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Research questions asked were: (1) Are there significant
differences between the perceptions of principals and
teachers concerning principals' leadership behavior on the
twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII? (2) Are there significant
differences in viewing the leadership role when teachers'
age, gender, teaching experience, level of training, or
teaching assignment is considered?

This descriptive study invited 350 randomly selected
teachers and all of the principals from 35 elementary,
intermediate, and high schools in one suburban school
district to participate on a voluntary basis. The
perceptions of the principals' leadership behavior was
measured by the twelve subscales of the Leadership Behavior
Description Queztionnaire--Form XII: Representation, Demand
Reconciliation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness,
Initiation of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role
Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, Predictive
Accuracy., Integration, and Superior Orientation. A
biographical data questionnaire was also used.

Results obtained from the LBDQ-XII were displayed in
tables with the twelve subscale means and standard
deviations of teazhers and principals' perceptions of the
principals' leadership behavior. The teachers' perceptions

according to age, gender, years of teaching experience,



levels of training, and teaching assignment subscale means
and standard deviations were also calculated. A
multivariate analysis of variance was performed for each of
the teacher characteristics and the teachers and principals
as independent variables. The subscales of the LBDQ-XII
served as the dependent variables. All hypotheses were
tested at the .05 level of significance.

The following conclusions were based upon the data
collected and analyzed in the study. The perceptions of
teachers of their principals' leadership behavior did not
differ significantly according to gender, age, years of
teaching experience, level of training, and teaching
assignment. On all perceptions of twelve subscales tested,
principals tended to rate themselves higher than the
teachers. There were four areas in which principals and
teachers differed significantly on the LBDQ-XII. They were
Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration, Predictive Accuracy,
and Integration.

Recommendations for further study using a larger
population sample and different instruments to assess the
areas in which principals and teachers differ in their
perceptions of principals' leadership behavior were

suggested.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

School principals are considered the most important
individuals in the administrative hierarchy of school
systems. Recent emphasis has been on the leadership roles
of principals in public schools (Edmonds, 1979; De Bevoise,
1984; Yukel, 1982). Research has shown thaf the role of the
principal always has been and will continue to be one of the
most influential leadership positions in American education
(Cohen, 1983). Numerous articles and books cite research
findings which indicate leadership of school administrators
is a key characteristic of school effectiveness (Robinson,
et al, 1982; Sergiovanni, 1984), and the leadership behavior
of the designated school administrator is crucial in school
success (Phi Delta Kappa, 1980).

The concept of leadership has been a topic of study
and concern among scholars and practitioners in many fields;
leadership is a phase of social process with the leader
being responsible for the goals established by the group.
Peters and Waterman (1982) stated that ordinary people who
have outstanding leadership qualities make great leaders,
while Bennis and Nanus (1985) believed that without

effective leadership, organizations cannot be successful.



In education, as in other fields, the major types of
leadership employ psychological, sociological, behavioral,
and contingency approaches (Lipham, Rankin, and Hoeh,Jdr.,
1985). The principal is the leader ©of his/her school,
regardless of the approach that characterizes his/her
leadership, and The National Association of Secondary School
Principals describes a principal's responsibilites as:

A principal is responsible for all the activities

that occur in and around the school building. It

is his leadership that sets the tone of the school,

climate for learning, level of professionalisa

and morale of teachers and the degree of concern

for what students may or may not become.

(Wagstaff, 1973, p. 43)

Successful leadership by principals is contingent upon
acceptance, respect, and understanding by the teachers who
work for them. One of the key functions of principals is to
establish consensus among staff which leads to mutual goals,
benefits, and successful school operations. One of the most
important factors in achieving these goals is the

principals’' leadership behavior (Baldridge. 1971;

Sergiovanni, 1984).

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The organization and operation of public schools under
the leadership of the principal are as complex and varied as
the turbulent age groups that are being educated in those
schools. In recent years, educational leadership research

has focused on the leadership behaviors of principals.



A problem éccurs when principals do not have sufficient
knowledge of their leadership behaviors, and how those
patterns of behavior are perceived by teachers who work
under their supervision; this problem can work against
successful accomplishment of leadership tasks required of
priucipals in the schools. Hallinger, Mitman, and Murphy
(1983) discussed current problems with research on
educational leadership and concluded that more work is
needed on specific practices and behaviors of school
principals.

The process of successful execution of decisions
depends upon a positive relationship between principals and
teachers. Consequently, there is a need for teachers to
communicate their percaptions of principals' leadership
behaviors to their principals. Similarly, principals must
be aware of behaviors that either help or hinder the
accomplishment of the school's goals. Barnard (1938) noted
that the leader's knowledge of how his/her followers
perceive his/her behavior is one of the most important
aspects of leadership.

Another problem is that systematic sharing of
perceptions of leadership behavior between administators and
staff in schools is often lacking since schools are loosely
coupled (Anderson, 1982). Principals often find themselves
losing their lines of communication, supply of information,

and support, leaving them ineffective (Kanter, 1979). To



avoid this situation, principals must make certain that
their staff is sufficiently involved and informed.
Hollander (1978), in discussing this crisis of leadership,
called the lack of leadership communication "existential
alienation" (p. 285). He stressed the need for followers to
have a basis for believing they know what is happening in
their organization; thereby remaining a part of it, instead
of removing themselves psychologically from the
organization. Hollander suggested that this need is
satisfied by providing administrators with teachers'
perceptions of their principals' leadership behavior and
their principal's perceptions of his/her behavior. This
information can be beneficial to school district
administrators as they work toward implementing school
goals.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the
perceptions of a suburban school district's teachers and
principals concerning the leadership behavior of the
principals. To measure leadership behavior, the study
utilized the twelve subscales of the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire-Form XII (LBDQ-XII) developed by
the Personnel Research Board located at Ohio State

University (Stogdill,1963).



HYPOTHESES

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form

XII (LBDQ-XII) with its twelve dimensions provided the

dependent variables to give data for Question One and Two.

The following hypotheses were formulated for Question One:

Are there significant differences as measured by the twelve

subscales ¢f the LBDQ-XII in the perceptions of principals’

leadership behavior when the teachers' gender, levels of

training, years of teaching, age, or level of teaching

assignment is considered?

were:

Hypothesis 1l: Teachers' perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based on
the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according to
the gender of the teacher.

Hypothesis 2: Teacher's perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the levels of the teachers' training.

The specific educational levels of teachers' training

Bachelor's Degree, Bachelor's Plus, Master's Degree,

and Master's Plus.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers' perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according



to the teaching experience of the teachers.

The three levels of teaching experience were 1-3
years, 4-9 years, and 10 years and over.

Hypothesis 4: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the age of the teachers.

The teachers' ages were categorized into Gould's
(1978) career stage groupings of trial, stabilization, and
maintenance stages.

Hypothesis 5: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the levels of teaching assignment of the teachers.

For Question Two: Are there significant differences
between the perceptions of principals and teachers
concerning principals’' leadership behavior as measured by
the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII, the following
hypothesis was formulated:

Hypothesis 6: Teachers and principals' perceptions

of the leadership behavior of the principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ.



DELIMITATIONS OF STUDY

This study involves schools in one Pacific Northwest
suburban school district. At the time of data collection,
this district included 35 schools with a predominately white
student population of 22,084, 35 principals, and 1,337

teachers who were also predominately white.
LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

A limitation of the study is that data were collected
from only one suburban school district. Another limitation
is that the teachers and principals in this sample

represented the middle and upper-middle income population.
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

The following are definitions of major terms used in

this study:

1. School: the schools in the school district that
enroll students in grades K-12. Elementary
schools includes grades 1 through 6; the
intermediate schools include grades 7 through 9;
and the high schools include grades 10 through 12.

2. Principal: the designated person responsible
for the management and supervision of an

elementary, intermediate, or secondary school in



Teacher: the assigned teacher in an elementary,
intermediate, or secondary school responsible
for instruction in the school district.

Leadership behavior: interpersonal

influence, exercised in situations and directed
through the communication process, toward the
attainment of a specified goal or goals.
Leadership behavior involves the transaction
between the leader and the follower seeking to

satisfy human needs and expectations. For

this study, it is the perceptions of a principals®

leadership behavior as measured by the twelve
dimensions of the LBDQ-XII.

The leadership behaviors are defined by the LBDQ
Form XII subscales.
(1) Representation: the leader speaks and acts

as the representative of the group.

(2) Demand Reconciliation: the leader reconciles

conflicting demands and reduces disorder in

the group.

(3) Tolerance of Uncertainty: the leader is able

to tolerate uncertainty and postponement
without anxiety or upset.

(4) Persuasiveness: the leader uses persuasion

and argument effectively and exhibits strong

convictions.



(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Initiation of Structure: the leader clearly
defines his/her own role and lets followers
know what is expected of them.

Tolerance of Freedom: the leader allows
followers scope for initiative, decision,
and action.

Role Assumption: the leader actively
exercises the leadership role rather than
surrendering leadership to others.
Consideration: the leader regards the
comfort, well-being, status, and
contributions of followers.

Productive Emphasis: the leader applies
pressure for productive output.

Predictive Accuracy: the leader exhibits
foresight and ability to predict outcomes
accurately.

Integration: the leader maintains a closely
knit organization and resolves intermember
conflicts.

Superior Orientation: the leader maintains
cordial relations with superiors, has
influence with them, and strives for higher

status.
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IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

Recent research in education has determined that the
leadership behavior of the designated school administrator
is crucial in determining school success (Phi Delta Kappa,
1980). The educational leadership of the school
administrator is a critical characteristic of school
excellence (Robinson and Block, 1982). However, the
research has not focused on the perceptions of principals
and their teachers with regard to the principals' leadership
behavior; such a focus could help principals learn or
unlearn behaviors for more effective leadership. Vroom
(1977) stated that people in leadership positions are
capable of increasing their effectiveness, and data gathered
in this study adds to the information base of leadership
behaviors considered important by teachers and principals.
Principals may have a perception of their leadership
behaviors that is not in agreement with how the teachers
perceive those same behaviors.

Blank, in a paper presented at the annual meeting of
the American Educational Research Association in San
Francisco, April, 1986, pointed out the complexity of
principal leadership research in the 1980°'s as it "cross
cuts the educator-administrator distinction". Blank

referred to a recent study by Daresh and Liu of principal
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instructional leadership behavior which used a questionnaire
that contained five scales:

staff development, teacher supervision

and evaluation, instructional facilitation,

resource acquisition and building maintenance,

and student problem resolution" (Blank, 1986).

Teachers of the 1980's have leadership expectations of
their principals, and since the recent educational research
in administration has been emphasizing the crucial role of
the principal as a leader, it is timely to study the
leadership behaviors of principals as perceived by both
their teachers and the principals themselves. Similar
reseﬁ}ch has been conducted and provided guidelines in this
study (Ali, 1984; Allred, 1980; Daniels, 1980; Klein, 1980).
Because the suburban school district considered here is
undergoing major changes, this study should provide helpful
information on how teachers and administrators view the
leadership behavior of principals, information which can aid
in the implementation of necessary changes. A knowledge of
these educational leadership behaviors can provide "the
currency used by a principal to move people and other

resources toward achieving school goals" (Hallinger, Mitman,

& Murphy, 1983, p. 302).



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

This chapter begins with a review of the literature
concerning theories of leadership. The first concern was
that without this background, the search for a definition of
leadership would lack direction since the term has a wide
assortment of interpretations. Another concern was to find
what the literature said about the development of various
approaches to leadership behavior and the leadership
behavior of principals. After this examination, the
literature of the LBDQ-XII was reviewed as the instrument
used in many of the studies conducted on principals'

leadership behavior.
GENERAL THEORIES OF LEADERSHIP

Theories and observations about leadership are as old
as the history of man. As man developed to the point where
he had to organize and manage his resources through group
effort, ancient records began to record the activities of
the group following a leader. The Christian Bible, the
Islamic Koran, and the writings of Buddha are examples of a

religious leadership theory. Later Machiavelli, in the
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Renaissance period, presented a political leadership theory.
Ancient philosophers such as Socrates, Aristotle, and Plato
argued that ideal leaders would themselves be philosophers
(Misumi, 1985). Although the function of leaders has been
recognized since ancient times, the formal study of
leadership, particularly in scholarly publications devoted
to it, is more recent.

Before discussing general leadership theory, it is
important to examine leadership philosophy. Many observers
question whether a body of knowledge exists that would allow
a philosophical treatment of leadership; and if it does,
they ask, what is the payoff? Hodgkinson (1983) suggested
that the chief gain of such a philosophy "for the
practitioner is power and for the theoretician,
comprehension" (p. 228). Ordway Tead (1935) stated that "at
the bottom our professional life is meaningless unless each
works through to a philosophy which sees human dignity and
significance as the essential criteria” (p. 20).

In 1934 Bogardus discussed the problem of leadership
and went on to explain leadership as "personality in action"
(p. 3). Leadership, he argued, involves the interaction of
individual traits with group traits and this interaction
determines a course of action. It is a group phenomenon
that seeks an individual's leadership direction in order to

solve problems (Bogardus, 1934).
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Barnard studied organizations as a system of human
beings working cooperatively to contribute to the operation
of the organization. He placed great emphasis on
leadership, which he believed was influenced by such
variables as the individual, a group of followers, and
existing conditions of the organization. He felt that a
leader must facilitate cooperative group action that is both
effective and efficient (Barnard, 1938).

Dimock (1958) expressed his own philosophy thus:

We have swung so far in the direction of science,
however, that it would be healthy for us now to
realize that administration is essentially one

of the humanities. Administration is, or at
least ought to be, wedded to subjects such as
philosophy, literature, history, and art, and not
merely to engineering, finance, and structure.
That this need is already though belatedly being
appreciated is evidenced by the decisions of
large corporations, such as the Bell Systen,
which recently have joined forces with the
educational facilities of large educational
institutions, such as those of the University

of Pennsylvania. There mature executives are
given executive development courses revolving around
literature, the arts, and philosophy. And why not?
Administrators become increasingly human and
philosophical, capable of planning ongoing
programs which meet human needs and aspirations
when they are unified by areas of knowledge and
skill which stress man's humanity and his
philosophical insights. (p. 5)

The nature of theory, like leadership philosophy,
precedes and can influence a theory of leadership. Feigl
(1951) defined theory as a "set of assumptions from which
can be derived by purely logico-mathematical procedures, a

larger set of empirical laws" (p. 182). He felt that
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scientific explanation should be employed whenever more
specific statements were derived from more general or
hypothetical assumptions. This definition became accepted
and popular in educational administration literature as it
removed some of the ambiguity that surrounds the term
"theory". KRerlinger (1965) submitted this definition and
purpose of theory:

A theory is a set of interrelated constructs,

definitions, and propositions that presents a

systematic view of phenomena by specifying

relations among variables, with the purposes of

explaining and predicting the phenomena.

(p. 11)

Knezevich (1975) offared a similar definition by
calling theory a "cluster of interlocking and interactive
concepts systematized into an abstracted intellectual
pattern capable of interpreting generalizable trends and
relationships" (p. 139).

In discussing the nature and purpose of theories in
general, Bass (1960) pointed out that the aim of a theory is
to understand a phenomenon through rational and empirical
observations. Theory guides the investigations. A
satisfactory theory begins to be modified almost as soon as
it is concluded, and this is an ongoing process.

With these general definitions of theory in mind, it
is time to look at theories of leadership. Bennis suggested

revisions of leadership theories in 1966. He felt a

satisfactory theory must account for impersonal bureaucracy
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and rationality of measures, informal organization and
interpersonal relations, benevolent autocracy, job
enlargement and employee-centered supervision, and
participative management and joint consultation.

Burns (1979) saw leadership as a part of the dynamics
of power and conflict which brings about social change. The
roles of the leader and his/her followers are conceptually
united and are involved in all processes of human
development and political action. He stated that leaders
must choose the group's objectives wisely, forecast the cost
of the objectives, the ability to gain those objectives, and
the degree of goal attainment that is satisfactory to the
group members. Although Burns said leadership is measured
by the satisfaction of human needs and expectation, he
conceded that too little is known about leadership and that
there is little agreement on its essence. He explained
that:

Leadership over human beings is exercised
when persons with certain motives and
purposes mobilize, in competition or conflict
with others, institutional, political,
psychological, and other resources so as

to arouse, engage and satisfy the motives

of followers...Leadership, unlike naked power-
wielding, is thus inseparable from followers'
needs and goals. (p. 19)

Late in his career, Bass (1981) used the following
definition of leadership in his theory: "the observed effort
of one member to change other members' behavior by altering

the motivation of the other members or by changing their
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habits" (p. 447). While discussing leadership theories and

definition, Bass observed:

Theories of leadership attempt to explain either

the factors involved in emergence of leadership

or the nature of leadership and its consequences.

One complex definition of leadership that has

evolved...delineates effective leadership as

interaction between members of a group that

initiates, maintains, improves expectations, and

the competence of the group to solve problems

and attain goals. (pp. 26 & 584)

In ending his discussion of the philosophy of
leadership Hodgkinson (1983) observed that:

The quintessence of this philosophy of leader-

ship can be expressed succinctly. Philosophy

is nothing but marks on paper or vibirations in

the air unless it roots itself in the values

of a man and changes his life. It is the

singular wonder of leadership that such a change

in one man's life has the potential for changing

other lives. Such power is awesome. (p. 228)

Misumi (1985) suggested a leadership theory that
centers around the idea of basic group functions called the
PM Leadership. He defined the two functions as follows:
P is Performance, which involves the function of problem
solving and working toward goal achievement; and M is
Maintenance, which involves the maintaining and
strengthening the group process itself. 1In addition to
using the PM theory to study administrative leadership
behavior, Misumi also studied the effect that PM leadership
behavior of teachers had on their students.

Educational leadership theories have always borrowed

and been influenced by the research, conceptual framework,
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and effects originating in business and industry (Synder and
Anderson, 1987). Naisbitt (1982) pointed out that
management asks workers to participate in determining what
the pattern of work should be, while Rosabeth Moss-Kanter
(1983) noted that managers are in open-ended positions and
must envision accomplishments beyond the scope of their job
in order to acquire power to carry out new programs. Lee
Iacocca's (1984) observations contrasted the controlling
behavior of Henry Ford with his own success in being able to
delegate responsibilities to talented people.

Harold Geneens' (1984) book on leadership emphasized a
cooperative problem-solving approach, requiring honesty,
trust, open communications, and frank discussions about
problem situations. Seven characteristics that define the
contemporary effective leader were postulated as follows by
Tichy and DeVanna (1986):

1. Leaders identify themselves as change agentc;

2. They are courageous;

3. They believe in people;

4. They are value-driven;

5. They are lifelong learners;

6. They can deal with complexity, ambiguity, and

uncertainty; and

7. They are visionaries.

Peter F. Drucker (1985) stressed the similarity

between schools, businesses, and labor unions. He observed
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that both do many of the same things, use the same tools,
and encounter similar problems. The cry for leadership
comes from society when it must encounter social and
economic crises, and the issues leaders must deal with are
becoming more and more complex.

The literature supports the thesis that philosophies
and theories of leadership are a central part of leadership
behavior. This understanding leads to the discussion of a

definition of leadership which follows.
LEADERSHIP DEFINITION

One difficulty in leadership research is conceptually
clarifying what leadership involves. There is, in fact,
considerable disagreement concerning its meaning. The next
objective in reviewing the literature, therefore, is to
clarify the definition of leadership which Burns (1980)
called "one of the most observed and least understood
phenomena on earth" (p. 3). Campbell (1984) agreed with
Burns and went on to add that "it is easy to recognize, hard
to describe, difficult to practice, and almost impossible to
create in others on demand" (p. 2).

Stogdill (1948) reviewed 125 studies of the
characteristics of leaders. A summary of his review noted

that:

1. Supported by uniformly positive evidence from ten
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of the studies surveyed is the conclusion that
the average person who occupies a position of
leadership exceeds the average member of his group
to some degree in the following respects:

(1) sociability;

(2) initiative;

(3) persistence;

(4) knowing how to get things done;

(5) self-confidence;

(6) alertness to, and insight into, situations;
(7) cooperativeness;

(8) popularity;

(9) adaptability; and
(10) verbal facility.

Supported by uniformly positive evidence from
fifteen or more of the studies surveyed is the
conclusion that the average person who occupies a
position of leadership exceeds the average member
of his group in the following respects:

(1) intelligence;

{(2) scholarship:

{(3) dependability in exercising responsibilities;
(4) activity and social participation; and

(5) economic and socio-economic status.
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In the 1981 revised and expanded edition of Stogdill's
leadership book, Bass continued to review the studies on
theories and models of leadership.

The qualities, characteristics, and skills required in
a leader are determined to a large extent by the demands
of the situation in which he is to function as leader.
Cattell discussed leadership as representing interaction
between the goals of the leaders and the goals and needs of
the followers. Leadership facilitates the selection and
achievement of the groups' goals (Cattell, 1951).

The leadership patterns of principals and their staff
reactions were studied by Redfern in 1966. He described
directive behavior, guiding behavior, vacillating behavior,
and appeasing behavior by principals, and the reaction of
the staff to these behaviors. The aggressive and
domineering actions of directive behavior met with
resistance or acquiescence on the part of the staff.
Guiding behavior was favorable to the staff and facilitated
their work. Uncertainty on the part of the staff was the
result of vacillating behavior, and the appeasing behavior
made the staff resentful. Redfern concluded that the
characteristics of good leadership are insight, personal
security, sensitivity, mature behavior, flexibility, and
personal fulfillment. Peters and Austen (1985) noted that

leaders must pay attention to what is important and confront
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problems. By avoiding obvious problems, leaders lose their
credibility.

The complexity of leadership was also acknowledged by
Fiedler (1976); he analyzed leadership in terms of a
least~preferred-co-worker scale. He defined leadership as:

An extremely complex interpersonal relation-

ship which can only be exercised in groups in

which people want to accomplish a common goal.

(p. 2)

Pfeffer (1977) studied the ambiguity of leadership
definition and measurement and whether it has discernible
effects on organization. Cohen (1983) agreed with the
complexity of defining leadership, while Dufour and Eaker
(1987) said that the image of a principal as a transitional
leader wanting "to seek new ways to empower teachers is
ambiguous and paradoxical” (p. 80).

Other studies concluded that leadership implies some
incongruence between the objectives of the leader and the
led (Kochan, Schmidt and DeCotiis, 1975). Lipham and Hoeh
{1974) found that there is considerable disagreement
concerning the meaning of leadership and offered their own
definition as

That behavior of an individual which initiates a

new structure in interaction within a social

system; it initiates change in the goals,

objectives, configurations, procedures, inputs,

processes, and ultimately the outputs of social
systems. (p. 200)
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Doll (1972) saw school leadership as a function which
requires

Human behaviors which help a school achieve

its constantly changing purposes, some of

which are oriented toward productivity or
task-performance and others of which are oriented
toward interpersonal relationships, within the
schools' own social climate and conditions. (p. 17)

Some writers used the term leadership interchangeably
with other terms such as administration and management.
Thus, Landers and Myers (1977) wrote:

We believe that the trend is toward a view

of leadership as an integral function of

management and administration in the modern

organization. The term management, in current

usage, implies the inclusion of administrative

functions as well as a leadership role.

Similarly., educational administration, as it

is practiced in the modern school system,

also includes a leadership role and

management functions as well as the traditionally

defined administrative duties...We do not believe

that the terminology used to describe the

specialty is as important as effective

performance of the role. (p. iv.)

Throughout the literature, one finds ambiguity in the
definition of leadership. Pfeffer (1977) said that an
"analysis of the leadership process is contingent on the
intent of the researcher” (p. 101), while Campbell (1977)
asserted "the conceptualization of leadership cannot be
divorced from the purpose for which it is considered".

Principals and teachers, in order to function
effectively, must understand that they are working together

to provide an environment conducive to learning. Since the

principal is a key person, a knowledge of what the
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administrator perceives as the functions of his/her position
and how he/she behaves in the position of leadership, as
compared to the staff's perceptions of his/her role and
leadership behaviors, is necessary for an understanding of
successful leadership. (Solomon, 1983; Persell, 1982)

Hodgkinson (1983) presented the following propositions
to define leadership:

Proposition 6.4 The term leadership is an

incantation for the bewitchment of the led.

Proposition 6.41 Leadership is an event, not

an attribute of a personality. It is a descrip-

tion given to a dynamic complex of action.

Proposition 6.42 Leadership is the conjunction

of technical competence and moral complexity...

The leader should 1) Know the task. 2) Know

the situation. 3) Know his followership.

4. Know himself. (pp. 228-229)

The definition of leadership utilized in this study is
that leadership involves a transaction between the leader
and his/her followers for the satisfaction of human needs
and expectations. In this study, leadership focuses on the
behavior of principals as perceived by their teachers and

the principals themselves as measured by the twelve

subscales on the LBDQ-XII.

APPROACHES TO LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR

The concept of leadership behavior has been the topic
of study in such diverse fields as administiration, business,
economics, education, psychology, and philosophy. The four

major themes that emerge from the study of leadership
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behavior can be called the psychological, sociological,
behavioral, and contingency approaches. A review of the
literature reveals considerable diversity in all four areas.
No one theory is perfect. Campbell (1956) noted that
theoretical concepts may be helpful in providing insight,
but they do not give a prescription for what to do in
everyday situations.

The earliest research on leadership focused on the
study of traits of an effective leader and the environment
which brought about leadership behavior. Later research
centered on a behavioral approach which recognizes
psychological and sociological factors as behavioral
determinants (Lassey, 1971). The contingency approach
emphasizes the structure of the task and the personal,
organizational and contextual contingency variables (Liphan,
Rankin, and Hoeh, Jr., 1985). Each of these four approaches
enjoys a period of dominance. The next section of the
literature review will summarize the psychological,
behavioral, sociological, and contingency approaches to

leadership behavior.

The Psychological Approach to Leadership Behavior

The psychological approach adheres to the belief that
leadership centers on the elements of the human personality.
The unique personality structure of the individual makes the

leader different from others. Neither acquired knowledge



26

nor training can produce leadership since the individual
capacity forlleadership develops in early childhood. Put
another way, leadership is an intangible, subjective element
of the individual (Brown, 1973).

This theory suggests that leaders are basically
different from other people. The list of charismatic
leaders who were followed because of their unusual qualities
is long and includes John F. Kennedy, Charles de Gaulle,
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, Nasser, Adolph
Hitler, and Martin Luther (Zeleznik, 1974). The viewpoint
here is that leaders are born, not made, and that instinct
is more important than training. Bogardus, in a study of
great men (Bogardus, 1934), said that leadership is a
consequence of heredity, social stimuli, and personality
traits. There is still a tendency today to view school
leadership in terms of the great principal who makes a
substantial difference in the operation of the school
because of his/her personality traits and qualities.

Desirable traits have been studied in order to
discover the common characteristics of leaders. Thurston in
1944 found that successful leaders scored high on a test of
perception and card sorting. Using a machine called an
interaction chronograph, Chapple and Donald (1946) found
that supervisors in structured interviews scored high in
initiative, dominance, speed of interaction, and adjustment

to the interview situation. The Thematic Apperception Test
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was used by Henry {(1949) to supplement interview and test
data from 100 business executives, and he concluded
successful executives were high in achievement drive,
mobility drive, emotional alertness and activity, ability to
organize unstructured situations, and tendencies to identify
with superiors.

Stogdill (1948) examined 124 leadership studies in
organization and experimental environments. He listed the
personality traits necessary for leadership as capacity,
achievement, responsiblity, participation, and situation
awareness. He concluded:

A person does not become a leader by virtue of

the possession of some combination of traits, but

the pattern of personal characteristics of the

leader must bear some relevant relationship to the

the characteristics, activities, and goals of

followers. Thus, leadership must be conceived

in some terms of the interaction of variables

which are in constant flux and change. (p.58)

Stogdill's book on leadership was updated in the third
edition in 1981 by Bass, and additional studies since 1948
pointed to personality traits necessary for leadership.

A review of the leadership literature by Mann (1958)
concluded that a number of relationships exist between a
leader and his/her personality, such as intelligence,
general adjustment, dominance, and extroversion. Speicher
(1971) said that the trait approach defines an

administrator's effectiveness in terms of such personal

attributes as knowledge and desirable personality factors.
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The psychoanalytical theory has been used to explain how
crisis sifuations bring about the rise of charismatic
leaders by creating unusual interactions in which the needs
of the followers get fulfilled (DeVries, 1977). However,
numerous other studies have failed to find any consistent
pattern of traits characterizing leaders, and this failure
is attributed to such factors as inadequate measurement and
an inability to describe leadership adequately (Gibb, 1954).

Early leadership research focused on the psychological
and physical characteristics which differentiated the leader
from the group, and it is not surprising that this approach
proved to be ineffective. Tannenbaum, Weschler, and
Massarik (1961) observed that leaders do not function in
isolation but must deal with followers within a cultural,
social, and physical contact.

The traits that a leader must possess should be
relevant to the characteristics, goals, and activities of
the group members in the organization (Rnezevich, 1975).
These traits are as varied as the situations that will
develop in the organization, and they will change as the
groups' objectives change.

Bennis (1985) asked leaders what personal qualities
they need to run their organizations, and they listed the
qualities of persistence, self-knowledge, willingness to
take risks and accept losses, commitment, consistency, and

constant learning. The leader who can be an enthusiastic
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learner, who is open to new experiences and challenges, and
who can learn from his/her own mistakes, may be the role
model for the followers and become the great leader in
his/her organization.

Lipham, Rankin, and Hoeh, Jr. (1985) contended that
this approach is the "great person" view, which holds that
leaders are born and not made, that nature is more
important than nuture, and that instinct is more important
than training.

The psychoanalytical theory of leadership developed
the view that great leaders with personal qualities took
command during times of crisis. Alone, it is not an
adequate theory and should be used in relationship to the
sociological, behavioral, and other dimensions of leadership
in specific situations, rather than as a dominant theory
seeking to differentiate leaders from nonleaders solely on

personality traits.

The Sociological Approach to Leadership Behavio:

Dissatisfaction with the psychological approach caused
a shift from studying the traits of the leader to the study
of the leader in the context of the circumstances that gave
him/her an opportunity to emerge. The socioclogical approach
contends that leadership is determined by the requirements
of the social system. It is also known by the term human

relations approach, where skills are developed by an
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understanding cf human relations and by constant practice
(Griffiths, 1956). In this view, leadership is a product of
relationships in social situations; in different situations
a leader may be the follower. This approach maintains that
leadership is determined by the requiremen.. of the social
systems.

Sanford (i951), in his study on leadership, declared
that there are "three basic and delineable factors in any
leadership phenomena: (1) the leader, (2) the situation, and
(3) the followers" (p. 158). At the same time, Cattell
(1951) found that the two primary functions of leaders are
to help the group decide on a goal and to find the means for
achieving that goal. In this theory, the leader represents
the dynamic interchange between the goals of the leader and
the needs and goals of the group.

Gibb (1954) identified the following four elements
involved in leadership:

1. The structure of the interpersonal relations

within a group;

2. The group or syntality:;

3. Characteristics of the total culture in which the
group exists and from which the group members have
been drawn; and

4. The physical conditions and the task with which

the group is confronted.
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From his observaticns of the same groups as they
performed six tasks, Gibb (1954) concluded the following:

Since individual personality characteristics are,

by contrast, very stable, it is to be expected that

group leadership, if unrestricted by the conscious

hierarchical structuration of the group, will be

fluid and will pass from one member to another along

the line of those particular personality traits, which

by virtue of the situation and its demands, become

for the time being, traits of leadership. This is

why the leader in one situation is not necessarily

the leader, even in the same group, in

another different situation. (p. 902)

Hemphill's study found that the degree of satisfaction
of group members and feelings of cohesion correlated more
highly with leadership adequacy than did other dimensions.
He identified two dimensions, viscidity (the feeling of
cohesion in the group) and hedonic tone (the degree of
satisfaction of group members), that correlated more highly
with leadership adequacy than did dimensions such as
position, participation, satisfaction, and dependence of the
group (Hemphill, 1949).

A study by Gross and Herriott (1965) concluded that
staff performance was improved with the orientation of
principals toward good human relations. Bass (1960)
emphasized that the more difficult the problems are that
face a group and block their goal attainment, the more
necessary successful leadership becomes.

Knezevich (1975) said that a leader is the product of

his relations with individuals and his/her ability to get
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the followers what they want, and that the best leaders are
those who know and fit their particular group the best.

Pfeffer (1977) stated that leadership is a major topic
in social and organizational psychology. While there is
some agreement that it is related to social influence, there
is more disagreement concerning maintenance of the group and
performance of some task or activity. He said that
leadership analysis reinforces a social construction that
legitimizes the leadership role, provides belief in
potential mobility for those not in the leadership role, and
provides belief in individual control.

In the late 1970's the individual group members had
received more consideration, and the position that
leadership was a product of relationships in social
gituations was no longer dominant (McKague, 1970). Bennis
and Nanus (1985) stated that a leader must be a "social
architect"” who is the silent variable that "governs the way
people act, the values, and norms that are subtly
transmitted to groups and individuals" (p. 110-111). This
type of leadership presents a shared interpretation of goals
and generates a commitment to the primary organizational

values and philosophy.

The Behavioral Approach to Leadership Behavior

This approach combines two factors as research shows
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that behavioral approach to leadership behavior recognizes
both psychological and sociological factors. It

has focused on significant behaviors that are used to
describe leader behavior and on the perceptions of these
described behaviors by staff members of the leader. The
behavioral phase dated "roughly from the late 1940s to the
early 1960s" (Schriseheim, Tolliver, and Behling, 1978, p.
34). Halpin (1959) stated that that the behavioral approach
focused upon observed behavior and no a priori assumptions
are made that leader behavior in one group situation may be
reveated in other group situations. He also indicated that
the term leadership is used in an evaluative sense:

In ordinary parlance the term leadership is used

in an evaluative sense. To say that a man

displays leadership implies that this is good or

effective leadership. But the evaluation of what

the leader doces is only one aspect... If a

description of the leader on specific

dimensions of behavior is an evaluation of

the effectiveness and efficiency of that

behavior and can be obtained independently,

then we can ascertain to what extent each

dimension contributes to favorable evaluation.

(p. 12)

The focus of the literature has been on behavioral
dimensions that can be used to describe and delineate
leadership behavior. This has been confirmed by Brown
(1967) in his study of leadership:

Staff statements describing the leader

behaviors of their principals are useful

from which to draw inferences relative to the

nature of leadership existing in the school.
(p. 62)
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The behavioral approach assumes that one can learn
something about leadership from the perceptions of staff and
other leaders. Campbell (1957) pointed out that the weight
of evidence from research leads to the conclusion that more
can be learned about leadership by centering on leadership
acts than upon leaders themselves.

Getzels and Guba (1957) saw administration as a
hierarchy of relationships. They postulated that there were
three leadership styles: nomothetic, idiographic, and
transactional. The nomothetic style defines roles and
expectations that will fulfill the goals of a system even at
the expense of the indvidual. Effectiveness is what the
nomothetic leader expects. The second, the idiographic
style, is influenced by personalities and individual needs.
The idiographic leader is more concerned with his/her
personality and those of other people than with
institutional needs. The transactional style is intermediate
between these two and involves moving toward the nomothetic
style under one set of circumstances and toward the
idiographic style under another set of circumstances. The
transactional leader recognizes the importance of the
institutional goals, but tries not to violate individual
personality while achieving those goals.

Lipham and Rankin (1982) found that a single
leadership style is ineffective and described a leadership

theory that included structural, facilitative, supportive,
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and participative dimensions. It is important that a
principal use one, a combination, or all of these
dimensions, depending upon the problem that calls for
his/her leadership behavior.

The concept of observable leader behaviors having an
effect on subordinates was determined by Davis and Luthans
(1979) as

...a cue to evoke the subordinates' task behavior.

The subordinate's task behavior in turn can act

as a consequence for the leader which, in turn,

reinforces, punishes, or extinquishes the

leader's subsequent behavior...The consequences

for the subordinate's behavior may be related

to the leader's subsequent behavior, the work

itself, and its outcomes, or other organization

members. (p. 239)

The PM theory of leadership discussed by Misumi (1985)
used the early studies of leadership behavior by Stogdill
(1974), Lippitt and White (1943), Gibb (1969), and Bass
(1981) to provide a background for understanding the theory.
He concluded that the performance and naintenance
conceptualization is a group phenomenon, is precise,
contains no transcendental social values, allows for two
dimensions of leadership, and is a functional scientific

concept that is easy to use in experimental and field

studies.
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The Contingency Approach to Leadership Behavior

Lipham, Rankin, and Hoeh, Jr. (1985) discussed four
contingency approaches to leadership: path-goal relations,
leadership adaptability, leader-group relations, and
decision-leadership interaction. They define the
contingency approach to leadership as:

The contingency approach to leadership analysis

focuses on characteristics of both the leader

and the situation, attempts to measure or

estimate these characteristics, then provides

the leader with useful behavioral guidelines

based on various combinations of personal and

situational contingencies. Contingency theories

not only highlight the interactive complexity of

leadership phenomena, but also provide potential

leaders with concepts for assessing various
situations and for demonstrating leadership

behaviors that are situationally appropriate.

p. 63)

One contigency approach to leadership analysis is the
path-goal theory, which suggests that the effects of
leadership depend on the task structure (House, 1971). The
directiveness of the leader, the structure of the task, and
the satisfaction of the subordinates are related, and a
leader's effectiveness in goal attainment depends on these
situational variables.

The contingency approach is described as the approach
used when the leader's personality and characteristics are
matched to the group's personality and characteristics, and

the goals of the group are reached by this arrangement.

(Fiedler, 1976). Blake and Mouton's (1964 and 1982)
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managerial grid also emphasized a high emphasis on concern
of group and leader interaction.

Zierden (1980) stated that leadership behavior
depended on the circumstances and was contingent on four
aspects of the situation. These four aspects are the nature
of the people being managed, the characteristics of the work
itself, the relationships between manager and employees and
among employees, and the manager's personality and preferred
management style. The conceptual framework of Zierden
reflects a contingency approach with four questions that
followers have, and leaders should use these as guides to
appropriate and effective actions. These questions are: 1)
Where am I going? 2) How am I to get there? 3) Who will I
be when I arrive? 4) Can I feel good about myself in the
process?

The decision-leadership interaction helps leaders
decide which leadership style would be the best to use in
certain situations, while the leadership adaptability
contingency approach recognizes that leaders must be able to
adapt to many different situations. Hersey and Blanchard's
(1977) response to this demand was to develop an instrument
that presented situations to be assessed by leaders and
group members. Assessment center procedures were developed
by Hersey (1982) and currently are among the most promising
techniques available for identifying administrative and

leadership potential (Lipham, Rankin and Hoeh, Jr. 1985).
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Some studies on leadership suggested that inherent
qualities of an individual cannot produce a leader that is
separated from the situation in which he is involved, while
other studies suggested that the opposite is true. A
situation cannot produce a leader from a person without
leadership traits. The qualities of leadership need to be
observed and studied. To be able to determine the different
levels of effectiveness of leadership, different research

tools become necessary.
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS OF PRINCIPALS

Historicallf} the role of school principals began in
the mid-nineteenth century when industrialization brought a
change from rural one~room schoolhouses to larger schools in
towns and cities. The principal began as a head teacher or
"principal" teacher who continued to teach in addition to
planning, coordinating, and supervising the different grade
levels in the school. By the early 1900's, the position of
the principal teacher had become a full-time administrative
position without teaching duties, and the role of today's
principals was established (Gross and Herriott, 1965). An
identification of the most important leadership
qualifications of principals included performing the
"critical and enduring functions" of staff development,
maintaining good school/community relations, supervision of

instruction, and office management practices (Blumberg and
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Greenfield, 1980). Therefore, upon reviewing the
literature, the concept and definition of leadership and
leadership behaviors were considered to be the next item to
investigate.

Leadership behavior exhibited by principals has become
increasingly important in educational research on school
administration in the 70's and 80's. Many of the early
studies on effective schools identified the principal as a
critical factor in effective schools, leading to research
that defined leadership behaviors of effective school
leaders (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980; Brookover, 1979;
Trump, 1972; Yukel, 1982).

The principal of a school has major responsibilities
to make things happen through other people. The decisions
he/she makes and his/her delegations of authority require
leadership behavior in order to bring about optimum
performance, so that the goals of the school, facultiy,
student body, and patrons of the community can be realized
(Jarvis, 1969; Knezevich, 1975). 1In an article on student
achievement and leadership, Brandt (1987) said that research
has found that teachers' perceptions of their principals’
leadership are related to student academic achievement.

For Bennis (1987) the role of the principal is
founded on authority which is positional and structural; on
the other hand, leadership is personal, behavioral, and a

set of learned and practiced skills. There are individuals
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who have authority but not leadership, and there are
individuals who may not be in a position of authority who
nonetheless are admired, trusted, and get things done. The
ideal is to have both authority and leadership.

In discussing leadership, Lipman and Hoeh (1974)

stated that:

Everyone agrees that the principal should be the
leader of the school...The valuation of
leadsrship is concerned with the extent to which
leadership is accorded a positive connotation in
the American culture. The locus for leadership
examines the nature and boundaries of the focal
social system (the school) within which
leadership occurs. The stages of leadership
include analysis of the sequential steps that
one takes as he exercises leadership over time.
Frequency and potency of leadership involve the
frequency with which the principal leads as well
as the magnitude of his leadership acts. The
outcomes of leadership examine the relationship
of the many dimensions of leadership to measures
of effectiveness, morale, climate, and
achievement within the school. (p. 9)

The leadership role of a principal involves many
functions. Educational leadership, instructional
leadership, and administrativ: leadership of principals were
summarized by Blank (1987) in his comments on recent
research
on high schools:

A common finding of these studies is the
critical role of the principal as a leader

in creating school conditions that lead to
higher student academic performance~-conditions
such as setting high standards and goals,
planning and coordination with staff,
orientation toward innovation, frequent
monitoring of staff and student performance, and
involving parents and the community. (p. 1)
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How principals acquire leadership goals depends upon
what a principal decides to do, when he does it, and the
manner in which he will achieve the goals. How leaders
choose to influence and direct their followers was described
by Knickerbocker (1948). The leader may use force,
paternalism, bargaining, or mutual means in which the leader
and followers share the same aims. Early research
characterized three styles of leadership behavior as
autocratic, democratic, and laissez faire. White and
Lippitt (1968) define these styles as:

1. Authoritarian: All determinations of policies
by the supervisor; techniques and activity steps
dictated by the authority, one at a time, so
that future steps were always uncertain to a
large degree; the leader usually dictated the
particular work task and work companion of
each member; the dominator tended to be
personal in his praise and criticism of the
work of each member, remained aloof from active
group participation except when demonstrating.

2. Democratic: All policies a matter of group
discussion and decision, encouraged and
assisted by the leader; activity perspective
gained during discussion period, general steps
to group goal sketched, and when technical
advice was needed, the leader suggested two or
more alternative procedures from which choice
could be made; the members were free to work
with whomever they chose, and the division of
tasks was left up to the group; the leader was
objective or fact-minded in his praise or
criticism, and tried to be a regular group
member in spirit without doing too much of the
work.

3. Laiggsez-faire: Complete freedom for group or
individual decision, with a minimum leader
participation; various materials supplied by the
leader, who made it clear that he would supply
information when asked; he took no part in work
discussion; complete non-participation of the
leader; infrequent spontaneous comments on
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member activities unless questioned, and no
attempt to appraise or regulate the course of
events. (p.319)

Because the terms democratic, authoritarian, and

laissez-faire have undesirable connotations, Getzels and

Guba (1957) suggested that leadership styles be described as
nomothetic, idiographic and transactional. These were also
discussed by Getzels and Guba in relationship to the
sociological process of administrative leadership behavior.

Another group of terms used to describe leadership
style was used by Knezevic (1975) when he said that
leadership was conceived of as:

1. an attribute of personality (symbolic

leadership);

2. a status, title, or position recognized

in a formal organizational chart (formal
leadersuip); and

3. a function or role periomed in an organized

group {(functional leadership). (p.81)

Conrath (1987) described leadership styles as
permissive, non-directive authoritative, authoritarian, and
paternalistic-maternalistic. He said that leaders find the
style that fits their particular strengths and values.

Morris and Bennett (1979) studied leadership styles in
terms of task-oriented and person-oriented behaviors. 1In 12
areas of competency, teachers rated principals and other
supervisory personnel on their supervisory behaviors. Their
findings concluded that supervisors were more concerned for

both task and people than their principals were.

Rnickerbocker (1948) described four ways in which a
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principal may chose to lead his/her group: force,
paternalism, bargaining, and mutual means. If the principal
uses force, it can come from any source; but it usually
comes by virtue of his/her position as the appointed leader.
Paternalism employs the "Father knows best" technique, while
bargaining includes "You help me and I'll help you". In the
mutual means style, both the leader and the group share the
same purpose, and force is not needed in order to move
toward goals.

A principal is not a leader by virtue of his/her
status. Leadership, as McNeil (1961) stated, is "a pattern
of interpersonal relations and a manner of fulfilling
certain roles of responsibilites" (p. 59). The manner in
which a principal fulfills his/her duties involves many
dimensions of skills, behaviors, and actions, all of which
lead people who work for him/her to perceive him/her as
having good or bad leadership behavior. The ability to vary
behavior in accordance with the nature of the problems that
are encountered forces a principal to adopt many roles.

Good administrators recognize the wisdom of combined
executive approaches to leadership and possess a
sufficiently strong ego for implementing their decisions
(George, 1983).

The significant problem of a principal's role and
behavior as an educator when relating to teachers, and

his/her role as an administrator when relating to the
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central office, was reviewed in 1965 by Bidwell and by
Glassman in 1984. Both concluded that the roles could be
grouped into the two categories of educator and
administrator. But many authorities disagreed on the
various roles of a principal. Some felt educational
leadership is his/her primary function. Other roles were
cited as well, including instructional leader, leader for
change, and decision maker (NASSP, 1970).

Different leaders have different styles, and what the
leader chooses to do, when he/she does it, and the manner in
which he/she does it, comprise his/her leadership style.
Whether the leadership style is called autocratic,
democratic, laissez-faire, nomothetic, ideographic or
transactional, the style affects the behavior of the group
members. Different styles affect the productivity and
quality of work. Democractic leadership results in greater
productivity than laissez-faire leadership, according to
White and Lippitt (1968); autocratic leadership leads to
greater productivity than democratic leadership, although
the quality of work is consistently better under democratic
leadership than under autocratic leadership. Finally, Burns
(1978) noted that "heroic leadership is not simply a quality
or entity possessed by someone, it is a type of relationship
between leader and led. A crucial aspect of this

relationship is the absence of conflict" (p. 10).
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As an educational leader, the principal of a school
has many roles to fulfill in meeting the goals of the
school, staff, and community. The style in which a
principal directs, guides, and coordinates the program
within the school should provide the leadership needed to

meet the demands of the constantly changing educational

situations in the 1980's.

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM XII

{LBDQ-XII)

Observed behavior of the leader has been accepted as a
productive way of understanding leadership, and much of the
research concerning the behavioral approach in the field of
education was derived from concepts developed by Ohio State
University using the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire and the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire~Form XII (LBDQ-XII) (Hemphill and Coons,
1957). Since these research tools for leadership behavior
have been widely used in the United States and foreign
countries, samples of the research are listed below, which
should suggest the range of usefulness of the
multi-dimensional questionnaires in pinpointing leadership
behaviors.

Halpin and Winer at Ohio State University utilized the
behavioral approach in their research and found two

dimensions of leadership to be significant in the
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description of leader behavior: initiating structure and

consideration. They obtained these dimensions from a factor

analysis of respunses to the Hemphill and Coons Leader

Behavior Questionnaire (Hemphill and Coons, 1957).

Many studies have been conducted using the two

dimensional or quadrant classification of leadership to find

variables that are significantly and positively correlated

with a principal's leadership behavior. Lipman and Hoeh, Jr.

{1974) summarize some of the findings.

1.

In a sample of New York schools, Croghan (1969)
found that school principals who were high in
both initiating structure and consideration

were more frequently designated by teachers as
leaders of the informal group within their
schools than were principals who were low on

the same two dimensions.

McGhee (1971) reported that in schools in New York
where no formal grievances had been filed by

the teachers, the principals had higher
consideration scores than in schools where

formal grievances had been filed.

In Alabama schools, Lambert (1969) found a direct
positive, and significant relationship between
the principal's leader behavior, as measured

by the two dimensions of the LBDQ, and teacher

morale as measured by the Purdue Teacher



47

Opinionnaire.

4. Watson (1965) found that leadership behavior of
the principal was related to the cohesiveness
the teaching group.

5. Concern regarding the limits of

administrative authority prevalent in formal
organizations resulted in a study by Kunz (1973)
of teachers' probable compliance with their
principles' directives. The study indicated
that there was a strong relationship between
Initiating Structure of the principals and the
zone of acceptance of directives by teachers
irrespective of the Consideration scores

(p. 192)

Stogdill (1963), working on the theory that it wasn't
reasonable to believe that two factors were sufficient to
account for all the observable behaviors in leaders, revised
the LBDQ to include assessment of leadership behavior along
twelve dimensions, and the new form was called LBDQ-XII.
The use of the LBDQ-XII in research on leadership behavior
in education has been extensive in the United States and
other countries. Studies have shown that leadership
behaviors can be identified, and a variety of factors
related to leadership problems can be examined

satisfactorily by using the LBDQ-XII as the research tool.
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Studies using the LBDQ-XII have been used extensively
in research on leadership behavior. Jacobs (1965) used the
LBDQ-XII to measure the degree to which the number of
curriculum innovations were associated with administrative
leadership among 138 Michigan junior high principals and six
select teachers in each school. His study found that one of
the most important factors in instituting educational change
is the leadership behavior of the principal.

Findings indicated that principals and teachers have a
very different view of the support teachers are given by
principals. McGee and Eaker (1978) surveyed administrators
and teachers in Tennessee, and 95 principals reported that
teachers were given instructional support for their
programs. Of the teachers, 49% responded that they did not
receive support and 75% complained that new ideas were not
provided by their superiors.

The LBDQ-XII questionnaire has been used to study
teacher morale, job satisfaction, and teacher stress. A
summary of some of these research findings follows.

Daniels (1981) surveyed 273 elementary school teachers
and 10 principals in 157 public schools in Chicago. He
concluded that the leadership dimensions of tolerance of
freedom, initiation of structure, role assumption, and
consideration had a dominant influence on the perceptions of
inner-city elementary school teachers with regard to job

satisfaction. The variables of teachers' age and years with
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a particular principal also influenced the teachers' sense
of satisfaction (Daniels, 1981).

In a study of the relationships between value
orientations, leader behavior, and effectiveness of
secondary school principals, data was collected from 311
teachers and 33 principals in 33 secondary schools. The
LBDQ-XII measured the principals' leadership behavior from
two viewpoints while other instruments measured the
effectiveness and value orientations. Relationships between
the variables were investigated by computing Pearson product
moment correlation coefficients. There was evidence to
suggest that teachers who perceived their principals as
being effective gave them high scores on the twelve
subscales of the LBDQ-XII (Hefty, 1971).

Leadership behaviors of principals and the school
climate at the secondary level was studied by Krueger in
1984. Principals, students, and staff from 22 secondary
schools in the Puget Sound area of Washington state provided
data for the study. The mean scores of the subscales of the
LBDQ-XII and the mean scores of the subscales of a school
climate survey indicated that a significant relationship
existed between the teachers' perception of a leader's role
and the teachers' perception of satisfaction and
productivity in a school.

Freestone (1987), in examining the relationship of

department heads' leader behaviors and teachers' perceived
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commitment to the organization, found that the leaders'
behaviors were significant predictors of teachers'
commitment and role definitions.

Both leadership style and teacher morale were studied
by Perry in 1980 and Devault in 1981, using the LBDQ-XII and
the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire. Devault's study was in 35
of Virginia's secondary schools with 270 teachers and 35
principals, and Perry's study was conducted in the junior
high schools of a selected metropolitan district in
Oklahoma. The major findings by both researchers were that,
when all personal and school demographic variables were
controlled, there were statistically significant
relationships between leadership styles of principals and
teacher morale. Generally, the higher the principals’
leader behavior was rated, the higher the teachers' morale.
Sims (1977) demonstrated that a leader's positive reward
behavior will increase a subordinate's performance, and
Davis and Luthans (1979) also determined that behavior of
the leader reinforces, punishes, or extinquishes
subordinates' behaviors.

Barnard (1983) and Chapman (1983) studied teachers'
perceptions of principals' leadership behavior as it related
to stress and job satisfaction. Both studies showed a
significant relationship between teachers' perceptions of
the principals' leadership behavior and levels of stress and

job satisfaction. Knoop (1981) also found in his study of
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1,812 elementary and secondary teachers that job
satisfaction was related to the consideration dimension on
the LBDQ. Blase, Dedrick, and Strathe (1987) surveyed 168
teachers and found that there was a high degree of
association between teacher satisfaction and frequency of
Initiation of Structure and Consideration.

Jacobs (1963) analyzed a sample of Michigan secondary
school principals to ascertain whether leadership behavior
of principals in schools high in education innovation
differed from that of principals in schools low in
innovation.

In 1980, Allred studied the relationship between
teacher morale and the principal's leadership style in
secondary schools in Texas, using the LBDQ and PTO in a
manner similar to Lambert's 1969 study. He found there was
a significant positive relationship between teacher morale
and a teacher's perception of the leadership style of the
principal.

In Thailand, a study using the LBDQ-XII had 608
secondary teachers rate their 22 principals' leadership
behavior. Teachers rated their principals low in the four
areas of Representation, Demand Reconciliation, Predictive
Accuracy, and Integration. Recommendations for more
specific training in those areas were made to the Ministry

¢of Education (Sukhabanij, 1980).
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In Baghdad City, Iraqg, elementary principals’
leadership behavior as perceived by themselves and their
teachers was studied using the LBDQ-XII to collect the data
from 200 teachers and 20 principals. No significant
differences in perceptions with regard to sex of teachers
were found on the twelve subscales. There were significant
differences between teachers and principals' perceptions on
the subscales of Role Assumption, Demand Reconciliation, and
Tolerance of Uncertainty (Mahdi,1984).

In 1984, a leadership study in Kuwait used the
LBDQ-FORM XII to study leadership behaviors. The study of
300 secondary school teachers and 30 secondary school
principals found a significant difference between teachers'
and principals' perceptions of leadership behavior in Demand
Reconciliation, but no signifcant difference on the other
subscales (Ali, 1984).

The study of leadership behavior continues to be an
important topic for study in the field of education in
foreign countries as well in the United States, and the
LBDQ-XII has been the instrument used in many of these
studies. Since this instrument has been used so extensively
to provide data for leadership behavior, it was decided to

use the LBDQ-XII in this research survey.
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CONCLUSIONS REGARDING LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR

To serve as a basis for the study of principals'
leadership behaviors as perceived by principals and teachers
in one suburban school district, theories of general
leadership were reviewed. A discussion of the leadership
principles of Bogardus (1934), Dimock (1958), Hodginson
(1983), and others that preceded these theories was
presented.

Although the definition of leadership is ambigious,
as indicated by Bass (1981), Lipham and Hoeh, Jr. (1974),
Peters and Austen (1985), Stogdill (1974, 1981), and others,
this study chose leadership to mean a transaction between
the leader and followers in order to satisfy human needs and
goals.

Four approaches for analyzing leadership were
described: the psychological, sociological, behavioral, and
contingency approaches. For the purpose of this study, the
behavioral approach was considered the method that was best
suited to reaching an understanding of the perceptions of
teachers regarding the leadership behavior of their
principals. Research using the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire and the Leader Behavior Description Form--XII
was reviewed before considering the leadership behaviors of

principals.
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The problem presented in Chapter I staﬁed that there
was a need in the suburban school district for principals
and teachers to know their perceptions of the most important
leadership behaviors of principals. The literature review
supports the selection of the Leader Behavior Description
Form XII as being an appropriate instrument for measuring

the perceptions of principals and teachers.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION

In the study of principals' leadership behavior in
one suburban school district, survey research to obtain the
perceptions of the teachers and vprincipals was selected as
the research method. The research design is presented in
this chapter with the independent and dependent variables.
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII was
selected as the survey questionnaire, and the reliability
and validity of the instrument is given. The data

collection procedures and statistical methodolgy are also

reported.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The interrelations of sociological and psychological
variables can be studied by survey research which uses
samples from the population. The characteristics of the
whole population can be inferred from the samples drawn from
the population with remarkable accuracy and much less cost,
less time involvement, and greater efficiency than other
types of research. Extensive, rather than intensive data,

is provided by survey research, and concentration is on
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people and their opinions, beliefs, attitudes, and opinions
(Fowler, 1985 & Kerlinger, 1973). The problem statement of
the study identified that teachers and principals’
perceptions of the principals' leadership behavior to
determine the school's goals is crucial in successfully
achieving those goals. The survey research provided the
method of obtaining teachers' perceptions of principals’
behavior. Teachers and their principals from each
elementary, intermediate, and high school were asked to
respond to the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire
Form XII and complete a demographic data sheet. The
demographic data included gender, level of educational
training, years of teaching experience, age, and level of
teaching assignment.

This descriptive study took place in one suburban
school district in a large metropolitan area and consisted
of a predominately white, middle and upper-middle class
population. Randomly selected, 350 teachers from the
teaching staff of 35 elementary, intermediate, and high
schools, and all 35 principals in the school district were
invited to participate on a voluntary basis in the study.
The school district approved the voluntary survey of
teachers and principals with protection of confidentiality.
There was no need for identification numbers on the LBDQ-XII

questionnaire or the biographical data for purposes of this
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study; therefore, the respondents were unknown to the
researcher.

The data from the survey were analyzed to determine if
there were significant differences in the perceptions of the
leadership behavior of principals by teachers when the
independent variables of the teachers' biographical data
were used. Also, the data from the LBDQ-XII were analyzed
to find if there were significant differences between the
principals' and teachers' perceptions concerning the
leadership behavior of principals among the twelve
dimensions covered by the questionnaire.

For the purpose of this study, the twelve subscales of
the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII were
identified as the dependent variables, and the information
from the biographical data questionnaires were identified as
the independent variables. They are listed in the following

table.
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TABLE I

INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Independent Variables Dependent Variables
(Questionnaire) (LBDQ-XII Subscales)

Gender of Teacher Representation

Level of Training Reconciliation

Years of Teaching Experience Tolerance of Uncertainty

Age of Teacher Persuasiveness

Level of Employment Initiation of Structure

Tolerance of Freedom
Role Assumption
Consideration
Production Emphasis
Predictive Accuracy
Integration

Superior Orientation
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INSTRUMENTATION

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire- Form
XII (LBDQ-XII) provides subscale scores in twelve factors
that describe the leadership behavior of a supervisor.
Hemphill and Coons (1957) developed the original Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire for the Personnel
Research Board at Ohio State University. Fyom a factor
analysis of the responses to the LBDQ, Halpin and Winer
found two dimensions of leadership which were significant in
the description of leadership behavior--initiating structure
and consideration.

In 1963, Stogdill revised the questionnaire to include
twelve dimensions of leadership behavior. These subscales
were defined in Chapter II and include the twelve dependent
variables of this study. The LBDQ-XII, shown in Appendix A,
consists of short statements, with a Likert-type response
scale, assigned to the twelve subscales which assess
leadership behavior. The items on the subscales are not
comparable in number (See Appendix A). A high score on any
one of the subscales indicates that the respondent answered
that the dimension of the subscale behavior was associated
with the principal. A low score indicates that the
respondent answered that the dimension of behavior was not

associated with the principal.
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The manual for the LBDQ-XII contains a table of
Reliability coefficients; this table appears in Appendix B
(Stodgill, 1963, p.8). The reliability of the instrument was
determined by a modified KRuder-Richardson Formula consisting
chiefly of correlating each item with the remainder of the
items in its subscale which produced a conservative estimate
of subscale reliability. Dipboye, in reviewing the
LBDQ-XII, stated that the internal consistency coefficients
ranged from .38 to .91, with most of them in the .70s and
.8038, which showed good internal consistency. He mentioned
Greene reporting test-retest reliability of several of the
subscales with coefficients ranging between .57 and .79
{Buros, 1978). To test the validity of the LBDQ-XII
subscales, Stodgill in 1969 used the items in the subscales
and wrote scenarios with the help of a playwright. Motion
pictures were made of actors in the role of leaders and
workers, and observers used the LBDQ-XII questionnaire to
describe the "leaders' behavior" of the actors. 1In
analyzing the data gathered from these observers, the data
showed no significant differences between actors playing the
same role for any of the subscales. Since the roles were
designed to portray the behaviors represented by the items
in its respective subscale, and the same items were used by
observers to describe the enactment of the role, it was
concluded that the scales measured what they were purported

to measure (Stogdill, 1974). Dipboye (1978) wrote "that the
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LBDQ-XII appears to possess concurrent validity in that its
scales have been found to correlate with the external
criteria of job satisfaction and performance and are capable
of distinquishing between persons displaying behaviors
corresponding éo the dimensions" (Buros, 1978, p.5).

The biographical data questionnaire was patterned
after several that had been used in other doctoral studies
at Portland State University and included the necessary
questions to obtain the information needed to test the
study's research hypotheses (Borquist, 1986, & Scott-Miller,
1984). A copy is found in Appendix C.

To determine if the LBDQ-XII and data questionnaires
were easily understood, and if instructions could be
followed in responding to the two forms, a field test was
conducted in early April, 1987. A sample of six teachers
and two administrators who were not employed in the district
to be surveyed was used. The results of the field test were
used to make small changes in directions, and the
biograrhical questionnaire was modified. Included in the
letter was the estimated time that it took to complete the

LBDQ-XII questionnaire.
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

The sample of the suburan school district teachers and
principals for this study consisted of each principal and

ten teachers from 26 elementary schools (grades KG-6), six
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intermediate schools {(grades 7-9), and three high schools
{grades 10-12). The 350 teachers were randomly selected by
a computer. Permission to conduct the study was obtained
from the school district's Director of Elementary Schools,
the Director of Secondary Schools, and the Director of
Planning and Program Evaluation.

The LBDQ-XII questionnaire, biographical data
questionnaire, a letter explaining the study and inviting
their participation, and a self-addressed, stamped return
envelope were mailed to the principals and teachers on April
23, 1987. The researcher felt that since the responses were
voluntary, a better return would be gained by routing the
questionnaires to the home addresses of the respondents and
enclosing a bag of tea for them to enjoy while answering the
questions. The letter explaining the study assured the
respondents of confidentiality; there was no identification
code on any of the information mailed. No names were
requested on the questionnaires, and there was no need to
make any effort to identify the respondents. The letter
asked that the questionnaire be returned by May 10, 1987
(See Appendix D for a copy of the letter).

During the second week of May, a follow-up letter (See
Appendix E) was mailed, urging the principals and teachers
who had not returned the questionnaire to please complete
and return it immediately. Thirteen of the principals had

returned the initial questionnaire. The researcher decided



to include another copy of the LBDQ-XII questionnaire and
not request background data from the principals.

principals might infer that the background data could be

used to identify them, it was hoped that deleting the

Because
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biographical questionnaire would encourage them to respond.

STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY

The returns of the LBDQ-XII and biographical

questionnaires were numbered as they were received.

Frequency of responses and distribution of respondents were

tabulated and displayed in tables. All responses were

scored,

independent variailes was set up and analyzed to test the

and a data file containing the dependent and

null hypotheses. The results were displayed in tables

containing the following descriptive statistical data.

1.

Frequencies and percentages for the levels of the

variables measured by the biographical
questionnaire.

Subscale means and standard deviations of
teachers' perceptions of their principals’
leadership behaviors.

Subscales means and standard deviations

of teachers' perceptions regarding their
principals' leadership behavior according to
the gender of the teachers, level of training,

years of teaching experience, age, and level
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of teaching assignment (elementary, intermediate,
or secondary).

4. Subscale means and standard deviations of the
principals' answers regarding their own leadership
behavior.

The inferential statistical data analysis included:

1. A multivariate analysis of variance was performed
separately for each of the following teacher
characteristics: gender, level of training,
years of teaching experience, age, and the level
of teaching assignment. For each analysis, the
twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII served as
dependent variables.

2. A nmultivariate analysis of variance, with teachers
and principals as levels of the independent
variable and the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII
as the dependent variables, was performed.

3. For each significant multivariate analysis, a
univariate analysis was performed on each of the
LBDQ~-XII dependent variables.

All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of

significance.

SUMMARY

Principals and teachers in a suburban school district

were the sample in this study. They were asked to complete
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the LBDO-XII questionnaire and a biographical data
questionnaire. The descriptive statistical data analysis
included the independent variables of the biographical
questionnaire and the dependent variables of the LBDQ-XII
subscales. Statistical methodology included the computation
of the means, medians, standard deviations for subscales,
and the total score for the LBDQ-XII. For each independent
variable, the dependent variable scores were analyzed, using
multivariate analysis of variance, followed by one way

analysis of variance as needed.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA
INTRODUCTION

The data analysis of the research study of leadership
behavior of principals in one suburban school district is
presented in this chapter. The sample is described in terms
of size, distribution, gender, age, level of training, years
of teaching, level of employment (elementary, intermediate,
secondary or principals), and responses to the LBDQ-XII.
Results are reported to furnish evidence for accepting or

rejecting the six hypotheses posed in the problem statement.
SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Letters, biographical questionnaires, and LBDQ-XII
questionnaires were mailed to 350 teachers and 35 principals
from 35 schools in a suburban school district. The 350
teachers were randomly selected from 1,337 teachers of
22,084 students in 26 elementary schools, six intermediate
schools, and three high schools.

A 50% response rate to a survey is considered an
adequate response, while a 60% response rate is good and a
70% response rate is considered very good (Babbie, 1973).

Respondents to the questionnaire totalled 225 for a total
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return rate of 58%. Of the 350 teacher questicnnaires, 183
were returned after the first mailing and 22 were returned
after a follow-up letter which resulted in a total of 205
responses; this was a teacher response rate of 59% Of the
205 responses, three were eliminated due to incomplete data.
A total of 35 questionnaires were mailed to principals; 14
were returned after the first mailing and six after a
follow-up letter, for a total of 20 responses and a 57% rate
of return. The percentages of responses for principals and

teachers by grade levels are presented in Table II.

TABLE II

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS

Categories of Selected Responding %
Respondent Sample Sample Returned
Elementary Teachers 260 143 55.0
Secondary Teachers 90 59 65.5
Total Teachers 350 202 57.7*
Principals 35 20 57.1
TOTAL 385 222 57.6

* Does not include three unusable returns

The biographical questionnaire for the teachers asked
the respondents for their gender, level of training, years
of teaching experience, age, level of training, and level of
employment (elementary teacher, intermediate teacher,

secondary teacher, or principal). The independent variables
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of the study consisted of these responses. The dependent
variables of the study were comprised of the responses to

the twelve subscales on the LBDQ-XII.
ANALYSIS BY TEACHERS' GENDER

Distribution of sample by gender, means, and standard
deviations on the LBDQ-XII subkszcales by gender, and the
MANOVA for gender are presented.

Teacher respondents were asked to indicate their
gender. Responding to the questionnaire were 160 female
teachers and 42 male teachers. Table III provides a summary
of the distribution of male and female teachers responding
to the study. The mean and standard deviations of the

respondents by gender for subscales of the LBDQ-XII are

presented in Table IV.

TABLE III

RESPONDENTS' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER

Selected Sample Responding Sample
Gender Freq. % of % of
Freq. % Selected Respond.
Sample Sample
Female 266 75.9 160 60.6 79.2
Male 84 24.1 42 50.0 20.8
TOTAL 350 202* 58.0

* Does not include three incomplete questionnaires
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES
REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR

ACCORDING TO GENDER

69

Male Teachers

Female Teachers

Subscales M SD M SD
Representation 20.14 2.43 19.58 2.48
Reconciliation 18.24 2.91 18.08 3.85
Tolerance of

Uncertainty 33.98 5.72 34.80 7.05
Persuasiveness 36.12 5.54 35.12 6.99
Initiation of

Structure 39.48 4.27 38.21 5.08
Tolerance of

Freedom 36.55 6.44 37.17 7.88
Role Assumption 38.24 4.82 37.84 5.83
Consideration 35.62 6.01 35.41 7.41
Production

Emphasis 32.79 5.80 31.94 6.59
Predictive

Accuracy 17.71 2.64 17.48 2.95
Integration 17.33 3.17 17.11 4.59
Superior

Orientation 36.02 6.47 35.24 5.98

The items on the subscales are not comparable in number.
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Of the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII, both male and
female respondents scored the principals' leadership
behavior lowest in the area of Integration, with means of
17.33 and 17.11, respectively. The highest score by female
respondents for principals' leadership behavior, with a mean
of 38.21, was in the Initiation of Structure subscale; male
respondents also scored the Initation of Structure cubscale
highest, with a mean of 39.48.

A multivariate analysis of variance was performed,
with gender as the independent variable and the twelve
subscales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent variables. The
F(12,189) value for the Wilks's lambda was .940(p>.05); the
hypothesis that male and female teachers do not differ in
their mean perceptions of the leadership behavior of their
principals as measured by the LBDQ-XII scales was not
rejected. As an aid in identifying potential variables for
future studies, a one-way analyses of variance for these

dependent variables are summarized in Appendix F(1).
ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS' LEVEL OF TRAINING

Distribution of sample by teachers' level of training,
means, and standard deviations of the LBDQ-XII subscales by
level of training, and MANOVA for level of training are
presented.

Bachelor's Degree, Bachelor's Plus, Master's Degree,

and Master's Plus were the levels of training designated by
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the respondents' replies. Eleven teachers with Bacheloz's
Degrees, 75 with Bachelor's Plus, 27 with Master's Degrees,
and 89 with Master's Plus responded to the questionnaire.
Approximately 95% of the teachers had some graduate level
preparation, with 57.5% possessing at least a Master's
Degree. The most frequently reported level of training was
the Master's Plus. The data in Table V were reported by the

teachers responding to the survey.

TABLE V

RESPONDENTS' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION
BY LEVEL OF TRAINING

Level of Training Frequency %
Master's Plus 89 44.1
Master's Degree 27 13.4
Bachelor's Plus 75 37.1
Bachelor's Degree 11 5.4

The means and standard deviations of the respondents
by levels of training for the LBDQ-XII are given in Table
VI. Respondents in all four levels of training rated their
principals' behavior in Initiation of Structure highest in
their scoring: Bachelor's mean = 39.5; Bachelor's Plus mean
= 37.7; Master's mean = 38.1; Master's Plus mean = 39.2 The
respondents also rated their principals' behavior lowest in

the area of Integration in their scoring: Bachelor's mean =
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15.9; Bachelor's Plus mean = 16.8; Master's mean = 16.5;
Master's Plus mean = 17.9.

A multivariate analysis of variance was performed to
test the second null hypothesis, using level of the teachers
as the independent variable and the twelve subscales of the
LBDQ-XII as the dependent variables. The F(36,553) value for
the Wilks's lambda was .818(p>.05); the hypothesis that
teachers of varying educational preparation do not differ in
their mean perceptions of the leadership behavior of their
principals.as measured by the LBDQ~-XII subscales was not
rejected. As an aid in identifying potential variables for
future studies, the one way analyses of variance of these

variables are summarized in Appendix F(2).
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES

REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF TRAINING

BA Degree BA+ Degree
Subscale M SD M SD
Representation 19.55 2.34 19.39 2.56
Reconciliation 16.73 3.23 17.76 3.87
Tolerance of
Uncertainty 32.36 7.97 34.88 6.99
Persuasiveness 34.46 5.17 34.09 7.11
Initiation of
Structure 39.55 3.64 37.67 4.81
Tolerance of
Freedom 34.27 9.61 36.73 7.71
Role Assumption 38.73 4.76 37.43 5.74
Consideration 35.00 5.95 34.84 7.48
Production
Emphasis 34.91 7.48 31.36 6.76
Predictive
Accuracy i6.73 1.62 17.20 2.95
Integration 15.91 2.34 16.76 3.63
Superior
Orientation 33.73 11.03 34.72 5.64

The items on the subscales are not comparable in number.
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES

REGARDING

THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF TRAINING

Master's Master's +
Subscales M SD M SD
Representation 19.89 2.57 19.91 2.39
Reconciliation 17.52 3.63 18.84 3.46
Tolerance of
Uncertainty 32.68 6.27 34.32 6.55
Persuasiveness 34.86 7.83 36.65 5.98
Initiation of
Structure 38.07 5.37 39.16 4.99
Tolerance of
Freedom 36.71 7.30 37.75 7.35
Role Assumption 37.39 5.47 38.41 5.73
Consideration 34.79 7.33 36.25 6.93
Production
Emphasis 33.68 4.64 32.17 6.50
Predictive
Accuracy 16.96 3.47 18.08 2.68
Integration 16.50 4.56 17.85 4.91
Superior
Orientation 34.96 6.12 36.33 5.19

The items of the subscales are not comparable in number.
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ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Distribution of sample by teachers' years of teaching
experience, means and standard deviations of the LBDQ-XII
subscales by years of teaching experience, and MANOVA for
years of teaching experience are presented.

The teacher sample was stratified according to years
of teaching experience: 1-3 years, 4-9 years, and 10 years
and over. Table VII provides a summary of the frequency
distribution of the teachers' responses by years of teaching
experience. Of the respondents, 55 had less than ten years
of teaching experience. The rest of the 202 respondents,
147 teachers, had ten or more years of teaching experience.
The questionnaire also asked the respondents to indicate how
many years they had been teaching with the principal whose
leadership behavior they were scoring on the LBDQ-XII. Of
the 202 replying, 162 had worked for their present principal
one to three years, 38 had worked for their present
principal four to nine years, and two had worked for their

present principal for ten or more years.
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TABLE VII

RESPONDENTS' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY YEARS
OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Total With Present
Years Teaching Experience Principal
Frequency % Frequency %
10 years and over 147 73.0 2 0.2
4-9 years 45 22.5 38 19.0
1-3 years 10 0.5 162 80.8

The means and standard deviations of the repondents by
years of teaching experience for the LBDQ-XII are presented
in Table VIII. On the twelve subscales, the teachers with
one to three years of experience had a high mean of 40.5 in
the area of Tolerance of Freedom. The teachers with four to
nine years of experience and ten years plus had high means
of 37.6 and 38.7, respectively, in the area of Initiation of
Structure. The lowest mean, 17.9, for teachers with one to
three years of experience was on Predictive Accuracy. The
lowest scale means for teachers with four to nine years and

ten years plus teaching experience were on Integration:

16.5 and 17.3, respectively.
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TABLE VIII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS RESPONSES
REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
ACCORDING TO TEACHING EXPERIENCE

1-3 Yrs. 4-9 Yrs. 10+ Yrs.
Subscales M SD M SD M SD
Representation 19.30 1.64 19.29 2.20 19.84 2.59
Reconciliation 19.10 3.21 17.82 3.96 18.14 3.61
Tolerance of
Uncertainty 36.30 5.42 34.20 6.80 34.65 6.89
Persuasiveness 36.80 4.39 33.76 6.95 35.71 6.72
Initiation of
Structure 39.80 3.99 37.56 4.69 238.67 5.05
Tolerance of
Freedom 40.50 4.04 35.98 8.14 37.13 7.58
Role Assumption 37.60 6.10 37.51 6.23 38.07 5.44
Consideration 38.30 4.69 34.57 7.72 35.55 7.07
Production
Emphasis 33.00 3.16 31.89 6.94 32.13 6.46
Predictive
Accuracy 17.90 2.03 17.13 2.91 17.62 2.93
Integration 18.00 1.94 16.47 3.97 17.31 4.54
Superior

Orientation 34.10 3.99 35.47 5.15 35.47 6.64

The items on the subscales are not comparable in number.
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A multivariate analysis of variance was performed
using levels of teaching experience as the independent
variable and the 12 subscales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent
variables. The F(24,376) value for the Wilks's lambda for
teaching experience was .916(p>.05); the hypothesis that
teachers with varying years of teaching experience do not
differ in their mean perception c¢f the leadership behavior
of their principals was not reijected. As an aid in
identifying variables for further studies, a univariate

analyses are summarized in Appendix F(3).
ANALYSIS BY TEACHERS' AGE

Distribution of sample by teachers' age, means and
standard deviations of the LBDQ-XII subscales by age, and
MANOVA by age are presented. The respondents were asked to
give their ages to their nearest birthday. The sample had a
mean age of 43.60 with a median age of 43.60; the
distribution was symmetrical. The standard deviation was
8.94. The ages were categorized into Gould's (1979) three
career stage groupings:

1. Trial stage: 22-30 years,

2. Stabilization Stage: 31-44 years,

3. Maintenance Stage: 45 and Over years.

Table IX shows the respondents' frequency distribution

in the three categories.
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TABLE IX

RESPONDENTS' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY AGE

Age Groupings Frequency Percent
Maintenance: 45 years and over 88 43.6
Stabilization: 31-44 years 85 47.0
Trial State: 22-30 years 19 9.4

The means and standard deviations of the respondents
by age for the subscales of the LBDQ-XII are presented in
Table X. The lowest mean scores on the subscales for the
22-30 age group and 31-44 age group was Predictive Accuracy,
with means of 16.0 and 17.6, respectively. In the 45 years
and over age group, the lowest mean (17.6) was on the
Integration subscale. The highest mean score for the 22-30
age group was 36.3 in the Tolerance for Freedom subscale.
For the 31-44 age group and 45 years and over age group, the
highest means were on the Initiation of Structure subscale

(39.0 and 38.3, respectively).
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TABLE X

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES
REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
ACCORDING TO AGE OF TEACHERS

22-30 Yrs 31-44 Yrs 45+Yrs

Subscales M SD M SD M SD
Representation 18.74 1.63 20.28 2.40 19.25 2.49
Reconciliation 16.58 4.54 18.16 3.68 18.40 3.40
Tolerance of

Uncertainty 33.84 7.12 34.15 7.05 35.33 6.42
Persuasiveness 32.05 7.16 36.17 6.51 35.13 6.66
Initiation of

Structure 36.26 4.20 39.04 4.85 38.33 5.09
Tolerance of

Freedom 36.68 7.18 36.90 8.28 37.26 6.94
Role Assumption 34.42 5.92 38.41 5.27 38.15 5.75
Consideration 33.84 7.81 35.49 7.17 35.77 6.97
Production

Emphasis 31.84 5.19 33.04 6.76 31.16 6.22
Predictive

Accuracy 16.00 3.00 17.62 2.81 17.76 2.87
Integration 16.15 3.63 16.92 3.80 17.63 4.96
Superior

Orientation 33.90 5.33 36.09 6.10 34.97 6.18

The items on the subscales are not comparable in number.
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A multivariate analysis of variance was performed,
using age of teachers as the independent variable and the 12
subscales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent variables. The
F(24,376) value for the Wilks's lambda for age groups was
.191(p>.05). The hypothesis that teachers of varying ages
do not differ in their means perceptions of the leadership
behavior of their principals was not rejected.
As an aid in identifying variables for future studies,
univariate analyses of variance of the teachers' responses
regarding their principals' leadership behavior according to

age groupings are presented in Appendix F(4).
ANALYSIS OF TEACHING LEVELS

Distribution of sample by levels of teaching, means
and standard deviations of th LBDQ-XII subscales for levels
of teaching, and MANOVA for the levels of teaching are
presented.

The respondents were asked to indicate the level at
which they were teaching. They were distributed as follows:
Elementary Level (70.8%); Intermediate Level (22.3%); and
Secondary Level (6.9%). The information is presented in

Table IX.
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TABLE XI

RESPONDENTS' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY LEVELS OF
TEACHING ASSIGNMENT

Level of Assignment Frequency %
Elementary Level 143 70.8
Intermediate Level 45 22.3
Secondary Level 14 6.9

The means and standard deviations of the respondents
by level of teaching assignment for the subscales of the
LBDQ-XII are given in Table XII. For teachers at Grades K-6
and Grades 7-9, the Role Assumption subscale had the highest
means (38.1 and 37.4, respectively); and their lowest mean
scores were on the Integration subscale, with means of 17.3
and 16.5, respectively. The teachers at Grades 10-12 scored
Role Assumption highest, with a mean score of 37.9, and

Predictive Accuracy lowest, with a mean score of 17.1.
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES
REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF TEACHING ASSIGNMENT

Gr. KG~-6 Gr. 7-9 Gr.10-12
Subscales M SD M SD M SD
Representation 19.69 2.48 19.73 2.08 19.51 3.58
Reconciliation 18.10 3.82 17.98 3.48 18.71 2.59
Tolerance of
Uncertainty 34.64 7.13 34.33 5.57 35.50 7.19
Persuasiveness 35.74 6.59 34.22 7.40 34.71 5.50
Initiation of
Structure 38.81 4.94 37.82 4.99 37.14 4.60
Tolerance of
Freedom 37.02 7.81 37.09 7.45 37.07 6.08
Role Assumption 38.10 5.66 37.38 5.74 37.86 65.25
Consideration 35.35 7.27 35.84 7.04 35.29 6.38
Production
Emphasis 32.66 6.83 30.87 5.41 30.57 4.54
Predictive
Accuracy 17.69 2.98 17.11 2.75 17.14 2.18
Integration 17.30 4.51 16.47 4.18 17.79 2.52
Superior
Orientation 35.10 6.32 35.67 5.56 37.64 4.88

The items on the subscales are not

comparable in number.
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A multivariate analysis of variance was performed,
using teaching level as the independent variable and the 12
scales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent variables. The
F(24,376) value for the Wilks's lambda for teaching level
was .411(p>.05); therefore, the hypothesis that elementary,
intermediate, and secondary teachers differed in their
perception of the leadership behavior of their principals
was not rejected. To aid in identifying potential variables
for future studies, one way analyses of variance are

provided in Appendix (F5).

ANALYSIS OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS'

RESPONSES TO THE LBDQ-XII

Distribution of sample by responses of principals and
teachers to the LBDQ-XII subscales, means, and standard
deviations of the principals and teachers' responses to the
LBDQ-XII, and MANOVA for the principals and teachers'
responses for the LBDQ-XII are presented.

Principals and teachers were asked to respond to the
LBDQ-XII. The distribution of teachers by level of
employment was: 143 elementary teachers, 45 intermediate
teachers, and 14 high school teachers with a total of 202
completed questionnaires. Twenty principals responded with
17 completing the background information sheets.

The means and standard deviations of the teachers and

principals for the subscales of the LBDQ-XII are presented
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in Table XIII. The means of the teachers' responses were
lower in all of the twelve subscales than the means of the
principals' responses. The teachers scored Initiation of
Structure highest, with a mean score of 38.5, and the
principals scored Tolerance of Freedom highest, with a mean
score of 40.7. The teachers' lowest score was Integration
with a mean score of 17.2; and the principals scored
Reconciliation lowest, with a mean score of 19.6.

A multivariate analysis of variance was performed with
teachers and principals as levels of the independent
variable and the 12 subscales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent
variables. The hypothesis that teachers and principals do
not differ in their perceptions of the leadership behavior
of principals was rejected. The F(12,209) value for the
Wilks's lambda for the teachers/principals' variable was
.003(p<.05). The null hypothesis was rejected. Following
the rejection of the null hypothesis in the multivariate
analysis of variance, univariate analyses of variance were
performed. Table XIV summarizes the analyses of variance of
the principal and teachers' responses regarding the
leadership behavior of principals. Signficant differences
were found on the iclerance of Freedom, Consideration,
Predictive Accuracy, and Integration subscales; the means
for teachers were lower than the means for principals in

each case.
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TABLE XIII

AND PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES REGARDING
PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
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Teachers Principals
Subscales M SD M oh)
Representation 19.69 2.47 19.80 2.31
Reconciliation 18.11 3.67 19.55 2.26
Tolerance of
Uncertainty 34.63 6.79 34.95 4.83
Persuasiveness 35.33 6.71 37.85 4.22
Initiation of
Structure 38.48 4.94 39.90 3.87
Tolerance of
Freedom 37.04 7.60 40.70 4.67
Role Assumption 37.92 5.63 40.05 4.30
Consideration 35.46 7.13 40.55 3.52
Production
Emphasis 32.12 6.43 33.90 5.38
Predictive
Accuracy 17.53 2.88 19.75 1.37
Integration 17.15 4.33 20.15 2.30
Superior Orientation 35.40 6.08 36.85 4.51

The items on the subscales are not comparable in number.
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TABLE XIV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' AND PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES
ON TWELVE DIMENSIONS WITH REGARD TO
PRINICPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation :
Between Groups 1l .209 .853
Within Groups 220 1330.171
Total 221 1330.378
Reconciliation
Between Groups 1 37.534 .087
Within Groups 220 2799.331
Total 221 1836.865
Tolerance of Uncertainty '
Between Groups 1 1.879 .837
Within Groups 220 9706.104
Total 221 9707.983
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 1 115.412 .102
Within Groups 220 9387.327
Total 221 9502.739
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 1 36.941 .212
Within Groups 220 5182.176
Total 221 5219.117
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 1 243.829 .036%*
Within Groups 220 12007.883
Total 221 12251.712

*Significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE XTIV CONTINUED

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' AND PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES
ON TWELVE DIMENSIONS WITH REGARD TO
PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR

Sum of

Subscales DF Squares P
Role Assumption

Between Groups 1 82.501 .102
Within Groups 220 6729.683

Total 221 6812.185
Consideration

Between Groups 1 472.325 .002%*
Within Groups 220 10451.049

Total 221 10923.374

Production Emphasis

Between Groups 1 57.736 .223
Within Groups 220 8864.949

Total 221 8922.685

Predictive Accuracy

Between Groups 1l 90.113 .001~*
Within Groups 220 1704.126

Total 221 1794.239
Integration

Between Groups 1 163.406 .003+*
Within Groups 220 3868.793

Total 221 7853.279

Superior Orientation

Between Groups 1 38.211 .301
Within Groups 220 7815.071

Total 221 7853.279

*Significant at the .05 level.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents a summary of the research
investigating whether significant differences exist between
teachers and principals in their perceptions of principals’
leadership behavior. A discussion summarizing the purpose,
procedures, results, and conclusions are given.
Recommendations for future research are also included in

this chapter.

SUMMARY

In recent years, educational research has focused on
the principal as the "leader" of the school. The purpose of
this study was to deternmine if significant differences
existed between perceptions of teachers and principals with
regard to principals' leadership behavior. The study also
looked at whether significant differences existed between
teachers' perceptions of principal leadership behavior based
on the variables of gender, levels of training, years of
teaching, age, and level of employment.

Research questions asked were:

1. Are there significant differences measured by
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the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII in the
perceptions of the principals' leadership
behavior when the teachers' gender,

levels of training, years of teaching, age, or
level of teaching assignment is considered?

2. Are there significant differences between the
perceptions of principals and teachers concerning
the leadership behavior of principals as measured
by the LBDQ-XII?

The LBDQ-XII questionnaire, developed by Stogdill, was
determined to be a valid and reliable instrument. Stogdill
revised the original Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire developed by Halpin and Winer to include
twelve dimensions to analyze leadership behavior.
Stogdill's instrument has been used extensively for research
into administrative leadership behavior. The twelve
dimensions of leadership behavior measured by the
questionnaire include: Representation, Demand
Reconciliation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness,
Initiation of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role
Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, Predictive
Accuracy. Integration, and Superior Orientation.

The following hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ~XII subscales, do not differ according to
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the gender of the teacher.

Hypothesis 2: Teacher's perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based on
the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the levels of the teachers' training.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers' perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based on
the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to teaching experience of the teachers

Hypothesis 4: Teachers' perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their principals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according
to the age of the teachers.

Hypothesis 5: Teachers' perceptions of the
leadership behavior of their priﬁcipals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according
to the levels of assignment of the teachers.
Hypothesis 6: Teachers and principals' perceptions of
the leadership behavior of the principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ.

The sample for the study was comprised of 350 teachers
and 35 principals from 35 schools in one suburban school
district in the Pacific Northwest. Teachers' biographical
data of gender, age, years of teaching experience, acadenmic

training, and level of teaching assignment were also
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collected. Treatment of the data included a multivariate
analysis of variance. For each significicant multivariate
analysis, a univariate analysis was used. All hypotheses

were tested at the .05 level of significance.
FINDINGS

A sample of 350 teachers (266 females and 84 males)
were mailed the LBDQ-Form XII and a biographical
questionnaire; 160 female teachers (61%) and 42 male
teachers (50%) responded for an overall response rates of
58%. The highest percentage of respondents were at the
secondary level with 66% of the teachers returning
questionnaires. The percentage of elementary teachers
responding to the questionnaire were 55%. A total of 58% of
teachers in the sample returned the questionnaire.

The findings of the study are summarized within the
structure provided by the hypotheses in Chapter I.

Hypothesis 1l: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according to

the gender of the teacher. (p. 7)

In response to the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII
both male and female teachers' mean scores were highest at
the Initiation of Structure and lowest at Integration.
Table IV provides the means of the twelve subscales and

shows the means scores for both males and females. In the

multivariate analysis of variance, using gender of teachers
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as the independent variable and the scales of the LBDQ-XII
as dependent variables, the hypothesis was not rejected at
the .05 level of significance.

Hypothesis 2: Teacher's perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the levels of the teachers' training. (p. 7)

The respondents to the survey indicated a high number
of teachers with more than a Bachelor's Degree of training.
Only eleven of the teachers had a Bachelor's degrese with 89
teachers who had a Master's + degree as displayed in
Table X. Consistently, the teachers with a Master's +
degree scored the leadership behavior of the principals on
the twelve subkscales of the LBDQ-XII higher than those
teachers with a Bachelor's degree as shown in Table VI.

The highest mean score of all four educational levels was
the subscale of Initiation of Structure and the lowest mean
score was at the Integration level.

In the multivariate analysis of variance using levels
of educational levels of training of the teachers as the
independent variable and the scales of the LBDQ-XII as
dependent variables, the hypothesis was not rejected at the
.05 level of significance.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based on

the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to teaching experience of the teachers. (p. 8)

Respondents to the question of the levels of teaching

experience in the survey reveal that most of the teachers
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had more than ten years of teaching experience. Only 5 had
less than ten years as shown in Table VII. Looking at the
means of the twelve subscales on the LBDQ-XII, there is a
chance difference that the scores on the subscales of the
questionnaire vary with the teachers with one to three years
of experience rating their principals’' leadership behavior
highest in Tolerance of Freedom and those with four to nine
years and ten years plus experience rating the subscale of
Initiation of Structure the highest. The teachers with one
to three years of experience scored Productive Accuracy as
the lowest score and those with four years or more
experience rated Integration as the lowest subscale.

In the multivariate analysis of variance, using the
difference in the years of teaching experience of the
teachers as the independent variable and the scales of the
LBDQ-XII as dependent variables, the hypothesis was not
rejected at the .05 level of significacs.

Hypothesis 4: Teachers' percepticns of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do rot differ according

to the age of the teachers. (p. 8)

In determining whether or not the difference in
teachers' ages would impact the way they perceive the
leadership behavior of their principals, it was found that
the lowest mean scores on the subscales by the 22-30 age
group and 31-44 age group was Predictive Accuracy with

Integration scoring the lowest mean in the 45+ age group.
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The highest mean scores were: for the 22-30 age group in the
Tolerance of Freedom subscale and for the 31-44 age group
and 45+ age group in the Initiation of Structure subscale.
As Table IX indicates the number of respondents in the 22-30
age group numbered 19 as compared to 96 respondents in the
31-44 age group and 87 respondents in the 45+ age group.

In the multivariate analysis of variance, using the
age of teachers as the independent variable and the scales
of the LBDQ-XII as independent varible, the hypothesis was
not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

The respondents' age groupings showed that 88 of the
teachers returning the questionnaire were in the maintenance
age of 45 years or older with 95 of the respondents in the
stabilization age group of 31-44 years. Only 19 respondents
were in the trial stage of 22 to 30 years of age. This
indicated that the respondents to the study were a group of
mature teachers.

Hypothesis 5: Teachers' perceptions of the

leadership behavior of their principals, based

on the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ according

to the levels of assignment of the teachers. (p. 8)

Responses to the questionnaire showed that the
teachers at Grades KG-6 and Grades 7-9 had their highest
mean scores at the Initiation of Structure subscale and

their lowest mean score at the Integration subscale. The

teachers at Grades 10-12 had their highest mean scores at
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the Role Assumption subscale and their lowest subscale score
at the Predictive Accuracy subscale.

In the nmultivariate analysis of variance, using the
level of teaching assignment as the independent variable and
the scales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent variables, the
hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 level of
significance.

Hypothesiz 6: Teachers and principals' perceptions of

the leadership behavior of the principals, based on
the LBDQ-XII subscales, do not differ. {(n. 8)

In the multivariate analysis of variance, using the
perceptions of teachers and principals of the leadership
behavior of principals as the independent variable and the
scales of the LBDQ-XII as dependent variables, the
hypothsis was rejected at the .05 level of significance. 1In
the subsequent univariate analyses of variance, the null
hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance for
the following variables: Tolerance of Freedom,
Consideration, Predictive Accuracy., and Integration.

The mean score of the teachers' responses to the
Tolerance of Freedom subscale was 37.0 and the principals
had a mean score of 40.7. The mean score of the teachers'
responses on the Consideration subscale was 35.5, and the
principals' responses had a mean score of 40.6. On the
Predictive Accuracy subscale, the teachers' responses had a

mean score of 17.2 while the principals' mean score was

19.8. The Integration subscale had means score of 17.2 for
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the teachers' responses and 20.2 for the principals'
responses. The teachers' responses had the lowest mean
score at the Integration subscale while the principals’

lowest mean score was at the Reconciliation subscale.

CONCLUSIONS

A body of research suggested that effective leadership
behavior by principals can enhance teachers' acceptance,
respect, and understanding in establishing goals for
successful school operations. The process of this
leadership depended upon the development of a positive
relationship between the principals and teachers.

The findings of this study revealed that there were
significant differences between perceptions of the teachers
and principals regarding principals' leadership behavior as
measured on four of the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII.
The subscales of Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration,
Predictive Accuracy, and Integration showed signficant
differences at the .05 level. The eight subscales of
Representation, Demand Reconciliation, Tolerance of
Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Initiation of Structure, Role
Assumption, Production Emphasis, and Superior Orientation
did not show significant differences at the .05 level. In
a study of 203 principals, Sweeney (1980) identified major
barriers to principals' acceptance of teacher participation

in decision making. His study pointed to "a general lack
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of confidence and trust in teachers, manifested by
principals' perceptions of teachers as a group seeking
power, misusing freedom, needing close supervision, and
unwilling to accept responsibility"” (p. 565). The
significant differences in Tolerance of Freedonm,
Consideration, Predictive Accuracy and Integration reported
here agreed with the conclusions reported in Sweeney's
study.

Examination of the twelve subscale means of The
teachers and principals' responses in Table XIII revealed
that principals consistently rated themselves higher than
did teachers. Previous studies by Mahdi (1984), Sukhabanij
(1980), and Daniels (1981) also concluded that teachers and
principals differed on their perceptions of the leadership
behaviors of the principals with principals rating
themselves higher than the teachers.

Data supported five of the six hypotheses. There are
no significant differences in the way teachers perceive
their principals' leadership behavior on the twelve
subscales of the LBDQ-XII when gender, age, levels of
training, years of teaching experience, and level of
teaching assignment are considered.

The research data on leadership behavior indicated
that both male and female teachers tend to perceive the
principal's leadership behavior similarly as measured by the

LBDQ-XII. Data in the study reported here found no
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significant differences between female and male teachers’
perception of their principal's leadership behavior. This
supports the findings of Sukhabaniz (1980) and Ali (1984);
their studies also found that there were no differences in
teachers' perceptions of leadership behavior by their
principals when gender was considered. Both male and female
respondents scored the principals' leadership behavior
lowest in the area of Integration and highest in the
Initiation of Structure subscale in this study.

The levels of training of the teachers had no
significant impact on the way they perceived the leadership
behavior of their principals. Similarily, the academic
degrees held by teachers did not affect their responses, and
there were no significant differences in their scores. They
rated principals' leadership behavior highest in Initiation
of Structure and Integration lowest in their scoring.

The number of years that teachers taught and the age
of teachers did not result in a significant difference in
their perception of their principals' leadership behavior.
This study's findings were similar to the findings in the
1982 study done by Dhanasobhon in Thailand; he found that
differences in teachers' sex, educational background, and
the number of years in teaching had no significant effect on
the perceptions of leadership styles of their principals.

This Oregon study showed that teachers at the

elementary, intermediate, and secondary level do not differ
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significantly in their perceptions of the leadership
behavior of their principals. All levels had the highest
mean scores on the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-XII in Role
Assumption; however, the secondary teachers had the lowest
mean score on Predictive Accuracy subscale while the
elementary and the intermediate teachers had Integration
with the lowest mean score. This study agrees with Klein's
study (1980) which investigated teachers' perceptions of
principals' leadership behavior and the degree of
willingness to comply with principals' administrative
decisions. Klein found that teachers at different school
levels did not differ in their perceptions of leadership
behavior.

This study suggested that teachers differ little in
their perceptions of the leadership behavior of their
principals, when gender, level of training, years of
exerience, age, or level of assignment is considered.
However, the differences between the teachers' and
principals' responses were significant with regard to the
way in which they perceive the principals' leadership

behavior.
RECOMMENDATIONS

As described in the delimitations of the study, the
data was gathered in one suburban school district with 35

schools. This district was predominately white in
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population; the teachers and principals were in the middle
and upper-middle income level. Additional research with a
larger base of respondents, including urban, suburban, and
rural schools, would broaden the sample to provide further
information of teachers and principals' perceptions of
leadership behavior. It would also be advantageous to
research leadership behaviors in a school district that
represented a cross-section of races, as this study was in a
predominately white population. A larger study would
provide a basis for generalization that was difficult in
this study as it was conducted in only one school district.
The data indicated that there were four areas in which
the principals and teachers significantly differed on their
agreement of leadership behavior. A larger study could
support that these four areas may need specific attention of
principals and school districts by emphasizing training in
the areas which include:
1. Tolerance of Freedom which allows followers
scope for initiative, decision, and action;
2. Consideration where the leader regards the
comfort, well-being, status, and contributions
of followers;
3. Predictive Accuracy where the leader exhibits
foresight and ability to predict outcomes
accurately; and

4. 1Integration where the leader maintains a closely
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knit organization and resolves intermember
conflicts.

The disagreement on the subscale of Tolerance of
Freedom between the teachers and principals appeared to
indicate that the ability to exercise some initiative and
become involved in decisions and actions could be the
subject for additional research. Does this discrepancy
exist in other schools, or is it unique to the population of
this study? 1Isolating the items on the subscale, analyzing
them, and doing another in-depth survey to determine the
principals and teachers' disagreements might be beneficial.
The same treatment is recommended to explore why the
teachers and principals differed significantly on the
subscale of Consideration which asked how the leader
regarded the comfort, well-being, status and contributions
of followers. A future study might examine more intensively
the reasons why teachers scored the Consideration subscale
lower than the principals.

Since 55% of the elementary teachers responded to the
questionnaire compared to the 66% of intermediate and high
school teachers, it may be advantageous to study why more
secondary teachers than elementary school teachers elected
to participate in a voluntary study of their principals’
leadership behavior. It should be noted that 162 of the 202
respondents had worked for their present principal, whose

leadership behavior they were scoring, three years or less.
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This also could be the focus for additional research. Do
beginning teachers, who do not have tenure, differ in their
perceptions of their principals' leadership behavior from
the perceptions of teachers with tenure? Do teachers who
have worked for principals less than three years score their
principals' leadership behavior higher or lower than those
teachers who have worked for their principal more than three
yvears and have more experience dealing with the strengths
and weaknesses of their principals?

Since the school district in which the study was
conducted employs more females than males, the random
selection of teachers to participate resulted in the data
being furnished predominately by females. More research on
how males perceive the leadership behavior of their
principals might be appropriate.

The subscales of Predictive Accuracy and Integration
appeared to indicate that additional information may be
needed on the part of the teachers to fully understand the
leadership roles of principals as it pertains to
administration, curriculum, and school operations in order
to comprehend the expertise involved in foresight, ability
to predict outcomes, maintain a closely knit organization
and resolve intermember conflicts. Additional studies using
different instruments to assess these differences might be

necessary to offer further information in these areas.
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Finally, disagreement between principals and teachers
regarding principals' leadership behavior in these four
subscales suggested that teachers may not be aware of the
many demands that are being made upon principals. More is
required of leadership in this age of increased competition
for funds, changing government regulations, new technology,
and changing attitudes of teachers. The principals of
today are confronted with a variety of economic, social,
cultural, scientific, and political issues.

It also appeared that principals may need to
re~evaluate some of their leadership behaviors. Teachers,
through their organizations, want their rights and resent
autocratic leadership. The results of this study could
prove beneficial for staff development. Awareness programs
and teacher-principal exchange programs could be considered
to provide a better understanding of the principals' roles
and responsibilites by their teachers. 1In this way, the
study's results of the principals' leadership behavior might
prove beneficial to the suburban school district by helping

to achieve the goals set by the principals and teachers.
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APPENDIX A

LEADER BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM XII



LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE—Form XII

Originated by statf members of
The Ohlo State Leadership Studies
end revised by the
Bureau of Business Research

FPurpose of the Questionnaire

On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior of your
supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior, but does not ask you to judge
whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar,
they express differences that are important in the descnption of leadership. Each item should
be considered as a separate description. This is not a test of ability or consistency in making
answers. Its only purpose is to make it possible for you to describe. as accurately as you can.
the behavior of your supervisor.

Note: Theterm. 'group.” asemployedinthe followingitems. refers 10a department. division,
or other unit of organization that is supervised by the person being described.

The term “"members,”” refers to all the people in the unit of organization that is supervised by
the person being described.

Published by
Ccllege of Administrative Science

The Ohio State University
Columbus, Onio

Copyright 1962, The Ohlo State University
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DIRECTIONS:
a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.

c. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) ofien, (C) occasionally, (D} seldom or (E) never acts as
described by the item.

d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A B C D E) following the item 10 show the answer you
have selected.

A = Always

B = Often

C = Occasionally
D = Seldom

E = Never

¢. MARK your answers as shown in the examples below.

Example: Often acts as described .........oooiiiiininiiiiiininiiiennnn, A C D E
Example: Neveractsasdescribed ..........ooovvvieiiiiiiiiinieinnne, A B C D ®
Example: Occasionally acts as described .....oovvvvvvnnininnneiinnennnes A B © D E
1. Acts as the spokesperson of the group . ..ovevuiiineirirnninencnnanss A B C D E
2. Waits patiently for the results of a decision ................ eiiieess. A B €C D E
3. Makes pep talks to stimulate the §TOUP tcvivvvveiiioiireinarreneness A B € D E
4. Lets group members know what is expected of them ................. A B C€C D E
5. Allows the members complete freedom in their work .......... ..eoe. A B C D E
6. 11 hesitant about taking initiative in the group .....covvveinenn. ceenne A 'B ¢ D E
7. Is friendly and approachable.......c.eveveviiiinnannnn, Ceerraeesens A B C D E
8. Encourages overtime work ....ooevineraiinens Ceererirenes Crrieeees A IB C D E
9. Makes accurate decisions ............. Crerersatrerirr i reneseans A B C€C D E
10. Gets along well with the people above himher ...................... A B C D L
11. Publicizes the sctivities of the group.......oviiviiiriciiiiieninnnas A B C D E
12. Becomes anxious when he/she cannot find out what is comingnext.... A B € D E



119

A = Always
B = Often

C = Occasionally

D = Seldom
E = Never
1. Hislhe; STGUMENLS Are CONVINCING vovuvrvnerrrrniruiienennrenannns A B C€C D E
14. Encourages the use of uniform procedures ................ vereseenns A B C€C D E
“18. P?rmils the members to use their own judgmerit in solving problems ... A B C D E
16. Fails 1o take necessary 8ClioN . ....c.vvvireniieineieniiinrnnciensces A B C D E
17. Does little things 10 make it pleasant 10 be a member of the group ..... A B C D E
18. Stresses being ahead of competing groups .....oovevrenivvrreeninnenes A B C D E
19. Keeps the group working togetherasateam ...........coovevinvann A B C€C D E
20. Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority .............. A B C D E
21. Speaks as the representative oV the Broup .....oovvvnviviiinniinnenss A B C D E
22, Accepts defeal in SIHde . .ovvirn i iiiiiiiiiierii i A B C D E
23, Argues persuasively for his/her point of view .............oooeuiaa, A B C D E
24. Tries out his/her ideas in the GrOUP ...ovvvviiiriiieriinienrnennss A B C D E
25. Encourages initiative in the group members ........................, A B C D E
26. Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group.......... A B C¢C D E
27. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation ................... A B C D E
28. Needles membefs forgreatereffort.....covviieniieiaiiaiiin,s Ceraee. A B C D E
29. Seems able 1o predict what is COMINg NEXL ...oovevuviiinniiiinnanan, A B C D E
30. Is working hard for a promotion "......... Cererteersstierettetientan A B C D E
31, Speaks for the group when visitors are present ............., ceeesans A . B C D E
32, Accepts delays without becoming upset........ccuucueus cerees cerens A ) B C D E
33. Isavery persuasive talker ... .coovitiiiiiiaiiietietiiiiiiiiienane,. A B C D E
34. Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group ......ocoovvviiiiiiiineen, A B C D E
35, Lets the members do their work the way they think best ............. A B C D E
36. Lets some members take advantage of himher ...................... A B C D E



A = Always
B = Often

C = Occasionally

D = Seldom
E = Never
37. Treats all group members as hissherequals ............covvevninnn.n. A
38. Keeps the work moving at 8 Fapid Pace .......ovevvrniiernnsrsrannns A
.39. Settles conflicts when they occur in the groUp ..oecevevrevneracracnss A
40. His/her superiors act favorably on most of his/her suggestions......... A
41. Represents the group at outside meetings ......ccooevvieinenianianns A
42. Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments................ A
43 1s very skillful in an argument ... it i i A
44. Decides what shall be done and how it shallbe done ................. A
45. Assigns a task, then lets the members handle it .................c.00n A
46. Is the leader of the group inname only ........covvvvevieniinenennss A
47. Gives advance notice of changes .............ovvviiiineiiaieninan, A
48. Pushes for increased production .......ocovevuiniiiieiiiiiiiniiian, A
49. Things usually turn out as he/she predicts .. ...ocovvvviivnineennnan, A
50. Enjoys the privileges of his/her position...........covevviiiineninns, A
§1. Handles complex problems efficiently .........ocoivniniiiiiineiians A
52. Is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty.............covvvunns A
53. Is not a very convineing talker . ...oovtieerereariersinernentssonnes A
54. Assigns group members to particular tasks ......cocviiiiiiiiiiiienns A
$5. Turns the members loose on a job, and lets themgotoit ..........ue A
$6. Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm..........ocovevinensnn. A
57. Keeps to himself/herself..... ceerans Chtetiierseseaaasnrisnstatanrns A
58. Asks the members to work harder............covveeviieinesiienanss A
59. Is accurate i7i predicting the trend of events .....ooocvievieeniinnanes A
60. Gets his/ner superiors to act for the welfare of the group members..... A
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A = Always
B = Ofien

C = Occasionally

D = Seldom
E = Never

61. Gets swamped by details ......ovvvieiinii e iieeriiiiiaiaanns A
62. Can wait just so long, then BlOWS Up .......cocouiivreernenanrninanns A
63. Speaks from a strong inner CORVICHION ... vvvvvvvreacrerareeceransens A

64. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood
by the group members ......civiveniiiinnnicnncessrarnsnnascnannes A
63. Is reluctant 10 allow the members any freedom of action.............. A
66. Lets some members have authority that he/she should keep........... A
67. Looks out for the personal welfare of group members ..............te A
68. Permits the members 10 take it easy intheirwork.................00 A
69. Sees 10 it that the work of the group is coordinated .................. A
70. His’her word carries weight with superiors .........covvvvvienininans A
71. Getsthings alltangled up ....cvviiiiniiiiiiiiiaiiiiiiiiiiiii A
72. Remains calm when uncertain about coming events .........ccovueunn A
73. s an insPiring talker ....vuineiie it iret i iesae i eaas A
74. Schedules the work tobe done ........cvevveirieininnnieeniseinens A
7S, Allows the group a high degree of initiative .. ..cocvvviiviiiiriiienns A
6. Takes full charz'e when emergencies aMSE ...ooverireinseriraiesins o A
T2, Is willing to make changes ........ccocvnveenevanss ceresnians veiens A
78. Drives hard when there isajobtobedone.....coevvveeeiinannsannns A
79. Helps group members settle their differences ......cccoevvent cvieees A
. 80. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her superiors .......covvvvveranees A
81. Can reduce a madhouse to system and order ...........eoviiuenanns A
82. Is able to delay action until the proper time OCCUrS......ovvevearasnns A
83. Persuades otaers that hisher ideas are 1o their advantage ............. A
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A = Always
B = Often

C = Occasionally

D = Seldom
E = Never
84. Maintains definite standards of performance ........covvviiiinninenn A B C D E
85. Trusts members 10 exercise good JUdgMeENt .....vvvevninnrveeiennens A B € D E
86. Overcomes attempts made to challenge his/her leadership............. A B C€C D E
87. Refuses 1o explain histheractions ..........cvviveiviiiniiinieann, A B C D E
88. Urges the group to beat its previous record ...........covvviennnne. A 3 C D E
89. Anticipates problems and plansforthem..................coiilll, A B C D E
90. Is working his/her way 10 the top ....vvvvieeinviiviiiiiiininnnanns A B C D E
91. Gets confused when too many demands are made of himher.......... A B C D E
92. Worries about the outcome of any new procedure ................... A B o D E
93. Can inspire enthusiasm fOr @ Project ......vvvvnvnnirienninrenncnenss A B C D E
94. Asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations ....... A B C D E
$s. Permi;s the BrouUP 10 SELils OWR PACE .o v v vvinrerrnintieiinninionens A B C D E
96. Is easily recognized as the leaderof the group ........ovvvvvvninnnnn. A B C D E
97. Acts without consulting the grouP «v.viiiirieiiiieiriniiinierennes A B C D E
98. Keeps the group working up 10 €apacily «...o.vvverenrnernrnnninnss A B C D E
99. Maintains a closely KNit Group .uvvivveeeiioriirieiosninionntiecnnns A B C D E
100. Maintains cordial relations with SUPEriOrs .....ovvvviiereinrrennannss A B C D E
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‘ T - H - E Business Research Support Services College of Business

1775 College Road
l Columbus, OH 43210-1309
! A Phone 614-292-9300

UNIVERSITY

February 3, 1988

Ms. Darleen Huber-Dilbeck
14655 N.W. Bonneville Loop
Beaverton, OR 97006

Dear Ms. Huber-Dilbeck:

You have our permission to use the LEADER BEHAVICR
DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE - Form XII for your doctoral
thesis.

Please follow the guidelines listed in the attached

Statement of Policy.
Sincerely y§;§;§7

Barbara L. Roach
Director

BLR
ahr
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Subscaie AD* |HP° |AE* |M§ |CLT [cPn (LP2 (@S | sf
1. Representation .82 |.85 |.74 (.55 |.59 |.54 {.70 |.66 {.80
2. Demand Reconciliation |... |... [.73 }.77 |.58 {.59 |[.8L1 [... |.81
3. Tolerance of Uncer-
tainty .58 .66 |.82 |.84 |.85|.79 |.82 |.80 }.83
4. Persuasiveness .84 .85 |.84 1,77 1.79 |.69 |.80 |.76 {.82
5. Initiation of Struc-
ture .79 1.75 |.78 1.70 {.72 {.77 [.78 }.80 |.72
6. Tolerance of Freedem |.81 [.79 .86 |.75 |.86 |.84 |.58 {.73 |.64
7. Role Assumption .35 1.84 |.84 {.75 |.83 |.57 {.86 |.75 {.65
8. Consideratica .76 1.87 .84 .85 |.77 .78 [.83 ].76 |.85
9. Producticn Emphasis .70 1.79 [.79 (.59 |.79 |.71 |.65 |.74 {.38
10. Predictive Accuracy .76 1.82 |.91 |.83 .62 {.84 |.87 |... ...
11. Integraticn T3 179 eee feee Jeee Jaee dees [eed
12. Superior Orientation .64 .75 [.81 {... j... |.66 W50 f...

*Army Division

°Highway Parrol

+Aircraft Executives
§Ministers

“Community Leaders

~Corporation Presidents
ilabor Presidents

fCollege Presidents
Senators

[

.

wu



APPENDIX C

BACKGROUND INFORMATION



127

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Circle or complete the appropriate
response.

1. Are you female or male?
1. FEMALE 2. MALE

2. What is your age to your nearest birthday?

3. Which academic training do you have?
1. Bachelor's 2. Bachelor's plus
3. Master's 4. Master's plus
5. Doctoral

4. How many years have you taught?

5. How many years have taught for the present
principal?

6. At what level are you employed?
1. Gr. K-6 2. Gr. 7-9 3. Gr. 10-12
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Circle or complete the appropriate
response.

1. Are you female or male?
1. FEMALE 2. MALE

2. What is your age to your nearest birthday?

3. Which academic training do you have?
1. Bachelor's 2. Bachelor's plus
3. Master's 4. Master's plus
5. Doctoral

4. How many years have you taught?

5. How many years have you been a building
principal?

6. At what level are you employed?
1. Gr. K-6 2. Gr. 7-9 3. Gr. 10-12
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April 24, 1987
Dear Colleague:

As a teacher in the School District, you are being
invited to participate in a study of leadership behavior of
principals. You have been randomly selected to describe the
leadership behavior your building principal. Educational
research in the 1980's points out the crucial role of
principals in determining school success, and this is an
opportunity to share your perceptions of leadership
qualities.

Your response to the questionnaire will take fifteen to
twenty minutes. It comprises the basis of my research for
my doctoral dissertation. Being a teacher in the
District for eleven years and presently teaching at

School, I realize how busy each of you are and
appreciate your assistance and time in completing this form.
Your responses will be highly valued. Please enjoy a cup of
tea, complete the questionnaire and return it in the
addressed, stamped envelope that has been provided for your
convenience by May 10.

My study has been approved by Portland State, Superintendent
, and the Directors of Elementary and Secondary
Schools. I wish to assure you of complete confidentiality
as there is no identification number on the questionnaire
and the identity of the respondents will be unknown.

If you have any questions, please call me; and if you wish a
summary of the study's finding, feel free to request one
after August. Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Darleen Huber-Dilbeck
14655 N.W. Bonneville Loop
Reaverton, OR 97006

Home Phone 645-6346
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April 24, 1987

Dear Principal:

As a Principal in the School District, you are being
invited to participate in a study of leadership behavior of
principals. You have been randomly selected to describe the
leadership behavior your building principal. Educational
research in the 1980's points out the crucial role of
principals in determining school success, and this is an

opportunity to share your perceptions of your leadership
qualities.

Your response to the questionnaire will take fifteen to
twenty minutes. It comprises the basis 2f my research for
my doctoral dissertation. Being a teacher in the
District for eleven years and presently teaching at

School, I realize how busy each of you are and
appreciate your assistance and time in completing this form.
Your responses wWill be highly valued. Please enjoy a cup of
tea, complete the questionnaire and return it in the

addressed, stamped envelope that has been provided for your
convenience by May 10.

My study has been approved by Portland State, Superintendent

, and the Directors of Elementary and Secondary
Schools. I wish to assure you of complete confidentiality
as there is no identification number on the questionnaire
and the identity of the respondents will be unknown.

If you have any questions, please call me; and if you wish a
summary of the study's finding, feel free to request one
after August. Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Darleen Huber-Dilbeck
14655 N.W. Bonneville Loop
Beaverton, OR 97006

Home Phone 645-6346
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MAY 18, 1987

DEAR COLLEAGUE (OR PRINCIPAL):

IN LATE APRIL I MAILED YOU A QUESTIONNAIRE ON LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR OF PRINCIPALS IN THE DISTRICT. I KNOW THIS
1S AN EXTREMELY BUSY TIME OF YEAR FOR ALL OF YOU, BUT TO
DATE I HAVE RECEIVED A LIMITED RESPONSE TO MY QUESTIONNAIRE.
SINCE THE INFORMATION IS CRUCIAL FOR MY RESEARCH FOR MY
DOCTORAL DISSERTATION, IF YOU HAVE NOT COMPLETED THE
QUESTIONNAIRE, I AGAIN AM ASKING YOU TO PLEASE TAKE FIFTEEN
MINUTES TO COMPLETE THE FORM AND RETURN IT TO ME. IF YOU
HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL ME. YOUR HELP WILL BE

GREATLY APPRECIATED. THANK YOU.

SINCERELY YOURS,

DARLEEN HUBER-DILBECK

HOME PHONE 645-6346
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APPENDIX F(1)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEBAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSIONS :TEACHERS LfQUPED
ACCORDING TO GENDER

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation
Between Groups 1 10.727 .186
Within Groups 200 1218.243
Total 201 1228.970
Reconciliation
Between Groups 1 .818 .806
Within Groups . 200 2701.563
Total 201 2702.381
Tolerance of Uncertainty
Between Groups 1 1.879 .485
Within Groups 200 9240.576
Total 201 9263.154
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 1 32.873 .394
Within Groups 200 9015.905
Total 201 9048.888
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 1 53.125 .140
Within Groups 200 4845.251
Total 201 4598.376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 1 12.835 .638
Within Groups 200 11580.849
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F (1) CONTINUED

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON
TWELVE DIMENSIONS: TEACHERS GROUPED
ACCORDING TO GENDER

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Role Assumption
Between Groups 1 5.339 .683
Within Groups 200 6373.394
Total 201 6378.733
Consideration
Between Gioups 1 1.419 .868
Within Groups 200 10214.680
Total 201 10216.010
Production Emphasis
Between Groups 1 23.583 .452
Within Groups 200 8291.565
Total 201 8315.149
Predictive Accuracy
Between Groups 1 1.905 .633
Within Groups 200 1666.471
Total 201 1668.377
Integration
Between Groups 1 1.716 .763
Within Groups 200 3766.527
Total 201 3768.243
Superior Orientation
Between Groups 1l 20.569 .457
Within Groups 200 7407.951
Total 201 7428.521

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F(2)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSIONS:TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING

TO LEVELS OF TRAINING

sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation
Between Groups 3 12.505 .566
Within Groups 198 1216.465
Total 201 1228.971
Reconciliation
Between Groups 3 94.641 .071
Within Groups 198 2607.742
Total 201 2702.381
Tolerance of Uncertainty
Between Groups 3 209.491 .209
Within Groups 198 9953.664
Total 201 9263.153
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 3 282.195 .098
Within Groups 198 8766.582
Total 201 9048.777
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 3 107.352 .222
Wwithin Groups 198 4791.024
Total 201 4898.376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 3 138.621 .496
Within Groups 198 11455.063
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.



APPENDIX F{2) CONTINUED

TWELVE DIMENSIONS:

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS'
THEIR PRINCIPALS'

RESPONSES REGARDING

LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON
TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO LEVELS OF TRAINING
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Sum of
Subscales DF Sguares P
Role Assumption
Between Groups 3 54.253 .638
Within Groups 198 6324.481
Total 201 6378.733
Consideration
Between Groups 3 98.805 .587
Within Groups 198 10117.294
Total 201 10216.099
Production Emphasis
Between Groups 3 118.409 .416
Within Groups 198 8196.739
Total 201 8315.149
Predictive Accuracy
Between Groups 3 50.787 .105
Within Groups 198 1617.589
Total 201 1668.376
Integration
Between Groups 3 83.574 .217
Within Groups 198 3684.6€9
Total 201 3768.243
Superior Orientation
Between Groups 3 146.811 .266
Within Groups 198 7281.709
Total 201 7428.521

*Significant at the .05 level.



ANALYSIS OF VARI

APPENDIX F(3)

ANCE OF TEACHERS'

DIMENSIONS:TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING

TO TEACHING EXPERIENCE
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RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation
Between Groups 2 12.225 .371
Within Groups 199 1216.745
Total 201 1228.971
Reconciliation
Between Groups 2 13.625 .605
Within Groups 199 2688.757
Total 201 2702.381
Tolerance of Uncertainty
between Groups 2 36.248 .677
Within Groups 199 2226.905
Total 201 9263.154
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 2 154.86% .181
Within Groups 199 8893.911
Total 201 9048.777
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 2 60.999 .287
Within Groups 199 4837.378
Total 201 4898.376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 2 171.661 . 227
Within Groups 199 11422.022
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F(3)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSIONS: TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation
Between Groups 2 12.225 .371
Within Groups 199 1216.745
Total 201 1228.971
Reconciliation
Between Groups 2 13.625 .605
Within Groups 199 2688.757
Total 201 2702.381
Tolerance of Uncertainty
Between Groups 2 36.248 .677
Within Groups 199 9226.905
Total 201 9263.154
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 2 154.866 .181
Within Groups 199 8893.911
Total 201 9048.777
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 2 60.999 .287
Within Groups 199 4837.378
Total 201 4898. 376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 2 171.661 .227
Within Groups 199 11422.022
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS'

RESPONSES REGARDING

THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
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DIMENSIONS: TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING
TO LEVELS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE
Sum of

Subscales DF Squares P
Role Assumption

Between Groups 2 11.769 .832
Within Groups 199 6366.274

Total 201 6378.733
Consideration

Between Groups 2 118.344 .314
Within Groups 199 100%7.756

Total 201 10216.099
Production Emphasis

Between Groups 2 10.161 .886
Within Groups 199 8304.989

Total 201 8315.149
Predictive Accuracy

Between Groups 2 9.611 .563
Within Groups 199 1658.767

Total 201 1668.376
Integration

Between Groups 2 31.818 .431
Within Groups 199 3736.425

Total 201 3768.243

Superior Orientation

Between Groups 2 17.808 .788
Within Groups 199 7410.712

Total 201 7428.521

*Significant at the

.05 level.
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APPENDIX F(4)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSIONS : TEACHERS GROUPED
ACCORDING TO AGE

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Representation
Between Groups 2 67.443 .004*
Within Groups 199 1161.527
Total 201 1228.971
Reconciliation
Between Groups 2 52.174 .144
Within Groups 199 2650.207
Total 201 2701.381
Tolerance of Uncertainty
Between Gronups 2 77.336 .434
Within Groups 199 9185.818
Total 201 9263.154
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 2 274.887 .046¢*
Within Groups 199 8773.89
Total 201 9048.777
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 2 125.525 .076
Within Groups 199 4772.851
Total 201 4898.376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 2 8.501 .930
Within Groups 199 11585.181
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX (F4) CONTINUED

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON
TWELVE DIMENSIONS: TEACHERS GROUPED
ACCORDING TO AGE

Sum of
Subscales DF Squares P
Role Assumption
Between Groups 2 259.887 .016*
Within Groups 199 6118.845
Total 201 6378.733
Consideration
Between Groups 2 58.181 .5678
Within Groups 199 10157.918
Total 201 10216.099
Production Emphasis
Between Groups 2 163.042 .139
Within Groups 199 8152.107
Total 201 8315.149
Predictive Accuracy
Between Groups 2 49.706 .049=
Within Groups 199 1618.671
Total 201 1668.376
Integration
Between Groups 2 44.153 .310
Wwithin Groups 199 3724.09
Total 201 3768.243
Superior Orientation
Between Groups 2 105.678 .240
Within Groups 199 7322.842
Total 201 7428.521

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F(5)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSIONS : TEACHERS GROUPEL ACCORDING
TO LEVELS OF TEACHING ASSIGNMENT

Sum of
Subscales DF squares P
Representation
Between Groups 2 .281 .976
Within Groups 199 1228.691
Total 201 1228.971
Reconciliation
Between Groups 2 5.917 .804
Within Groups 199 2696.464
Total 201 2702.381
Tolerance of Unc=rtainty
Between Groups 2 14.563 .855
Within Groups 199 $248.591
Total 201 9263.154
Persuasiveness
Between Groups 2 84.716 .392
Within Groups 199 8964.062
Total 201 9048.777
Initiation of Structure
Between Groups 2 60.182 .292
Within Groups 199 4838.194
Total 201 4898.376
Tolerance of Freedom
Between Groups 2 .1973 .999
within Groups 199 115593.511
Total 201 11593.683

*Significant at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F(5) CONTINUED

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING
THEIR PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON TWELVE
DIMENSICNS: TEACHERS GROUPED ACCORDING

TO TEACHING ASSIGNMENT

Sum of
Subscales DF Sduares P
Role Assumption
Between Groups 2 17.811 .757
Within Groups 199 6360.921
Total 201 6378.733
Consideration
Between Groups 2 8.813 .918
Within Groups 199 10207.286
Total 201 10216.099
Production Emphasis
Between Groups 2 146.632 .171
Within Groups 199 8168.517
Total 201 8315.149
Predictive Accuracy
Between Groups 2 13.756 .439
Within Groups 199 1654.621
Total 201 1668.376
Integration
Between Groups 2 30.224 .449
Within Groups 199 3738.019
Total 201 3768.243
Superior Orientation
Between Groups 2 86.676 .311
Within Groups 199 7341.844
Total 201 7428.521

*Significant at the .05 level.
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