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Correlation in Influence Tactics and Principals® Leadership in Establishment of
School Counseling and Guidance

NISHIYAMA, Hisako
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This study aimed to establish school counseling and guidance by investigating
interrelation between school counseling teachers® information tactics and principals® leadership through
educational psychology.

School and training program visits in the U.S., interview among school principals, a survey with a
questionnaire on the recognition of school counseling and guidance among principals and school counseling
teachers were made. As a result, 1) correlation between principals’ leadership and middle leaders
influence tactics, 2) the process of inter-influence, and 3) an upward influence tactics model were

described.
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N
Legitimacy 143 214 (0.83) 0.30 -0.87
Inspiration 143 2.79 0.79) -0.39 -0.28
Pressure 144 1.57 (0.68) 111 0.13
Ingratiation 143 2.40 (0.83) -0.15 -0.97
Rationality 146 3.66 (0.85) -0.55 0.84
Consultation 145 3.70 (0.89) -0.86 1.09
Legitimacy(p) 145 2.37 (0.89) 0.37 -0.34
Inspiration(p) 144 2.89 (0.83) -0.37 -0.14
Pressure(p) 147 1.67 (0.70) 0.85 -0.21
Consultation(p) 147 3.48 (0.83) -0.72 1.24
Rationality(p) 147 3.78 (0.73) -0.37 0.75
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legitimacy 57 2.12 (0.86) 1.89 2.35 a=.87
persuation 57 3.49 ©.77) 3.29 3.70 a=.82
pressure 57 1.95 (0.80) 1.73 2.16 a =78
ingratiation 57 2.52 (0.75) 2.32 2.71 a=.73
consultaion 57 3.57 (1.02) 3.30 3.84 a=.85
inspiraition 57 3.51 (0.76) 3.31 3.71 a =.85
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