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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to secure teacher perceptions of

leader behavior of principals and science departmenE heads in collegiates

of Manitoba and Saskatchewan. These teacher perceptions vüere anaLyzed

to determine whether a typical principal leader and typical science

department head leader T¡rere evident. The study compared leaders from

school to school and leader combinations within the school. A study of

Ëhe relationships between various leader, respondent, and environmental

characteristics and t.eacher perceptions of leader behavior of both princi-

pa1 and science department head was conducted.

This study was undertaken because it was accepted that leadership

r^ras a most sÍgnificant function of Èhe admínistrator. ImprovemenË in

leadership functioning ís more certain if action taken is based upon a

sound theory of leadership. Such theory is evolving but empirical

evidence will assist in thís development. The LBDQ-12 has been used to

supply some such evidence but certain areas have been neglecËed. The

present study was underËaken to replicate portíons of former studies and

supply some ne\Az evidence.

Níneteen collegiates in the Ëhree principal cities of Manitoba and

Saskatchewan \¡/ere surveyed. Analysis of the survey results indicaËed

that a rrsystemrr oriented principal and ttpersonrr oríented science depart-

ment head Ìüere perceived by teachers in the rraverage" collegiate. Indi-

vídua1 principal and science department head profiles were I'personrrr

Itsystem'r or rrtransactional". I^lithin a school the principal-science

department head combinaËions displayed either supplementary or complemenËary



leadership characteristics .

Fíve leader characteristícs and their relationships to teacher

perceptions of leader behavior ruere analyzed. Experience prior to

appoinËment \^7as not relaËed to teacher perceptions for either leader.

Teacher perceptions of leader behavior r¡7ere signíficantly related to

tenure as leader for both principal and science departmenË head. Age of

leader r^7as not related Ëo teacher perceptions of leader behavior of

princípals but was signíficantly related to such perceptions of science

department heads. For years of traíning and experíence in the present

school, Ëhe principal was the leader whose teacher perceptions had

s ignificance .

No relationship was found between respondent characterÍstics and

teacher percepLions of leader behavior of eiËher leader.

Three envíronmental variables \¡/ere sËudíed in relatíon to teacher

perceptions of leader behavíor. Teacher perceptions of leader behavior

of science departmenË head were related neither to Ëhe city in which the

collegiate \,vas located nor to size and type of school. Teacher percep-

Eions of leader behavíor of principals, Ëhough not related to the city

in whích the collegiate was locaËed were significantly related to both

Ëhe síze and Ëhe type of school.

1-V
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

INTRODUCTTON

But whaËever the ambiguity surrounding the
not.ion of leadership, the emphasis it has
received from practiLioner and researcher
alike has served to consolidate firmly one
simple yet fundamental point: the primary 

1

task of the administrator lies in leadership.-

For two decades other r¿riters, too, have recognized leadership

as a vital but enigmatic sphere ín the field of educational admínis-
,?

tration.- The Ohio SËate Leadership Studies and research efforts since

have failed to produce a definitive theory of leadership. The empirical

evidence which has been gathered as a result of these research efforts

does suggest the probable nature of the emergent theory. The inter-

action of the varíous school personnel--superintendent, curriculum

supervisor, principal, vice-principal, department head, teacher, student,

parent--\,ríth one another and with the school and surrounding community

will be the framework for leadership acts.

One Ëool that has been developed to assist ín the study of

leadership is the Leadership Behavior Descriptíon Questionnaíre-Form XII,

lBrrry D. Anderson and Alan F. Brown, "Inlho's a Good Principal?t'
Canadian AdministraËor, VI (December, 1966), 9.

2-Terrence R. McKague, rrLeadership in Schoolsr" The Canadían
Administrator, VII (May, 1968) , 36; inlarren G. Bennis, "Leadership Theory
and Administrative Behavior: The Problem of Authorityr" AdminisÈrative
Science Quarterly, IV (December, L959), 259; E. Miklos, rrDílemmas in
Providing Educational Leadershipr" g" C.S.A. Bulletin, V (May, 1966), 26

The



henceforth to be referred to as LBDQ-12. This Ínstrument has been

widely used and ís generally recognized as a reliable means of measur-

ing perceptions of leader behavior.3 Studies have been undertaken to

relate profiles as measured by Ehis instrument and varíous sítuational
L"

factors.' Profiles have been collected, as measured by LBDQ-12, of

various leaders--ministers, community leaders, corporation presidents,

labor presidents, college presidents, and school leaders.5

Studies of the role of the department head in the secondary

school indicate an expansion of the role in the past decade.6 In

several comprehensive studies the scope and function of the deparËment

head were elaborated upon buL the leadership funct,ion v/as not a prÍmary

concern.

3lts relíabilíty is díscussed later in the present chapter. The
exLent of its use is discussed in detail ín Chapter II.

It-Alan F. Brown, 'tReactions Lo Leadershiprtr Educational Adminis-
traËion Quarterly, III (Winter, L967) 7L-72; Joseph Mikael Mansour,
ItLeadership Behavior and Principal-Teacher Interpersonal Relationsrrr
Dissertation Abstracts, HX (August, 1969), 526A.

5
Ralph M. SËogdi11, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire-Form XII (Coh:mbus: Bureau of Business Research, Ohio
State University, 1963) r pp. 8-10; Brown, g. cit., 66 .

6Fr"d M. King and James V. Moon, "The Department Head in the
Public Secondary Schoolr" &g Bulletin of the National Association of
Secondary School Princípals (March, 1960) , 23; Reho F. Thorum, I'The

Department Head in the Large Senior High Schoolr" Ëe Educational Digest,
XXXIV (March, 1969), 13.

TKenneth Easterday, "The Department Chairman: I^ihat are llis Duties
and Qualif ications?", S" Bulletin of the National Association of Second-
ary School Principals, XLTV (October, 1965)r 77-85; Donald C. Manlove and
Robert Buser, "The Department Head: Myths and Realityril The Bulletin of
the National Association of Secondary School Principals, L (November,
t96ø> gg-LO7; J. R. H.trnard, "The S¡"pu "f tn" positio" of Department
Head in SelecËed Saskatchewan Collegiatestt (unpublished MasËerts dissert-
ation, The UniversiËy of Saskatchewan, Saskatoont 1969)t p. 81.



Relationships between perceived behavior of principal and

deparËmenË head and certain situational factors of both teachers and

these teacher leaders--principal and science department head--may be

significant in the development of leadershíp theory. None of the

studies cited has measured Ëhese variables at one time. The present

study is proposed for that purpose.

II STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

AS

of

ing

1.

Experience as a teacher and science department head as well

information from the literature on leadership theory and the role

the science department head led to the formulation of the follow-

hypotheses:

Teacher perceptions of leader behavior of the scÍence department

head will differ from teacher perceptions of leader behavior of

the principal.

Teacher perceptions of leader behavior of princípa1 or science

department head will be conditíoned by biographical and situational

factors of the leaders but will not be conditioned by biographical

factors of the teachers.

Two general problems r¡/ere formulated from these hypotheses.

General Problems

?

Are Ëhere signíficant

of leader behavíor of

relationships between teacher perceptions

principals and teacher perceptions of leader



behavior of science department heads?

2. Are the teacher perceptions of leader behavíor of principals and

science department heads related to biographical and situational

factors of príncipa1s, science department heads and teachers?

Additional hypotheses r¡rere proposed from the review of studies

on leadershíp. They were as follows:

1. Teacher perceptions of leader behavior, principal and science

department head, will vary from school to school.

2. Within a school teacher perceptions of leader behavÍor of a princípal

will differ from teacher perceptions of leader behavior of a science

department head.

From the entire set of hypotheses six sub-problems \r7ere formu-

1ated.

Sub-Problems

1. Are the teacher perceptions of leader behavior of the science

department heads, as measured by the LBDQ-12, significantly different

from teacher percepËions of leader behavior of the principals, as

measured by the LBDQ-12?

2. Are the teacher perceptíons of leader behavíor, principal and

science department head, as measured by the LBDQ-12, significantly

different from one school to another?

3. trrlithin a school are the teacher perceptions of scíence department

head leadership, as measured by the LBDQ-12, significantly differenË

from the teacher perceptions of principal leadership as measured



by the same instrument?

Are there signíficant correlations between teacher perceptíons of

leader behavior, as measured by the LBDQ-12, of (a) principal

(b) science department head and leader biographical factors--age,

teaching experience before appointment, administraËive experience

as principal or science department head, experience in the present

school, and years of training?

Are there significant correlations between teacher percepEions of

leader behavior, as measured by the LDBQ-12, of (a) princípal

(b) science deparËment head and respondent biographical factors--

agèt experience, experience in present school, years of training,

and sex?

Are there significant correlations between teacher perceptions of

leader behavior, as measured by the LBDQ-12, of (a) principal

(b) scíence department head and situational factors--cíty, type of

school, and size of school?

I]]. SIGNTFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The development of a definitive theory of leadership is dependent

upon empirical evidence. There appear to be no references which indi-

cate the analysis of the leadership role of Ëhe department head with

the LDBQ-L2 as a measuring devíce. Kitchen suggested ÈhaË such investi-

gations would be profitable.S Since Ëhere are significant profiles for

8tt. w. Kitchen, rrRecent

ship, Robert B. Carson, editor
Volume 1. Calgary: Department
of Calgary, 1968) , 26.

Studies Relating to Leadershipr" Leader-
(Seminar Series for School AdminiãEãEõrs,
of Educational AdministraËion, Uníversity



other leaders one would anticipate a particular profíle for the science

department head.

Kerlinger has emphasized the necessity of replicatÍon in leader-
o

ship research.' Th" profiles of perceived principal leader behavior

and the relationships between that behavior and biographical and situ-

ational factors represent replications of several studies already men-

tioned. Thus the findings of the present thesis provide both original

and replicative evidence.

Practical implicaÈions may be evident from the analysis of the

data. A comparison of the profiles of science department head and

principal may indicate whether the posíEion of department head is a

training position for the principalship. The study of the relationship

between biographical or situational factors and perceived leadershíp

behavior may produce implicatíons of interest to those responsíble for

appoinËments.

]V. ASSU},PTIONS AND ÐEFINTTTONS

The assumptions are associated wíth the respondents and the

measuring instrument.

Assump tions

It is assumed that a teacher who spends at least fifËy per cenL

of his teaching time engaged in science teachíng will perceive leadership

9Frud N. I(erlingêr, "Research ín Educationr" Encyclopedia of
Educational Research (4th ed.) (London: The MacMillan Company, 1969),
1135 . 

-



in common with full-time science teachers. Tt is assumed too that

science teachers in a síngle school are similar enough that their per-

ceptíons of leadership would be common.

The final assumption is that the LBDQ-L2 ís a reliable and valid

measure of teacher perceptions of leader behavior. The reliability

coeffícients prepared by StogdiIl establish the former characteri"ti".l0

The validity of the LBDQ-12 will be consídered Ín the review of the

literature.

Several terms require definition to establísh the context of

this study.

Definitions

Teacher Perceptions. Teacher perceptions are ". judgments

concerning the observed betravior of a posíËion incumbent ín the perform-

ance of his role."11

Leader Behavior. Leader behavior is the profíle of a princípal

or science department head determined when the LBDQ-12 ís adminisËered

to teachers in the science department.

profile. The profile is the leaderts mean score on each of Ëhe

twelve subscales of the LBDQ-12.

Secondary School. A secondary school is one in whích the primary

lostogaitl, op. cít., p. 11; David J. Fox, The Research Process
in Education (New York: Holt, Rinehart and l^Iinston, Inc., L969), p. 362.

11"Harry G. Sherk, "The ExpecËations and Perceptions of Principals
for the Role of the Provincially Appointed Superíntendents of Schools in
Albertat' (unpublished Masterrs Thesis, University of Alberta, EdmonLon,
L964), p. 7 .



functíon is the offering of grades seven to twelve, grades eight to

twelve, grades nine to twelve, or grades ten to twelve.

Science Department. The science department is an ínstructional

unit in the school comprísed of those teachers teaching one or more of the

natural sciences fifty per cent or more of the time.

Department llead. "This is a faculty member who, in addition to

performing the usual duties of teaching in a department, has some respons-

ibility for adminisËering Ëhe affairs of the department. . . -"L2

Science Teacher. The science teacher will be one who spends fifty

per cent or more of his teaching time in teaching one or more of the

natural sciences.

V. DELIMITAT]ONS AND L]MITAT]ONS

The study was de1ÍmiËed with respect t.o loca1e, respondents, time

of collection of data, and biographical and síLuational factors.

Delimitations

A survey of public high schools in Manitoba and Saskatchewan was

11
conducted.'- The results of this survey are summarized in Table I.

Only 54 per cent of publÍc high schools with four or more scíence

Ëeachers outside metropolitan Winnipeg, Saskatoon, and Regina had

science department heads. Ninety-five per cent of such high schools in

those three cíties had science department heads. The study was limited to

L2_"-James L. Kidd, "The Department Headship and the supervísory
Rolert' The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School
PrincipalsrXLIX (October, 1965), 70-7I.

13.A copy of the letter sent to all high schools outside the three
major ciËies is included in Appendix A.



NUMBER OF SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS IN PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS I^iTTIT FOUR OR MORN

SCTENCE TEACT{ERS - MAN]TOBA AND SASKATCHET^IAN

Number of
Teachers

Under 30

30 - 39

Regina

S',k D.H.ìk)k S D.H.

¿+O - 49

5() - 59

60-69

70-79

B0-89

Saskatcher¡an

1

Saskatoon

TABLE

3

1

2

3

1

Ba lance

2

2

90-99

1

S D.H.

1

Total

Percentage

2

2

62

108

22

1-

11

?

Total

1

1

2

S D.H.

:k:k:k
Table I is read

or more scíence teachers,

School

3

B4

15 13

55

43

11

33

J-1

00
I

99

100

Metro

2

S D.H.

Mani toba

2

20

44

55
33

55
22

44
11

I

Ba lance

99

100

S D.H.

I

B2

B3

Total

2L L4

67

S D.H.

as follows: Of
6 have science

1

102

L27

66

JJ

55

JJ

44

I

39 32

82

Grand
Total

S D.H.

18 public high schools with under 30 teachers and four
department heads.

Scíence Department Head

I

18 [:'c:'<>k

27 20

26 24

92

I

11

187

39

11

1 1

44 31

70

83 63

76



l0

those three cities.

Respondents \^rere limited to the principal, science department

head, and teachers of the science department in collegiates where

permÍssion of the principal to conduct the survey had been granted.

To maintain a study of reasonable magnitlrde, in schools wíth more

than six teachers in the scíence department, five teachers were chosen

by random selection to complete the LBDQ-12 questionnaires.

Data were collected in the month of June, 1970.

Because this study is to emphasize perceptions of principal

leader behavior and perceptíons of science department head leader

behavior, schools were selected where such perceptions would be

reasonably stable. Within the senior and regular public hígh schools

of Manitoba and Saskatchewan schools vrere selected where the office

of science deparËment head had been established for a period of three

years or more.

The biographical factors of príncipal and science department

head were limited to five--a9et teaching experience before appointment,

administrative experience, experience in the present school, and years

of trainíng. The biographical factors of respondents were 1imíted to

age¡ experience, experience in present school, years of training, and

sex. Situational facËors r,^iere limited to size of school, type of

school, and city.

Limitations

Several limitations

absence from the sample of

became evident as the study developed. The

collegiates from the largest division ín
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metropolitan l^/innipeg left a particuLar area of schools unrepresented.14

The inclusion of three schools where only three teacher respondents

were available may have weakened the validity of perceptions Ín those

collegiates. The administration of the questionnaires in the month

of June when teachers are distracted by rrend-of-year'r routine weakened

the perceptions.

VT. ORGANIZAT]ON OF THE STUDY

The review of the related literature comprises Chapter II.

Several areas are explored. Selected theoretical and research material

is reviewed to indicate the current state of leadership Ëheory. The

literaËure and research material on the department head is reviewed

with emphasis on the leadership function. The development of the

LBDQ-12 Ls outlined, its use Ín research to date is surveyed, criti-

cisms of the instrument are discussed, and justificaËion for its use

in the preserÌË study is presented.

Study design is outlined in Chapter III. The questions from

the LBDQ-L2 are categorízed in the twelve components of leadership.

The methodology employed in gathering the data is outlined. Finally

the statistical treatment applied to the data is summarized.

The analysis of the data is out.líned in Chapter IV. A Two-Way

Analysis of Variance (Repeated Measures Design)was used to test for

significant relaËionships between teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of principals and science department heads. The same desígn

was srnpf6yed to test for significant relationships beËween teacher

llr''Tnfra, p. 55.
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perceptions of leader behavior of principals and science department

heads and some biographical as well as situational factors. inlhere

signif icance r,.ras established two steps r¿ere used to evaluate the

significance--profiles of the data, and Scheffe tests. The Phi

coeffícient was used to investigate correlation relationships with

one biographical factor--sex. The hypothesis related Lo relation-

ship between perceived leader behaviors between schools and within

schools \^ias tested by comparing individual scores in relation to the

standard error of the mean for the group. Profiles were constructed

for each principal/department head combination.

The final chapter recapitulates the entire study. A sEatement

of the major findings of the study follows the recapitulation.

Answers to Ëhe questions presented in this chapter represent the

general conclusions. The study concludes r.^/ith a discussÍon of impli-

cations of the study.



CHAPTER TI

REVIEI^I OF THE LITERATURE

]NTRODUCT]ON

The review of the literature which follows is presented in three

sections. First, theoretical studies in leadership are reviewed and

supplemented by findings from research whích have special relevance

for the present study. Second, the department headrs role as a leader

is surveyed by reference to both literature and research material.

Fína1ly, the history of the development and use of the LBDQ-12 is

follor¿ed by a brief critique of the instrument.

II LEADERSHIP THEORY AND RESEARCH

This brief resume

focuses on the Ohio State

of the theory and research on leadershíp

Leadership Studies.

Trai t Theory

Though leadership has been a topic for consideration since
1

antiquityr - the scientific management school of the pre-Iriorld I¡Iar I

era will serve as a useful base from which to initiate the review of

leadership theory. The scientific management school considered the

industría1 worker so inadequate in his own right that a súuctured plan

\^7as a necessity for efficient operation.2 Thís emphasis increased so

lch."ter M. Nolte,
(New York: The MacMillan

21,tr^ttun G. Bennis,
The Problem of Authorítyrrl
1959), 263.

An Introduction to School AdminisËraÈion
Co*pr"y, feOO¡ Cft.pt"r f .

rrleadership Theory and Administrative Behavior:
Administrative Science Quarterly, IV (December,
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leadership in the twenties became the worship of the organizati.on

chart.

Perhaps as a reaction to this impersonal mechanistic approach

'human relations' became the vogue of the thirties. The work of

Moreno, Mayo, Roethlesberger, Lippitt and Lrihite--to name but a few--

was based upon the supposition that the motivation for work arose from

socio-psychological needs. Leaders, then, were those who heiped

followers meet thesu ,r".d".3

But whaË manner of leader would help follor,^rers meet needs? One

early concept of leadership is often described as the 'great man'

L.

theory.' If the great man controlled the destiny of the nation why was

he capable of so doing? Characteristic traits must be evident if one

\,/ere to observe such a leader. As observation proceeded the list of

trai ts greÏ¡i .

In the early development heredity r¡ras hypoLhesized as the source

of the traiËs. Later envíronment \das acknowledged as the developer of

latent traits. However, traíts so numerous could scarcely be equiv-

a1ent, yet attempts aL ranking failed. Overlapping of traits was

another weakness of this theory.

Situationist Theory

Brownrs laws of leadership signalled a shift from the trait

3_. .."rbid., 266.

4Abrrhr* ZaLeznLk,
llarper and Row, 1966), p.

Human Dilemmas
160.

of Leadership (New York:
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q

theory.' Brownts leader possessed tmembership-characterr in a rsocial

field.' He had to recognize the present structure and the long term

trends of this field. fn this field he could only increase hís leader-

shíp strength by a corresponding reduction in his freedom. Situation,

then, \^ras signif icant in leadership acts.

Barnard continued the destruction of the trait tppto."h.6 He

r¡ras the first of many T/rriters to recognize the necessiËy for theory

and his writings rr. . contain more ínsights into the nature of

administration than any produced before or since. . . ."7

Barnard stated that cooperaLiorr was the basis of all executive

functions. Cooperation consÍsted of synthesizing in action Ëhe

physÍca1, biological and social factors. The strategic factor in

cooperation r^7as leadership. Leadership would concern itself with the

effectiveness and eff iciency of the group. Effectiveness ¡/as the

degree to which the group reaLi-zed its objectives. But the group had

to be maintained if it rvere to function and efficiency was the measure

of group maintenance.

Barnard extracted these conclusions from personal observations

during a career as an extraordinarily successful business executíve.

5roho K. Hemphil1, SiËuational Factors in Leadership (Columbus:
The Ohio State University, 1949), pp. 7-8.

6ah""Ler I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard UnÍversity Press, 1938), Chapters 2, 16.

TDaniel E. Griffiths, "Some Attempts at Theorizíng ín Adminis-
trationr'r Educational Administration: Selected Readings, Inlalter G. Hack,
et a1., editors (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1965), p. Ll7.
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To this extent hís theory r¿as based upon empirical findings.

Barnard then became the creative artist in his theory develop-

ment. Leadershíp vras nore than group efficiency and effectiveness.

f.t was an art whose dynamic expression \¡ras moral creatíveness--an art

whose purpose hTas to combine individual development and cooperation

to the maximum benefit of both. This task, Barnard fe1t, was not in

the province of science but of philosophy and religion.

The demíse of the trait approach was evidenË ten years later

when Stogdill completed hís survey of leadership Literature. "This

study was the single most important factor in swingíng research in

leadership aüzay from the traLt approach."B

Stogdill analyzed I2O of L24 studies in which an attempt had

been made Lo determine traits and characteristics of leaders.9 He

found that six methods, including the listing of traits considered

essential to leadership, were used to study leaders.

The attributes most often associated with successful leadership

r.{ere as f o 1lows :

(a) Capacity for ready communication.
(b) Specíalized knowledge or scholarship.
(c) Ability to get Ëhings done.
(d) Alertness to the surrounding environment.
(e) Understanding of situations.
(f) Intelligence.
(g) Originality.

8_"Daniel E. Griffiths, "Research and Theory in Education Adnin-
ístrationr't Perspectives on Educational Administration and the Behavioral
Sciences, I^I . I^I . Chart.ers, et a7., (Eugene: University of Oregon, 1965) t
p. 47.^o

'Ralph M. Stogdil1, rtPersonal Factors Associated I^Iith Leadership:
A Survey of the Líteraturertr The Journal of Psychology, XXV (1948) , 35-7L
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(h) Applícation and industry.
(i) Know what they want to accomplish.
(j) Not 1ike1y to be swayed from their convictions.
(k) High in confidence and self-esteem.
(1) Physical actívity and mobility.rn
(r) Able to work for group welfare.'"

Stogdill stressed that many of these relationships were not

well understood and requíred further study. Five general factors

emerged from his survey of personal leadership--capacíty, achievement,

responsibilíty, partícipation, and status. The survey indicated that

these factors were modified by the situation in whích the leader

functioned.

The findings suggest that leadership is not a matter of passive
status, or of. mere possession of some combination of traits. It
appears rather to be a working relationshíp among members of a
group, in whích the leader acquires status through active parti-
cipation and demonstration of his capacity for carrying cooperative
taòks through to completion.ll

Stogdill's survey l^Ias part of a general mobilízation of forces

to study the leadership problem. The Ohio StaËe Leadership Studies

were begun Ín 1945. The NaËíonal Council of Professors of Educational

AdministraLion (NCPEA) was formed in 1947. This group initiated the

Cooperative Program in Educational Adminístration (CPEA) in 1950. The

University Council for Education Administration (UCEA) was formed in

I956. The work sponsored by these organtzations and some individual

theorists represents an elaboration and refinement of the ideas pre-

sented for consideration by Stogdil1.

10rbrd., 44-60.

1lrbrd., 
66 .
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S tructural-Functiona lis t Theory

The investigators of the 0hio Leadership studies recognízed

that relationships should be established empirically before theory

formulation. However empirical research should be systematic and

structured designs were necessary to systemaLize the search. The

inítial design which was based upon a study of literature to that

date, L945, decided on the necessíty for measures or categorízations

of the following variables:

(a) Group structure and functional differentiation.
(b) Responsibilíty, authoríty and delegation.
(c) Individual work performance.
(d) Member role behavior, including leader role behavior
(e) The structure of working interactions.
(f) The structure of ínformal interactions.
(g) Member expectations and satisfactions.
(h) Group outputs, including productive effectiveness.

The follov/ing t!üo variables \,/ere Lo be added:

(i) Personality.
(j) Individual's system of values in terms of which he evalu-

ates issues and events.

The fo1lor¿ing two variables \^iere recognized but not included because

ít was felt necessary to limit the work to manageable proportions:

(k) Ecological and environmental factors.
(1) Intergroup relations.12

Hemphillrs doctoral dissertation outlines the direction taken

by many subsequent research studies.13 By the use of the situational

12Ru1pt lt. Stogdillr'tlntragroup-Intergroup Theory and Researchrrl
Tntergroup Relations and Leadership Approaches and Research in fndus-
trial, Ethic, Cultural, and Politícal Areas, Muzafer Sheríf, ed. (A
Publication of The InstituËe of Group Relations, The University of
Oklahoma. New York: John L{iley and Sons, Inc., 1962): pp. 49-50.

13_.-"John K. Hemphill, Situational Factors in Leadershíp (Columbus:
The Ohío State University, L949), ChapËer 5.
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approach combined with a system of group dimensions and facilitated

by a guestionnaire as a research tool he formulated a number of

hypotheses for further testíng. For example, Hemphill concluded

that the leader's most important function \¡/as likely r?maintaining

group membership as a satisfying experierr""."14 Two other most

signifícant general conclusions were staËed. Every leadership situ-

ation r.^ras not unique. One would noË have to be satisfied with broad

generalities to describe the qualities of all leaders in all situations

CarËwright and Zander in a revievr of the t.heory of leadership

and group performance hypothesized that two group objectives vüere

goal achievement and maintenance of the *ro,rp. 
15 

They supported

their hypothesis by reference to several researchers. Katz and Kahn

delÍneated effective groups by níne supervisory actions which kept

the group workÍng but maíntained cohesiveness. Lickert found the

good leader r,^/as one who secured participatíon for specific goa1s.

Fiedler stressed performance of needed functions. Cattell suggested

Ehat any action Ëhat contributed to the group \^7as a leadership

acLion. Shartle noËed thaË leadership behavior that was high in

consideraËion and initiation of structure tended to increase group

effectiveness .

Stogdi11, Shartle, and associates of Ohio Leadership Studies

1L-'rbid.,
15Dor"i'

and Theory, 2nd
chapter 25.

p. 100.

Cartwright and Alvin
ediËion (New York:

Zander, Group Dynamics Research
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1960),
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conducted a study to ana|yze perfoïmance of lutd.t".16 Two hypotheses

were formulated to guide empírical work. Leader behavior was multí-

dimensional but the dimensions were finite and could be measured. The

patLern of leadership behavior would be determined by position and type

of organization.

Analysis revealed eight independent dimensions which accounted

for sixty per cent of the variability in job performance. This was

accepted as verificatíon of the firsr hypothesis. Factor profiles

indicated that for a given position Ëhere \dere coûrmon profÍles. Some-

times this was a single factor but most often two or more factors \^rere

coinmon. Finally, for five of the twenty-seven specialties identified,

sub-group profiles indicated the organization determined within job

specialization. This served as verificatíon of the second hypothesis.

In the performance studies an attempt was made to measure

leadership using five categories: (1) communication; (2) organizaEion;

(3) integration; (4) representation; and (5) behavior in relation to

juniors. Two major components--consideration and structuring inter-

action--emerged from the analysis. Production emphasis and social

sensítivity appeared as minor components of leadership. The sma11

number of iËems precluded high reliabilities in this experiment.

In the series of sËudies carried out by the Ohio Leadership

researchers, the second study of interest looked at the ínteraction

l6ortoh M. Stogdi1l, Carroll L. Shartle and Associates,
Patterns of Admínistrative Petforrnance (Bureau of Business Research,
M"""gruph No. n-91. Co1"*bus'. The Ohio State University, Lg56) .

Selected material was abstracted from each chapter of the monograph.
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aspect of the leadership f,rnctiorr.17 The early Ohio studÍes revealed

that the number of variables that determíned interaction was larger

than had been anticÍpated. However, it was sti1l felt that classifi-

caLion would be possible and classification would make understanding

more 1ikely.

Sociometric s tudies \¡¡ere used to initiate the classif ication

process. The reliability of the various measures \.ras tested and a

conclusion reached that a realistic description of an organizationts

structure and operations lras possible. The most pertinent conclusions

follow. Some working relations r¿ere conditioned by the formal struc-

ture while others r,'rere conditioned by factors specific to each separaËe

organization. Subordinates tended to prefer as leaders Ëhose who

ínteract with subordinates. A memberts pattern of workíng relation-

shíps \,ras related ín some degree to his leaderts behavior, as perceived

by those above and below the leader,

This study established too thaË responsibility and authority

may be closely related to personal ínteraction strue'cures. rrAuthorityrl

described relationships among members and between each memberts respons-

íbilítÍes and the freedom he was allowed ín making decisions and carrying

out decisions. The failure of the organlzaxLon to specífy clearly lines

and limits of authority and Ëhe restríction or expansion of authority

by other members or the índividual represented the problem areas. The

following relationships were díscovered. hlhen leaders delegate more

17"'Ra1ph M. Stogdil1, Leadership- and Structures of Personal Tnter-
action (Bureau of Business Research Monograph No. R-84. Columbus: The
Ohio State University, L957). Selected material was abstracted from
each chapter of the monograph.
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responsibilitíes subordinates regard them as better leaders and rate

themselves hígher on responsibility and authoríty, and delegate more

Tesponsibilities in turn. When the leader has a high degree of

authority the responsibility of the subordinate is reduced and he

delegates less. Delegation vTas most affected by an immediate superior

but authoriLy was mosL conditioned by a remote superior. The respons-

ibÍlity scores of leaders and subordínates \,ùas posítively correlated

in large organi-zations but negatively correlated ín small organízations.

Finally the conclusion was reached that the leadershíp process \,{as more

smoothly maintained in a stratified organízation.

A third group of studies \,üere directed at roles in organizations.

Getzels and Guba pictured the function of administration as the a1lo-

cating and integrating of roles and facilities to achieve goals of the
'lo

social system.'o Any social system demonstrates two classes of phenomena.

One class, the nomothetic, dealt wíth roles and expecEations that will

fulfil the goals of the system. The idíographic class dealt with indi-

viduals and their personalities and need dispositions. But personality

and role were independent and the interaction of Ëhe Ewo would produce

conflict. In addition there would be conflict wíthin each of the

classes.

Empiríca1 studies of these relationships were conducted by

lBJt"ob 
i^I . Getzels, "Administration as a

istrative Theory in Education, Andrew tr^/. Halpin,
Macmillan Company, 1958), Chapter 7.

Social Processr" Admin-
editor (New York: The



23

Gross, Stogdí11, and others.19 These sLudies verified the exisLence

of conflicts hypothesized by Getzels and Guba. The studies also

indicated the Eheory could be refined somewhat. For example, as

Getzels and Guba had hypolhesized, when leader and subordinate

agreed on expectations, role conflict \^ras not present but it was

found that performance was often not very obvious. Subordinates did

tend, as hypothesized by Ohio researchers, to supplement leader

activíties but to such an extent that this represented a tendency

to maintain the tstatus quot in organizations, a result not hypo-

thes ized .

These people had recognized the resolutíon of role conflict

as a major task of leadership behavior and had suggested this would

be accomplished by reducing incongruities between expectations and

performance and by resolving ínconsistencies among expectations.

Argyris suggesËed thaË incongruence of the individual and organiz-

ation is inevitubl".2O He suggested that r,rrhen authenticity is

resËored to Ëhe interpersonal relations in the organization the

growth of both the indivídua1 and organization is possible and some

resultant conflict will produce a healthy atmosphere.

19N"tl Gross, inlard S. Mason and Andrew I,,I . McEachern, Explor-
ations in Role Analysis: Studies of the School Superintendency Role
(New York: John trr7iley and Sons, Inc., 1958) Clnapter 17; Ralph M.
Stogdi11, El1is L. Scott and l^iilliam E. Jaynes, Leadership and Role
Expectations (Bureau of Business Research Monograph No. R-86. Columbus:
The Ohio State Uníversity, L956), p.130; Elmer Ferneau and Donald C.
Moyer, cited by Getzels: op. cit., p. 160.

2Oahrt" Argyris, IntegraËing the Individua
(New York: John trriíley and Sons, Inc., L964) .

L and the Organization



24

Andrews noted, late in the fifties, that leadership theory had

moved ín a single decade from 'traíts theoryr to tsituationist theory'

to rsLructural-functionalist theory.'21 Several attempts have been

made to synthesíze a comprehensive leadership theory from these research

findings. Two of these attempts are significant to the present study.

The Hemphíll Theory

Hemphill proposed the following Ëheory of admínistration as

problem "oLuLng.22 
A problem \À/as a state of. aff.aírs perceived with

dÍssatisfaction. Problems might be solved by chance, by conforming to

pre-established sËructures-in-interaction, or by displaying leadership.

trr7heLher the leadershíp act \,ras undertaken \úas dependent on the leader's

dissatisfacËion with the situation, the sËrength of his 'social-need

dispositionr and his expectation about the possible consequences of

the act.

The purpose of the leadership act \^ras to produce rstructure-in-

interaction.t If rstructure-in-interactiont resulLed the leadership

act r¡/as successful. If the rstrucÈure-in-interactionr also contributed

to the solution of the problem, the leadership act thaË initiated it

was effective. Success was dependent upon the saÈisfaction group mem-

bers anticipated from the interactíon and the individualrs percepËion

of his freedom to accept or reject the suggested interaction. Effectiveness

21,. I{. M. Andrews, "Recent
tion, XIII (September, 1958) , L5-24

22rohn K. Hemphi1l, "Adminis
trative Theory in Education, Andrew
Macmí1lan Company, 1958), Chapter 5

Research in Leadershipril Canadian Educa-

tration as Problem-Solvingrrr Adminis-
irl. HalpÍn, editor (New York: The
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r^/as dependent on a variety of variables such as novelty of solution,

size of. group, spatial and temporal relaËions of acts to be coordin-

ated, and ability of group members.

Sínce much energy of the group is devoted to maintenance of the

group the leader in his interactions must avoid acts that would

threaten this need satisfying potentíal of the group.

The Stogdill Theory

Stogdill proposed that. three input variables--performance,

interactions, and expectaËions--represented aspects of behavior that

r^iere necessary for a description of group behavior.23 Performance v/as

any actÍon of any individual which gave hís group identity; inter-

actions were actíons and reactions within the group; expectation was

readiness for reinforcement. As a result of group structure and oper-

ations, that is freedom of action by members and performances of mem-

bers alone or in interaction, the inpuL variables rn/ere transformed into

the achievemenLs of the group. These achievements \^iere analyzed in

terms of productivity, inlegration, and morale.

"The leadership potenËial of position may be defined as the

degree of freedom it provides for the ínítiation and maintenance of

sLructure in expectations and interactíon."24 Role differentiation

would occur as members acted alone or in interactíon but in the context

23*"tph 
". 

Stogdi11, Individual Behavior and Group Achievement
The Experimental Evidence (New York: Oxford University Press,
Chapter 1.

)L- 'lbid. r p. 126 .

A

Theory
t959) ,
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of a defined role structure. Group productivity then would be supported

by a type of leadership that provided role structure and freedom of

action but at the same time consÍdered and reinforced the expectations

of group members. This theory was the conceptual basis for the LBDQ-12

ques tionnaire .

III. THE SCIENCE DEPARTT,IENT HEAD AND LEADERSHI?

The survey in

research and theorY

this section concentrates on those portions of

that are related to department head leader behavíor.

Early Res earch

The early líterature on the position of department head T¡ras very

limited. Foster, in L928, described him as one who possessed expertise

in his field and so was capable of supervising instruction and dírecting
)\

his department.-" Appointments r'/ere made on the basis of superior

teaching ability, administrative ability, or length of service in that

order of preference. As well as handling departmental rouLíne, he had

to exercise leadership by a variety of assignments. For example, Koos

suurnarized a study thaË revealed that in fifty per cent of schools

surveyed the department head recommended texts, visited classrooms for

supervisory purposes, held conferences with groups of teachers and with

individuals, prepared íllustrative lesson p1ans, Prepared courses of

study, rated teachers, and recommended teachers for appointment.26

25Hurb"rt H. Foster, Hígh School
Century Company, 1928): pp. 109-10.

26_--Leonard V. Koos, et a1., Administeríng the Secondary
(New York: American Book Company, I94O), p. 480.

Adminístration (New York: The

Schoo 1
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During the forties the emphasis seemed to shift to stress on

classroom visitation and improvement of instruction. Newson, for

example, suggested that, "In his capacity of supervísor he is not only

the alter ego of the principal but a supervisor in his own righ¡."27

Many writers of this period noted \.,/eakness in department head

leadership and suggested solutions. McNerney felt the department head

could do an effective job of supervision íf he possessed the personal

attributes and \,üas given tÍme and trainíng.28 Some writers expected

the principal's supervision could be improved if he utilized department

head potential more effectively.29 Others recognized the strength of

department head leadershíp \^Ias the result of his position as 'one of

.30
the teachers.'"" They suggested a clear definition of duties would

solve many problems. Lack of time and lack of supervisory trainíng

were the problems to be solved according to G"yrro.31

Gwynn noted too, in L96L, that the dutíes specified for depart-

ment heads in a study of. 1948 T,üere very similar to those listed in a

study of 1930. Kidd elaborated upon thís and cited stil1 another study

27*iLLru* N. Newson, Administrative Practices in Large Hígh
SCÞqgþ (New York: American Book Company, 1940) , p. 3L4.

'8anu"ter T. McNerney, Educational Supervision (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1951)r PP. 33-34.

)9'-J. B. Edmonson, Joseph Roemer and Francis L. Bacin,
istrator of the Modern Secondary School, fourth edition (New

¡øclnirlan contpan¡ r%3t;i.- 101.

30*o6"ta C. Hammock and Ralph S. Owings, Supervising Instruction
ín Secondary Schools (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company Inc., 1955),
p. 81.

3lMirrot J . Gwynn, Theory and
Dodd, Mead and Company, L96L) r pP.

The Admin-
Y"rt : tire

Practice
232-35.

of Supervision (New York:
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in 1959 whích indicated litt1e 
"h.r,gu.32

that this was evidence that the potential

tapped. To tap this potential was the aim

appeared in the early sixties.

Current Research

This prompted Kídd to suggest

of the position had not been

of a series of studies that

Three qualif ications Ì,vere most important in selecting a success-

ful deparËment h"ud.33 The department head should have considerable

teaching experience before appointment, should be able to work with

people, and should be recognized as a leader. Duties should focus on

three main areas--ímprovement of instruction, development of curriculum,

and fostering of communication within the department, with other depart-

ments, and with administtutor".34

Failure of the departmenË head to fulfil successfully the duties

outlined rras aËtributed to failure to provide him \.^rith adequate train-

ing in supervisÍon or with failure to al1ow him sufficient time to use

the abÍlities he did 0o""""".35 In addítion to more tíme and training

32 _.--Jim L. Kídd, "The DepartmenË Headship and the Supervisory Rolerrl
The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals,
xr,rX (O"to¡u+ tgøS¡, lU

33K"rrrr.th Easterday, "The Department Chairman l^Ihat are
and Qualifications?'r The Bulletin of the National Association
School Principals (OcËober, L965), 77-85.

34c1",rdu n. Stephensonr "Department
fnstructionrrr The Bulletin of the National
Principals, [V (December, L96l), LL-I?.

35Rob.rt N. Bush and Dwight irl. Allen,
Education Assuming a Flexible Schedule (New
T16Ð; H"tf n. oo"gTur", n"ayrr¿ r. sent and
cratic Supervision in Secondary Schools (Bos
1961)r pp. 28-29; Gwynn, cp. cit.: p. 233.

His Duties
of Secondary

Organízation for Better
Association of Secondary School

A New Design for High School
York: McGraw-Híll Book Company,
Charles tr{. Boardman, Domo-

ton: Houghton Mifflin Company,
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to improve the department head functioning, experimentation should be

fostered by the department head as an avenue of improv.*"rt.36 Ulti-

mately his success would depend upon the attitude of the school

37
admr-nrs trator .

Studies of the late sÍxties reaffirmed the findings noted

above but a shift in emphasis was evident. The qualification that

the department head be recognized as a leader r¡ras given increased

38attention.-* The authors of several studies still agreed that lack

of training and lack of time to implement measures were the major

causes of the failure of the department heads to be effective 1u"d".".39

But the suünary of three companion studies by Buser, Brenner, and

Cirninitlo presenLs evídence that other problems exisÊ thaË hamper the

department head in his attempts to be effective. 'rMore than one-third

of the principals, teachers, and heads of departments surveyed agreed

that it Ís the least understood posítion in the secondary school."40 It

is least understood because some functions that are consídered essential

36Hrr1 R. Douglass, Modern Administration of Secondary Schools,
second edition (New York: Blaisde11 Publishing Company, 1963), p. 29;
Ross L. Neagley and N. Dean Evans, Handbook For Effective Supervisíon of
Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Ha11 Inc., L964): PP. 106-7.

L1-'t<idd, gp. cit., p. 73.
3B"-Donald C. Manlove and Robert Buser, rrThe Department Head: Myths

And Realityrrt The Bulletin of the NatÍona1 Assocíation of Secondary
School Principals, L (November, 1966), 100; Reho F. Thorum, "The Depart-
ment Head in the Large High Schoolr" Iþt Education Digest, HXIV (March,
L969), L2.

39Muolorr" and Buser: op. cit., 106; Thorum, op. cit., 13.

40M"rr1orr. and Buserr op . cit ., ro2 .
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for effective supervision: preparing demonstration lessons, super-

vising teachers through classroom visits and observations--\.{ere either

not assigned as functions by principals or department heads did not

understand that these dutíes had been assigned. It is the least

understood that these dutÍes had been assigned. It is the least

understood position because principals envisioned the actual depart-

ment headts performance as the ideal performance but teachers seldom

agreed with Ëhis p"r."ptio.r.4l Least understood. because only forty-

eight per cent of teachers felt that the most qualified person in the

department \,{as deparLment head. Satlow detailed some of the evidence

presented by teachers to justify this conclus ion.42

A study reported ín 1966 will serve as an effective summary of

findings cited to 1966 with respect to Department Ilead 1eadership.43

Stern studíed the role of the secondary school department head in the

improvement of instruction by the critical incident technique. Tn his

survey, 674 teachers and department heads reported 674 effective and

519 ineffective incidents. The incidents r,^rere categorized as follows:

(a) Maintaíning organization communication.
(b) Securing essential services from individuals.
(c) Formulating purposes and objectives.
(d) Managing . lLtL(e) Scheduling. ' '

4lMarrlorr. and Buser, -W.. cit ., 103-4 .

42_'-I. David Satlow, "Comnon Gripes of Teachers About Their Chair-
menrrr Journal of Business Education, )|LTV (December, 1968), 108-110.

43"rrr" George Stern, "The Role of the Secondary School Department
Head in the Improvement of fnstructionrr (unpublished Doctoral thesis,
UniversiËy of California, Los Angeles, L966) ,

LL"Ibid., p.2.
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The first three of these categories Stern named leadership

activíties and the last tvüo r¡lere speciaLLzed in secondary schools.

Stern found that actívities (a) to (c) inclusive occurred signifi-

cantly more often than activities (d) and (e). He concluded the

department head acted more often aS a leader than as a manager and

scheduling person. SËern suggested the secondary school department

head requires abilities beyond those expected of classroom teachers,

especially in the areas of human relations, Sroup leadership, and

knowledge of curriculum. The supervisory nature of fhe position

should be recognLzed by a reduced r¿ork load, and since "often, the

deparfment headrs lack of group or índividual communication ski1l

appeared Lo prevent him from sharíng the knowledge he had"45 Stern

recommended education in human relations and group leadership for

department heads.

To complete this stxnmary of department head leadership theory

and research, a recent study completed in the United States, current.

policy in ManÍtoba and Saskatchewan, and a current Saskatchewan study

are compared.

The following sixteen duties were chosen by sevenLy-five per-

cent of the department chairmen and administrators in East.erdayls

s tudy:

(1) Calls meetings of the department.
(2) Organizes and plans meetíngs.
(3) Inventories and requisitions materials.
(4) Aids príncipal in scheduling.

1!\'- rbid ., p L02.
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(5 ) Aids in selection or selects ne\A/ teachers .

(6) Forms connnittees to review and select tests and supple-
mentary materials.

(7) Advises principal on problems in the department.
(B) Forms committees to prepare, evaluate and maintaín a

course of study.
(9) Acts as a liaison agent between department and adminis-

tration.
(10) Coordinates program with other schools and departments Ín

the system.
(11) Evaluates the department program.
(12) Assists substitute teachers.
(13) Ts responsible for orienting new teachers.
(14) Develops short and long range goals of the courses in the

department.
(15) Performs normal teaching duties.
(i6) Participates actively in state and national subject matter

organLzations .46

These duties were placed in the upper fifty per cent in terms of

current ímportance and desired ímportance by both department chairmen

and adminísLralors with three exceptions--items one, five, and ten.

Current Policy

The policy statements

of duties were

from two school

in Manito a^ .47

extracted from

dístricts in

to be used for comparison with this list

statements of dutíes of deparÊment heads

Saskatchewan and one school division in

As might be expected the policy statements were noË

46Kurrrr"th Easterday, "The Department Chairman i¡IhaË

Duties and Qualifications?'t, The Bulletin of the National
of Secondary School Principals, XLIX (October, L965), 82.

4'rn" 
Boards of Education for the Regina Separate SchooI Board,

I'Regina Roman Catholic Separate High School District Departmenl Headsrr
(Regina: Boards of Education for the Regina Separate Schools, n.d.)
(Mimeographed); The Board of Education for the Regina Public School
District No. 4 of Saskatchewan and the Regina Col1egíate Institute,
"Duties of Heads of Departmentrr (Regina: Board of Education for Regina
Public Schools, n.d.) (Mimeographed); Wínnipeg School Division No. I
"Duties of Department Heads" (trrlinnipeg: trriinnípeg School Division No. I,
n.d.) (Mimeographed).

are IIis
Association
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as specific as the list of dutíes outlined

The policy statements stressed that leadership by the depart-

ment head was the important function. This leadership \,7as to result

in improvement of instruction. One jurisdiction stated that all other

duties \¡/ere to be subsidiary to this purpose. These policy bulletins

\.dere unanimous in suggesting that the maintenance of uniform standards

within the department T¡ras necessary and two of three stated that

classroom visitation, especially for non-tenure teacherS, vüas essen-

tia1.

There \¡ias agreement in the statements that the department head

should assist the principal in the "general organizagion and manage-

mentrtof the school. The preparation of the budget \,üas one of the

management functions that \das specifically listed along with the

inventories and requísitions noted in Easterdayrs 1ist. The planning

and conduct of department meeËings, advising the princípal on problems

in the department, and orienting ne\.,7 Leachers \,rere other specific

management items enumerated.

Finally two of Lhe three policy statements made reference to

tswo other desirable outcomes of department head leadership. Curríc-

ulum development and the growth of professional knowledge by both

department head and teachers \¡7ere to be fostered.

Though not specifically listed ma.ny of the items in EasLerdayrs

list--aids príncipal in scheduling, acts as a liaison agent between

department and administrat.íon, evaluates the department program,

develops short and long range goals of the courses in the department--
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are doubtless assumed to be included in the general statements noted.

Tt would appear then that the literature on the department head and

policy statements of school systems in Manitoba and Saskatchewan

differ only in stress. The survey by Hurnard provídes some opportunity

to see how closely theory and policy concur with practice.4S

Current Practice

Hurnardrs survey studied the scope of the posiLion of the

department head in twelve collegiates in Regina and Saskatoon. As a

result of interviews with superinÈendents in Saskatchewan and follow-

ing a review of the related literature, Hurnard developed a thírty item

questionnaire to measure three concepts--interactíon, supervision and

admínistration. The instrument sought to measure present practice and

ideal practice on each of thirty items. The respondents \nrere princi-

pals, department heads and teachers of English, mathematics, social

studies, and science departments.

From eighty to ninety per cent of the respondents placed

orderÍng matería1s, and eliciting suggestions from teachers for new

Ëexts or library books, as rra funcËionrrr rrall important functionrrr or

"a very important functiontr on present practic" ".o."".49 The fol1ow-

ing five functions r¡rere rated in the same three caËegories by seventy

to eíghty per cent of the respondents:

48'-J. R. Hurnard, "The Scope of the Position
in Selected Saskatchev¡an Collegiatesr' (unpublished
The University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, 1969) .

of Department Head
Masterts thesis,

'*9rbiu., p. 99
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(1) Making sure that the individual teacher has a fair work
load

(2) Acting as a tü/o-way channel of communication between the
principal and the teachers of the department.

(3) Ensuring the prestíge of his subject in the school by
outstanding personal teaching.

(4) Tntroducing ner¡r teachers to Ehe operation of the school
and of the department.

(5) Chaíring meetíngs at which the deparLmental budget is
drawn up.

From fifty to seventy per cent of respondents placed the

following functions in the 'ran ÍmportanË functionrr to rra very important

functionrt categories :

(1) fntroducing procedures to ensure that the individual
teacherts contribution to the school is recognized.

(2) Encouraging development of and participation in program
of professional growth.

(3) Authorizing teachers to exercise autonomy in deciding what
material to teach.

(4) Advising the principal on the selection of new staff for
the department.

(5) Interpreting to teachers the objectives being sought in
teaching the subjects of the department.

(6) Informing teachers abouË research and ner¿ ideas in their
subject area.

(7) Developing ne\.{ ways of evaluating and reporting achieve-
ment that are more meaningful for students.

All of the items enumerated were ratedrra functionrrr I'an import-

ant functionrrr or tta very important functionrr by seventy-five per cent

or more of the respondents when they stated their expectalions under

ídea1 "onditiorrr.50
toro!g., p. 98.
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Three other functions were added in the ideal situation scores:

(1) Gaining the confidence of the Leachers of the department
in developing procedures for evaluating teaching in the
departrnent.

(2) Convincíng the members of the department that they should
develop exPerimental Programs.

(3) Adapting the timetable in order to meet the needs of the
subjects taught in the department.

It is informaLive to compare the findíngs of Hurnardrs study to

the policy statemenËs. Six quesËions in Hurnardrs study are related

to the desire for improved instruction. The respondents did not con-

sider the followíng pracËices \.{ere assisting in improving instruction:

(1) Encouragíng teachers Lo visit his classroom to watch his
Leaching.

(2) Controlling the content and marking of examinaËions in
the dePartment.

(3) AnaLyzíng and discussing wiËh the individual teacher his
t.eaching performance, after observing his teaching.

They did consider the following practices were improving instrucËion:

(i) Ensuring the prestige of hís subject in the school by
outstanding Personal teaching.

(2) Developing new ways of evaluaËing and reportíng achieve-
ment thaË are more meaningful for students.

They felt too, that in an ideal situation, the department head would

betþaining the confídence of the teachers of the department in develop-

ing procedures for evaluating teaching in the department."5l

The respondents felt the general organízation and managemenL of

the school \{as being assisted by the deparËment head orderíng

5 trotu 
.
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materials, advising the principal on selection of ne\.{ staff for the

department, and by his chairing meetings at which the budget \^ras

determined.

Curriculum development r,^ras encouraged by the department head

interpreting to teachers objectives being sought in teachíng the

subjects of the department, informing teachers about research and

new ideas in their subject area, and elicíting suggestions from

teachers for new text and library books.

Professional growth lras occurring because Ëhe departrnent head

T^7as encouraging the development of and participatÍon in such programs

and was authorizing Leachers to exercise autonomy ín deciding what

material to teach. Idea11y, the respondents pictured the department

head convincing the members of the department that they should

develop experimental programs .

The responsibilities of the department head have expanded

during the past decade. fn theory, polícy, and practice the expansion

in responsibility has brought an emphasis on the department head as

a leader.

rv. LBDQ- 12

Tn this section, the subscales of the original LBDQ and the

LBDQ-L2 are explained. The early use of the LBDQ-l2 ís sununarized.

Some of the chief criticisms of the LBDQ-)-2 are revíewed. Finally

evidence that supports the use of LBDQ-L2 ís presented.
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to

and

by

LBDQ - The Original

The study which anaLyzed performance had sought unsuccessfully

construct an instrument to measure leadership. Stogdi11, Coons

others subsequently attacked this problu*.52 Their study began

tentatively designatíng the followíng dimensions to leader behavior:

(a) Integration
(b) Conrnunication
(c) Production Emphasis
(d) Representation
(e) Fraternization
(f) Organization
(g) Evaluatíon
(h) Initíation
(i) Domínation

SpecifÍc items were collected for each of these areas.

preliminary quest.ionnaíre \,ras constructed, tested, and analyzed. The

questionnaire was revised and the Leader Behavior Description Question-

naire (LBDQ) resulËed. Factor analysis completed during the pre-test

revealed three major ways of accomplíshing the leadership job:

(a) A leader may stress being a socially acceptable individual
in his ínteractíons with other group members.

(b) A leader may st.ress rrgetting the job done"'r This would
involve emphasís upon group production and concern r,vÍth
problems relative to obtaíning the groupts objectives.

(c) A leader may stress making it possible for members of a
group or organizatí-on to work together. Emphasis would
be on the leader's job as one of a "group catalyst."53

(t
"Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons, Leader Behavior: Its

Description and Measurement (Bureau of Business Research Monograph
Number 88. Columbus: The Ohio State University, 1957): pp. 8-9.

53rta¿. , p. 37 .
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Subsequent factor analysis by Halpin and Winer produced four factors:

(a) Consideration
(b) Initiating Structure
(c) Production Emphasis qá
(d) Sensitivity (Social Awareness)." '

Eighty-three per cent of the common variance was attributed to the

first tvro factors and attempts to íncrease the latter two by more

items in the questionnaire were not fruitful. So Lhe LBDQ measured

these Ewo factors only. Early studies indicated that leaders who

were judged successful by both subordÍnates and superiors were high

on both fu"tor".55

As the Ohio vrorkers hypothesized that there r¡rere either no

general leadership traiLs or if they existed they could not be

described intknown termsrr this instrument did not purport to measure

Ëraits of leadership. The instrument identified consideration and

ínitiatíng structure as ttro characteristics of the behavior of Lhe

leader as he \^ras perceived in a gíven situation. It \n7as not an

aLtempt to measure any intrinsic capacit.y for leadership.56

LBpQ- 12

Since the original LBDQ had emerged as an objective and reli-

able method of descríbing leader behavior any modification of this

measurÍng instrument would likely retaín the factors--initiating

sLructure and consideration--as significant features. However the

\¿L"'fbid., p.

s6.AnGf e\Á7 W.

(Toronto: Collier

55rbrd., pp. 64-85 .

on Administration

4I

Halpin, Theory and Research
MacMillan, L966), Chapter 3
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apparent oversimplification inherent in a ti^/o component leadership

measurement prompted Stogdill to attempt a more complex mode1. From

the original Hemphill model, Stogdill proposed that the role differ-

entiation that occurred as the group functioned indicated that demand

reconciliation, tolerance of uncertainty, persuasiveness, tolerance

of freedom, predictive accuracy, and integration were important

leader characteri"ti"".57 Earlier research had indicated represent-

ation, role assumption, production emphasis, and superior orientation

as factors of note. So the new behavior measure, the LBDQ-12, focused

upon the following twelve components:

(1) Representation--speaks and acts as the representative of
the group.

(2) Demand Reconciliation--reconciles conflicting demands and
reduces disorder to system.

(3) Tolerance of Uncertainty--is able to tolerate uncertainty
and posLponement wÍthout anxiety or upset.

(4) Persuasiveness--uses persuasion and argument effectively;
exhibits strong convictions.

(5) Initiation of Structure--clearly defines own ro1e, and lets
followers know what is expected.

(6) Tolerance of Freedom--a11ows followers scope for initiative
decision, and action.

(7) Role Assumption--acËively exercises the leadership role
rather than surrendering leadership to others.

(B) Consideration--regards the comfort, well being, status,
and contributions of followers.

(9) Production Emphasís--applies pressure for productive output.

\7-'Ralph M. Stogdill, Individual Behavior and Group Achievement:
The Experimental Evidence (New York: Oxford UniversÍty Press , 1959),
Chapter 1.
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(i0) Predíctive Accuracy--exhibits foresight and ability to
predict ouLcomes accurately.

(11) fntegration--maintains a closely knit organizaLíon;
resolves inEer-member conflicts.

(L2) Superior Orientation--maintains cordial relations with
superiors; has influence with them; is striving for higher
status.5B

Early Use

How effective vias this new measuring device? Day used an

experímental version and recorded sígnificantly different scores for

different departments and different 1evels within a departm.rrt.59

During 1962, Stogdill used ten of the subscales to measure leadership

qualit.ies of minisrut".60 Upon analysis he found "sizeable inter-

dimensional correlationsrr and factor analysis revealed the presence

of a general factor, several sub-general facËors and several specífic

factors. A subsequent study with community leaders revealed similar

- 6L t: -1.results."- Representation, initiation of structure, and predictive

accuracy r^zere Lhe Same specifíc factors in both groups. However, the

general factor, sub-general factors, and several other specific factors

trQ
'"Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior Descríption

Questionnaire-Form XTI (Columbus: Bureau of Business Research, Ohio
State Universíty, 1963), p. 3.

59O. *. Dayr Basic Dimensions of Leadership in a Selected Indus-
trial Organization. Unpublished doctoral thesis. Cíted by H. trnI. Kitchen,
'RecenE Studies Relating to Leadership" ín Leadership (Calgary: UnÍversity
of. Calgary, 1968), p. 25.

60*. 
". 

Stogdill, o. S. Goode and D. R. Day, "New Leader Behavior
DescriptÍon Subscalertr Journal of Psychology, LIV (L962)t 26I.

utrÞÅ4.,264
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\.'rere quite different. Further studíes in 1963 supported these find-
62íngs.-- A contemporary study by Schmidt found significant variations

on subscales but high correlations between ",rb""u1"".63 This led

Kitchen to suggest that for comparative studies, the identity of the

separate subscales should be retained but some attempt should be made

to strengthen the identity of "t"h.64
The LBDQ-I2 was used along with a number of other measuring

instruments to study the operation of tl,Tenty-seven organizations.65

Among the many conclusions of this study were those attempting to

relate leadership scores to output. The study indicated, fot example,

that consideration and delegation did not lead to high group product-

ivity. The study indicaËed too that supervisory leadership was r?more

highly related to employee satisfaction of expectations than to group

_ .,66pertormance. "

Kitchen suggested four areas that required further study with

-67the LBDQ-72."' Scores should be related to effectiveness of the organ-

ízatíon. The hypothesis that patterns of leadership are related to

62R. t"t. stogdill, o. s. Goode and D. R. Day, "The Leader Behavior
of United States Senatorsr't Journal of Psychology LVI (1963) 3-B; R. M.
Stogdill, 0. S. Goode and D. R. Day, "The Leader Behavior of Corporation
Presidentsrrr Personnel Psychology, WI (1963) , L27-132.

63W. C Schmidt, "Organizational Climate and Leader Behaviorrrt
The CSA Bu11etin, IV (Ju1y, L965), 40-63.

64t1. w. Kitchen, rrRecent Studies Relating to Leadershipr" Leader-
ship, Robert B. Carson, editor (Seminar Series for School Administrators,
Volume 1. Calgary: Department of Educational Administration, University
of Calgary, 1968), p. 25.

65nutph M. Stogdi11, Managers, Employees, Organizatíons (Columbus:
The Ohio State University, Bureau of Business Research, 1965).

uu*=u., p. 47 . 67ora"h.n: op. cit., pp. 26-27 .
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value orientations should be checked. He proposed too that the extent

of diffusion of leadership within a school be measured. Final1y, he

suggested that profiles of leadership would be a valuable adjunct to

the LBDQ-12.

Styles of Leadership

an L966 rhe C.S.A. Leadership Seminar was jointly sponsored by

the Council of School Administration and the University of Cu1g"ty.68

ft was a combined research-and-development project in which 1551 Alberta

teachers described 170 admÍnÍstrators, largely school principals, by

means of LBDQ-L2 and a questíonnaire concerning school situation and

morale. The administrators answered a brief questionnaire regarding

staff morale, situation and biographical characteristics.

The subscale scores indícated that the principal was a dífferent

leader than the minister or university president. However, factor

analysis of the responses revealed that seventy-six per cent of the

variation could be attributed to two factors. Rather than challenge

the number of subscales Brown proposed that each subscale would contri-

bute to a certain type of leadership. Brown proposed a circumplex

model in which three types of effective príncipals \^7ere recognized by

subscale scores.

There were príncipals who responCed chiefly to system needs;

they had high subscale scores on initiation of structure, production

68Or*r, F. Brown, "Reactions to Leadershipr"
tration Quarterly, TI (Inlinter, L967), 66.

Educational Adminis-
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emphasis, and representatíon. A second group of effective principals

responded chiefly to idiosyncratic needs of staff; these leaders had

high subscale scores on tolerance of freedom, tolerance of uncer-

tainty, and consideration. Finally a third group of principals

responded chiefly to the need for an effectíve transac¡ion between

instítution and person; these principals have high subscale scores

on predictíve accutacy, integration and superior orientation. The

remaining three subscales displayed dual loadings of a slightly

different nature. Persuasion and role assumption were weighted .73

and .77 tespectively on rrsystemrr and .42 and .41 respectively on

rrperson.rr Demand reconciliation weightings l{ere .53 and .73 res-

pectively.

Sími1ar resulËs were obtained by p.rrr"h.69 llowever, the

factor loadíngs of persuasion, role assumption, and demand recon-

ciliatÍon varied from the Brown study. Punch found persuasion and

role assumption more heavily weighted to rrsystemrr and found demand

reconciliaLion weíghtings the converse of Ëhose found by Brown. These

results were used as the basis for distribution of subscales on factor

areas. This distrÍbution is outlined in Chapter fII.

69--"Bureaucratic Structure of Schools and Its Relationship to
Leader Behaviorr" unpublished paper (Toronto: ontarío rnstitute for
Studies on Education, 1967), cited by T. B. Greenfield, 'rResearch
on the Behavior of Educatíonal Leadersrtt Alberta Journal of Educa-
tional Research, XTV (March, 1968), 62.
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The ínstrunent, LBDQ-12, had replaced the original LBDQ in

many studies by this time. To illustrale the variety of studies

for which it r¿as used duríng the period L966-68, four studies are

cited from Díssertation Abstracts. Larsen used ít to study the

relationship between formal and informal sÈructure in decisíon-

makíng and the type of leadership display.d.70 In his study he

confirmed some earlíer finds that new principals tended to score

high on the consideration subscale while veteran principals scored

high on the representation s¡rbsca1e. Cave used LBDQ-I2 to study

the conflicts in Michigan school districts with the introduction

of collective negotiations beEween school board and teachersr
7Lunions.'- Tarallo used the instrument to study the effect of pre-

principalshíp activities on future leadershíp behavior.T2 In-

service trainíng and some university classes conËributed Lo more

effective leadership. Garrison studied innovation and its

70Ju"k Lyle Larsen, r'A Study of the Decision-Making Process
the lligh School and the Leader-Behavior Role of the Principal
the Process," D:!geertagþ! AbsLracts, XXVII (Apri1, L967), 3265-1..

7lo..ríd Raymond Cave, "A Critical Study of the Leader Behavior
of School Administrators in Conflict with Teachers' Unionsr"
Dissertation Abstracts, XXVTII (September, L967), 895-64.

72-'-Joseph John Tara11o, I'The Relationships Between Pre-
Principalship Activities of Secondary Principals and Teacher Per-
ceptíons of Principalsr Leadership Behaviorrrr Dissertation Abstracts,
XIX (February, 7969), 25OOA..

ín
1n
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relationship to scores on LBDQ- L2.73 Thís study produced evidence

leadershípto supporÈ an earlíer finding of Brown that frequency of

is an important determinant of successful leadership.

Critique

The LBDQ and LBDQ-12 have not been accepted without reserv-

ation. Charters attempted replication of an IBDQ study and found no

relatíonship between the original study and the replícaËior..74 He

then reinspected Halpínrs r¡rork on the validity of LBDQ and discounted

Halpin's reliance on significant between-system differences as shown

in analysis of variance. Charters suggested these between-system

differences might have been attributed to respondent groups as readily

as to the adminisLrator.

Charters recognized no firm evidence concerning the construct

validity of LBDQ. He felt the occasional relationships found between

questionnaire dimensíons and other variables were only a measure of

raËer variability. Charters contended that if the LBDQ were reliable

there should be greater agreement among respondents closer to a leader

than those most distant; he attempted a study and found no such results.

These \^ZeaknesseS T¡Iere associated, according to Charters, with

what he calledrtinstitutionalized leadership." Functions that in sma11

73 _'"Joe MaeGarríson, "The Leader Behavior of Oklahoma Secondary
School Principalsrrr Dissertation Abstracts, XTX (July, 1968), 884.

71,'-Int. IrI . Charters, Teacher Perceptions of Administrative Behavior,
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education,
Research Project No. 929. (SC. Louis: üIashington University, 1964)'
cited by Donald A. Erickson, rrThe School AdminisLratorr" Review of
Educational Research, XXXVII (March, L967), 4I7-L8.
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groups T¡rould be associated wíth the leader become trimpersonal mechan-

isms'r in the bureaucracy ot the school. So the respondent is describing

the organizatíon and not the leader.

Stogdill, Goode, and Day in a study of perceptions of leader

behavior of corporatíon presidents presented evidence to stlpport the

validity of the LBDQ-12 subscales as measures of 'rclearly differenti-
7\

aËed factors.rr'- Approximately 150 corporation presidents who were

recognized as highly competent hTere chosen as the potentía1 population.

From this group a "highly differentiated" sample of 55 leaders became

the sample.

I^lhen factor analysis was applíed to the LBDQ-12 means each sub-

scale T,^iaS strongly weighted on a separate factor, and oËher subscales

produced only low loadings of the factor. The only exception was

factor one which had heavy loadings on both production emphasis and

ínitiation of structure. Three had loadings of .2L to .48 on three or

four factors in addition to the main one; the rest had only one factor

larger than .25 in addítion to the main one.

stogdill and associatest extensive study of 27 organLzations

supplíed data which demonsLrated Ëhe validity of the LBDQ-L2.76 Factor

analyses vrere carried out which related the subscale scores of LBDQ-12

to a variety of variables such as employee satisfaction, group drive

and enthusiasm, group cohesiveness, and quality of output for separate

75stogdi1t,

76*utph 
".(Columbus; Ohio:

Goode and Day, op. cit., p. 13f.

Stogdil1, et a1., Managers, Employees, Organizations
Ohio State University, 1965).
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orgaÐizations and types of organízatíons. Throughout the study leader

consideration and struct.uring often loaded on the same factor. It

became apparent from the study though that these t\¡Io patterns of super-

visory behavior served different functions. Though the LBDQ-12 sub-

scales did not relate to productivity in these studies, they did have

what Stogdill called "primary impact on employee attitudesrr to group

morale and cohesiveness, Ehe other t\,¡o output variables Stogdill had

77
proposed.

Brownrs criticism, if it may be so labelled, was directed at

the nomenclature of the irr"t.t.r*.rrt.78 Brown contended that leadershíp

is a transaction. If this is so, then the nature of the leadership is

measured by the quality of transactions between leader and fo1lower.

One measure of the quality of transactions is the perceptions of such

transactions by the follower. Brown argued that the LBDQ-L2 was a

valid measure ofrrleadershíptt though iL r¿as not a measure of leader

behavior.

Greenfíeld's chief criticism centered about the failure of the

1BDQ-L2 researchers to pay sufficient attentíon to the early Ëheory

that had produced the LBDQ-L2.79 The early Ohio researchers looked at

dynamics of leadership interacLion and the necessity for a study in

context. They would have agreed, Greenfield assumed, that leadership

77 tata., p. 48.

TBAlun F. Brov'rn, trReactions To Leadershiprrl
Quarteriy, II (tr^Iinter, 1967), 62-3.

79 Gt"unfield, op . cit., 56-7 .

tration
Educational Adminis-
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phenomena \^rere explainable on the basis of systems and role theory.

But the early success of LBDQ diverted this interest with resulting

weaknesses in experimental design. So many items on LBDQ though

they may represent role are easy to vísualize as attributes of the

indívidual. 'rlt describes neither changing leadership patterns, the

sequence of them, the kind of group in which the patterns \^zere found,

nor their relaLionship to the environment."B0

In spite of these weaknesses Ín usage, Greenfield conceded the

construct validíty of the LBDQ- L2.8L Though Greenfield recognÍzed

that there \,ras still merit in the twelve subscales, he proposed that

the resolution on t\^io factors acconplished by both Brown and punch

indicated that determinate factor scores mÍght be used as a measure

of leader behavíor in future experiment".S2

Greenfield felt there r/ùas a tendency to confuse patterns of

behavior described by LBDQ r¿ith Ëheoretical formulations about the

nature of leadership. Fina1ly, he insisted that if process was to be

ínvestigated, repeated observations using the LBDQ in the same organ-

ízation should be a minimum requirement.

In a research study outlined in Dissertation Abstracts, Mansour

found to be

the valídity of

Bocruurrf ie1d, op. cit. , 57 . tttoig. , 69. 82

proposed that since respondent characteristics rüere

related to perceptions of principal leader behavior

B3the LBDQ r¡ras open to question.

Teacher
7969),

83Jo""ph Mikael Mansour,
Interpersona 1 Relations

526A.

'rleadership Beh

,rr Dissertation

rbid. , 63.

Principal-
ffiX (August,

avior and
Abs tracts,
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In summary, critics of the LBDQ and LBDQ-12 have questioned

the validity of Ëhe instTunent, the ability of the instrument to

measure leader behavior as its name impLies, and the limíted useful-

ness of a sËatic measuring device in the study of a dynamic concept.

Evidence from Stogdill and associates has been presented to demon-

strate the claim to validíty and Greenfield has accepËed this c1aim.

Three ideas have been surveyed in this chapter. The literature

on leadership theory and research has been outlined briefly; the

position of the department head as leader has been reviewed from a

theoretical and research viewpoint; the deVelopment and use of Ëhe

LBDQ-12 has been ouËlined.



CHAPTER I]I

DESÏGN OF TTIE STUDY

I. INTRODUCTION

The design of the study which follows is presented in three

sections. First the content of the questions in the LBDQ-l2 ís related

to the twelve components of leadership of the LBDQ-L2 and the three

styles of leadership of the present study. Second, the procedure

adopËed for gathering data ís outlined in detaíl. Finally, a sumrnary

of the statistical treatment applied to Ëhe data is explained.

I]. INSTRUMENTATION

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaíre - Form XII (LBDQ-12)

This instrument provides a measure of a follohrer's perceptíon

of twelve components of leader behavior. l The twelve components are

described under one of the leadershíp sËyles chosen for thís study.

The leadershíp styles were determined by a weighted average based upon

Ëhe variation of each factor on Ëhe Brown and Punch studies. One hundred

items on the questionnaire are assigned so thaË eight of the twelve com-

ponents have ten ques tions each, and the remaining four components have

five questions each. The ansr,¡ers Ëo these questions provided by the

followers yield scores for the leaders on each srrbs.ale.2

The first five subscales are those that are classified in this

lApperrdix B contains a copy of the

'o.lph M. Stogdill, Manual for the
Questionnaire - Form XII (Columbus, Ohio:

LBDQ- 12.

Leader Behavior Description
Ohio State University, L963).
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study as rrsystemtt oriented leader behavior.

1. Representatiori. This subscale measures t.he extent to which

the leader speaks and acts as a representative of the group. The

leader would publicíze the activities of the group, represent the

group when visítors r¡rere present, and be a spokesman for the group at

outside meetings.

2. Persuasiveness . This leader is a ttmissionary.rr From his

is able to inspire enthusiastic supporto\^rn sincere convictions he

for programs.

3. Initiation of Structure. The leader who dísplays thís com-

ponent to a marked degree defines the role of both his followers and

hímself. He may try his ideas on the group but having reached his

decision he indicates not only how the job is to be done but why it

is done in that manner. He is convinced that following standardized

procedures will enable the group to meet schedules he has outlined and

maintain proper standards .

4. Role Assumption. As leader, he can be recognized because

he will not allow his leadership to be challenged; he will not allow

followers to take advantage of him; he takes the initiative in insti-

tuting actíons at all times.

5. Productíon EmphasÍs. Production is the reason for the

existence of the group in the eyes of this leader. In order to sur-

pass the other groups and the groupts o\.^rn previous record, the group

must r/üork to capacity at all times.

The next three subscales are classified as 'rpersonrr oriented
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leader behavior:

6. Tolerance of Uncertainty. Delay, uncertainty and even

defeat is tolerated without undue alarm.

7 . Tolerance of Freedom. This leader assigns the task to the

people in whom he has complete trusË so he respects their right to

decide how and how fast the job will be done.

8. Consideration. Thís leader treats followers as equals.

He is a\,vare of the personal welfare of each member of the group; he

consults members about possible actions t maY accept suggestíons for

revision of these actions and explaíns ful1y why the resultant action

is taken.

The final four subscales are classified as "transaction"

oriented leader behavior:

9. Demand Reconciliation. The leader is capable of dealing

with sma11 details as well as complex problems wíthout being over-

whelmed by either.

10. Predictive Accuracy. Able to predict outcomes, he antici-

pates problems and makes plans to deal with them.

11. Tntegration. The aim of this leader is to maintain a

nclosely-knit organization;" to do this the leader fínds it necessary

to resolve conflicts among members of the group.

L2. Superior Orientation. Though pleased with the privileges

he enjoys in his present position this leader is "on the way up.tr He

is able to keep both his group and himself in good standing with

superiors and superiors often act upon suggestions he has made.
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Biographical and Situational Questionnaires

Each respondent completed a biographical questionnaire. The

principal and science department head questionnaires contained five

biographical questions--experience as leader, tenure in present school,

experience prior to appointment as leader, years of training, and

?
age.' The principal questionnaire contained two additional situational

questions--grades in school, and number of teachers ín school.4 The

science teacher biographical questionnaire contained five questions--

tenure in present school, a1e: sex, teachÍng experience, and years of
5training.

I]I. METHODOLOGY

Intended Sample

The population consisted of the science teachers, science

department head and principal in each of forty-two public secondary

schools located in Regina, Saskatoon, and metropolitan l^iinnipeg. Some

resiStance from adminisËrators \.^Ias anticipated. They were concerned

about the frequency wíth whích staff members \,rere being asked to engage

in research projects. They were concerned too about surveys conducted

late in the school year when staff members are very busy. A random

sample selection \'ras an unlikely possibility. The original proposal

provided for thirty schools. Four describers would be required for

aJ.Appencrx

L.'Appendíx

5"Appendix

C contains

D conËains

E contains

the department head questionnaíre.

the príncipal questionnaire.

the science Ëeacher questionnaire.
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each leader description

available, five would be

description.

"̂Appendix F
to superinËendents

and where more than

chosen, by random

five describers were

selection, to make the

Final Samp 1e

Telephone ínterviews were conducËed wiËh the superintendent or

superintendentrs secondary department in each of the four school dis-

tricts in Saskatchewan.

The superintendent, superinËendenËt s secondary department, or

assisLant superíntendent r¡/as contacted and a personal inËervíew was

arranged for each metropolitan trniínnipeg division. Af ter outlining

the study, permission to visit appropriate schools in the division or

school district \,/as requested.U O, the thirteen potential divísíons

or districËs in the selected area, permíssion T,,ras refused in the

largest division; the collegiate in one area vlas found to be ínapprop-

riate for the study; permíssion Ëo survey a limited number of collegiates

\,vas granted in three areas; and permission to visit all appropriate

collegiates r¡ras granted in eight areas. The potential number of coll-

egíates had been reduced from forty-t'"Io to t\.^Ienty-four (eleven in

Manitoba and thirteen in Saskatchewan).

The superintendent or superintendent's secondary department of

each of the four school districts in Regina and Saskatoon explained

the purpose of the study to the selected principals in their respective

dístricts. To explain the purpose of the study¡ p€tsorlâl interviews

contains a copy of an introductory letter presented
and principals.
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r^zere held with each of the eleven principals in the approved collegi-

ates of metropolitan Ltlinnipeg divisions.

of the eleven collegiates in Manitoba: one principal refused

permission to conduct the study in his collegiate; teachers in two

collegiates \¡rere unwilling to assist t,üith the study; the remaining

eight collegiates l^rere surveyed duríng the month of June, I97O . Of

the thirteen collegiates in SaskatcheT,^Ian: one collegiate administrator

found it impossible to complete the survey at that Lime of the school

year; the remaining twelve collegiates were surveyed during the month

of June, 1970. Data from one of Ëhese twelve collegiates \.ùere found

to be inapProPriate for the studY.

Respondents

In each collegiate, each member of the science department, to

a total of five, was asked to complete the following items: a LBDQ-12

questionnaire on his principal, a LBDQ-12 questionnaire on his depart-

ment head, and a set of fíve biographical questions. tr^ihere there were

more than five membels in the science department, five were chosen, by

random selection, to complete the questíonnaires. Tn each of ten

collegiates there were fíve describers; in each of six collegíates

there were four describers, and in each of three collegiates there

were three describers.

Each science department head was asked five biographical ques-

tions. Each principal was asked five biographical and rwo situational

ques tions .
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Data Collection

Inlhen approval had been obtaíned from the princípal of a co11-

egíate a kit was delivered t.o him. This kit was developed when

principals suggested the necessity of a method that allowed the staff

to select the appropriate time for completion of the questionnaire.

The kit included a 'rNote to Principalr' which reviewed the pur-

pose of the study and assured the principal that the anonymity of all

responses would be respected.T The questionnaires to be completed by

science teachers, science department head and principal were noted.

The procedure to be carried out by the principal for selection of five

describers, if the science department had more than five Ëeachers,

was outlined in an attach.d r"ro.8 The principal was asked to place

his completed questionnaire in an accompanying envelope on which he

r^/as to indicate the name and address of the school. Finally the

principal was promised a sumary of the f indings.

The I'Note to Department Headrr contained simílar information to

that of the note to principal but random selection procedures r,üere

o
deleted.' An envelope vras provided for his completed questíonnaíre.

The rrNote To Teacherrr reviewed the purpose of the study and

assured the teacher that his descriptions would not be seen by any of

the persons he was asked t.o describ..10 The teacher I¡las then asked

TApperrdi*

BAppendix

9Appendix

10.
Appendr.x

G contains a

lI contains a

I contains a

J contains a

copy of the Note to Principal.
copy of random selection procedures.

copy of the Note to Department Head.

copy of Note to Teacher.
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to complete a LBDQ-12 which was labelled rrPrincipal" and a LBDQ-12

which was marked "Department Head.r' He was informed that rra11 that

is requíred is for you to describe your (principal's) leader behavior

i1
as accurately as possible.rr-t He was then asked to complete the fíve

question biographical questionnaire and indicate on that quesLionnaire

the percentage of time devoted to science teaching if that percentage

r¡ras less than fifty. The three questionnaires T¡7ere to be placed in a

sealed envelope with name and address of the school indicated.

All questionnaires \^lere reËurned to the collegiate off ice. In

Regina and Saskatoon the questíonnaíres were forwarded to the school

district office r¿here the writer took de1ívery of them. In Inlinnipeg

the writer visited each collegiate to pick up the questionnaires.

TV. STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA

Raw Data TreatmenË

fndividual respondent scores on each

LBDQ-L2 and science department head LBDQ-12

ferred to computer cards as \,\7ere respondent

of the eighty-three sets of Índividual data

and individual.

item of both principal

questionnaires vTere trans-

biographical data. Each

was coded for ciËy, school,

These individual scores were Lhen used as the data for a com-

puËer program which provided subscale scores for each individual,

mean subscale scores for each science deparËment head and principal

11
RaIPh

Questionnaire -
The Ohio SËate

M. Stogdil1, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description
Form XII: An Experimental Revision (Columbus, Ohio:

Univer"i.ty ,1gæ), p lU
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and standardízed scores for each subscale for each l.td"t.12 Four

subscales were weighted with only five questions while all others had

a ten question loading. Those four sets of means were doubled in the

data before any analysis was attempted.13

The Sample

A series of chi square tests r.^rere run on the data. The first

of these tests compared the sample to the population with respect to

school sLze.

The remaining chi square tesLs compared leader biographical

data and situational data for the provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan.

fn these chi square tests the basis of grouping used in all examples

was that grouping which would be closest to the median in all dístri-
t4butions.-- Tn each instance at least one expected frequency r¡/as belo\,I

fÍve; Yatesr correcËion for continuiËy \^7as applied to each of these

1scalculations.

The Questions

Each question posed in Chapter I, sub-problems, vras analyzed by

means of one of two experimental designs.

12"Appendix I( contains means for each of the Ëwelve subscales
for each princípal ín the nineteen schools. Appendix L contains the
same data for the science department head.

13A1lan F. Brown, "Reactíons to Leadershiprtr Educational Adminis-
tration Quarterly, TI (trIinter, 7967) , 66. Brown adapted data from
SËogdi11 by doubling the same subscales.

l4c"otgu A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysís in Psychology and Educa-
Ëion, second edition (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1966) t p. 2I3.

15tbid., p. 207.
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For the relationship between Ëeacher perceptions of leader

behavior of principal and science department head as measured by the

LBDQ-12, a t\^ro facËor experiment \dith repeated measures on one factor

was employed. This same design was used to test the relationship

between perceptions of leader behavior of princípal and scíence

department head and biographical and situaËional factors. I,rlhere

homogeneity of variance l,/as in doubt, Hartleyrs test T,^7as .*p1oy.d.16

In no case \,ías homogeneity of variance lacking.

This analysis of variance program yielded three F values--one

value for each of the main effects tested and an interaction effect.

A signifícance level of "{ = .05 \^ras set as the standard for this study

except as noted for Scheff6 tests. If significanË values of F-test

were evídent on any one or more of the main effects or interaction

effect, a figure r¡7as constructed índicating qualitatívely the relatíon-

ships. These relatÍonships were analyzed qualítatively. A significant

F-test on either of the main effects would normally call for a test on

main effects overall. Overall scores on the LBDQ-L2 l;,ave no signifi-

cance. This step in the analysis \,/as omitted.

A Scheffé test !üas used to study significant differences in

individual subscale means. The Scheff6 test is more rigorous than

other tests used to compare means and will lead to fernrer significant

results. For this reason d = .10 is often recommended as the level

t6u. ,. I,iiner,
(New York: McGraw-Hi1

Statístical Princíp1es
1 Book Company, L962),

Experimental Design
o2

ín
p.



of signifi"urr"..17

this study.

6L

This i'eve:-, d= .10, is used for the Scheffé test in

The Phi coefficient \^ras used to study the relationships between

leader behavior and sex of respondent. Sínce the sample contaíned only

seven female respondents, the validity of the Phi coefficient as a correla-

Ëional measure for individual subscales might be questioned. To improve

the validity, Yates correction for continuity v/as employed to calculate

chi square for each subscale. The Phi coefficient was then calculated

from the relations níp Ø = x2/tl.

To analyze the interschool and within school relationships two

limiËations \,^/ere evident. Ì^Iith thirty-eight leaders and twelve subscales

the use of a "t" test techníque would lead to a large number of apparent

tests of signif i"urr"u.18 l^Ihen, in the present study, a rrtrr test \,üas run on

the comparison of combined means of principal and department head for each

of the twelve subscales compared with every other subscale mean, of a poten-

tíal 66 significantly different means, 64 were significantly different. To

attempt a-n analysis of variance would require a design beyond the sophisti-

cation of this study. The standard score - standard error design provided a

reasonable compromise. Profiles \^rere constructed to pict,ure standard scores

of principals and science department heads on each of the LBDQ-12 subscales.

One standard error above or below the mean, or one standard error between a

principal and science department score--both \^zere considered significant. The

deËails on the analysís outlined are the subject matter of Chapter IV.

t7u.r*.r"oû: 
op . cit ., p . 2g7 .

t8u. J. trIiner, Statistical principles
McGraw-Hi11 Book Company, L962), p. 69

IN
York:

Experimental Design (New



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

I. INTRODUCTION

Thís chapter íncludes a discussion of the characteristics of Ëhe

sample. The sample was analyzed to indicate how representative it was

in terms of school size. The biographical and situational data were

compared by province. Then the data were anaLyzed in detaíl using each

of the six sub-problems as the framework for the analysís. These sub-

problems questioned the relationships between perceptions of leadership

behavíor of principal and science department head. In addition they

questioned the relationshíp between leadership behavior of principal and

science department head and biographical factors of leaders or respond-

ents, and situatÍonal factors.

II. GENERAL CHARACTERISTTCS OF TI{E SAMPLE

Though no attempt was made to choose a random sample, a comparison

of the sample and the population is worthwhile. Table ff shovrs the

distríbutíon of schools by number of teachers in the sample and popula-

Èion for each of the three areas and in tota1.

trrlith respect to the whole sample of 19 schools out of a population

of 42 the followíng observatíons arise. The average representatíon ¡.^rould

be 45 per cent. Schools with under 30 teachers and schools with 90 to 99

teachers not represented in the sample. Schools with 40 to 49 teachers

\^/ere over represented by approximately two schools while schools wíth 50

to 59 teachers vrere under represented by approximaËely two schools.
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TABLE II

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS ]N SAMPLE AND POPIII,ATION

BY STZE OF SCHOO], AND LOCALE

No. of
Teachers

REG]NA
Sample Pop.

SASKATOON
Sample Pop.

Metro
I^IINNIPEG TOTAL

Sample Pop. Sample Pop.

Under 30

30-39

40-49

50 - 59

60-69

70-79

B0-89

90-99

1

J

2

2

I

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

2

1

3

1

3

1

-f

4

5

3

5

2

4

1

4

6

I

J

2

J

2

9

o

6

5

4

7

1

TOTAL

To test the sample as a whole the actual sample was compared

with a theoretical 45 per cent representative sample by means of a chi

square test. The results are sunrnarized in Table III.

It will be noted that some categories have been combíned to increase

the expected frequencíes. Ferguson states that rran expectation of not

less than two in each cell will perrnit the estÍmation of roughly approxi-

maËe probabilities."l The chi square value was 3.17 while u x22 g.4g

lauotg. A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in Psychology and Educa-
tion, second edÍtion (New York: McGraw-Hi11 Book Company, L966), p. 207 .

42L9244



64

"2 
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TABLE ]TI

SA}4PLE AND THEORETICAL REPRESENTATTVE

SAMPLE BY SIZE OF SCHOOL

No. of Teachers Sampie
Repres entatíve

Samp 1e

Under 40

40 -49

50 -s9

60 - 79

80 -99

4

6

1

5

3

5.0

3.6

2.7

4.r

J.O

TOTAL L9 19.0

Ã=.05, 4ð'f: x2> g.4g Calculated X2 = 3.I7

(Ã = .05, 4 df) would have been required for significance. trriith the

limítaËion indicated by Ferguson as a condition, it would be in order

to state that the sample was not siguificanËly dífferent from a sample

representative of the population with respect to size of schools.

A series of chi square tests was then carried out to compare

leader characteristics or situational factors of the sample by province.

Tables TV to XII summaríze níne of these tests.
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Principal Tenure

TABLE IV

x2 rusr oF TENURE oF pRTNCTpALS By pRovrNCE

Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

I - 6 years

More than 6 years

s (4.2)

3 (3.8)
s (s.8)
6 (s.2)

10

9

TOTAL T9l1

K= .05, 1 df : x2Z 3.84 calcularedx2 = 0.073

x2 r¡st oF YEARS TN

TABLE V

PRESENT SCHOOL OF PRTNCIPALS BY PROVTNCE

Principal Years in
Present School Mani toba Saska tchewan Total

L - 6 years

More than 6 years

5

J

10

9

5

6

TOTAL L911

{.= .05, 1 df: X2 ì 3.84 calculate d x2 = 0.073

x2 rast op YEARS OF

TABLE

TRAINTNG

VI

OF PRINCTPALS BY PROVINCE

Principal Years
of Training Mani toba Saskatchewan Total

5 years

6 or 7 years

6

l3
4

7

2

6

4" = .05, 3.84

L9TOTAL 11

2
Calculated X = 0.00070
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TABLE VII

"2 
,u,, OF TENURE OF DEPARTMENT HEADS BY PROVTNCE

Department Head
Tenure Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

L or 2 years

3 - 6 years

2

6

4

7

6

13

l1 10

{ = .05, 1df: x2>- 3.84 Calculatedx2 = 0.00070

TABLE VÏ]I
2X. TEST OF YEARS ]N PRESENT SCHOOL OF DEPARTMENT IIEADS BY PROVINCE

Departnent Head Years
in Present School Manítoba Saskatchewan Total

I - 6 years

More than 6 years

5

3

5

6

10

9

TOTAL 11 t9

ë{ = .05, x2Z 3.84 calculate¿x2 = 0.073

x2

TABLE TX

TEST OF YEARS OF EXPER]ENCE PR]OR TO APPOINTT{ENT OF

DEPARTMENT HEADS BY PROVINCE

Department Head Years
of Experience Prior
to AppointmenË Manitoba SaskaËchei¿an Total

2 - 6 years

7 years or more

5

3

6

5

11

8

{ = .05, x2 > 3.84

L9TOTAL 11

calculatedx2 = 0.015
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TABLE X

2
X. TEST OF YEARS OF TRAINING OF DEPARTMENT HEADS BY PROV]NCE

Department Head
Years of Training Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

4 or 5 years

6 or 7 years

7

4

5

3

I2
-7

TOTAL I1 L9

4. = .05,
o\

1df: x'13.84 Calculated X2 = 0.19

TABLE XI
,X. TEST OF AGE OF DEPARTT,IENT HEADS BY PROVINCE

Department llead
Age Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

25 - 34 years old

35 - 54 years o1d

7

4

5

3

72

7

TOTAL 11 L9

"<=.05, ldf: x2 >- 3.84 Calculated x2 = 0.19

TABLE XII
2X- TEST OF SAMPLE SIZE OF SCHOOL BY PROV]NCE

Size of School Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

30 - 49 teachers

50 - 89 teachers

10

9

6

5

4

4

TOTAL t1

"( = .05,
?->ldf: X-' 3-84 Calculated X2 = O.O73

T9
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The length of time the principal had been principal, the

principal's years in the present school, the principalrs years of

training, the department headts tenure, the department headts years in

the present school, the department headts years of experience before

appoinLment, the department headrs years of training, the department

head's age, and size of school--are not signifícantly different whether

the school is in Manitoba or Saskatchewan.

Tables XIII, XIV and XV sununarize t'Jne remaining three tests.

TABLE XIII
?

X- TEST OF AGE OF PRINCTPALS BY PROVINCE

Principal Age lulaní Loba Saskatchewan Total

Under 50 years

50 years and over

7

1

3

8

10

9

TOTAL t911

CalculaËed x2 = 4.54

TABLE XIV
)X. TEST OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE PR]OR TO APPOTNTMENT OF

t--

Principal Years of
Experience Prior
to Appointment Manitoba Saskatchewan Total

I - 15 years

More than 15 years

8

l1
1

LO

7

1

{=.05, CalculaËed x2 = B.4O

I9TOTAL L1

ldf: x2> 3.84
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TABLE XV

?
X_ TEST OF GRADES IN SCHOOL BY PROVINCE

Grades in School Mani toba Saskatchewan Total

7, B, 9 to L2

10-L2
LI

0

2

6

13

6

TOTAL T9I1

{ = .05,
)t df: X-> 3.84 Calculated x2 = 8.84

The age of the principal is signíficantly different between

Manitoba and Saskatchewan samples. A glance at Table XIII indicates

that Saskatche\^Ian principals are significantly o1der. Table XIV

indicates that principal's years of experience prior to appointment is

significantly different in Manitoba from that in Saskatchewan. Once

again the Saskatchewan principal in the sample has significantly more

experience prior to appointment. Both of these differences are likely

a reflection of the absence from the Manítoba sample of Lhe largest

dívision with schools r¿ith principals of longer tenure. Nicholls noted

this same trend in a thesis involving a study of Manitoba co11egiates.2

The significant difference in grades in the high schools of

Manitoba compared to the Saskatchewan high schools in the sample

reflects the fact that more suburban üiinnipeg high schools are senior

high schools with Grades X to XTI while ten of the eleven SaskaËchewan

2a1.nn H. Nicho1ls, "Organizational Climate and Principal Per-
sonalÍty: A Study in RelaËionshipt' (unpublíshed Masterrs thesis, The

University of ManiËoba, üIinnípeg, 1969), P. 36.
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hÍgh schools in the sample are Grades IX to XII.

To summarize, the sample selected for study seems to be repre-

sentative of the populations from which it was drawn in respect to

school size. The schools selected in Saskatchewan tended to have

older principals with longer experíence prior to appointment than the

schools selected in Manitoba. Manitoba schools \,{ere mainly Grades X

to XII schools while Saskatchewan schools were mainly Grades IX to XTI

schools.

III. ANALYSTS OF TTTE DATA BY SUB-PROBLEMS

The six guestions posed as sub-problems in Chapter I are

ana\yzed in the following pages. These questions deal with the rela-

Ëionships of LBDQ-12 subscale means between leaders and between leader

and respondent biographical factors as well as situatíonal factors.

The LBDQ-12 subscales focus on three areas of leadership behavior as

fo I lows :

"SysLemil orientation - Subscales 1 (representation),

4 (persuasiveness), 5 (initíation of structure), 7 (roIe

assumption), 9 (production emphasis).

'rPerson" orientation - Subscales 3 (tolerance of uncer-

tainty), 6 (tolerance of freedom), B (consideration).

trTransacÈional" orientation - Subscales 2 (demand recon-

cíliation), 10 (predictive accuracy), l1 (integration),

12 (superíor orientation).

1.
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Leadership Behavior

To determine whether the teacher perceptions of leader behavior

of the scÍence department heads, as measured by the LBDQ-12, díffered

significantly from teacher perceptions of leader behavior of principals,

as measured by the LBDQ-12 the repeated measures analysis of variance

v7as run.

This experimental design tested whether the means of principals'

LBDQ-12 subscale scores averaged over all subscales differed signifi-

cantly from the means of department headst LBDQ-12 subscale scores

averaged over all subscales. The alternative hypotheses for this

guestion would be as follows:

11 : Li=0foraIl i
o

Hl, Li + 0 for some i

In words, acceptance of Ho would indicaLe that principals do not differ

significantly from science department heads on LBDQ-12 subscale means

averaged over al1 subscales. Príncipals might then differ sígnifi-

cantly from science department heads on some subscales.

The design tested fwo other sets of hypotheses at the same time.

The second set of hypotheses vüas as follows:

Hot LBDQ j = 0 for all j

Ht' LBDQ j * 0 f.ot some j

This represented, then, a test of difference of means on each subscale of

the LBDQ-12. Tf the twelve subscales are indeed índependent to any extent,

this null hypothesis will be rejected each time the design is used. This

significant result did appear on every analysis in the study.
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The final set of hypotheses tested by this analysis of vari-

ance is as follows:

Ho' L-LBDQ ij = 0 for all ij

Hl' L-LBDQ ii 4 O for some ij

Thís test anaLyzed the interactíon of LBDQ-12 subscale scores for

principal and science department head. Rejection of the null hypo-

thesis for this set would indicate noË only that principals did differ

significant.ly from science department heads on some subscales on the

LBDQ-12; Ít would also indícate that principals scored significantly

higher on some subscales while science department heads scored sígni-

ficantly higher on other subscales.

So each analysis of variance using this experimental design

will produce three F values for the three sets of hypotheses. The

resultant analysis of variance for princípals' l-Blq-12 subscale means

and science department headst LBDQ-12 subscale means is summarLzed in

Table XVI.

The lack of a significant F value for the first hypothesis

indicates Lhat principals' lnOq-12 subscale scores do not. differ

sígnificantly from scj-ence deparEment heads' LBlq-12 subscale scores

averaged over all subscales.

The significant "F" value for the second set of hypotheses con-

firms the independence of the subscales of the LBDQ-12.

The sígnificant F value for the third set of hypotheses implies

that there are some sígnificant differences between perceptions of

princípa1s' leader behavior and perceptions of science department headsf
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TABLE XVT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF PR]NCIPALS AND

LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS

Source of Variation MSdf

Principal - Department Head

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

P.-D.iI. - LBDQ-12 Subscales

!üithin Subject Error

1 5 .2958

36 78 .5023

11 27s.4968

11 36.0488

396 6.2807

0 .067

43 .864,t

5 .7 40':,

x {. = .ot F(11,396) > 2.29

leader behavior on some subscales. To ascertain which of these inter-

action eff ects were signif icant t\,vo procedures were used.

Fírst, Figure 1 was prepared. The LBDQ-12 subscale means for

principals and science department heads were plotted for each subscale.

This figure indicates that principals are higher on subscales 5 and 9

and science department heads are higher on subscales 6 and 8.

To determine if the statements made from observation of Figure 1

have statístical significance, a Scheff6 test r/¡as run on individual

subscale means for principal and science department head. The resulting

Scheffé test is summarized in Table XVTI.

The principals did score significantly different on subscales

5 and 9 at the {= .01 level, and in addition they scored significantly

higher on subscale 10 
^t 

Xh" d = .10 leve1. Science department heads
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TABLE XVII

SCHEFFÉ TEST OF LBDQ-12 INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS OF

PRINCIPALS AND SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS

Subscale Number Principal/Science Department Head

5

6

8

9

LO

13.87Yç

$ .)J*;c

6 .34>'r'k

) ) 1,1'k

J.JQ';k:k',b

,rd=.01 F(1,36) =7.4r 11 = (2.41)(L)=7.4t

:k:k d - .05 F(1,36) = 4.L2 11 = (a .n)(L) = 4.12

^*:k:k 6( = .10 F(1,36) = 2.86 fL = 2.86 (1) = 2.86

scored significantly higher on subscales 6 and 8.

In summary, the entire principal group \^7as not signíficantly

different from the entíre science department head group when averaged

over all twelve subscales of the LBDQ-12. However, science department

heads scored signifícantly hígher on two rrpersonrt oriented factors--

tolerance of freedom and consideration. Principals scored significantly

higher on tl,ro rrsystemrr oriented subscales--production emphasis and

initiation of strucLure, and on one trtransactionrt oriented subscale--

predíctive accuracY.
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TnËerschool Comparisons

The question of variation in teacher perceptions of leader

behavior, principal and science department head, from school to

school r.^ras studied by means of the standard score - standard error

program described earlier in the study. A statistical program which

converted the means by each principal on each subscale to a standard-

ized score with a mean of 50 and a standard error of 10 was employed.

Variations from the mean by more than one standard error vrere con-

sidered significant. Figure 2 indícates the approximate standardízed

scores for principals A to S inclusive where such scores \¡rere more

than one standard error from the mean.

Principal A ís above Ëhe mean by one standard error or more on

nine of twelve subscales. 0f the three subscales whích Brown found

índicated a "person'r oriented principal--consideratíon, tolerance of

uncertainty, and tolerance of freedom--this principal has signifi-

cantly higher scores on all. Of the five rrsystemrr oriented subscales,

this principal scores high on four--representaËion, persuasiveness,

role assumption, and initiation of structure. In addition he has

scored high on two of the four subscales associated with "transac-

tionalrr oríented leadership--integration, and superior orientation.

Principal L has scored one standard error above the mean on

five subscales and one standard error below the mean on ti^Io subscales.

His high subscale scores r¡rere concentrated on rrsystemrr orientation

and boËh his low scores vlere on "person" oriented factors.

Principal F has scored one standard error above the mean on
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four subscales. Three of these scores focus on rrsystemtr and one on

ttpersontr orientations.

principals I, J, and O each had three subscale scores one stand-

ard error above the mean. Principals I and J had one hígh score in

each category; principal O had two high scores that emphasized "person"

orientation and one in the "transactionaltt category.

principals B and G each had one score one standard error above

the mean. Principal B stressed production emphasis while princípal G

emphasized superior orientation.

Principals K, Q, and R had no scores Ëhat were more than one

standard error away from the mean.

Principal N had one significantly low score on production

emphasis.

Principals C, D, and P each had three signifícantly low scores.

Principal C had two from the'rtransact.ional" leadership area and one

fromrtsystemrtarea. Principal D had two low scores based on I'systemrl

and one based on "transactionaltr leadership. Principal P also had

three significantly 1ow scores--two from "person" and one from rrsySLem'l

orientation.

Principal s had four signifÍcantly low scores. Three of these

scores focused on Ittransactionalrt leadership while one focused on

rrperson" oriented leadership.

príncipal M had one significantly high score and seven signifí-

cantly low scores. This principal stressed productíon emphasis. Of

the 1ow scores three were ttpersonrr oriented, Lvio \.^/ere rrtransactionalrt
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oriented and t\4zo r,7ere ttsystemrr oriented.

Principal E had seven significantly 1ow scores. Three of these

low scores \¡rere factors in rf transactionalrr leadership and four rnrere

Itsystemrr iactors.

Principal H had ten sígnificantly 1ow scores. All "transac-

tionalrrfactors r¡rere 1o\,r and two of the threettpersontrand four of the

f ive ttsystemrt factors were 1ow.

It is possible to classify the principals in certain categories--

hígh scores in all three categories (4, I, J), on tr.ro categories (F, L,

O), high scores focus on ttsystemrt (B), high scores focus onr¡transactionrl

(G), no high or low scores (KrQrRrO), 1ow scores focus on all areas

(M, H), 1ow scores on t\^ro categories (D, C, E, P, S), low scores on one

category (N). InliËhin each of these categoríes it is stíll possible with

one exception, to differentiate a particular principal from others in

the group. Using the definition of significance established for this

analysis, the profiles of teacher perceptions of leader behavior

principal, are significantly different from one school to another.

A standard score - standard error program was used to prepare

profiles for the science departmenË heads. Fígure 3 illustrates these

profí1es.

DepartmenË head A had six significantly high scores. These included

al1 of the factors that weigh on rrpersonrr oriented leadership; one high

score weighed on rrtransactionalrr leadership and Li^ro onrrsystemtr leadership.

Department head B had four scores significantly high; Ewo were

tttransactionalrtt and one each \.{as rrpersonrr and rrsystemrr orientation.
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Three department heads had three significantly high scores.

Department head F had all high scores based upon "syslemrr leadership

while department head J had tr^io high scores from the "transactional"

Area and one from rrsystemtr area, and department head R had two hígh

Scores from rrsystemtr area and one from trtransacLionaltr area.

Two other department heads had three significantly hígh scores

but each had one signifícantly low score too. Both had one high score

ín the rrtransactÍonaltt area and Lwo in the "systemrr atea. Deparfment

head E had his one low score in therrperson'r area i¿hile department

head H had one low score in rttransactionaltr area.

Two department heads, Q and N, had tT,^7o scores significantly

high. Department head Q had one highrrsystem" score and one high

'rtransactional'r score. Department head N had both of his high scores

focused on Itpersonil but also had one significantly l-ow score based on

"person" orientatíon--tolerance of uncertainty.

fwo department heads, K and L, had no scores significantly

above or below the standard score.

Two department heads, C and P, had one score signífícantly 1ow.

These department heads lacked tolerance of freedom--a rrpersonrr oriented

factor.

one department head, I, had two significantly low scores and

one significantly high score. The low scores r¡lere one each of tttrans-

actionaltr and "systemrr origin r¿hile the high score was from "persontt

orientaËion.

Two department heads, G and S, had three significantly low scores.
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Department head G had two 1ow scores on rrpersonrr oriented factors and

one low and one high score on I'transactÍonalrr factors. DePartment

head S had only three significantly 1ow scores; one score was located

ín each category.

Department head D had four significantly 1ow and two signifi-

cantly high scores. Of his low scores t\,fo vtere "Ëransactionalrl and

one each was ttSystemrr and rtperson.rr One high Score was ttpersontt

oriented and the other \nlas rrsystemrr in nature.

Department head M had six significanËly low scores and one

signíficantly high score. Four factors whích weígh on "systemtr and

fvro factorS of rrtransactionalrr nature \dere lo\,/ Scores. The one high

Score, tolerance of uncertainty, is a rrpersontt oríented factor.

Department head O scored significantly low on all subscales

except tolerance of freedom, a rrpersonrr oríented factor.

Department head profiles demonstrate an even larger degree of

diversity than those of principals. The profiles of teacher percep-

tions of leader behavíor of science department head are significantly

different from one school to another.

flqg_g_ghgg1 Compar is ons

Teacher perceptions of leader behavíor and variations in those

perceptions from principal to science department head within a school

\,/ere also analyzed by the standardized scores. A difference on any

subscale, between príncipal and science department head rvithin the

same school, of more than one standard error T¡/as assumed to be signi-

ficanË. Figures 41 5, and 6 were prepared by enËering ËI^7o categories
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as follows:

(i) Those subscales on which the principal and science depart-

ment head differed by more Lhan one standard error.

(2) Those subscales on ¡vhich one or both principal andlot

science department head r,{ere more than one standard error

above or below Ëhe mean but not one standard error apart.

Only one princípa1-scíence department head combination, B, were

within one standard error of one another on all twelve subscales. On

four subscales this combination r,¡as one standard error above Ëhe mean.

School K had a príncipal rnrho scored significantly higher than the

department head on one subscale--role assumption. This combinatíon

remained within one standard error of the mean on all subscales.

Four schools (C, N, R, S), had principal-science department head

differences greater than one standard error on tl{o subscales. In schools

C and S the principals scored significantly lower than science department

heads on tolerance of uncertainty and superior oríentation. School C

combinaËion had four (whi1e school S combination had five) subscale

scores one standard error below the mean. In school R, the principal

scored signifícantly lower than the science department head in persuasive-

ness and superior orientation. This school combination tu¿ one score

above the mean. fn school N the principal scored significantly higher

on tolerance of uncertainty but significantly lower on initiaËion of

structure. ThÍs school combination had two subscale scores abor.¡e the

mean and one below.

Three schools, (I, P, Q), had principals whose subscale means ll7ere
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significantly different on three subscales. Tn school I, the subscale

means of the principal were significantly higher orl representation,

persuasion and superior orientation. This school combination was signí-

ficantly above the mean on two subscales. In school P, the principal

scored significantly lower on representation, demand reconciliatíon, and

Lolerance of uncertainty. School P had one combination one standard

error below the mean. In school Q, the principal surpassed the deparË-

ment head in tolerance of uncertaÍnty and tolerance of freedom but \,tas

significantly lower on production emphasis. School Q had one combinatíon

one standard error above the mean.

Two schools, A and J, exhíbited four significant differences and

in each instance the príncipal scored significantly higher on three sub-

scales and significantly lower on one. In school A the principal scored

sígnif icantly higher on t\nro rrËransactional" factors and one "system'r

factor but lower on a "personrr factor. The school A combinatíon had

seven subscales one standard error above the mean. In school J, the

principal scored significantly hígher on two |tperson" and one I'sySLemrl

factors but lower on attsystemrrfactor. School J had three combinations

one standard error above the mean.

Schools D, F, and G had five significant differences. Tn school D

the principal scored significantly higher on representaLion, tolerance

of uncertaínty, and superior orientation, but significantly lower on

persuasiveness and role assumpt.ion. The school D combínation had one

subscale one standard error above the mean and two subscales one standard

error below the mean. In school F the principal was signifícantly higher
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on L1{o rrpersonrt and one tttransactionaUr factors and significantly lower

on thTo rrsystemrr factors. The school F combínation had three subscales

one Standard error above the mean. In school G, the principal scored

significantly higher in demand reconciliation, consideration, predictive

accuracy, and integration buË significantly lower on tolerance of free-

dom. The school G combination had one subscale above and one subscale

below by one standard error.

The remaining five schools (E, H, L, M, O) displayed large numbers

of significantly different subscale scores. Principal M scored signi-

ficantly hígher on four subscales, of which Ëhree were "sysLemrt orienta-

tion, and scored significantly lower on three subscales, aI)- of which

were "person'r orientation. The school M combination had four subscales

one standard error below the mean. Principal L scored signíficantly

higher than his science departmenE head on five subscales, of which

three were ttsysLem'r orientation and significantly lower on three sub-

scales all of whích were trpersonrr orientation. School L combínation

had one subscale one standard error above the mean. Princípal H scored

signíficantly lower on nine subscales ínc1udíng all the rrsystem" sub-

scales, three ¡rtransactionalrr subscales, and one ttpersontr subscale.

School H combination had one subscale one standard error below Ëhe mean.

principal E scored sígnificantly lower on nine subscales includíng all

the rrsysLemrr subscales, three rttransactionaltr subscales and one ttpersontt

subscale, but was significantly higher on tolerance of freedom, another

"person" subscale. Principal O scored significantly higher than the

science department head on all subscales but tolerance of freedom.
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School O combínation had one subscale one sËandard error above the

mean.

Of nineteen schools, the princípa1 and science department head

show no marked dífference in leadership in one. Tn the remaining

eighteen schools the significantly different subscale scores range in

number from two to eleven. This would seem to demonstrate that r/üithin

a school the profiles of teacher perceptions of science department head

leadership, as measured by the LBDQ-12, are significantly different

from the profiles of teacher perceptíons of principal leadershÍp as

measured by the same instrunent.

Leader Biographical Factors

The study of the relatíonships between perceptions of leader

behavior and biographical factors employed the same mixed factorial

design as previously used in question one. This design, as indicated

in the analysis for question one, produced three F values on each

occasion, as tests for the following sets of hypotheses:

Hr-

H
o

H
o

H1

H
o

Il1

S.F.i = 0 for all í

S.F.i 1 O tor some i

LBDQj=0fora'lj

LBDQj#0forsomej

S.F.LBDQ ij = 0 for all ij

S.F.LBDQ ij I for some ij

The analysis of variance for age of principals and LBDQ-12 sub-

scale scores is presented in Table XVIII.



90

ANALYS]S OF

AND

TABLE XVI]I

VARTANCE OF AGE

LBDQ.12 SUBSCALE

OF PRINCIPALS

MEANS

Source of Variation MSdf

Age of Principals

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

Age of Príncipals -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

I{ithín Subject Error

2

80

ll

22

880

BB .1834

206.58L4

383 .2903

23.0015

L7 .t452

o "427

22.356*

1.342

;'r,(- .01 F(tt,8B0) = 2.26

Table XIX reports the analysis of variance for experience of

principals prior to appoínLment and LBDQ-12 subscale scores. The

principal's experience prior to appointrnent and his means on the

LBDQ-12 subscales are not significantly related.

The analysis of variance for principals' experience as principal

and LBDQ-12 subscale means is presented in Table XX. This analysis

indicates that the principal's years experience as a principal and

the LBDQ-12 subscale scores are significantly related. The first

signifÍcant F value indicates that there will be some sígnificant

difference beË!ùeen the averages of all LBDQ-12 subscale scores for

principals with 1 to 4 years, 5 or 6 years, 7 ot 8 years, or 9 to 15
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TABLE XIX

ANA]-YSfS OF VARIANCE OF EXPERIENCE OF PR]NC]PALS PR]OR TO

APPO]NTMENT AND LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Varíation df MS F

Experience Prior to Appointment of
Þrincipals 2 413.0518 2'074

Between Subject Error 80 L99.LL34

LBDQ-l2 Subscales 11 385 .3313 22.420;',

Experience Prior to Appointment of
Þrincipals - LBDQ-12 Subscales 22 2L.9L94 I.275

l{ithin Subject Error BB0 I7.L870

:k {- = .01 F(ll:BBO) = 2.26

TABLE XX

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF EXPERIENCE AS PRINCIPAL OF PRINCIPALS

AND LBDQ.12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Variation dfMSF

Years Experience as PrinciPal

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

Years Experience as PrínciPal -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

tr^IíËhin Subjects Error

3 669 .2249 3 .567:'

79 L87.6409

11 407 .37 62 ll¡ .tL'$Q':t:c

33 33.2T49 I.P!S:k"k:k

869 16.6410

:'.- Å. = .05 F (3 ,79) = 2 .7 2

:k:k d - .01 F(llr 869) = 2.26

:k:kjs a(=.01 F(33r869) = 1.69
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years experience as principal. The third sígníficant F value (1.996) indi-

cates that not only are the two variables significantly related but that an

interacLion between them exists. Thj-s implies thaË certain subscale scores

will be significantly higher for prÍncipals with I to 4 years experíence as

principal while other subscale scores will be signifícantly higher for princi-

pals with 5 or 6 yearsr T or 8 years, or 9 to 15 years experience as principal.

T.o anaLyze this relationship and interaction, Figure 7 has been

prepared. Principals with 9 to 15 years experience as principal apparently

score on almost alt subscales of the LBDQ-12 consístently higher scores than

principals with less experience as principal. Principals with 7 or 8 years

experience as principal have a very similar profile but lower scores. Prin-

cipals r,rith 1 to 4 years and 5 or 6 years experíence as principal demonstrate

some inconsistencies in their profiles. Príncipals with L xo 4 years experi-

ence as principal have better superior orientation than principals with 5

to 8 years experience as principal. Princípals with 7 or 8 years experience

do not display consideration to as hígh a degree as the balance of the profile

would indicate. Príncípals with less experíence as príncipals, 1 to 6 years,

have greater tolerance of freedom than those with 7 or 8 years experience as

principal. i^Iith respect to both persuasiveness and tolerance of uncertainty,

principals r¡ith I to 4 years experience as principals have hÍgher subscale

scores than those principals with 5 to B years experience as principal.

To test the statistical significance of the statements ín the

preceding paragraph, a Scheffá test \,üas carried out on means of individual

subscales . All possible pairs r,^rere checked. Only signif icant combinations

are sumnarízed in Table XXI.

This analysis reveals the following significant relationshíps
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TABLE XXT

SC}IEFFÉ TEST OF E}GERIENCE AS PRTNCIPAL OF PRINCIPALS AND

LBDQ-12 IND]VIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS

principals Principals Principals Principals Principals
Subs ca le
Number

1 - 4 yrs. 1 - 4 yrs.
Principa 1s
5or6yrs

Príncípa1s
1 - 4 yrs. 5 or 6 yrs. 7 or 8 Yrs.
Principals Principals Principals

I
2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

I2

TorB

J.Jlrc'::rr 7 ,I6r:r>t*

$.$pfc:k 20 .4r*
J .jJ':'Jc;t

9-15 yrs. 9-15 years 9-15 years

$ .lfJs*:';
23.24;,

7 .7 gx*r'.

38 .60:t

28.33:t

^ 
t1J--t-7.lJ'\^

p . $$ t's:k

11.55:kr<

[ . $ p:k:kJr

(.JJ*xrs / . QJ:kJr*-

15 . 16:t

9.8T,*

13 .84'k

12.631Y

/ . [$*:k*

33 .42'v

r,í &-

J,'*:k { =

.01

.05

.10

F(3,79) = 4.07

F(3,79) = 2.73

F(3,79) = 2.t6

= (4.07)(3) = L2.2L

= (2.73)(3) = 8.19

= (2.16) (3) = 6.48

F1

F1

F1

principals with 9 to 15 years experience as principal are significantly higher

than all other príncipals on mean subscale values for subs cal-e 4 and 7 (rrsystemil

factors). They are also significantly higher than principals wíËh 5 to 8 years

experÍence as princípa1 on subscaLe 12; they are signíficantly higher Lhan princi-

pals with 1 to 6 years experience as princípal on subscale 5 ("sys¡em" facËor);

they are significantly higher than principals with either 7 or 8 or 1 to 4 years

experience as principal on subscale 1 ("system" factor); they are significantly

higher than principals wiËh 1 to 4 years experience as príncipal on subscales 2,

g,10, ll ("transactional" and "systemrr factors); they are significantly higher

than principals with 5 or 6 years experÍence as principals on subscale 6.

principals with 5 to 8 years experience as princípal are significantly
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higher than principals with I to 4 years experience as principal on sub-

scale 2 anð 5 (tttransactiona1lr and rrsystem" factors). The only instance

where a principal with less experience scores significantly higher finds

principals with L to 4 years experience as principal score significantly

higher than principals with 7 or 8 years experience as principal on sub-

scale 6 ("personil factor). In sunrnary, principals tend to become more

Itsystemtr oriented as their tenure as principal increases.

Table XXII reports the analysis of variance for principals experience

in the present, school and LBDQ-12 subscale means. This analysis índicates

that the principals experience in the present school and the LBDQ-12 subscale

means are significantly related when the average overall is considered.

TABLE XXII

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF EXPERIENCE IN PRESEM SCHOOL OF

PR]NC]PALS AND LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Variation df MS

Experience in Present School of Principal

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

ExperÍence in Present School of
Principals - LBDQ-12 Subscales

I^Iithin Subjects Error

2

80

l1

22

880

79L.5146

L90.2589

406.6399

L3 .6640

L7 .4053

4.160"*

23 .363:,],

0 .785

.05 F(2,80)

.01 F(11,880)
3.11
2.26

To anaLyze this significant relationship, Figure B was prepared.

It would appear that the profiles are very simílar for each group of

principals. Principals with 5 to 8 years experience in the present school
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appear to have significantly lower scores than príncipals with I to 4

or more than B years experience in the present school. To test the

statistical significance of these supposítions a Scheff6 test \^7as carríed

out. The resulting analysis is summarízed in Table XXIII.

TABLE XXI]]

SCHEFFÉ TEST OF EXPERIENCE IN ?RESEI{I SCHOOL OF PR]NCIPALS AND

LBDQ-12 INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS

Subscale Number

Príncipals
1 - 4 years
Príncipals
5 - I years

Principals
5 - 8 years
Princ ipa 1s

More than B years

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

72

J .Qlrt]<

$ .QJ >vsc

10.32:t

$ .l¡]--t<rt

I I .3 6:'.

J . J [Jr:'c'*

$ . $ Ç:k:k

11.03t(

LI.49',v

J .\új:)t

15 .99:k

7 .7 2)<"n

[ . [J*r'*

:k 4, = .01
:'.-*- d = .05
):>Yz'cd.- .10

F(2,80) = 4.92
F(2,80) = 3.11
F(2,80) = 2.38

FL = 2(4.92)
r'1 = z(¡.rr)
FI = 2Q.38)

= 9.84
= 6.22
= 4.76

Principals with I to 4

school scored sígnif icantlY

the present school on subsca

one ttsystemrt subscale). In

or more than 8 years experience in the presenL

higher than principals viith 5 to B years in

Ies 2, 4, 10 and 11 (three 'rtransactionalrr and

addition, principals with I to 4 years experíence
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in the present school scored significantly higher than principals with

5 to 8 years experience in the present school on subscales 8 and 9;

principals with more than B years experience in the present school scored

significantly hÍgher than principals with 5 to 8 years experience in the

present school on subscales L, 6, and 12. Tn summary, principals vrith 5

to 8 years experience in the present school scored significantly lower

than principals wíth less or more experience Ín the present school on

nine of the twelve subscales.

The analysis of variance for years of trainíng of principal and

LBDQ-12 subscale means is presented ín Table XXIV.

TABLE XX]V

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR YEARS OF TRAINING OF PRINCTPALS

AND LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Variation dfMSF

Years of Training of PrinciPals

Between Subject Error
LBDQ-12 Subscales

Years of Traíning of PrinciPals -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

LrTithin subjects Error

2

80

11

6t9.5298

IgL.9r77

405.3386

L4.4489

L7 .4578

3 .228,Y

lJ .ll$tt*

0.82822

880

ird
xx {,

.05 F(2,80) = 3.11

.01 F(11,880) = 2.26

This analysis indícates that years of trainíng of principals and

Ëhe LBDQ-12 subscale scores on the average are significantly related. To

anaLyze this relationship Figure 9 was prepared. Principals wíth five

years training appear to have an almost identical though larger profile
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than the principals with six years of Eraining. Principals with seven

years of training have the highest scores on almost all subscales. The

analysís of variance, Table XXIV, indicated that some of these scores

were significantlY higher

To seek statistica

Lest \^ras Performed. The

1 confirmation of these statements a Scheffá

resulting analysis is summarLzed ín Table XXV.

TABLE XXV

SCHEFFí TEST OF YEARS OF TRATNING OF PRINCIPALS AND

LBDQ-12 ]NDIVIDUAL SUBSCAIE MEANS

Subs ca le
Number

Príncipals
5 years

Principals
5 years

Principals
7 years

Principals
6 years

Principals
7 years

Principals
6 years

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

l1
I2

8.84*-'*

J .Q$xt<

7 .5 Qrk?k

$.JJ'k'::

15 .5 6''.

J .J $z?;c

$ . ($:k:k

11 - BB:t

R À:b:',-:k

. $ p J--'*:k

5

5

*-{
)t')c 4

=.01 F(2r80)

=.05 F(2r80)

= .10 F(2,80)

= 2(4.e2) = 9.84

= 2(3 .LI) = 6.2,

= 2(2.38) = 4.76

=Lq,

= 3.11

= 2.38

F1

F1

FI
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Thís analysis índicates that principals with fÍve years of

training differ significantly from príncípals with six years of

training on only one subscale. The former are significantly higher

on persuasiveness. Principals with seven years of training score

sígnificantly higher Lhan princípa1s with five or six years of

training on three subscale scores, subscales 8, 10, and 11. prin-

cipals with six years of training score signifícantly lower than

principals r¿Íth severr years of training on subscale scores for sub-

scales 2, 7 , and 9.

Table XXVI outlines Ëhe analysis of varÍance for age of

deparËment heads and LBDQ-12 subscale means.

TABLE XXVT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AGE OF DEPARTMENT HEADS AND

LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE T,EANS

Source of Variation MSdf

Age of Department lleads

Bet\^reen Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

Age of Department lleads -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

hlithin Subjects Error

3 102.s440 0.483

79 212.3967

11 1038 .8625 68 .925-:c

33

869

25 .9631 1 .723:,t,

L5 .07 24

:k ¿ = .01 F(11,869) = 2.26
t.:t d - .01 F(33,869) = f .68
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This analysis indicates that the department heads' rg. and over-

all average LBDQ-12 subscale scores are not signifÍcantly related. However,

the significant relationship in the third F value indicates that an inter-

action factor exists, that is, the department headst rg. and certain sub-

scales are significantly related. To analyze this relatíonshíp, Figure 10

was prepared.

Scrutiny of Fígure 10 índícates that there are probably few signi-

ficant differences and they are likely to be found in subscales Ir 9r 11

and L2. A Scheffé test was used to compare selected mean differences.

Table XXVII surnrnarizes these results. Signíficant results are evident in

subscales 11 and 12 on1y.

TAB],8 XXVI]

SCHEFFÉ TEST OF AGE OF DEPARTMENT HEADS AND

LBDQ-12 INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS

, Age Age Age Age Age Age¡uDscare 25 - 29 25 - 29 25 - 29 30 - 34 30 - 34 35 - 44Number Ag" Ac. Ag. Ag. Ag. Ag.
30-34 35-44 45-54 35-44 45-54 4s-st+

T2 -222'r
ll .QJt<"* [ . SJ J.-:k:k g . JJ *-:k

1

2

3
4
5
6
7

B

9
10
11
T2

zk 4. .01 F(3,7g) = 4.07 Fl = 3(4.07) = L2.2I
:'.-:k

:k:'r:',- "(. - .10 F (3,lg) = 2.L6 FI = 3 (2.16) = 6.48
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Science department heads under 45 years of age scored signifi-

cantly hÍgher than science department heads 45-54 years of age on

superior orientation. Science department heads 25-29 years of age

scored significantly lower than science department heads 35-44 years

of age on integration.

Table XXVIII reports Lhe analysis of variance of experience

prior to appointment of science deparËment heads and LBDQ-12 subscale

means.

TABLE XXV]TI

ANALYSIS OF VAR]ANCE OF EXPERIENCE PR]OR TO APPO]NTMENT OF

SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS AND LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Variation df

Experíence of Science DeParLment
Heads Prior to Appoíntment 3 63.1795 0.294

Between Subject Error 79 2L4.577I

LBDQ- 12 Subscales 11 951 .35 16 62 .965'!

Experience of Science Department Heads
Prior to Appointment - LBDQ-12 33 24.528I L.623
Subs ca les

Lriithin Subjects Error 869 15 .1091

x ,( = .01 F(11,869¡ = 2.26

This analysis indicates that the science department heads experi-

ence prior to appointmenË and LBDQ-12 subscales means are not signifi-

cantly related.

MS
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The analysis of variance of years as science department head

and LBDQ-12 subscale means is presented in Table XXIX.

TABLE XX]X

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF YEARS AS SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEAD AND

LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

Source of Variation df MS F

Years as Science Department Head

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales

Years as Science Department Head -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

trrlithin Subjects Error

1 3 2L .7849 L .s49

81 207 .6772

11 97T.8945 64.098¡,

11 35 .7 608 Z .358,',

891 15 .1625

:t d = .01 F(11, B9I) = 2.26

This table indicaËes that the scíence department head's years as

a department head and overall average LBDQ-12 subscores are not signifi-

cantly related. However, the significant interaction value indicates the

department head's years as departrnent head and some LBDQ-12 subscale

means are significantly related.

To anatyze this relationship, Figure 11 was prepared.

Science department heads r¿ho have been deparrment heads for one

or ti^7o years rate lower than department heads who have been department

heads for three to six years on subscales 1, 3,41 8, 10 and 11. To

check for signif icant subscale difference, the Scheffé test v/as employed.
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Table XXX reports the Scheffá test.

TABLE XXX

SCHEFFí TEST OF YEARS AS SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEAD AND

LBDQ-12 INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS

Subs ca 1e

Number
Department Head - 3-6 years
DepartmenE Head - 1-2 years

I
aJ

4

B

10

11

3 .642r>r.tr

J . J [Jr:k

9 .00'r

9 .7 5,v

[ . QJ:kJr

$ -SJtc*

-.k ¿ - .01 F(1,8L) = 7.Ot Fl = 1(7.01) = 7.OL

¡k:'.- { - .05 F(1,81) = 3.9t F1 = 1(3.91) = 3.gL
rf:/..j< {= .10 F(1,8I) = 2.74 Fl = 1(2.74) = 2.74

Science department heads who have been department heads for

three to six years are significantly higher than department heads who

have been department heads for one or ti,vo years on subscale means for

subscales 1, 3,4, B, 10 and 11. In summary, science department heads

who have been department heads for three Ëo six years score signifi-

cantly higher on subscale scores from subscales in each leadership area.

The analysis of variance for department head's experience in

present school and LBDQ-12 subscale scores is presented in Table XXXI.

This analysis indicates that the department heads experience in the

present school and LBDQ-12 subscale means are not signifícantly related.
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TABLE XXXI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF EXPER]ENCE IN PRNSENT SCHOOL OF

SCIENCE DEPART}ßNT HEADS AND LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE },ßANS

Source of Variation

Experience in Present School of
Science Department Heads 3 7 0 .1810 0.328

Bet\,üeen Subjeet Error 79 2L3.9870

IBDQ-12 Subscales 11 998.0837 65 .7o5rr

MSdf

Experience in Present School of
Science DeparEment Heads -
LBDQ-12 Subscales

tr^/ithin Subjects Error

33 2r.4933 L.4r5

869 L5 .L904

')t{- .01 F(11,869) = 2.26

Table XXXII reports the analysis of variance for department

heads years of training and LBDQ-12 subscale scores.

This analysis indicates that the departnent heads years of

traíning and LBDQ-12 subscale scores are not significantly relaËed.

The following significant relationships emerged from the study

of the relationships between leader characteristics and perceptions of

leadership as measured by the LBDQ-12.

The age of the principal and the experience of the principal

príor to appointment \¡rere not significantly related to teacher percep-

tions of leader behavior of principals. The experience of the principal

as principal, the experience of the principal in the present school, and

the years of training of the princípa1 were signíficantly related to
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TABLE XXXII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF YEARS OF TRAINING OF SCIENCE

DEPARTMENT HEADS AND LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE }'ßANS

Source of Variation

Years of Training of Science
Department Heads 1 3 25 .L8I6 L.566

Bet\,reen Subject Error 81 207 .6352

I,BDQ- 12 Subscales 11 L076 .8643 66 .i-39':t

MSdf

Years of Training of Science
Department Heads - LBDQ-12
Subs ca 1es

üIithin Subjects Error

11 18.5894 r.209

891 15.3745

tc{=.01 F(11,89t¡ = 2.26

teacher perceptions of leader behavior of principals.

The age of the science department head, and the experience of

the science department head as science department head were signifi-

cantly related to Ëeacher perceptions of leadership of science depart-

ment head. The experience of the science department head prior to

appointment, the experience of the science departrment head in the

present school, and the years of training of the science department

head ¡,rere not significantly related to teacher perceptions of leader-

ship behavior of science department heads.

Respondent Biographical Factors

Six biographical factors of respondents were analyzed for their

relationship to respondent perceptions of leader behavior of principal
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and department head. All parts of this question with one exception

!üere analyzed by use of the same analysis of variance program used in

the previous questions. Tables XXXITI to XL inclusive summarize these

analyses.

TABLE XXXIII

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS OF

PRTNCIPALS AND AGE OF RESPONDENTS

Age of Respondent 2 24 .2423 0.116

Between Subject Error B0 208.2858

LBDQ-l2 Subscales of Principals lL 374.4863 2L.633*

Age of Respondent - LBDQ-12 Subscales
of Principals 22 16.4370 0.950

Inlithin Subjects Error 880 17 .3107

-)c ¿( = .01 F(11, BBO) = 2.26

TABLE XXXIV

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF PR]NCIPALS
AND YEARS OF EXPER]ENCE OF RESPONDENTS

Source of Variation df MS F

Years of Experience of Respondents 2 31.9056 0.153

Between Subject Error B0 208.0115

LBDQ-l2 Subscales of Principals 11 39L.6987 22.788>',

Years of Experience of Respondents -
LBDQ-l2 Subscales of Principals 22 22.2624 L.295

trrTithin Sub j ects Error BB0 17 . 1888

-::d=.01 F(ll,BBO) = 2.26
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TABLE XXXV

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE }ßANS OF PRINCIPALS AND

EPERIENCE IN PRESENT SCHOOL OF RNSPONDENTS

Source of Variation

Experience in Present School
of Respondents 2 45.8820 O.22L

Between Subject Error 80 207.7682

MSdf

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Principals

Experience in Present School of
Respondents - LBDQ-12 Subscales
of Princípals

tr^Iíthin Subjects Error

11 394.8894 22.735rr

22 15.1390 0.872

880 L7 .3696

r,4.= .01 F(l1r8BO) = 2.26

TABLE XXXV]

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS OF PRTNCIPALS AND

YEARS OF TRAINING OF RESPONDENTS

Source of Variation df

Years of Training of Respondents 2 53.6144 0.255

Between Subject Error 79 20f .1861

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Principals 11 386 ,ZLLZ 23.101'''

Years of Training of Respondents -
LBDQ-I2 Subscales of Princípals 22 24.3063 I.454

Within Subject Error 869 L6.7L86

MS

,r 4-= .01 F(llr869) = 2.26
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TABLE XXXVIT

ANALYS]S OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-I2 SUBSCALE MEANS OF

SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS AND AGE OF RESPONDENT

Source of Variation MSdf

Age of Respondent

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Science
Department Heads

2 s8.835 9 0 .27 6

B0 273 .0665

11 386.2tL2 23.t01*

Age of Respondent - LBDQ- 12
Subscales of Scíenoe Department 22 L2.2080 0.788
Heads

trrlithín Subjects Error BBO L5.495L

x { -- .01 F(11,880) = 2.26

TABLE XXXVIII

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF SCIENCE

DEPARTMENT IIEADS AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF RNSPONDENTS

Source of Variation df MS

Years of Experience of Respondents

Between Subject Error

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Science
Department Heads

Years of Experience of Respondents -
LBDQ-12 Subscales of Science
Department Heads

I^Iithin Subject Error

2 L9 .6737 0 .092

80 273 .7827

11 992.7839 64.8L4,"

22 1.9 .258L 1.257

880 L5.3L75

ztç { = .01 F(11r 880) = 2.26
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TABLE XXX]X

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ.12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF SCTENCE DEPART},ENT

HEADS AND EKPERIENCE ]N ?RESENT SCHOOL OF RESPONDENTS

Source of Variation dfMSF

Experience in Present School of Respondents 2 L90 .26LL 0.907

Between Subject Error 80 209,8604

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Science Department
Heads 11 1000.7681 65.L321:'

Experience ín Present School of Respondent,s -
LBDQ-12 Subscales 22 L7.9637 L.I69

tr{ithÍn Subjects Error 880 15.3653

-): {- .01 F(11,880) = 2.26

TABLE XL

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS OF SCIENCE DEPART}'ENT

HEADS AND YEARS OF TRAIN]NG OF RESPONDENTS

Source of Variation dfMSF

Years of Training of Respondents 2 136.7739 0 ,646

Between Subject Error 79 211.6579

LBDQ-12 Subscales of Science DepartmenË
Heads 11 950.0911 60 .487'*

Years of Training of ResPondents -
LBDQ-l2 Subscales of Science DeparLment 22 7 .23LI 0.460
Heads

i,iiËhin Subjects Error 869 L5 .7074

:t {= .01 F(11,869) = 2.26
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These analyses índícate that there are no significant correla-

tions among perceptions of leadership behavior as measured by the

LBDQ-I2 of (a) principal, (b) science department head and age of res-

pondents, experience of respondents, experience in the present school

of respondents, or years of training of respondents.

The Phi coefficíent \^7as the correlational statistic used Lo

measure Ëhe relaËionship between sex of respondents and perceptions of

leadership behavior of principals and science department heads.

Tables XLI and KLf.f contain the sunmary of this analysis.

TABLE XLT

PH] COEFFTCIENT FOR CORRELATTON BETI^IEEN SEX OF RESPONDENTS AND

LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE AND OVERALL MEANS OF PRINCIPALS

Male Respondents Female Respondents
Subscale Above

Mean
Below
Mean

Above
Mean

Below
Mean

.011

.061

.0 61

.05 6

. 100

.018

.ro7

.0 90

.018

.05 6

.011

.011

4

2

5

4

1

4

3

5

4

4

4

4

J

5

2

3

6

3

4

2

3

J

J

J

39

36

40

30

30

35

33

36

40

30

39

39

37

40

36

46

46

4L

43

40

36

46

37

37

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

t0
ll
T2

l= .05 ø > .2L5 for subscales
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TABLE XL]]

PHI COEFFICIENT FOR CORRELATTON BETWEEN SEX OF RESPONDENTS AND LBDQ-12

SUBSCALE AND O\TERALI, MEANS OF SCTENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS

Male Respondents Female Respondents
Subscale Above Below

Mean Mean
Above
Mean

Below
Mean

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

T2

36

35

37

39

42

35

36

47

37

39

4s

40

4T

39

37

J+

4t

40

29

39

37

31

34

4

5

6

3

5

5

3

3

2

2

J

5

3

2

1

4

2

2

4

4

5

5

4

2

.011

. 111

.184

.004

.008

. 111

.018

.0 63

.0 68

.096

.048

.008

4 - .05 ø > .2I5 for subscales

This analysis reveals no signÍficant correlation between sex of

respondent and teacher perceptions of leader behavior of principal and

science departmenL head.

No significant relationships were discovered between age of

respondent, years of experience of respondent, experience in present

school of respondent, years of training of respondent, and sex of res-

pondent and teacher perceptions of leadership behavior of either príncipal

or science department head.
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Situational Factors

City, type of school, and size of school are the three situational

factors whose correlation with teacher perceptions of leader behavior of

princÍpa1 and science department head are analyzed in Tables )0,flf to

XLVIII inclusÍve. An analysis of variance was used for each of these

situaLional factors.

TABLE XL]II

ANALYS]S OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS OF PRINCTPALS AND CITY

Source of Variation df MS F

CiËy 2 2L.9430 0.105

Bet\,üeen Subject Error B0 208.2468

LBDQ-12 Subscale Means of Principal 11 423.5251 24.868*

City - LBDQ-12 Subscale Means of Principal 22 26.000I L.527

I^iithin SubjecË Error 880 17.0311

'): {= .01 F(11,880) = 2.26

TABLE XLIV

A}üALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE I{EANS 0F

PRINCTPALS AND TYPE OF SCHOOL

Source of Variation dfMSF

Type of School 2 674.1694 3.448':c

Bet\'¡een Subject Error 80 195.5382

LBDQ-l2 Subscale Means of PrincÍpal 11 39I,6548 lJ.Q$$x;t

Type of School - LBDQ-l2 Subscale Means
of Principal 22 32 .8839 | . $J/:k:k:k

trrTithin Sub ject Error BB0 16.9794

:k

:k:k d .01 F(11rBBO¡ = 2.26
rk?k?k{- .01 F(22,BBO¡ = 1.39
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TABLE XLV

AMLYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS

OF PRTNCIPALS AND SIZE OF SCHOOL

Source of Varíation dfMSF

Size of School 3 38 .2f03 O .L82

Between Subject Error 79 209.6320

LBDQ-l2 Subscale Means of Principal 11 389.4915 23.I48;,

Size of School - LBDQ-12 Subscale
Means of Principal 33 29.6916 l.J$J']<zr

tr^Iirhín Subjects Error 869 L6,8262

"., {= .01 F(llr869) = 2.26
)ctco{ = .01 F(33r869) = 1.68

TABLE XLVT

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS

OF SCTENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS AND CITY

Source of Varíation dfMSF

City 2 264 .5596 I.267

Between SubjecË Error 80 208.8285

LBDQ-12 Subscale Means of Science
DepartmenL Heads 11 1007 .3457 64.9141'r

Cíty - LBDQ-l2 Subscale Means of
Science Department Heads 22 10.3728 0.668

hÏithin Subjects Error 880 15.5181

*{-.01 F(11,880) = 2.26
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TABLE XLVII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LBDQ-l2 SUBSCALE MEANS OF

SCTENCE DEPART}ßNT HEADS AND TY?E OF SCI{OOL

Source of VariatÍon df MSF

Type of School

BeEween Subject Error

2 233 .4475 r.L24

80 207 .7014

LBDQ-12 Subscale Means of Science
Department Heads 11 1016.5430 65.981't

Type of School - LBDQ-12 Subscale Means
of Science Department Heads 22 19.5331 7.268

Inlithín Subjects Error 880 L5.4066

zv { = .01 F(tt, BBo¡ = 2.26

TABLE XLVITI

ANALYS]S OF VARTANCE OF LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS

OF SCTENCE DEPART}GNT HEADS AND S]ZE OF SCHOOL

Source of Variation df MSF

Size of School

BeÈween Subject Error

3 137 .L449 0 .646

7 9 2r2 .2709

LBDQ-12 Subscale Means of Science
Department Heads 11 933 .7 629 6I .737,r

Size of School - LBDQ-12 Subscale Means
of Scíence Department Heads 33 21.8116 L.442

Lriithín Subjects Error 869 I5.L247

,,, d = .01 F(llr 869) = 2.26
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These tables reveal that principalst LBDQ-12 subscale means

and city are not significantly related. They also reveal that science

department headst lnlq-12 subscale means are not signífícantly related

to city, type of school, or size of school.

Table xl-rv indicates that principals' lnoq-12 subscale and type

of school are significantly related and that an interaction effect is

significant too. To anaLyze these relationships, Figure 12 was prepared.

Many significant differences in subscale means were evident

from Figure L2. Principals of schools wíth Grades X to XIT or Grades IX

to XIf scored higher than principals of schools with Grades VTI to XII

or Grades vrrr to xrr. Tn addition, to a lesser extent, príncipals of

schools wiLh Grades X to XII scored higher than principals of schools

with Grades IX to XII.

To determine which specif ic subscale means \,,/ere signif icantly

different, a Scheffé test \.{as carried out on individual subscale means.

The sur¡rnary of thís Scheffé test is found in Table XLIX.

There are no signifícant dÍfferences among principals from

various types of schools on subscales 3, 6, and 9--one t'systemrrand

two trpersontr orÍented subscales.

Principalst subscale means from schools with Grades X to XII

are signifícantly higher than subscale means of all other principals on

subscale seven--a rrsystemrr oriented subscale; their subscale means are

significantly higher than subscale means of princÍpals from schools

with Grades rx to xrr on subscales L, 4, and L2; their subscale means

are significantly higher than subscale means of principals from schools
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TABLE XJ,IX

SCHEFFÉ TEST OF TYPE OF SCHOOL AND LBDQ-l2

]NDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE }.{EANS OF PRINCIPALS

Subs ca 1e
Number

S choo 1 S choo 1 S choo I
Grades 7-L2 Grades 7-I2 Grades 9-12

or 8-t2 or 8-I2
S choo 1 S choo I School

Grades 9-12 Grades LO-I2 Grades L0-I2

I
2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

L2

L0.97rr

$.J/¡:kJr

S . /$:k:k

B .g7x*

10 .23,t

LI.62r(

10.84:t

16 .70t,

10 "09't

Q ?'l :k:k

l0 .38:t

$.J)'::'k

S .)Ji:r:

/ .l$/r/r

$ .$$)d<

:,r {, = .01 F(2r80) = 4.92 FL = 2(4.92) = g.B4

-:¿: I = .05 F(2r80) = 3.11 Fl = ze.tt) = 6.2,
i:".ttc K = .10 F(2,80) = 2.38 Fl = 2(2.38) = 4.76

with Grades VIT to XII or Grades VIfI to XII on subscales 21 5, B,10

and 11. The subscale means of principals from schools with Grades IX

to XII are significantly higher than subscale means of principals of

schools with Grades VII to XIf or Grades VIII to XII on subscales 2, 5,

7,8 and 11.

Table XLV, page 117, indicates that though size of school is not
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significantly related to LBDQ-12 subscale means of principals overa11,

there is an interaction effect. There are significant differences on

some individual LBDQ-12 subscale means when related to school size.

To anaLyze this interaction, Figure 13 was prepared. The scale of

this figure \^7as íncreased to improve clarity.

A cursory glance at Figure 13 indicated that there would be few

significant differences. The second step in the analysis was to employ

the Scheffé test to compare selected mean differences. Table L summar-

izes Ëhe test.
TABLE L

SCI{EFFí TEST OF STZE OF SCHOOL AND LBDQ-12

INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALE MEANS OF PRINCTPALS

Subs cale
Number

30 to 39
Teachers
50 to 69
Teachers

40 to 49
Teachers
70 to 89
Teachers

50 to 69
Teachers
70 ro 89
Teachers

J.Jlttc':<

11.95*

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

10

11

L2

x .Z = .05 F(3,7g) = 2.73 F1 = 3 (2.73) = 8.19

",,,',{- .10 F(3r7g) = 2.L6 F1 = 3 (2.t6) = 6.4g
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Only two significant results \^7ere evident. principals from

schools of 50 to 69 teachers had subscale means which \^rere signifi-

cantly higher than the subscale means of principals from schools of 70

to 89 teachers on subscale nine--production emphasis. Principals from

schools with 40 to 49 teachers had subscale means which were signifi-

cantly higher than the subscale means of princípals from schools with

70 to 89 teachers on subscale 7--roLe assumptÍon.

Question 6 would be summarízed as follows. percepËíons of

leadership behavior of science department heads r¡rere not sígnificantly

related to Ëhe situational facËors--city, type of school, size of

school. Perceptions of leadership behavior of principals and city

Ì,/ere not significantly related. Type of school and size of school were

both relaËed to perceptions of leader behavior of principals.

The analysis undertaken in thÍs study has been outlined ín this

chapter. Perceptions of leadership behavior of principals were found to

be significantly different from that of science department heads. The

profiles of perceptions of leader behavior of principals and science

department heads were found to be varied from school to school. trriithin

a given school the combinatíon of principal-science department head pro-

files r^iere generally either supplementary or complementary in nature. Of

ten leader characteristics, five were found

to perceptions of leader behavior. The age

be signif icantly related

the principal, the

Ëo

of

experience prior to appointmenË of principal, the experience prior Ëo

appointment of science departïent head, the experience in Ëhe present school

of the science departmenË head, and the years of trainÍng of the science
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department head r^Iere not significantly related to perceptions of leader

behavior" The experience as princípaL, the experience in present school

of principal, the years of training of principal, the age of the science

department head, and the experience as science department head were

sígnificantly related to perceptions of leader behavior.

All respondent situational factors--age of respondent, years of

experience of respondent, experience in present school of respondent,

years of training of respondenL and sex of respondent--failed Lo demon-

strate any significant. relationships to perceptions of leader behavior.

of the general sÍtuational factors--city, size and type of school

v/ere not sígnifícantly related to perceptions of leader behavior of science

department head. City \,Ias not related to perceptions of leader behavíor

of princípal. Both size and type of school r¡/ere significantly related

to perceptions of leader behavior of principal.



CHAPTER

SUI{IVIARY AND IMPLICATIONS

INTRODUCTION

This study was undertaken to survey teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of principals and science department heads in secondary schools

of Manítoba and Saskatchewan. Teacher percepËions of leader behavior of

principals as a group Trere compared to teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of science department heads as a group. Tndividual profiles of

perceived leader behavior of the various principals were compared and

contrasted as were individual profiles of perceived leader behavior of

varíous science departnent heads. The perceived leader behavior of the

príncipal-science department head combínatíon in each indivídua1 school

was anaLyzed. The effecË on perceived leader behavior of principal and

science department head of age of the leader, Lenure as leader, tenure

in present school, experience prior to appoinrment as leader, and years

of training \,ì/as measured as \ùas the effect of teacher respondent age,

sex, tenure in the present school, Leaching experience, and years of

training. Final1y, the effect on perceptions of leader behavior of

principal and science department head of school síze, grades in school,

and city ín whích school was located was Ëested.

To gather data for this study, science teachers of nineteen

collegiates in Regina, Saskatoon, and i^Iinnípeg completed a LBDQ-12 on

their princÍpal, a LBDQ-L2 on their science department head, and a

I.

biographical quesËionnaire. A biographical questionnaíre was completed
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by the science deparrment head in each collegiate. The principal of

each collegiate completed a biographical and siÈuational questionnaire.

The analysis of the data collectedr/¡as presented ín the previous

chapter. To compare teacher perceptions of leader behavíor of the

average principal and the average science department head a two-\,üay

analysis of variance, repeated measures desígn, was employed. To

investigate the signÍficant interactions which were discovered, t\,üo

procedures r,^rere used. A prof i1e of teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of the average principal \^ras compared to a profile of teacher

perceptions of leader behavior of the average science department head.

Finally a Scheffã test T¡ras used to comparerraveragerrprincipal and

scÍence department head indivídua1 subscale means.

To study individual profiles of principal and science department

head the means on each subscale of LBDQ-12 were converted to standard-

ized scores. The standardized scores on the various subscales were

then grouped in trsystemrtt ttpersonrtt or tttransactionaltt areas and Ëhose

scores more than one standard error from the mean vrere noËed. The per-

ceived leader behavÍor of the principal-science department head combin-

at.ion in each school was also studied by means of standardízed scores.

To test the correlatíons between teacher perceptions of leader

behavior and leader and respondent bíographical data the same t\.{o-\^ray

analysis of variance T^ras used as the iniËial sLep. If significance \¡ras

establíshed the profiles and Scheffé test described earlier were used

to test that significance. The sËudy of the relationship between sex

of respondents and perceived leader behaviors \,{as completed by means of
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the Phi coefficient.

This chapter will serve four purposes. A summary of the study

to this point forms this introductory section. A statement of the

major fÍndings of the study follows. General conclusions which will

ansr¡rer the quesËions presented in chapter r are outlined. Fina1ly,

some suggested implicatíons of the study are advanced.

II },IAJOR FINDINGS

The six questions posed in Chapter I serve as the structure for

these findings.

Teacher Perceptions of Principal and Science Department Head

The principal scored significantly higher than the science

deparËment head on Ëhe subscales for initiation of structure, productíon

emphasis, and predictive accuracy. The science deparËment head scored

significantly higher Êhan the príncipal on subscales for iolerance of

freedom and consideration.

Teacher Perceptions of Principals from School to School

Of the nineLeen principals, eight r,vere more than one standard

error above the mean on one or more subscales. Three of Ëhese principals

demonstrated strength in rrpersonrrr rrsysLem,rrandrrtransactionalrrorient-

ations; trnro r¡/ere sËrong on only one subscale Ín each area while one

principal r^ias strong on nine subscales. Three other principals had

subscale scores one standard error above the mean on subscales which

focused on t\,ro of three orientations; one of Ëhese principals had two
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high scores on rtsystemrr and one on rrpersontt orientation; anoËher prin-

cipal had three high scores on rrsystemrr and one on rttransactionalrt

orientation; the third principal had two high scores on rrpersonrt

orientation and one on rrtransactionalrr orientatíon. Two principals

had subscale scores one standard error above the mean on one subscale;

one principal had one high score on a rtsystemtr subscale and the other

had one high score on a rrtransaclionalrr subscale.

Three of the nineteen principals \¡rere within one standard error

of the mean on all subscales.

Eight principals had subscale scores more than one standard

error below the mean. One of these principals had one low score--

production emphasis. Five principals had subscale scores which were

more than one standard error below the mean on subscales ín fr^zo orient-

ations; three had low scores on one to fourtrsystemtrsubscales and 1ow

scores on one to threetrLransacLionaltrfactors; one príncipal had one

1ow score on ttsysLemrr and two low scores on rrtransactionalrr and one low

score on rtpersonrr oríentatíon. Two principals had low scores that T¡rere

found in all three orientations; one of these príncipals had seven

scores one standard error below the mean and one, production emphasis,

more than one standard error above the mean; the other principal had

ten such 1or¡ scores.

Teacher Perceptions of Science Department Heads From School to School

Science department heads were classified in a manner similar

to that ouËlined for PrinciPals.

Nine deparËmenË heads had more subscale scores one standard error
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above the mean than below. Two of the department heads had high scores

focusíng on all three orientations; one had six such high scores and

the other had four. Five of the group of nÍne science department heads

had subscale scores more than one standard error above the mean focusing

on trsystemrt and rrtransactÍonaltt orientations; in each instance there

r,^rere one or trnro high ttsystemrr scores and one high rttransactionalttscore;

two of these five department heads had one score one sËandard error below

the mean. Two of the níne department heads with subscale scores more

than one standard error above the mean had high scores that focused on

one area; one had three high "systemrr scores whÍle the other had two

high "personrr factors coupled with one low ttpersonrr factor.

Two science department heads had all scores withín one standard

error of the mean in either direction.

The remaining eight science department heads had more scores one

standard error below the mean than those above. Two department heads

had low scores on tolerance of freedom. Three deparËment heads had low

scores on t\^ro areas and each had one high score; one had one lowrrsystemtt

and trLransactionalrr score and one hígh trpersontt score; the second had

four 1ow rrsystemrr scores, two low rrtransactionalrr scores, and one high

Itpersonrr score; the third had two low ttpersonrr scores, one low tttrans-

actionalrr score and one high I'transacËionalrr score. The remaining

three department heads \^iith 1o\,r scores had such scores in all areas;

one had one low score on each area; another had two lowrrtransactional'l

scores but one low and one high score on each of the remaining areas;

the third department head had all scores, except tolerance of freedom,

low.
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Head Combination

tr^iithin

Leadership combinations were classified in two major categories.

Ten schools of the 19 schools in the sample \.{ere perceived as

having a leadership combination which was labelled complementary. Four

of these schools had príncipals who were chíefly "person" oríented while

the science department head was "SyStemrr oriented. Three schools had

principals who r¡iere perceived as t'systemrr principals while the science

department head stressed "person" orientaLion. In the remaining Ëhree

schools the princípal was strong in two or three areas; the science

deparËment complemented his leadership by exhibiting strength on differ-

ent subscales in an area r¡here the principal was strong.

Of the seven schools in which supplementary leadership v/as per-

ceived two schools exisËed in which both principal and science depart-

ment head rated high on one or more subscales in each area; two schools

existed where principal and science department head T,{ere average on one

or more subscales in each area; three schools existed in r¿hich principal

and science department head had one or more scores in each area more

than one standard error below the mean.

The perceptions of leadership in two schools were not classified

as either complementary or supplementary. In each of these schools one

of the leaders had many low scores while the other leader had average

scores on most subscales.

Perceptions of Leader Behavior and Leader Characteristícs

of Principal /Science Department

Teacher

No significant relaËionship was measured between age of principals
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or experience of priÐcipals prior to appointÐent and teacher perceptions

of leader behavior of principal. No significant relationship was meas-

ured between experience prior to appointment as science departrnent head,

experience in the present school of scíence department head, or years of

training of science department head and teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of science deparLment head.

Two significant relationships existed between age of science

departrnent head and teacher perceptions of leader behavior of science

department heads. Science departnent heads, 25 to 29 years of age,

scored signifícantly lower on integratíon than science department heads,

35 to 44 years of age. The deparËment heads under 45 years of age

scored significantly higher on superior orientation than department

heads over 45 years of age.

A number of significant relaËionships existed between experíence

as principal of principals and teacher perceptions of leader behavior

of principals. Principals with 9 to 15 years of experience as princípals

scored signíficantly higher than each of the following:

1. Principals of less than nine years experience on trvo trsystemrr

subscales.

2. Principals with one to four or seven to eight years experi-

ence on subscale one, another Itsystemtr subscale.

3. Principals with one to six years experience on subscale five

another rrsys temrr subscale.

4. Principals with fíve to eight years experience on subscai.e 12.

5. Principals with one to four years experience on subscales 2, 9,

10 and 11.
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Príncipals rvith seven or eight years experience as principal

on subscale 6, a trpersonrr subscale.

Principals i¿ith five to eight years experience as principal

scored significantly hígher than príncipals with one to four years

experience as principal on subscales 2 and 5,

Principals with one to four years experience as principal

scored significantly higher on tolerance of freedom than principals

with seven or eighË years experience as principal.

Two significant relationships were found beLween science

department head experience as department. head and teacher perceptions

of leadershíp behavior of science departmenË heads. Science department

heads with three to six years experience as department head scored

significantly higher orÌ subscales four and eight than science depart-

ment. heads with one or tr,ro years experience as deparEnent head.

I^lhen perceptions of leader behavior were related to experience

in the present school, no significant differences exísted beEr.¿een

principals with one to four years experience in the present school and

those wiËh more than eight years experience in the present school. The

significant relationships !üere as follows:

1. Princípals with one to four years or more than eight years

experience in the present school scored higher on subscales

2, 4, 10 and 11 than principals with five to eight years

experience in the present school.

2. Principals with more than eight years experience in the

present school scored higher on subscales 1, 6 and 12 than

principals wiËh five to eight years experience ín the present

school.

6,
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Principals with one to four years experience in the present

school scored higher on subscales eight and nine than prin-

cipals !,/ith five to eight years experience Ín the present

school.

The years of training of principals \Árere signif icantly related

to teacher perceptions of leader behavior of príncipals. principals

wiEh seven years of Ëraining scored significantly higher on subscales 8,

10 and 11, than all other principals, and sígnificantly higher on sub-

scales 2, 7 and 9 than principals with six years of training. Principals

with five years of training scored significantly higher on persuasiveness

than principals wiËh six years of training.

Teacher Perceptions of Leader Behavior and Respondent Situational Factors

The sex of the respondents, age of

ence of respondents, experience in presenË

years of training of respondents vrere not

of leader behavior of princÍpa1 or science

respondenËs, years of experi-

school of respondents, and

related to teacher perceptíons

deparËment head.

Teacher Perceptions of Leader Behavior and Environmental Factors

No relationship was discovered between teacher perceptions of

leader behavior of science department heads and city, type of school, or

size of school. No relationship existed between teacher perceptíons of

leader behavíor of principals and cíËy.

The following significant relatíonshíps existed between teacher

perceptions of leader behavior of principal and type of school:

1. On subscales 2, 5, 7 , 8 and 11, principals from schools with

Grades X to XfI or Grades IX to XII scored significanÉly
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hígher than princípa1s from schools with Grades VII to XII

Grades VIII to XII.

2. On subscales L, 4, 7 and L2, principals from schools wíth

Grades X to XII scored significantly higher than principals

from schools r¿ith Grades fX to XII.

On subscale 10, principals from schools with Grades X to XIf

scored significantly higher than principals from schools with

Grades VII to XII or Grades VIII to XII.

Two significant relationships existed beL\,,reen size of school and

teacher perceptions of leader behavior of princípa1s. On production

emphasis principals from schools with 50 to 59 teachers scored signífi-

cantly higher than principals from schools with 70 to 89 teachers. On role

assumption, príncipals of schools \,/ith 40 to 49 teachers scored sígnifi-

eantLy higher than principals from schools with 7O to 89 teachers.

III. GENERAL CONCLUS]ONS

The six questions posed at the outset of this study are answered

in this section.

Levels of Leadership

The failure of the overall average of LBDQ-12 means of principals

and science departmenË heads to be significanËly different does noË imply

Ëhat teachers perceive both leaders in the same manner. The significant

interaction on the same analysis Ì,vas a prognosis of the significant rela-

tionships that vüere to be discovered in the second analysis. Principals

were indeed signíficantly different from science department heads as

measured on Lhree subscales of the LBDQ-12. Principals rÀ/ere perceived to

t
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be higher on initiation of structure, production emphasis, and predic-

tive accuracy. The former tI,üo of the subscales weighed most heavily on

Itsystemrr orientation in the Brown factor analysis.l

I,rlhen considered in relation to science department heads, princi-

pals were viewed as leaders who knew what was to be done, who defined

clearly who was to do the job, who defined clearly how the task was to

be accomplished and finally exerted some effort to encourage or force

teachers to work at capacÍty or beyond.

Science department heads had significantly higher subscale means

on tolerance of freedom and consideration. These subscales, consider-

atÍon and tolerance of freedom r/üere tr¡ro of the three heaviest weightíngs

on t'person" orientation in the Brown analysis. Teachers tended to

visualize the science department head of the hypothetical "averagerl

collegiate of the sample in the following manner when compared to the

"average" principal. He met his teachers as equals to discuss proposed

changes. He was willing to explain his actÍons, to consider suggestions,

and to implement changes. trr7hen he reached a decision he assigned the

task and then left details for compleËion of the task to the initiative

and judgment of the teachers involved. He assísted members in the com-

pletion of the task by resolving minor problems.

As indicated earlier successful leaders had demonstrated strength

on both initiation of structure and consideraËion. However, since the

dual strength on rrsystemrr and ttpersontt orientatiorÌs vras often an

lAlun 
F.

tion Quarterly,
Brown,ttReactions
II (trriinter, L967),

to Leadershipr'l
67.

Educationa 1 Adminis tra-
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unattainable goal compromise solutions !,/ere proposed. The solution

proposed by Argyris involved dual leadership.2 Two leaders would

fulfill the leadership needs by each demonstrating strength in a

different area. Of the five significantly different subscales, four

subscales \.{ere among the four highest factor loadings, .86 to .89,

in Brownrs factor analysis and account for a large percentage of

the variance. In the present study the rraveragerr príncipal has

taken on the risystemrt function while the 'raveragetr science departmenË

head has assumed the rrperson'r function. This complementary leader-

ship pattern \Â7as simí1ar to results which 1ed Stogdilt3 to state that

the position determined the pattern of leadership and prompted Day4

to conclude that leadershíp style was significantly different for

different levels of an organization.

Similar OrganizaËions and Leadership

The LBDQ-12 purported to measure 'rsystemrr, "personrr or rrtrans-

actionalrr oriented leadershíp styles. The leader who secured above

average subscale scores on trsystemrr subscales l,/as perceived as a

leader who had strong convictions which he attempted to translate

2Ch.i" Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization
(New York: John ltríley and Sons, Inc., L964).

3n.tph M. Stogdi1l, et a1., Managers, Employees, Organizations
(Columbus, Ohío: Ohio State University, L965), p. 28.

41. n. Day, Basic Dimensions of Leadership in Selected Industríal
Organizatíons. Unpublíshed Doctoral Thesis, cited by H. trrI. Kitchen,
'rRecent Studies Relating to Leadership'r in Leadership (Calgary, Univer-
sity of Calgary, L968), p. 25.
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into action by effective persuasion and argumenL. He was effective

in getting things done because he clarified both his own role and

that of teachers. Finally he spoke and acted so that it was obvious

he represented the group.

The leader who secured above average subscale scores orÌ

trpersonrt subscales was perceived as a leader who gave teachers an

opportunity to initiate plans and to make decisions whíle implement-

ing the plans. He was able to tolerate Ëhe uncertainty and postpone-

ment associated with implemenËatíon of the p1ans. Finally he was

a\.{are of the importance of hís teachers, paid aËtention to the needs

of teachers, and recognízed the contribution they made to the school

operation.

The leader who secured above average subscale scores on

rrtransactional'rsubscales \^ias perceived as a leader who was able to

antícipate outcomes of actions and exerted special effort to resolve

major conflicts so that the group functioned as a single unit.

Finally he was a leader who had a good relationship with his superiors

and was able to influence them.

Eight principals rÁrere perceived as possessing strength in one

or more of the Ëhree areas of leadership outlined above. Three of

the eight principals r,üere perceived by their teachers as displaying

above average leadership characteristics in all three areas. Three

príncipals had above average subscale scores in two of the three

leadership areas so one princípal \,vas 'rsystem-persontr oriented,
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another \n/as rrsystem-transactionalrr orienËed, and the third was

rrperson-transactionalrr oriented. The remaining two principals had

average subscale scores on eleven subscales but demonstrated

sËrengËh on one subscale--production emphasis for one principal and

superior orientatíon for the other principal.

Of the nineteen principals, three r.rere perceived by their

science teachers as being average in all areas of leadership.

The remaining eíght principals were perceived as leaders r¿ith

less than average competence in one or more of the areas of leader-

ship studied. one príncipal failed to demonstrate average strength

in all areas of leadership. Three of these principals \¡7ere perceived

as demonstrating weakness in both rtsystemrt and rrtransactíonalrt areas

of leadership. One principal scored below average on rrpersontr and

Ittransactionaltr subscales. One principal \das perceíved as below

average on "personrr and rrsystemrr leadership areas. One principal

demonstrated weakness in one general area--rrpersonrr oríented leader-

ship. Finally one principal was perceived as below average on one

specific subscale--production emphasis .

Though the rfaverage science department head was perceived

as "person'r oriented, science department head profiles displayed

even greater variation than principal profíles.

Nine department heads r,{ere perceived as possessing strength

in one or more of the leadership areas of interest in thís study.

Two department heads r¡rere perceived as of above average strength in

all three areas--ttpersonrtt ttsystem,rr and rrtransactionalrr leadership.
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Five department heads displayed strong leadership characteristics

focusing on both rttransactionalrt and rrsystemrr areas but three of

these department heads r¡rere perceíved as below average on at least

one specÍfic leadership function. one department head failed to

a1low his teachers sufficÍent freedom of action; a secorrd failed to

maintain satisfactory relationships rrrith his superiors; the third

failed to demonstrate strong convictions and persuasive ability.

The final two department heads whose teacher perceptions Trere above

average were trpersonrr oriented in one instance and trsystemtr oriented

in the other.

Of the nineteen science department heads, t\,nro were perceived

as average on all areas of leadershÍp ínvolved ín this study. Two

other science department heads were deemed average on all subscale

save one. Both department heads refused to grant suffícient freedom

of action to members of the deparËment.

Six scíence department heads demonstrated profiles that were

below average on several subscales. Three of these deparLment heads

had below average scores on subscales focused on all three areas of

leadership. One of the three had high subscale scores in both

ttpersonrr and rtsystemrr orientations. The f inal three department

heads had 1ow scores on subscales focusing on t\nro areas of leader-

ship but each had one subscale score which rated above average. One

of these department heads scored above average on superior orienta-

tion; a second scored above average on integration; the third scored
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above average on tolerance of uncertainty.

Stogdill and Brown, both of whom employed more sophisticated

statístical techniques on larger samples, failed to agree on the

question: Do similar leaders in similar otganízations have matching
5profiles?- The present study dÍd not resolve the question. The

analysis associated with question I delineated a rfsystem?Î oríented

principal and a science department head vrho was ttpersonrr oriented.

The evidence from quesËion 1 would support the contention of Brown

that principals \¡/ere not dissimilar leaders from school to school.

The panorama of profiles sketched in the past several pages supports

separate profiles for similar leaders in similar organízations. The

evidence from questLor- 2 would support Stogdillrs contention Ëhat

leaders had signifícantly different profiles even in apparently

similar otgani-zaLions .

Superior- Subordina te Leadership

Though the analysis of quesËion 1 indicated the average

principal and science department head exercised complementary ro1es,

the question \,ras not ansl^rered with respect to specific principal-

science department head combinations within one school.

To classify Ëhe school combinations in this manner tr,ro vari-

ables \,{ere considered. If the princípa1-science department head

standardized scores v/ere within one standard error of one another

5stogdillr op. cit., p. 48; Alan F. Brown, rrReactions to
Quarterly, II (l^iinter, L967), 65 ,Leadership, rt Educational Administration



L42

two possibilities existed. If both scores T,{ere within one standard

error of the mean, the subscale was considered average for both

leaders. If the highest score of the combination T¡/as more than one

sËandard error above the mean the subscale was considered high for

both leaders. If the lowest score of the combinatíon l{as more than

one standard error below the mean, the subscale was considered low

for both leaders. fn each instance these combinations r,.7ere supple-

mentary in character.

The second variable analyzed was the disËance between principal

and science department head scores on a gíven subscale. A disËance

of one standard error was considered signifícant. If the difference

was significant position of the scores in the combination was also

considered. The second variable gave a measure of signifícant

differences and position thaË was used to measure the degree of com-

plementary leadership .

Three general caËegories existed for classifying teacher

perceptions of príncipal-science department head leadership within

a school. fn schools where both leaders, i..., principal and science

department head, displayed similar leadership character by having

scored high, average or low on relatively the same number and t¡rye

of subscales, the combination was labelled supplementary leadership.

In seven schools principal and science department head

displayed supplementary leadership. In one of these schools both

leaders !/ere perceived as having strength in the three leadership
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areas. fn three of the schools both leaders rated average on sub-

scales from the three leadership areas. fn each of these schools

some variation from the average existed; in the fírst school the

príncipal scored high on role assumption; in the second school both

principal and science department head scored high on production

emphasis; in the third school both leaders scored low on one sub-

sca1e. fn trnzo schools both leaders scored low on four subscales.

Finally in one school both leaders r,{ere rated high on three sub-

scales,

Tn schools where the principal demonstrated strength of

leadershíp in one maín area and the science departmenË head demon-

strated strength of leadership in another area, the combination was

1abel1ed complementary leadership. Ten schools exhibited variations

of complementary leadership. An unexpected fínd appeared when the

leadership pattern in these schools was analyzed. In five of the

ten schools the principal's strength was concentrated on subscales

focusÍng upon ?'persontr oriented leadership while the depart¡nent head

strength r,,Jas concenËrated on subscales f ocusing upon "systemrr

oriented leadership. In three schools, the principal scored high

on subscales focused on either rrsystemtt or rrtransactionalrr leader-

ship while the science department head scored high on subscales

focused on rrpersontr oriented leadership. In the final two schools,

the major strength of the principal r^ras on subscales other than

those on which the science department head displayed strength. No
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pattern such as rrpersontr or trsystemtr oriented leadership emerged

for either leader.

Two schools existed where neither supplementary nor comple-

mentary leadership combinaËions r,¡ere evident.

One of the fíndings of the Stogdill studies was that when a

leader such as a principal delegated responsibilities, the subor-

dinate leader such as the science department head would also

^delegaËe." The converse lJas also found to be Lrue. Delegation is

measured as a portion of the subscale labelled tolerance of freedom.

Approximately sixty per cent of the sample schools had principals

and science departrnent heads within one standard error on the sub-

scale containing delegation.

From the same studies by Stogdill came the conËention that

subordinate leaders Ëend to have similar leadership profiles to

those of the superior leader.7 Support for this contention t^/as mosË

evident in the schools where the leadership was classified as supple-

mentary. Though similarities rvere cortrnon the evidence did not affirm

that one profile conditioned the other.

Brown contended that school staffs \{ere prepared to accept

strength on either trsysÈemrr or rrpersonrt orientation as satisfactory

action
6nr1ph l,t. Stogdill, Leadership and Structure of Personal Tnter-
(Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, 1957), p. f03.
7'Ralph M. Stogdil1, E11is L. Scott and l^lilliam E. Jaynes,

Leadership and Role Expectations (Columbus, Ohío: Ohio StaËe Univer-
sity, 1956), p. 130.
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leadership by the principal.S Approximarely fifty per cent of rhe

schools in the sample had such strength. Another thirty per cent

hadrraveragetr strength on either or both of therrsystemrr andttpersonrl

oríentations. Tn ten per cent of the schools Lhe weakness ín both

areas perceíved in principal leadership was complemented by science

department head sËrength. The final ten per cent of schools had

principals who \¡/ere perceived weak in both areas without any com-

pensating strength by the science department head.

Leader Characteristics and LeadershÍp

Larsen had found thaË new principals ri/ere perceived as high

on consideration whí1e veteran principals \¡7ere perceived as hígh on
o

representation.' Thís type of relaEionship was analyzed, to a limited

extent in this study. Five leader characteristícs of both principal

and science deparËment head T¡Iere analyzed Ln relation to perceptions

of leader behavior. The characteristics were leader age, leader

years of training, leader experience prior to appointment, leader

experience as a leader, and leader experience in the present school.

Of the five characteristics, only one did not show any rela-

tionship to perceptions of leader behavíor for principals and science

department heads--experience prior to appointment. The age of prin-

cipals \^zas not related to perceptions of leadership but some signifícant

a
"Bro\,'7n, gg. cit., p. 72.
o'Jack Lyle T-arsen, t'A Study of the Decision-Making Process

the High School and the Leader-Behavior Role of the Principal in
Processrrr Dissertation Abstracts, Ð(VII (Apri1, 1967), 3265-A.

IN
the



L46

relationships existed between the age of science department heads

and leadership characteristÍcs. Mastering the art of reconcilino

the demands of frsystemrt and rrpersonrr appeared to require some

maturity for science department heads 35 to 44 years of age were

signif icantly better at integraËion. Perhaps most note\^/orthy r,,ras

the significantly higher scores on superior orientation for depart-

ment heads below 45 years of age when compared to those over 45 to

54 years of age.

The years of training of leader and the type of perceíved

leadership behavior \¡/ere not significantly related for science

departmenË heads but significant relationships existed for princi-

pa1s. Principals with seven years of training r¡rere signif icantly

higher than principals with less trainíng on three subscale means--

consÍderation, predictive accuracy, and integrat.ion.

Moreover, the same principals, with seven years of traíning,

rrere perceived as being significantly different on several additíona1

subscales from principals with six years of training. They scored

significantly higher on demand reconciliation, role assumption, and

production emphasis.

Principals with five years of training had profiles nearly

parallel to those of principals with six years of traÍning buE sub-

scale means which \.,zere signif ícantly higher on one specif ic subscale--

persuasiveness.

The only leader characteristíc that was significantly related

to perceptions of leader behavior for both principals and science
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department heads \,{as experience as a leader.

Principals with 9 to 15 years experience as principal scored

significanEly higher than all other principals on tvro subscale

means--both rrsystemrr subscales. They scored significantly higher

than principals vrith 1 to 4 or 7 to 8 years experience as a principal

on subscale one--a 'tsystemrr subscale. Principals with 9 to 15 years

experience scored higher than principals \,/ith 1 to 6 years experÍence

as prÍncipal on subscale five--another 'rsystemtt subscale. They

scored significantly higher than principals with 5 to 8 years experi-

ence as principal on subscale L2, a tttransactionalrt subscale. They

scored significantly higher than princ:i-pals with I to 4 years experi-

ence as principal on subscales 21 9r 10 and 11--threerrtransactionaltl

and one rrsystemtr subscales. Lastly, they scored sígnificantly higher

than principals viith 7 or 8 years experience as principal on subscale 6--

a rrpersonrt factor.

Príncipals with 5 to 8 years experience as principal are

significantly higher than principals with 7 to 4 years experience as

principal on subscales 2 and 5--demand reconciliation and initiation

of structure.

Principals with 7 or B years experience as principal are signi-

ficantly lower than principals \^7ith l to 4 years experience as

princípal on one subscale--tolerance of freedom, a rrpersonrr subscale.

trrlith so many significant differences general-Í-zation is suspect.

The picture of perceptions of principal behavior whích emerged involved
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a shíft from limited ttpersonrr orientatíon and substantÍal "trans-

actÍonalrr oríentation as a novice principal to a definite rrsystemrt

orientation in the principal with 9 to 15 years experience as prin-

cipal. No significant differences among groups of principals based

upon years of experience as principal were found in subscales 3 and

B--both ttpersonrt orienled subscales .

The short tenure as department heads, six years maximum, may

have accounted for the few significant results when years as science

department head were related to LBDQ-12 subscales. Science depart-

ment heads ¡¿ho had been department heads three to six years ríere

signifícantly higher than science department heads with one or tT^7o

years experience as department head on subscales 4 and 8--persuasive-

ness and consideration.

The final characËeristic to be anaLyzed T,{as experience of

leaders in the present school. No significant relationships existed

beËween experience in the presenË school of science departrnent head

and teacher perceptions of leader behavior. Significant relation-

ships did exist between experience in the present school of principal

and teacher perceptions of leader behavior of principals.

No signif icant differences existed between principals \,,iith 1

to 4 years experience in the present school and principals with more

than eÍght years experience ín the present school . These Ë\,ro groups

of principals were significantly higher than principals with 5 to 8

years experience in the present school on means for subscaLes 2, 4,
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10 and 11. Principals with more than B years in the present school

were also significantly higher than principals with 5 to 8 years

experience in the present school on subscales L, 6 and L2. prin-

cipals with 1 to 4 years experience in the present school were

significantly higher than principals with 5 to B years in the

present school on subscales B and 9. Once again h¡¡potheses result-

íng from a rather complex series of significant differences must be

accepted as speculation- only.

Both principals liith fe\,7 years in the present school, I to

4 years, and those with many years in the present school, more than

8 years, \^rere perceived as significantly superior to principals

\,üith 5 to 8 years in the present school in managing those aspects

of leadership that deal with the compromise between Itsystemrr and

t'person" orientations. In addition principals with I to 4 years in

the present school v/ere perceived as dealing more effectively than

príncipals with 5 to 8 years experience in the present school on

both consideration and productíon emphasis. These are very signifi-

cant subscales weighing on 'rpersonrr and rrsystemtr oríent.ation respect-

ively. Principals with more than B years experience in the present

school r^rere perceived as being significantly higher than princípa1s

who had been 5 to 8 years in the present school on a rrsystemrr sub-

scale which indicated they were more representative of the staff.

They also excelled on a rrtransactionalrt subscale which indicated

they relaËed more easily to superiors in the system and on a rtpersontt
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subscale which indicated they granted more freedom of action to

the staff.

Larsen reported that new principals r¡¡ere strong on consid.er-
10ation. fn the present study, no signif icant diff erences \.vere

found on thÍs subscale. Larsen reported also that veteran princi-

pals were strong on representation. The present study indicated

that principals with 9 to 15 years experience as principal were

significanËly higher on representation than principals with 1 to 4

or 8 or 8 years experience as principal.

Of five principal leader characteristics t\^/o \¡rere not signi-

ficantly related to teacher perceptions of leader behavior. The

age of the prÍncipal and the experíence of the principal prior to

appoinËment \,iere the characterisEics. The experience of the princi-

pa1 as principal, the experÍence of the principal in the present.

school, and the years of training of the principal were significantly

related to teacher perceptions of leadership behavior of principal.

Of the five science department head leader characteristics,

three were not significantly related to teacher perceptions of leader

behavÍor of science department heads. The experience of the science

department head príor to appointment, the experience of the science

departmenË head in the presenË school, and the years of Ëraining of

the science deparËment head were the characteristics. The age of

the science department head and the experience as department head of

1or¡ia.
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the science department r^rere significantly related Ëo teacher per-

ceptions of leader behavior of science department head.

Respondent Characteristics and Leadership

Brown reported that age, experience, experience in the

present school, years of training and sex of respondent had no

significant relationship to perceptions of leadership behavior.ll

This led Brown to suggest that leaders cease using such factors to

excuse ineffective leadership performance.

Mansour reported a study where respondent characterisÈics

díd bear a relationship to LBDQ-12 subscal. *."rr".12 He felt this

evidence cast. doubt on the valídíty of the LBDQ-L2 as an instrument

for measuring perceptions of leadership behavior.

The presort study confírmed Ëhe findíngs of Brown that no

relationship existed between Lhe five respondent characteristics

and perceptions of leader behavior of either principal or science

department head.

Si tua tiona I FacËors and Leadership

Brown also reported that size

significantly related to perceptions

and type of school \^rere not

of leadership beharrior. 13 
He

trleadership Behavior and
Teacher
1969) ,

11 Brown, Ioc. cit.
1)*-Joseph Mikael Mansour,
Interpersonal Relations,

526Ã.

i?--Brovrn, loc. cit.

Principal-
XXX (August,rt DissertaËion AÞ¡lreçlq,
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did report one type of school, that \,üith Grades I to XII, which

suffered an ttorganizationaL disadvantage.tt The present study

replicated the above t\,ro tests and anaLyzed one more situational

factor. The relationship between city in which the school was

located and perceptions of leader behavior was also analyzed. The

leader behavior of neither principal nor science department head

bore any relatíonship to city in whích the school was located.

Perceived leader behavíor of science department head r,,7as not

related to either size or Lype of school. Perceived leader behavÍor

of príncipals was related to both size and type of school.

Principals from schools with Grades X to XII scored signÍfi-

cantly higher than principals from schools with Grades IX to XIT

on subscales that focused on rrsystemrr orientaËion. Principals from

schools with Grades X to XII or Grades fX to XII scored significantly

hígher than principals from schools wÍth Grades Vff to XII or Grades

VIII to XTI on a combination of subscales from all orientations.

Only two specific significant relationshíps were discovered

between size of school and perceptions of leader behavíor of princi-

pa1. Principals from schools with 50 to 59 teachers scored signifi-

cantly higher than principals from schools with 70 to 89 teachers on

production emphasis. Principals from schools \,lith 40 to 49 teachers

scored signifícantly higher than principals of schools with 70 to 89

teachers on role assumption.
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Summary

The ttaveragerr principal in the sample \^ras a rrsystemrr oriented

leader; the "averagerr science department head lüas a "persontt

orienled leader. Though the principal was a different leader from

the science department head, the individual profiles \¡7ere varied

enough to suspect that each príncipal was different from every

other principal and each science department head was different from

every other science department head.

I^Iithin the school, three combinations of leadership percep-

tions were observed. Fifty per cent of the schools had principals

and science department heads whose leadership \^ras complementary;

forty per cent of the schools had principals and science department

heads whose leadership \^ras supplementary; in the remaíning ten per

cent of schools one leader demonstrated \^reakness which the other

leader failed to eíther complement or supplement.

Of the leader characteristics only experience prior to

appointment vüas not relaËed to teacher perceptions of leader behavior

f or either leader. Though age of principal l.ìras not related to

teacher perceptions of leader behavior, younger science department

heads \,,rere r^Teaker than others on integration while older science

department heads were weaker than others on superior orientation.

The years of training of science deparËment heads vTere not relat.ed

to teacher perceptions of leader behavior but principals with seven

years of training scored signifícantly higher on several subscales
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than principals with five or six years of training. While the

tenure of science department head in the school r,üas not related to

teacher perceptions of leader behavior the principal as a leader

became more self-assured and effective as he increased his years in

the school. Teacher perceptíons of leader behavior of principals

and science deparËment heads \¡7ere significantly related to experi-

ence as leader. Science department heads with three to six years

experience r^iere significantly higher on Ëwo subscales than science

department heads with one or t\,/o years experience. Principals

moved from |tpersontt emphasis to ttsystemtt emphasis as Ëheir tenure

as principals increased.

Respondent characterísËics \.,zere not relaËed to teacher per-

ceptions of leader behavior of either leader.

The city ín which the school was located \^/as not related to

teacher percepLions of leader behavior of either leader. Size and

type of school were nol related to teacher perceptions of leader

behavior of science department heads buË were relaËed to teacher

perceptions of leader behavior of principals. Principals from

schools with Grades IX to XII or Grades X to XIT scored higher on

subscales 2, 5, 7 , 8, and 11 than principals of schools with

Grades VII to XII or Grades VIII to XII. Principals from schools

with Grades X to XLf were more trsystemrr oriented than principals of

schools with Grades IX to XII. Príncipals from schools of ínter-

mediate sLze, 40 to 59 teachers, placed more stress on production
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emphasis and role assumption, than did

schools with from 70 to 89 teachers.

principals from larger

IV IMPLICATIONS

It is not uncomnon in secondary schools of Manítoba and

Saskatchewan for department heads to become príncipals after some

years as vice-principals. The variety of profíles perceÍved for

índividual principals in the current study, some with distinct

ttpersontr orientation, averaged to a single perception of a risystemrl

oriented leader. For the science department head the average per-

ception \474s one of a rrpersonrr oriented leader. If , as suggested

by Greenfield, the perception is of the role of leader and not the

specific leader, these differences in perceptions may merely repre-

senË the teachersr recognition of the more responsíble role of the
11r

principal.*' If the differences Ín perception represent a vieT¡I of

a changed leader, a leader who moves from emphasis on ttperson"

orientation to emphasis on rrsystemrr orientation, it becomes signi-

ficant to inquire whether this is a necessary and desirable change.

If the change is both necessary and desirable, is experience the

only avenue to facilitate the change? If not experience alone,

should training for principal leaders be directed at accelerating

the change?

t4r. u"rr Greenfield, "Research on the Behavior
Leaders: Critigue of a Traditionrrr Alberta Journal of
Research, XIV (March, f968), 57 .

of Educational
Educational
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In four schools of the sample, the princípal stressed

trpersontt orientation and the science department head stressed

rrsystemrr orientation; in three addítional schools the converse l{as

true; in three schools the principal demonstrated strength on both

rtpersontt and ttsystemtr orientatíons and the science department head

complemented one or both of these areas by strength on specific

subscales; ín two schools both leaders are strong in both areas.

In almost two-thírds of the sample teachers perceive strength in

these two orientatíons. Brown had suggested that teachers would

accept principal strength in either orientation as they were a\,rare

that dual strength from one leader was utopirrr.15 The present

study gives some support to a modífication of Brownrs statement.

Teachers in secondary schools may be less concerned with which

leader provides tlsystemrr or rrpersonrt leadership than with the desir-

abíliLy of having both types.

Hemphill had concluded that each leadership situation was

not uníque and that one would not have to be content wíth broad

generalities to describe the qualities of all leaders in all situ-
T6ations.

The rather unique nature of virtually every profile of per-

ceptions of leader behavior of either principal or science department

15 uroo*,

16rohr, *
Ohio: The Ohío

1oc. cit.

. Hemphí11, Situational Factors
State University, 1949), p. 100

1n Leadership (Columbus,
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head offered little support for Hemphillts conclusion. Future

studies will require more effective statistical treatment. This

implication will be extended in the concluding paragraphs.

The recognition that science department heads, 25 to 29

years of age, were significantly lower on integration than depart-

ment heads, 35 to 44 years of age, suggests that assistance from

some senior leader, vice-principal or principal, in this area may

reap {ewards. The failure of science department heads, 45 Xo 54

years of age, to equal science deparËment heads under 45 years of

age on superior orientation should not be ignored. If thís veteran

science department head is perceived as not maintaining as effectíve

relations with superiors it would suggest that principals with such

department heads should investigate the problem and seek solutions.

Principals with 9 to 15 years as principals have high scores

on most subscales. Such scores on most subscales are associated

with effective leadership. Science department heads with more

experience as department heads, 3 to 6 years, rated significantly

higher on thTo subscales than science department heads with little

experience as scíence department heads. Similar results replicated

on a larger study would índicate that salary increments based upon

years of experíence as leader have some merit.

Principals from schools with Grades VII to XII or Grades VTII

to XII scored significantly lower than principals from schools with

Grades IX to XIL or Grades X to XII on subscales fromrtpersonr'r
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Itsystemrr and rf transactionaltr areas of leadership. This result i¿as

not anticipated from the revievr of the literature although Brovrn

did note dysfunctional organization for Grades I to XII schoo1".17

Principals from schools with Grades X to XII were perceived as more

"systemrf oriented than principals from schools with Grades fX to

XII. When decisions are to be made relative Ëo combined junÍor-

senior high schools such findings should be considered.

The final implication deals with similar studies for the

future. Reference has been made earlier in the Ímplications to the

statistical problems associated with a smal1 sample. There was

some reluctance by some administrators to allow a study such as

Ëhis in a high school since no ímmediate benefit to the teachers,

administration, or board was evident. fË would appear that a worth-

while in-service program where university and collegiate r.üere joint

sponsors would have some merit. Graduate sËudies might then work

wíthin the framework of the program. tr'Ihen admínistrative authorities

recognized more immediate advantage larger numbers of collegiates

would be involved. tr{ith larger samples more adequate statistical

techniques would be possible. Greater confídence in findings would

be another worthwhile outcome.

tTurorrr, 1oc. cit.
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June 22, 1970.

The Department of Youth and Education does not have the
following information recorded in their fíles so T am requesting
your assisËance in answering five questions. This information Ís
required as part of a thesis survey being completed at the
Universíty of Manitoba. A stamped-addressed envelope is attached.

1. How many Ëeachers are in your school, including the principal?

2. Do you have a science department head?

3. I^Iould you name anlr collegiates ín contiguous areas that have
science department heads? (This question serves as an approxi-
mate check of our questionnaíre coverage.)

4. If your ans\¡/er Èo question 2 was YES,

(a) How many teachers teach scíence?

(b) How long has there been a science department head in your
co 1 1eg iate?

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Dale Baldwin.
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PRINCIPAL

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCR]PT]ON QUESTIONNAIRE . FORM X]I

Originated by staff members of
The Ohio State Leadership Studies

and revised by the
Bureau of Busíness Research

Purpose of the Questionnaire

On the following pages is a lÍst 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 ís
desirable or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar,
they express differences that are important in the descripËion of
leadership. Each item should be considered as a separate description.
This is not a test of ability or consístency in making answers. Tts
only purpose is to make it possible for you to describe, as accurately
as you can, the behavior of your supervisor.

Note: The term, ttgroupr" as employed in the followíng items, refers
to a department, division, or other unit of organízation that is super-
vised by Ëhe person being described.

The term "membersr" refers to all the people in the uniË of organization
that is supervised by the person being described.

Published by

Bureau of Business Research
College of Commerce and Adrnínistration

The Ohio State UniversiËy
Columbus, Ohio

Copyright 1962
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DTRECTIONS:

a.
b.

c.

d.

READ each item carefullY.
THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior
described by the item.
DECIDE whether he (A) always; (B) often; (C) occasionally;
(D) seldom; or (E) never acts as described by the item.
DRAi^i A CIRCLE around one of the f ive ietters (A B C D E)
following the item to show the answer you have selected.

e. MARK Your ansr/'7ers

A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

as shown in the examples below.

Examp 1e:
Example:
Examp le:

He often acts as
He never acts as
He occasionally

described.
described

AG)C D E
AA B C DTE)

A B(ÐD E

ABCDE

ABCDE

1.

)

3.

4.

5.

6.

IIe acts

He waits
decis ion

He makes

He lets
of them

acts as described

as the spokesman of the grouP. .

:':':":'l :': :': :':"1': :'.'.
pep talks to stimulaËe the group

group members knovr what is expected

the members comPlete freedom in

BC DE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

He a1lows
their work

ile is hes itant about taking initíative in the
group

7 . He is friendlY and aPProachable

B. He encourages overtime work

9. He makes accurate decisions

10. He gets along well with the

AB

AB

CDE

CDEpeople above him
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A = AlwaYs
B = Often
C - Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

11. He publicizes the actívities of the group

12. He becomes anxious when he cannot find out
what is coming next

13. His arguments are convincing

lL4. He encourages the use of uniform procedures .

15. He permits the members to use Ëheir own

ABCDE

A

A

BCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDEjudgment Ín solving problems

76. He fails to Lake necessary acti-on

L7 . He does litLle things to make ít pleasant
be a member of the group

18. He stresses being ahead of

19. He keeps the group vrorking

20. He keeps the group in good
higher authorÍty

A BCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

Ëo

2L. He speaks as t

22. He accepts def

23. He argues Pers

24 " He Lries out h

25. He encourages

26. He lets other
in the grouP

competing groups

together as a team .

standing with

he representatÍve of the group

eaË in stride

uasively for his point of view

ís ideas in the group

initiative in the group members

persons take away his leadership

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

27. He puËs suggestions made by the group into
operation

28. He needles members for greater efforË

29. He seems able to predicL what is coming nexË

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE
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A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

30. He is working hard for a promotion

31. He speaks for the group when visitors are
present " .

32. He accepts delays wiËhout becoming upset

33. He is a very Persuasive talker

34. He makes his attiLudes clear to the group

35. He lets the members do their work the r.lay they
think best

36. He lets some members take advanLage of him

37. He treats all group members as his equals

38. He keeps the work moving at a tapí-d pace

39. He settles conflicts when Ëhey occur ín Ëhe
group

40. His superiors acË favorably on most of his
sugges tions

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

4L.

42.

43.

Ll'-

He repres

He become
developme

He is ver

He decide
be done

enËs the

s anxíous
nts

y skillful in an argumenË

s what shall be done and how ít

a task, then lets the members

of the group in name only

notice of changes .

group at outside meetings .

when r¿aiting for new

sha1l

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE4s. He assigns
handle it

46. He is the leader

47. He gives advance

ABCDE

ABCDE



A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

48. He pushes for increased production .

49. Things usually turn out as he predÍcts

50. He enjoys the prívileges of his position

51. He handles complex problems efficiently

52" tle is able to tolerate postponement and

He asks the members to work

He ís accurate in predicting

harder

the trend of

L74

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

BCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

BCDE

BCDE

53.

54.

55.

uncerËaínËy .

He is not a very convincing talker

He assigns group members to particular tasks .

He turns the members loose on a job, and lets
them go to it

He backs down when he

He keeps Ëo himself

ought to stand firm56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

ABCDE

ABCDE

the group members

6I. He gets swamped by details

62. He can vraít just so long, then blows up

63. He speaks from a sËrong ínner conviction

64. He makes sure Êhat his part in the group is
understood by Ëhe group members

events

He gets his superiors to act for Èhe welfare of

He is reluctant to allow the members any
freedom of action

He lets some members have authoríty thaË he
should keep

A

ABCDE

ABCDE

65.

66.
A



67.

68.

69.

A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

I{e looks out for the personal welfare of group
members

He permits
their work

the members to take it easy in

He allows the group a high degree of inítiative

He takes ful1 charge when emergencies arise

He is willing to make changes

He drives hard when there is a job to be done

He helps group members settle their differences

He gets what he asks for from his superiors

He can reduce a madhouse to system and order

He is able to delay action until the proper

L75

BCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

He sees to ít that the work of the group is
coordinated

70. His word carríes weight r¡ith his superiors

7L. He gets things all tangled uP

72. He remains calm when uncertain about comíng
events

ABCDE

ABCDE

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

He is an inspiring talker B CDE

He schedules the work to be done

time occurs

83. He-persuades others that his ideas are to their
advantage

84. He maíntains defínite standards of performance

ABCDE

ABCDE
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A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D = Seldom
E = Never

85. He Erusts the members to exercise good
judgment

86. He overcomes attempts made to challenge his
leadership

87 . He refuse

88. He urges
record

s to explain his actions

Ëhe group to beaË its Previous

for a project

fo1low standard

ABCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

BCDE

BCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

89. He anticipates problems and plans for them

90. He is working his waY to the toP

9L. He gets confused when too many demands are
made of him

92. He worries
procedure

about the outcome of any ne\47

93. He can insPíre enthusiasm

94. He asks that grouP members
rules and regulations

95. He permits the grouP to set its own pace

96. He is easily tecognized as the leader of the
group

97 . He acts without consulting the group

98. He keeps the group working up to capacity

99. He maintains a closely knit group

100. He maintaíns cordÍa1 relations wíth superiors

.ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE
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DEPARTMEM HEAD

SOME TNFORMATTON ABOUT YOU

T7B

4. How many years of train-
ing are you credited with
for salary purposes?
(Please drop fractional
years . )

- 

(1) I Year

- 

(2) 2 Years

How long have you been department
head, including this Year?

_ (1) 1 year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3or4 years
(4) 5or6years
(5) 7 or 8 years
(6) 9 or 10 years
(7) 11 to 15 years
(8) 16 to 20 years
(9) 21 years or more

How long have you been in Your
present school, including this
yeat?

(1) I year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3 or 4 years

5 or 6 years
7 or 8 years
9 or 10 years

(7) 11 Êo 15 years
(B) L6 to 20 years
(9) 2I years or more

How many years of teaching
experience did you have, prior
to your appointment as dePart-
menË head?

(1) 1 year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3 or 4 years
(4) 5or6years
(5) 7 or B years
(6) 9 or 10 years
(7) 11 to 15 years
(B) 16 to 20 years
(9) 21 years or more

(6) 6 years
(7) 7 years

5. Inlhat is your age?

(3)
(4)
(s)

3 years
4 years
5 years

2.

(4)
(s)
(6)

(1) Under 25 years
(2) 25-29 years
(3) 30-34 years
(4) 35-39 years
(5) 40-44 years
(6) 45-49 years
(7) 50-54 years
(8) 55-59 years
(9) 60 years and over

a Thank you. Please write the
name and address of Your
school on the enveloPe
provided for the comPleted
ques tionnaire .
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l.

SOME INFORMAT]ON

How long have you been
principal, including thís
year?

(1) 1 year
(2) 2 years

PRINCTPAL

ABOUT YOU AND YOUR SCHOOL

(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
(7)

How many years of training
are you credited with for
salary purposes? (Please
drop fractional years . )

_ (1) I year
(2) 2 years(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(B)
(e)

3 or 4 years
5 or 6 years
7 or 8 years

3 years
4 years
5 years
6 years
7 years

9or10
11 to 15

L6 to 20

(4)
(s)

(8) L6 to 20
(9) 21 years

years
years
years

2 How long have you been in your
present school, including
this year?

(1) 1 year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3 or 4 years

2L years or more

5 or 6 years
7 or B years

(6) 9 or 10 years
(7) 11 to 15 years

6. inlhat is your age?

(1) Under 25 years
(2) 25-29 years
(3) 30-34 years
(4) 35-39 years
(5 ) 40-44 years
(6) 45-49 years
(7) 50-54 years
(8) 55-59 years
(9) 60 years and over

How many teachers are ín
your school, including the
pr inc ipa 1 ?

(1) Under 30
(2) 30 to 39
(3) 40 to 49
(4) 50 to 59
(5) 60 ro 69
(6) 70 xo 79
(7) 80 ro 89
(B) 90 or more

Thank you. Please wríte the
name and address of Your school
on the envelope Províded for
the completed questionnaire.

years
or more

7.

a How many years of teaching
experience did you have, prior
to your appointmenL as principal?

1 year
2 years
3 or 4 years
5 ot 6 years

(5) 7 orB years
(6) 9 or 10 years
(7) 11 to 15 years
(8) 16 to 20 years
(9) 21 years or more

I^ihat grades does your school
inc lude?

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

7 tolZ
8to12
9toL2
10 ro 12

4.
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SOME TNFORMATION ABOUI YOU

3

5

7

9

(7) 11 to 15 years
(8) 16 to 20 years
(9) 2I years or more

) tr^lhat is your age?

(1) Under 25 years
(2) 25-29 years
(3) 30-34 years
(4) 35-39 years
(5 ) 40-44 years
(6) 45-49 years
(7) 50-54 years
(B) 55-59 years
(9) 60 years and over

How many years of teaching
experience do you have,
including the present year?

(1) 1 year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3or4 years
(4) 5or6years
(5) 7 or 8 years
(6) 9 or 10 years
(7) 11 to 15 years
(8) 16 to 20 years
(9) 2I years or more

How many years of training
are you credited v¡ith for
salary purposes? (Please
drop fractional years.)

(1) 1 year
(2) 2 years
(3) 3 years
(4) 4 years
(5) 5 years
(6) 6 years
(7) 7 years

How long have
your presenL
this year?

_(1) 1

_(2) 2

(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)

you been in 4.
school, íncluding

yeat
years
or 4 years
or 6 years
or 8 years
or 10 years

3. Your sex:

(1) Male
(2) Female

Thank you. WriËe name and address of school on envelope.
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TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF LEADER BEHAV]OR OF PRTNCIPALS AND

SCTENCE DEPART}ßNT I]EADS IN SELECTED SECONDARY

SCHOOLS OF MANITOBA AND SASKATCHEI^IAN

This study is not an attempt to solve leadership problems in

secondary schools. It is an attempt to determine, from the perspective

of the classroom Leacher, some patterns of leader behavior. The analysis

of these patterns of leader behavior will become part of a masterrs

thesis. Anonymity of sources of all information will be stricËly main-

taíned.

The survey would make the following requests of school personnel.

The principal would be asked to answer seven (7) situational and biographi-

cal questions. The science departrnent head would be asked to answer five

(5) biographical questions. Each of five teachers, chosen by random

selection, from the science department would be asked to complete the

following: A LBDQ-12 questionnaire to indicate his perceptions of prin-

cipal leader behavior, a LBDQ-12 questionnaire to indicate his perceptions

of department head leader behavior, and a five question biographical

ques t ionna ire .

The r¡riter would admínister the questionnaires at a time convenient

to theprincipal, department head, and staff members.

Faculty: 474-9747 Dale G. Baldwin,

Home: 4g9_6639 MasËer of Education Student
University of Manítoba.
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NOTE TO PRINCTPAL

TEACHER PERCEPTTONS OF LEADER BEHAVIOR OF PR]NCIPALS

AND SCIENCE DEPARTMENT HEADS IN SELECTED SECONDARY

SCHOOLS OF MANITOBA AND SASKATCHEI^IAN

This study is not an attempË to solve leadership problems in

secondary schools. It is an attempt to deËermine, from the perspecËive

of the classroom teacher, some patterns of leader behavior. The analysis

of these patterns of leader behavior will become part of a masterrs

thesis. Anonynity of sources of all informatíon will be strictly main-

tained.

Each science teacher, to a maximum of five teachers, will complete

three questionnaires--LBDQ-12 questionnaire Ëo índicate perceptíons of

principal leader behavior, LBDQ-12 questionnaire to indicate perceptions

of departrnent head leader behavior, and a Ëeacher questionnaire of five

bíographical questions .

If there are more than five teachers in the science department

some person not involved with the study should select five teachers by

random selection.

The department head questionnaire consists of five biographical

questions. The principal questionnaire enclosed with this note may be

reËurned in the accompanying envelope with the name and address of your

school on the outside of the envelope.

A sunnnary of the findings will be forwarded to you.

Your assisLance is much appreciaËed.

Dale G. Baldwin,
University of Manitoba
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(i) Líst members of science

member. e.g. Able
Baker
Campbe 1 I
Down
E1m
Francis

RANDOM SAI"IPLE SELECTTON

department in any order and number each

-1

-J

-5
-6

-üMason

(2) Select any posítion in the following random number tab1e. Read

(up, down, across or díagonally) in any dÍrectíon untíl five

members are selecËed. Ignore the second occurrence of a number.

L2

1

7

10

7

1

o

7

11

13

1

9

B

7

14

6

J

aJ

1

8

11

6

5

11

7

15

11

7

4

4

11

4

6

2

5

10

13

6

I

13

10

15

8

13

5 i5

7

10

9

5

l0

L4

t4
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NOTE TO DEPARTMENT HEAD

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF LEADER BEHAVIOR OF PRINC]PALS
AND SCTENCE DE?ARTMENT IIEADS TN SELECTED SECONDARY

SCHOOLS OF MANITOBA AND SASKATCHET,,iAN

This study is not an attempt to solve leadership problems in

secondary schools. Tt is an attempt to determine, from the perspectr.ve

of the classroom teacher, some patterns of leader behavior. The analysis

of these patterns of leader behavior will become part of a masterrs

thesis. Anonymity of sources of all informaLion will be stricLly maín-

taíned.

Each scíence teacher, to a maximum of five teachers, will com-

plete three questionnaires--LBDQ-12 questionnaire to indicate perceptions

of principal leader behavior, LBDQ-12 questionnaire to indicate percep-

tions of deparËment head leader behavior, and a teacher questionnaire of

five biograPhical questions.

your principal has details of select.ion procedures where there

are more than five teachers in the science department.

The principal questionnaire contains severÌ questions of a situ-

ational and biographical nature.

The department head questionnaire enclosed with this note could

be placed in the accompanying envelope. Please write the name and address

of your school on the outside of the envelope.

Your assistance is much appreciated.

Dale G. Baldwin,
University of Manitoba.
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NOTE TO TEACIIER

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF LEADER BEHAVTOR OF PRINCIPA],S AND

SCIENCE DEPARTMENT I{EADS ]N SELECTED SECONDARY

SCHOOLS OF MANITOBA AND SASKATCHEI^IAN

ThÍs study is not an attemPt to solve leadership problems in

secondary schools. It is an attempt to determine, from the perspective

of the classroom Ëeacher, some patterns of leader behavior. The analysis

of these patterns of leader behavior will become part of a masterrs

thesis.

Your description will not be seen by any of Lhe persons whom you

are asked to describe.

you are asked to complete the LBDQ-12 questionnaire to índicaËe

your perceptions of your principal's leader behavíor. The face of the

questionnaire indicates the purpose. A1l that is required is for you to

descríbe your principal's leader behavior as accuraËely as possible.

you are asked to complete the other LBDQ-L2 to indicate your perceptions

of your department headrs leader behavÍor. Finally five questions about

yourself are included. If you teach science less than fifty per cent of

teaching time, indicate the percentage on the biographical sheet.

When the three questíonnaires are complete, place in the envelope,

seal the envelope, and write the name and address of the school on the

outside of the envelope. Your name does not need to be indicated.

Your assistance is much appreciated.

Dale G. Baldwin,
Univers ity of. Manitoba
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PRINCIPAL LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS^-

Principal

D

E

F

G

H

T

J

K

L

M

N

o

P

a

D

S

B

c

42.4 42.4

4L.6 40 .B

37 .5 35 .5

4L.2 35 .6

37 .O 37 .0

42.0 42.5

4r.2 42.4

30.7 23.3

42.0 42.4

38 .0 42.7

40 .7 38 .7

42.8 4L.6

33.0 40.0

38.0 36.4

39 .6 42.4

34.8 35 .2

39.0 40.0

37 .6 35 .6

36.s 32.0

38.8 44.0

33 .6 36 .6

32.0 35 .s

36 .6 37 .4

35 .8 28.3

39.0 40.3

31.8 36.8

33.0 27 .0

37 .O 38.2

37 .7 40.7

33 .0 37 .3

25.8 36.0

29.3 31.0

35 .B 35 "4

35.4 36.8

29.2 33 .4

36.0 36.5

35 .4 33.8

3r.0 33.0

SUBSCALE
567

L)L LL2

4L.0 38.0

32.8 38 .0

30 .4 42.2

32.5 4L.5

42.8 42.3

40 .4 37 .B

3l .0 35 .0

40.0 43 .2

39 .7 42.3

38.0 4L.0

44.6 35 .8

39 .3 28.8

34.2 43 .2

38 .8 44 .2

37 .4 34.4

37 .0 4r.0

38 .6 39 .6

38 .3 34 .5

45 .4 42.8 34 .O

41.2 39.0 38 .4

37 .3 35 .0 28 .5

33.0 33.2 31.8

29 .8 33.0 23 .8

42.5 40 .B 31 .8

42 .0 35 .8 32.2

29 .7 3r.7 30.3

42.0 43 .0 28 .4

4r.o 39.3 30.7

4r .3 40 .0 33 .7

43.6 31.8 38.6

36 .0 26 .5 39 .0

35 .6 39 .2 27 .6

41 .6 43 .4 31 .8

37 "2 34.4 34.4

39.0 39.0 31.5

35 .6 39.8 34.0

36.0 32.5 29 .3

39 .2 40 .4 4r.4

39 .6 36.8 37 .2

31 .s 29 .5 34 .3

33 .6 30 .4 36 .2

29 .0 28 .5 31 .B

37 .O 38.0 34.8

38.0 36.0 38.8

26 .7 30 .0 32 .3

38.0 41.2 35 .B

4L.3 38.7 38.3

38.0 38.0 37 .3

39 .2 35 .6 39 .2

34.5 27 .5 30.3

36.4 35 .2 35 .4

39 .2 4r.2 35 .6

33 .6 33 .6 33 .B

38.5 36.5 36.5

36.0 36.8 36.2

31.5 31.5 31.8

MEAN 38.7 38 .2 34.0 35 .7 37 .8 39.3 38.4 36.8 32.L 35 .B 35.0 35 .6

)k Means for subscales 1, 21 10 and 11 have been doubled.
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DeparËment
Head

DEPART}ßNT HEAD LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE MEANS?K

SUBSCALE
567 T2t1LO

B

C

4r .6 42.4

39 .2 40.0

38.5 37 .0

3s.2 38.B

43.5 39.5

42.0 40.0

40 .4 38 .0

39 .3 39.3

30 .4 40.0

4r.3 4L.3

38 .7 40 .7

40 .4 37 .6

34 .0 37 .0

40.0 39 .6

28.O 32.8

39 .6 40.4

37 .5 40 .0

40 .4 37 .6

36.5 37.0

38.B 37.0

36.4 38 .2

36.8 36.s

32.4 4r.0

36.3 39 .5

34.0 37 .O

32 "0 34 .4

3s .3 39 .7

37 .4 32.2

35 .3 36 .7

35.0 35.0

35 .4 39 .0

40 .3 33 .3

32.0 33 .6

29 .8 26.0

34 .8 34 .8

33.s 36.8

36.8 39 .8

35.5 35.0

38.2 45 .2

37 .2 47.8

33.8 40.0

3L.2 42.8

34.0 40 .3

37 .3 41.8

34.0 42.4

36.3 4L.3

35.0 4r.6

38 .7 40 .7

34.7 4L.0

34.2 4L.8

28 .5 40.8

35 .4 42.8

29 .4 42.4

32.6 39.8

36.0 40.5

37 .O 4L.O

36 .5 41.0

4L.0 42 "8

38 .6 42.0

39.0 36.5

40.0 36.8

37 .5 4L.0

43.3 38.3

38.2 35.2

39 .7 38 .7

38.0 43.2

39 .7 40 .7

36.7 38 .7

38 .2 4L.4

32.3 37 .B

37 .4 42.6

3L.2 32.8

37 .2 38 .6

39 .0 39 .3

37 .6 38 .2

34.8 3s.8

28.0 32.4

32.6 38.0

26 .3 31 .5

)7) 2,LL

26.0 34.0

33 .3 34 .O

27 .6 32.8

31 .3 37 .3

25.4 36.0

29 .O 39 .3

29 .0 34.7

27 .4 35.2

24.0 33 .0

26.0 36 .4

23 .2 26.8

27 .2 34.4

31 .5 34 .5

31 .0 36 .4

28.5 30.0

37 .2 38.8

38.B 38.8

31.5 39.0

29 .6 32.4

38 .0 37 .8

33.5 37.8

27 .2 39.8

37 .3 33 "7

36 .4 33 .6

37 .3 39.3

34 .0 38 .0

35 "2 37 .6

27 .5 33.5

36.8 35.6

26 .B 32.4

3t.2 37 .4

38 .0 39 .5

35 .2 40.0

34.0 37 .0

D

E

F

G

H

l

J

K

L

M

N

a

R

S

o

P

MEAN 38 . 6 38 .9 35 .2 36 .l 34 .7 4l .5 37 .9 39 .0 28 .r 34 ,3 33 .9 36 .9

:l Means for subscales 1, 2, 10 and 11 have been doubled.


