is only limited knowledge about
power bases of student teachers used when theytltar teacher profession and how
students whom they teach perceive their power.ediuitachers find themselves in a specific
position at schools. They are not really perceibgdheir students as well as their mentor
teachers as regular teachers. Their power vasiherdis on power relations set by their
mentor teachers and school management and howirttteguce them to the classes where
they learn to teach (more findings in Lojdova, 2015

Research design

Adaptation of measuring instrument

Along the recommendations of Hambleton, Merendd, Spielberger (2005) our adaptation
of Teacher Power Use Scale TPUS (Schrodt, Witt, & Turman, 2007) with themato
measure the perceived student teacher power bhadesged re-designing the instrument for
lower secondary students (from university studeats] student teachers (from university
teachers), and for the Czech conditions (from thelé-Saxon context). We found the
original TPUS suitable for the intended adaptation significantly different population and
socio-cultural context) and as it is the newest ammst advanced instrument measuring
teacher power we decided to adapt it, but somegdsafas described below) had to be done.

The adaptation included independent parallel tedizgls, multiple cultural and linguistic
adaptations, multiple expert reviews, and cognitnterviews with relevant respondents. The
instrument was first adapted for lower secondangestit and their teachers ¢Kbva, Mares,
JeZek, & Salamounové, 2016, in preparation), afietw for measuring the student teacher
power in lower secondary classrooms. For measuhagstudent teacher power, new items
were developed for each power base according taryh@gable 1). Some items measuring
teacher power were reformulated or removed. Thagd®in comparison to original TPUS
are presented in table 1.



Table 1

Adapted and developed items of sdataver Bases: Version for Student Teach®igkova,
Mares, & JeZeK)

Power base Scale items

Newly created or New items developed
Adapted from TPUS alternative to adapted orfor the student teacher

original item context

Coercive 16, 18, 29, 33, 35,36 06, 26, 47 25, 34

Reward 20, 24, 38, 48, 49 45 40, 51

Referent 1,8, 13, 19, 23 10, 12, 15, 32, 41 4

Legitimate 7, 14, 22, 37, 39, 50 5,11, 42 9 4,4

Expert 3,21, 27, 31, 36 2,28, 30, 43 -

In contrast to the original TPUS the items wer@mgiulated from singular or plural passive
(reporting about others in generally) to singuletive form (reporting about oneself) which
allows more psychometrically reliable respondeatiswers.

The scale version for adaptation consisted of Binst (appendix 1 and 2): 11 items for
coercive power base, 10 for expert, 12 for legitan® for reward, and 10 referent power
base. The response scale was adapted for yourageets, i. e. reduced to 5 points (1 —
agree 5 —I don't agred® in comparison to original TPUS. The responses vpereon a
response scale of agreement instead of frequercgube of the limited students’ experience
with the assessed student teacher. To assessytttepeetric properties of the instrument we
used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in Mpluslatem analysis with internal consistency
estimation.

Data collection

The scale was administered in 2014 to lower seagndasses/students (ISCED A2) taught
by student teachers of master study programmesaatilty of Education of Masaryk
University in the Czech Republic. The student teastad their second semester of their
practice at schools. The student teachers admiaedstee questionnaire themselves (90 %) to
their students at the end of their long term cargtirpractice, mostly after 3-6 or 10 lessons
which they had taught in the class. In some cabe94) the questionnaire was administered
by a mentor teacher, class teacher or substittéiacher. The student teachers computed the

* The scale items can be seen in appendix 1 (intfGzscused in the research) or in table 2 (in Bhdfiack-
translation).
® One item from original TPUS was not in direct mearincluded in our instrumenky teacher demonstrates
commitment to the class by being authentic andigenuhen interacting with students
® with introducing this response scale change (ffaquency to agreement response scale) the fantlysis
model estimates may change. It may result to tffierdint psychometric properties of the model estima
compared to the original TPUS. This problem wassaered in the analysis. The change of length ef th
response scale (from 7 point to 5 point) is congidenot to have an effect on the estimates in watys
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results themselves and used them for self-refledtiothe teaching practice seminars at the
faculty. This helped us to assure better data tyufali our research purposes as well. The data
were collected as nonprobability sampling; mosthef schools were from city Brno and its
surroundings.

Sample

The sample included 1686 students frdft& 9" grade (12 % in the"Bgrade, 23 % in the'™

41 % in the 8, and 24 % in the'®grade). The students were between 11 and 17 gédrs
the majority was 13-15 years Gldn total we analysed 96 classes/student teackérs.
average there were 18 students per class. 130érstudiere taught by a woman teacher, 380
students from our sample were taught by a man studacher. 1560 (93 %) students were
from lower secondary school (zakladni Skola), 1264) students were from lower secondary
comprehensive schools (viceleté gymnazium); i.¢hénsample there were 7 lower secondary
academic schools and 58 lower secondary schooks.sfifdent teachérsaught Civics (21
student teachers), Foreign Languages (18), Czenbuaae (14), Mathematics (14), History
(9), Science (6), Health Education (5), GeographyRhysics (3), and ICT (3).

Findings
Confirmatory factor analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis in Mplus, versionlX.(Muthén & Muthén, 2013), was
conducted to confirm the data structure suggesyatidory of French and Raven (1959) and
TPUS (Schrodt, Witt, & Turman, 2007), i.e. the éxxe of five power bases in student’s
perception of student teacher power use in thesetasrhe first five-factor model with all 51
items produced unsatisfactory fit indices. The nhdkated all items as continuous and used
the MLR correction for deviations from normalityhdn we allowed the residuals of items
that explicitly mentioned the status of the studesaicher to correlate. The resulting model
(model 1, table 2) did not fit the data perfectiyt bt least allowed rough interpretation chi
= 5296, df = 1210, p <.001; CFIl =.81; SRMR = .0BBISEA = .045).

Model 1 had a number of deficiencies. Item C@én | do not hand in my homework to this
teacher, | feel really bgdhad a minimum loading on the coercive factor ehihe
modification indices strongly suggested its loadomg the expert factor. Items LOTHis
teacher says that teachers have to be obeged L11 This teacher emphasizes that we have

" 11-year-old students (1.73 %), 12 (13.25 %), B3G2 %), 14 (37.61 %), 15 (20.54 %), 16 (1.13 %)yéars
old (.06 %).

8 The percentage of our sample of students in @iffesubject was following: Foreign Languages (Fnehé&b of
students, English 1 %, Russian 7 %, German 4 %)Czath language (15 %), in Mathematics (15 %), ehys
(3%), Informatics (3 %), Science (8 %), Health Eatian (7 %), History (9 %), Civics (23 %), and Gemghy
(4 %). The classes in foreign languages are ohé#fesize of standard classes therefore thereeaverfstudents
compared to number of student teachers.



to obey at schodldid not load well on legitimate factor and wengbstantially locally
dependent. Moreover, from the practical standpthiathigh correlation between legitimate
and coercive factors (model 1 in table 3) suggestedt the factors are nearly
indistinguishable. A final argument for modificaticame from the analysis of the adapted
TPUS for lower secondary teachersdidva, Mares, Jezek, & Salamounovéa, 2016, in print),
in which a four-factor model performed better.

Thus we tested an alternative four-factor modeldeh@, table 2) with the items of legitimate
and coercive power loading on a common factor. \'de eemoved the problematic items
CO06, LO5 and L11. While its fit indices were onlwminally better (cfi= 5241, df = 1210, p
< .001; CFI = .82; SRMR = .082; RMSEA = .044), ihables for a much clearer
interpretation.

Table 2
Standardized factor loadings in models 1 afid 2

Model 1 Model 2

Item loading loading
Factor: Referent power

RO1: | have a lot in common with this teacher. 61 61
RO04: | find this teacher nice because she hasta las | do. 63 55
R08: This teacher is friendly to me. 55 46
R10: This teacher is fair to me. 46 62
R12: 1 like to talk with this teacher also duringgéks. 62 61
R13: | see this teacher also as a human, notgusteacher. 61 59
R15: | think of this teacher as of a friend. 59 64
R19: This teacher and | have the same point of view 64 60
R23: | can see things in the same point of viewhesteacher. 60 66
R32: | want to be like this teacher. 66 59
R41: What this teacher says and does is very irapbtd me. 59 63

Factor: Expert power
EO02: When this teacher explains something whilechem, it is

comprehensible. .67 .67
E03: This teacher tells different news connecteithéosubject. 53 .53
E21: | think this teacher is great at teaching. 76 75
E27: When this teacher teaches, | know what tondovehen to do it. 67 67
E28: This teacher is able to show me how | cantwally use what | learn. g5 .65
E30: This teacher understands what she teachesvedry .70 .69

° ltems are only translation from original Czechnite they are only for orientation, not for uselie tesearch.
Original scale items of the Czech version are éappendix.
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E31: When this teacher explains something, | céie\meit.
E36: This teacher is a real expert in this subject.
E43: This teacher is able to explain to me anythidg not understand.

Factor: Legitimate power

LO5:TFhis-teachersays-that teachers-have-to-bgedbe

LO7: This teacher is persuaded that she can datidet everything when
she is a teacher.

LO9: When this teacher does not like my behaviaire cannot do
anythlng about it anyway because she does not @ednour school.

(L14 This teacher has a reserved approach to me. )

(L17: I obey this teacher because our teacherdidsrte to do so.)

(L22: This teacher says that it does not mattedd not like something in

the class.)

L37: This teacher obviously shows that a teacheomething more than

a student.

(L39: This teacher suggests that what she wardatse supported by our
teacher, headmaster or school rules.)

L42: This teacher says things like: “I end the dessot you.”

L44: When this teacher does not like my behavi@ire cannot do

anything about it because she is not a proper ¢zaat.

(L50: This teacher thinks that students have toydierause a teacher is
an authority.)

Factor Coercive power

C16: Although 1 criticize the rules, this teacherd whatever she wants
anyway.

C18: When | do not work in the class as well as thacher imagines, she
embarrasses me in the class.

(C25: When | misbehave in the class of this tegcklee tells it to our
teacher.)

C26: This teacher is angry with me when | expregsatfi in the class that
| do not agree with what she is saying.

(C29: When | do not follow this teacher’s instrocts, she punishes me.)
C33: When | hand in my homework late, she behanesuch a way it
makes me feel bad.

C34: When | do not work as this teacher wants tsle our teacher about
it.

10
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C35: When | do not do in the class what this tepgfants, she looks at

me angrily. .55 .53
C46: This teacher ignores me as a punishment whlennbt work as she

wants. .61 .60
C47: When | do not have my materials for the cldss,teacher is upset. 54 52

Factor: Reward power

RW20: When | know something extra in the class thacher points it out. 52 52
RW24: When | work well in the class, this teachgpraciates it. 64 64
RW38: When | behave in the class as this teachetswahe rewards me. 53 53
RW40: When | work well in the class of this teacghsdre tells our teacher

about it. 73 73
RW45: When | learn what is required, this teachrarsgs me. 51 51
RW48: When | make effort in the class, this teadh@icer to me. 73 73
RW49: When | do in the class what this teacher aelmashe praises me

for that. 51 51
RW51: When | behave well in this teacher’'s cla$® praises me to our

teacher. 52 52

Table 3 reports the correlations among factors aaleh 1 and model 2. In model 2 legitimate
and coercive power are integrated into one facarrelations between reward, expert, and
referent power are high as well. The authors ofinal TPUS Schrodt, Witt and Turman

(2007) reported similar findings (see Discussion).

Table 3
Correlations among factors in models 1 and 2
Model 1 Model 2
Expe Legitim Coerci Rewa Expe Legitimate/coer Rewa
rt ate ve rd rt cive rd
Referent .77 -.17 -.18 .69 Referent .77 -.21 .69
Expert -31 -42 .70 Expert -.43 .70
Legitim Legitimate/coer
ate .85 -.07 cive -.12
Coerciv
e -.09

Note All correlationp < .01.

Scales reliability
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According to the CFA model 2 (table 2 and 3) wenested internal consistency reliability
for four power bases scales (the legitimate andcogepower bases were integrated into one
factor). Reliability was sufficiently high — ove8Q in all cases (see table 4). No exclusion of
any item would improve the coefficient of reliabjli The scale items can be seen in appendix
1 (in Czech, as used in the study) or in tablenZEfglish back-translation).

Table 4

Scales reliability and descriptive statistics (mio2e

Power base Cronbach’s  Number of Mean Median SD
alpha items

Expert .88 9 4.13 4.33 75

Referent .86 11 3.31 3.36 .82

Legitimate/coercive .83 20 2.40 2.35 .63

Reward .81 8 3.53 3.60 .80

Descriptive statistics

All four power bases (except legitimate/coercivevppobase) were quite strongly (over point

3 at a scale from 1 to 5) perceived by studentssasl by the student teachers at their long
term practice as measured by our adaptation of T@ae 4). Students reflected as the most
applied power base by the student teachers therteppaver which means that student

teachers were perceived as experts. The at lepl¢@n the classes was legitimate/coercive
power base (table 4). As the instrument needs atatid, these findings are preliminary.

Instrument shortening and validation of the shension

The adapted student teacher scale — compared twitheal TPUS — has a different number
of items per a scale (see table 4) caused abovieyatherging of original legitimate and
coercive factors and by our preference of the oiteof content coverage (not primarily high
internal consistency as in the original instrumeht)further development of the instrument
some items can be excluded to shorten the adap&E5TThe shortening can be suggested
for the purpose of validation of our presented ifigd as well as because of the practical
reasons of instrument administration at schoots. for further validation of the instrument
the approach of excluding some items accordindi@oGFA model 2 loadings (table 1) and
scales reliability analysis can be applied. Excnsdf items with factor loadings under .40
can be realised (no item was under .60 and abdv@nd at the same time decreasing the
scale reliability). This reduction regards actuallyly items from legitimate/coercive power
base (e.g. L14, L17, L39, L50, D25, and D29). Afieis reduction the scales reliability of
legitimate/coercive power base remains higkr (82). From the referent power base scale the
item RO8 can be excluded because it seems thaed an archaic word and not all students

understand it precisely. These new scales of piases in the Czech conditions need to be
12



validated on another data sample which we are milyreonducting. New findings will be
published in the instrument manual (Mare&Rélva, Jezek et al., 2016, in print).

Discussion

The aim of the study was to adapt a scale measpgaragived teacher power in Anglo-Saxon
context to Czech condition and from tertiary let@llower secondary level students, from
teachers to student teachers. Confirmatory faatatyais was conducted and the Czech data
basically supported the original model of relatiopawer with five main power bases, with
the difference that the structure of student teaplger bases seems to be less-dimensional
in the perception of lower secondary students. €eerand legitimate student teacher power
bases were very highly inter-correlated, and maems of these scales tended to crossload
among the two factors. Our interpretation is thattivo power bases are not differentiated by
the lower secondary students. Alternatively, the fiactors may not be differentiated in
student teachers’ behaviour. Consequently, a factof model was suggested for the Czech
conditions. These findings are similar to our fimgs concerning Czech teachers and their
lower secondary students @kbva, Mares, Jezek, & Salamounova, 2016, in prifi§o in
international findings these power bases were teddp be strongly correlated (e.g. Schrodt,
Witt, & Turman, 2007). The four factor solutione(i.combining two latent constructs —
legitimate and coercive power) was consistent whth test of PBM by Schrodt, Witt and
Turman (2007). The four factor solution was alsidé by Schrodt, Witt and Turman (2007)
in development of TPUS. These two power bases pemtlhighest intercorrelations (.83) but
the four-factor solution produced in their analydexline in model fit, suggesting that the
five-factor solution was most appropriate for thoata.

Our decision for the four-factor solution (not tkactor solution) was also indirectly
supported by the structure of teacher power data the Czech adaptation 6éacher Power
Use Scaldor lower secondary student and teachergkda, Mares, Jezek, & Salamounova,
2016, in print) where a four factor solution wasrd superior.

Our observational data from a research project todesit teacher power and open and
thematic coding of the data (Kova, Lojdova et al., 2015) show that for exampledent
teachers perceived as experts demonstrated higleeemt power, and opposite; when student
teachers were perceived as having high referentepdiey could motivate students with
rewards more easily; and when student teachers pezoeived as experts they gave students
actually more rewards etc. Coercive power was @aaby legitimate power and was used in
a milder modus in the context of student teachiexeshey are under control of their mentor
teacher and in our research also cameras andcheear the classroom (¥tova, Lojdova et

al., 2015). Lower secondary students were not #ébldistinguish the coercive (student)
teacher power from the legitimate one.

The superiority of the four-factor model on ouraddbes not impact on the meaningfulness of
the five power base theory. The findings of thetdaanalyses (compared to TPUS by
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Schrodt, Witt and Turman, 2007) can be affectedoby methodological changes of the
original TPUS like items reformulation for youngstudents, development of new items
(which were more specifically formulated), stressnarily on complexity of the items not
only high reliability, and by response scale changt. Also, the assessing students did not
know the student teachers for as long as theirlaegeachers; they were asked to report on
their behaviour after a short time of their pragiic their classes.

As this scale was developed on the basis of thelCadaptation of TPUS for teachers and
then adapted for student teachers, the CFA showatdie newly suggested items specific for
student teachers were not as fitting to the scakeshe previous items because the new
suggested items were more specific about the mtuat form of student teacher behaviour.
This regards to some extent also (in accordanchk thieory) newly developed items for
teacher scale, on which the student teacher saddyased on. Therefore, some modifications
of these items are desirable.

Preliminary (adapted scale needs validation) detee findings show that the expert power
is perceived as the most used and the legitimasin@ power as the least used power.
Students were surprisingly (as they are just pregdor becoming a teacher in the subjects)
very strongly perceived as experts. This correspdndthe findings of Schrodt, Witt and
Turman (2007) based on previous measure for tegdveer (Roach’s PBM, 1995a) with the
difference that legitimate power was perceivedh@ssecond most used one. It corresponds
with the findings of McCroskey and Richmond (1988)well — teachers and students saw the
biggest proportion of power use to stem from reweaterent, and expert base. Nevertheless,
contradicting results reported Jamieson and Torm@i84) for high school students/teachers —
the coercive and legitimate power bases were thet os®ed. These might be caused by socio-
culturally specific situation of schooling in theQJA. at the beginning of 1970.

The situation of the student teachers on their [tergn practice is very different to the
situation of a regular teacher (Kbva, Lojdova et al., 2015). Student teacher pdveses are
only “borrowed” from the regular teacher (mentondanot always fully handed over. For
example, student teachers can give grades, but tbelybest grades functioning only as
reward, but they don’'t write them to the studemé&ord book as this is done only by the
regular teacher probably in order to keep the oaityy of assessment clear during the school
term. Or for example, students are often unsuthafstudent teacher can somehow punish
them if they don’t obey or don’t do their (home)watc. This uncertainty is not only on the
side of students, but also on the side of studediters as well as their mentors (regular class
teachers) because the power conditions are oftenskt in the classroom when a situation
occurs and not in advance.

Conclusion

The presented study attempted to contribute tdiehe of teacher, specifically student teacher
power measurement in the (Czech) classes ancebsytiby adapting the TPUS Schrodt, Witt,
& Turman, 2007) measuring the five power bases asiggl by French and Raven (1959). In
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this study we presented the above mentioned insimtunadaptation for international
academics in English to demonstrate that the atlaptaf the TPUS to younger students as
well as student teachers is possible and can beii@ple results® For Czech scientists also
the original Czech adaptation version for their isspublished in the appendix. The adapted
instrument can be used for self-evaluation by stutieachers on their teaching practices in
schools as well as by teacher educators and scheotor teachers to support the student
teachers educational expertise and their reflegiraetice.

For Czech student teachers, teachers, and teagdheaters we are preparing an instrument
manual (Mares, \tkova, & Jezek, 2016, in print) for both instrumeati&pted by usStudent
Teacher Power Use ScaleCzech versioBaze moci: verze pro studentyitelstvi — BMS)
andTeacher Power Use ScaleCzech versiofBaze moci: verze prctitele — BMU).

For further research, it can be suggested toliestudent Teacher Power Use Scal€zech
versiondeveloped by us on other data for its structure fandts fit to Czech data. The
adaptation ofStudent Teacher Power Use ScaleCzech versioras well as TPUS to the
educational context of other countries can be ssiggeas well.
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Appendix
ltems of adapted TPUS for student teachers (in I)Zec

Expertni moc (Expert power)

E02: Kdyz tato titelka ve vyuce #&co vys\tluje, je to srozumitelné.

E03: Tato ditelkatika mizné novinky, které souvisi s W§avacim gednétem.
E21: Podle matahle gitelka umi skéle Lcit.

E27: KdyzZ tahle &itelka wi, vim, co a kdy mamddiat.

E28: Tato ditelka dovede ukazat, jakihu Wivo prakticky pouZzit.

E30: Tahle ditelka velmi dolse rozumi tomu, codi.

E31: Kdyz tahle ditelka rnéco vyswtluje, da se tomudtit.

E36: Tato ditelka je skuténym odbornikem na tentdqontt.

E43: Tato ditelkami umi vys¥tlit to, ¢emu nerozumim.

Legitimni moc (Legitimate power)
: itelkaika Jo iteld . louchat.
LO7: Tahle ditelka Zije v tom, Ze musi byt vzdycky po jejim ykde witelka.

LO9: KdyZ se téhle ditelce nelibi, jak se chovam, st&jnemize nic dlat, protoZze nepéitk
nam do Skoly.

11 Tato-witelka-dava-najevo,2e-ve-Skole-se-musi-peostouchat.
(L14: Tahle ditelka se ke m&chova s odstupem.)
(L17: Tuhle itelku posloucham, protoZze mitekla naSe panicitelka.)

1 version for a female student teacher.
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(L22: Tato witelkatika, Ze i kdyZz se mi ve vyuce&ceo nelibi, je to jedno.)

L37: Tato witelka dava najevo, Zeilitel je néco vic nez Zak.

(L39: Tahle ditelka naznauje, Ze to, co chce ona, podporuje taky naSe paralka/Wwitel,
feditel nebaad skoly.)

L42: Tahle ditelkatika wci typu: ,Zvoni pro n§, ne pro vas.“

L44: Kdyz se téhle ditelce nelibi, jak se chovam, st&jnentize nic @lat, protoZe jegtneni
ucitelka.

(L50: Podle této titelky maji Zaci poslouchat, protozéitel je autorita.)

Donucovaci moc (Coercive power)
06 Kelvs téhle sitel I koliti okt Satn
C16: | kdyz kritizuji pravidla, tahleditelka si stej& udla, co chce.

C18: Kdyz mi to v hodi& nejde tak, jak si tahle¢itelka predstavuje, fed celou itidou ne
ztrapni.

(C25: Kdyz ve vyuce téhletitelky zlobim,iekne to na manasi @itelce.)

C26: Tahle ditelka se na mnastve, kdyZz dam v hodimajevo nesouhlas s tim, fi&a.
(C29: KdyZ neplnim pokyny téhleitelky, potresta ré.)

C33: Kdyz tehle titelce donesu pozdikol, chova se tak, Ze se citim Sgatn

C34: Kdyz nepracuiji tak, jak by si tahlgitelka prala,ifekne to nasiditelce.

C35: KdyZ v hodig nedtlam to, co tato ¢itelka chce, nastva&ma n¢ kouka.

C46: Tahle ditelka me za trest pehlizi, pokud nepracuiji tak, jak chce.

C47: KdyZz nemam pofitky, tahle ditelka je nastvana.

Odménovaci moc (Reward power)

RW20: KdyZ vim ve vyucedto navic, tahle titelka to vyzdvihne fed ostatnimi.
RW24: Kdyz mi to v hodié jde, tato ditelka to oceni.

RW38: Kdyz se v hodihchovam tak, jak tatocitelka chce, gjak mg odmeni.
RW40: Kdyz mi to v hodiatéhle @itelky jde,fekne to naSiditelce.

RW45: KdyZ se natim, co mam, tatoditelka mg pochvali.

RW48: Kdyz se v hodihsnazim, je na tntato &itelka hodrjsi.

RW49: Kdyz v hodig déldm, co tahle ¢&itelka chce, pochvali énza to.

RWH51: Kdyz jsem ve vyuce téhlg€itelky hodny/a, pochvali mnasi ditelce.

Referenéni moc (Referent power)
RO1: S touto &itelkou mam hodé spol&ného.
RO4: Tahle ditelka je mi sympaticka, protoZze se mugi do Skoly steji jako ja.
((RO8: Tato witelka je va¢i mne vsticna.))
R10: Tato ditelka se mnou jedna na rovinu.
R12: S touto titelkou si rad/a povidam i agstavce.
R13: Tuto witelku vidim i jakocloveka, nejen jako ditelku.
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R15: Tuhle ditelku beru jako kamarada.

R19: Ja a tatoditelka mame stejny pohled n&os
R23: Na ¥ci se doké&Zu divat stejfako tato ditelka.
R32: Chel/a bych byt jako tatoditelka.

R41: To, caika a dla tato witelka, je pro ns dilezité.
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