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Chapter 1 

THE PROBLEM IN PERSPECTIVE 

The principal's role is primarily one of educational leadership. The principal's 

day may be devoted to personnel problems in the school, to improving relations with 

parents, to business management matters, to special services provided by the school, to 

supervising instruction, or to any one of several hundred responsibilities that happen to 

fall within the realm of the principal's office. 

In a review of research, Lipham found that theorists, researchers, and practi-

tioners agree that "the role of the elementary principal is one of high conflict."1 Elemen-

tary principals are under a great deal of stress. They are indeed "the ones in the middle." 

The principal is surrounded by a role set which includes: school board members, 

superintendents, teachers, parents, community leaders, local building employees (custo-

dians, secretaries, gardeners), students, other principals, supervisors, and central office 

administrators. Each person in the role set has expectations for the role of the principal. 

When these expectations do not agree, the result is a potential role conflict for the prin-

cipal. 

The way principals behave in their roles depends in part on how they think 

they are expected to behave. Getzel states, "There are two dimensions common to any 

organization."2 One of these is the institutional dimension, which defines the roles and 

1 James M. Lipham, "Leadership and Administration," in D. E. Griffiths, 
Behavioral Science and Educational Administration, Sixty-Third Yearbook of the National Society 
for the Study of Education, Part II, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 34. 

2Jacob W. Getzels and Egon G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the Administrative Process," 
School Review, LXV 423-441, Winter, 1957. 
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expectations which the institution (school) imposes on the people who function within 

the institution. The institutional dimension presses the principal to forego the concerns 

of people and to maintain a productive environment following the role expectations of 

the members of the board of education, the rules and regulations formulated by the cen-

tral office staff, and the expectations of the community. The other dimension is the in-

dividual dimension which presses the principal to forego the tasks of the organization 

and to emphasize the satisfaction of needs which arise from the individual and personal 

goals. 

When the expectations of the institution and the individual's needs are con-

gruent, a uniform administrative behavior can satisfy both dimensions. This is an har-

monious circumstance. But when the two dimensions are in conflict, as they frequently 

are, the principal is challenged to behave in the role of mediator between the two. Since 

the principals are "the ones in the middle," or the mediators between the institution 

(system) and the individuals (teachers), it is their responsibility to resolve the conflicts in 

favor of the system or in favor of teachers, except in those circumstances where the ex-

pectations, though not congruent, are similar enough to be resolved satisfactorily for 

both the system and teachers. 3 

Statement of the Problem 

It is evident that principals encounter conflicts due to varied expectations for 

their role. Of ultimate importance is how the principal resolves these conflicts. Conflicts 

do not disappear--they must be resolved in some manner. It is naturally assumed that 

because one's superiors have the power and authority to allocate or withhold rewards, a 

principal would take cues from superiors as to how role conflicts should be resolved. It is 

3Jacob W. Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbell, Educational Administration 
As A Social Process (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), pp. 90-107. 
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evident that a superior's prerogative to assign, evaluate, transfer, hire and fire are latent 

motivators. On the other hand, because the principal works on a day-to-day basis with 

teachers; and because teachers are becoming more vocal and are becoming more involv-

ed in collective bargaining, the principal may feel enormous pressures to resolve conflicts 

in favor of the teacher's point of view. 

This study utilized the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII to 

test whether principals' leader behavior more closely approximated that behavior ex-

pected of them by teachers or that behavior expected of them by an immediate superior. 

In the concepts of role theory, the concern of this study was whether principals resolve 

role conflicts in favor of the expectations of subordinates or superordinates. 

As a means of structuring the problem, answers were sought to the following 

questions: 

1. Do teachers' and an assistant superintendent have different expectations 

for the leader behavior of principals? 

2. Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as percevied by principals, 

more closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 

behavior expected by teachers? 

3. Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as perceived by teachers, more 

closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 

behavior expected by teachers? 

The Need for the Study 

Principals occupy important middle managerial positions in the public 

elementary and secondary educational systems of the United States. They are the 

people in the middle, caught between the expectations of their teachers and their 

superiors. Foshett said it best when he stated, "The principal is caught in a complex web 
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of frequently conflicting expectations that press him to be responsive to a wide range of 

role demands."4 As the demands and expectations increase, principals experience ten-

sion, stress, and the popularly tauted symptoms of "burnout." 

To compound the principal's attempts to control the tensions brought on by 

role conflict is the fact that there are no satisfactory answers as to what the roles of the 

principal actually are. There have been relatively few empirical studies that attempt to 

describe and explain what principals actually do on the job. Literature on the prin-

cipalship tends to be more prescriptive than descriptive. 

This study will add to our information and understanding of relationships in 

educational organizations. Such relationships often contribute much to both the effec-

tiveness and efficiency of organizations. The resolution of conflicts can lead to the 

reduction of tension within an organization and make it possible for individuals to con-

centrate on tasks of the organization rather than on the discordant relationships among 

members of the role set. The resolution of conflict is often the vehicle which determines 

the direction that an organization will take. If principals are to be in control of the di rec-

tion their school will take, they must resolve role conflict in a manner which will lead 

the organization in the direction they desire it to go. 

Effective conflict resolution leads to satisfaction of individual needs while 

recognizing and pursuing organizational demands. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The following are delimitations inherent in the study: 

1. This study was restricted to twenty-six selected public elementary schools 

which contain any grade or combination of grades from kindergarten through grade six 

4John M. Foshett, The Normative World of the Elementary School Principal, (Eugene, 
Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration, University of Oregon, 1967), p. 
86. 
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in Cabell County, West Virginia, during the school year 1978-79. 

2. Within each selected school, this study was restricted to the perceptions 

the teachers and principals had of the actual leader behavior of principals and the 

perceptions teachers' and the assistant superintendent had for the expectations of what 

the principal's ideal leader behavior ought to be. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are provided for an understanding of the usage of 

various terms and ideas pertinent to this study: 

Elementary Schools refers to schools with four or more teachers and any grade 

or combination of grades--kindergarten through grade six--in Cabell County, West 

Virginia. 

Elemental)' Principal refers to the chief administrator of a school, with four or 

more teachers, containing any grade or combination of grades--kindergarten through 

grade six--in Cabell County, West Virginia. 

Subordinates refers to elementary teachers teaching in any grade or combina-

tion of grades--kindergarten through grade six--in Cabell County, West Virginia. Subor-

dinates and teachers will be used interchangeably throughout the study. 

Role Conflicts refers to the teachers' and an assistant superintendent's mutually 

contradictory expectations for the leader behavior of elementary principals. 

Real Leader Behavior refers to the actual leader behavior of principals as 

perceived by either the principals themselves or their teachers. 

Ideal Leader Behavior refers to the expectations that teachers and the assistant 

superintendent have for the leader behavior of principals. 

Leader Behavior is measured by the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire-Form XII. Leader behavior is the behavior of an individual when 
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directing the activities of a group toward a shared goal. 5 The dimensions of leader 

behavior selected for this study were the twelve subscales of the questionnaire. These 

subscales, with abbreviated descriptions taken from the Manual for the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, appear below: 

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 postponement 

without anxiety or upset. 

4. Persuasiveness--uses persuasion and argument effectively, exhibits strong 

convictions. 

5. Initiation of Strncture--clearly defines own role and lets followers know 

what is expected. 

6. Tolerance of Freedom--allows followers scope for initiative, decision, and 

action. 

7. Role Assumption--actively exercises the leadership role rather than sur-

rendering leadership to others. 

8. Consideration--regards the comfort, well being, status, and contributions of 

followers. 

9. Production Emphasis--applies pressure for productive output. 

10. Predictive Accuracy--exhibits foresight and ability to predict outcomes 

accurately. 

11. Integration--maintains a closely knit organization, resolves inter-member 

conflicts. 

5Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons, eds., Leader Behavior: Its Description and 
Measurement (Columbus, Ohio, College of Administrative Science, The Ohio State University Press, 
1957), p. 7. 
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12. Superior Orientation--maintains cordial relations with superiors; had in-

fluence with them; is striving for higher status.6 

Organization of the Dissertation 

The content of this study is organized into five chapters. The first chapter 

contained an introduction, a statement of the problem, the need for the study, deli mi ta-

tions, and operational definitions. Chapter 2 provides a review of pertinent literature 

which deals with leadership, role conflicts, and resolution of role conflicts of elementary 

principals. Chapter 3 contains the research design, the methods employed in the selec-

tion of the sample, the instrument, and the methods utilized in gathering data. Chapter 

4 includes a presentation of the survey findings in terms of the questions stated. A sum-

mary of the study with conclusions, a discussion, and the implications for further 

research are discussed in Chapter 5. 

6Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire··Form 
XII (Columbus, Ohio; The Ohio State University Bureau of Business Research, College of Commerce 
and Administration, 1963), p. 3. 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF SELECTED HISTORICALLY RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Many educational studies and reports refer to leader behavior, since interest 

in the behavior of leaders has spread over a broad range of disciplines which include--

among others--psychology, industry, business, and education. Leadership studies have 

led to a point in research where a variety of behavioral factors are being investigated. 

History is replete with the results of leadership behavior or the lack of it. Documenta-

tion of leadership qualities is found in literature dealing with all walks of life. 

This review of selected, related literature has focused on four approaches to 

the study of leadership: the trait approach, the type approach, the situational approach, 

and the behavioral approach, which are summarized in the first section. The second sec-

tion contains studies in which the terms leader and leadership are defined. The third 

section includes reviews of studies related to leader behavior in education. The fourth 

section includes a review of research studies dealing with the self perceptions of leaders 

and with superordinates' and subordinates' perceptions of their leader's behavior. The 

fifth section deals with organizational role conflicts as they pertain to the elementary 

principal and faculties. The last section describes the resolution of role conflicts. 

Approaches to the Study of Leadership 

The writings of men throughout history reflect attempts to explain the nature 

of leadership. For many years the general tendency was to think of leadership as the 

"great man theory." This theory emphasized that major trends in society were made by 

8 
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great men, and it presumed that leadership was an inborn ability which some people 

possessed. This ability was thought to be easily recognized in the form of characteristic 

traits which such "leaders" displayed. 

The study of leadership is extremely complex because a multiplicity of factors 

have had an effect upon leader behavior. Studies of different factors have been con-

ducted by students from various disciplines, which tended to emphasize different aspects 

of leader behavior. Finally, leadership research relied heavily upon naive empiricism, 

and failed to pay sufficient attention to the role of a general theory. For the purpose of 

this review, the study of leadership involved four primary developments: (1) the trait 

approach, (2) the type approach, (3) the situational approach, and (4) the behavioral 

approach. 

The Trait Approach 

Most of the traditional studies of leadership sought to identify common 

characteristics, or typical personality traits, that would distinguish leaders from non-

leaders. Leaders were thought to be possessors of inborn qualities that brought them to 

their positions of leadership. These studies were heavily influenced by the great man 

theory. 

Tyler concluded in his studies of leadership traits in schools that: 

The early work of psychologists sought to find the characteristic traits of 
the effective leader. The only trait which was found almost universally among 
leaders of business, education, politics, and the military, was a higher-than-
average level of energy. No traits of personality, or of intellectual functioning, 
were identified. Efforts to discover other traits which might be common to ef-
fective leaders in a single field were not successful. 1 

1Ralph W. Tyler, uThe Behavioral Sciences and the Schools," in The Changing American 
School, John I. Goodlad (ed.), Sixty-Fifth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), p. 213. 
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This conclusion was born out by Stogdill who claimed that no personality traits, singly 

nor in combination, produced leaders. While he reported that some studies showed a 

relationship between leadership and personality traits, a large majority of them in-

dicated that the trait approach to leadership yielded negligible and often contradictory 

results. However, he cited studies which indicated that leaders were characterized by 

behavioral-oriented factors such as good intelligence, dependability, social activity, 

scholarship, and socioeconomic status.2 

Sanford found results similar to those of Stogdill. He summarized the situa-

tion as follows: 

From all these studies of the leader, we can conclude, with reasonable 
certainty, that: (a) there are no leadership traits, or, if they do exist, they are 
not to be described in any of our familiar psychological or common-sense 
terms, and (b) in a specific situation, leaders do have traits, which set them 
apart from followers, but what traits set what leaders apart from followers will 
vary from situation to situation. 3 

Jennings summarized the results of a trait-centered approach to the study of 

leadership by stating that "fifty years of study have failed to produce one personality 

trait or set of qualities that can be used to discriminate leaders and non leaders."4 

Jenkins reviewed the literature in a number of disciplines and found that, in 

practically every study, the leader showed some superiority over the members of the 

group in at least one of a wide variety of abilities. However, the only common factor 

that could be identified was that leaders tended to possess superior competence in their 

area of expertise. 5 

2Ralph M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated with Leadership," Journal of Psychology, 
25-1-35, 1948. 

3Fillmore H. Sanford, "Research in Military Leadership," Psychology in the World Emer-
gency (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1951), p. 49. 

4Eugene E. Jennings, "The Anatomy of Leadership," Management of Personnel Quarterly, 
(Autumn, 1961), p. 60. 

5William 0. Jenkins, "A Review of Leadership Studies with Particular Reference to Military Pro-
blems," Psychological Bulletin 44:75, January, 1947. 
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Gibb claimed in his review of literature in the Handbook of Social 

Psychology that: 

Numerous studies of personalities of leaders have failed to find any con-
sistent pattern of traits which characterize leaders. There is abundant 
evidence, however, that member personalities do make a difference to group 
performance, and every reason to believe that they do affect the aspect of 
group behavior to which the leadership concept applies.6 

Lippitt criticized studies of the personality trait approach and observed that: 

Over the past 50 years, there have been hundreds of studies made com-
paring the physical, intellectual, or personality trait of leaders and followers. 
Frequently, those studies come up with a list of traits that make for "good" 
leadership. On the whole, this approach to leadership has been disappointing. 
Only 5 per cent of the traits in over 106 such studies appeared in 4 or more 
studies.7• 

While it is possible that, in certain contexts, specific traits of individuals may 

be associated with leadership, a majority of studies rejected the personality trait theory 

of leadership. They would more readily agree with Stogdill, who concluded that "the 

total weight of evidence presented in this group of studies suggests that, if there are 

general traits which characterize leaders, the patterns of such traits are likely to vary 

with the leadership requirements of the situation. 8 

The personality trait approach to leader identification gave way slowly, but 

not completely, to the type approach to leadership. The trait theory had significance as 

the first attempt to study leadership from a systematic and quantitative perspective. 

The Type Approach 

Failure of the traits approach led scholars to cast aside this theory in the 

6Cecil A. Gibb, "Leadership," Handbook of Social Psychology, II, ed., Gardner Lindsey (New 
York: Addison-Wesley, 1954), p. 918. 

7Gordon L. Lippitt, "What Do We Know About Leadership?" National Education Associa-
tion Journal, 44:556, 1955. 

8Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated with Leadership." p. 6. 
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middle 1930's and early 1940's. Carwright and Zander noted in their book, Group 

Dynamics, the dissatisfaction with the trait theory. 9 

The trait approach focused on a search for the unique and universal traits of 

leaders, whereas the type approach to leadership study is more concerned with the effect 

a leader has upon the group. Lewin, Lippitt, and White conducted studies in support of 

the type theory. They studied the effects of three types of adult leadership,. 

authoritarian, democratic, and laissez-faire--in equated boys' clubs. The authoritarian 

leader dictated all the activities and policies of the group. The democratic leader helped 

the boys to decide their own program, and the laissez-faire leader remained completely 

aloof. He did not participate in discussions by the group unless approached directly. 

Under the autocratic leader, the behavior of the boys was either more hostile or 

apathetic than that of boys in the other groups. Boys subject to authoritarian leadership 

were not able to adjust to a freer atmosphere at a later time. The groups with democratic 

leaders had fewer examples of unacceptable behavior. Lewin's studies influenced leader-

ship theory during and after World War II. The type leadership theory was grasped as a 

panacea, due to the ideological conflict between democratic and autocratic governments 

at that time in history .10 

The democratic leader became a necessity within the profession of administra-

tion. In a review of the research on democratic educational administration, Campbell 

listed some of the major effects to include: 

I. More "we" feelings. 

2. Group-minded suggestions. 

3. Positive identification with the whole group. 

9Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, eds., Groups Dynamics (Evanston, Illinois: Row, 
Peterson and Co., 1953), p. 541. 

1°Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph K. White, "Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Ex· 
perimentally Created 'Social Climates'," Journal of Social Psychology, 10:271-299, May, 1939. 
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4. Greater cohesion and productivity. 

5. Greater job satisfaction. I I 

According to Campbell, Corbally, and Ramseyer, educational writers general-

ly praised the virtues of the democratic administrator. The type approach, however, has 

been criticized on the basis that the democratic proponents did little to gain greater in-

sight into the realities of school organizations and their operations. 12 

The type approach to leadership study was judged by Cartwright and Zander 

to be inadequate for a number of reasons. Some major reasons stated included the 

following: 

1. A tendency to support an ideological conflict caused some loss of objec-
tivity. 

2. Proponents tended to confuse "what ought to be" with "what is". 

3. The lack of an adequate operational definition, and inapplicable in-
struments to measure leadership. 

4. The supposition that the democratic leader would always be preferable. I3 

Because the results of numerous studies failed to support the trait or type ap-

proach to leadership as being conclusive, many writers and researchers turned their at-

tention to a variety of "new" approaches. One of these new approaches concerned the 

group situation in which people find themselves. 

The Situational Approach 

A further step in the trend of leadership research was based upon the situa-

tional approach. The situational approach, as described by Gibb and Stogdill, was more 

I Iclyde M. Campbell, Practical Application of Democratic Administration (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1952), pp. 107-108. 

I2Roald F. Campbell, John E. Corbally, and John A. Ramseyer, Introduction to Educational 
Administration (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966), p. 80. 

I 3Carcwright and Zander, Group Dynamics, p. 488. 
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concerned with the particular functions performed by leaders than by any unique or 

universal traits. 14 Most contemporary students of leadership hypothesize that perfor-

mance in a position of leadership is determined in a large part by the leader, the troop, 

and the situation. 

Bogardus was one of the first persons to recognize the importance of the situ a-

tion to potential leaders. He suggested that the follower was just as important as the 

leader in the influence relationship. He further suggested that the relationship between 

the two groups--the leader and the led--was an important area which needed to be 

studied. In this article, Bogardus set forth three considerations as being important in 

leadership. These appear to be very similar to those brought out later by Sanford, which 

included (1) the leader, (2) the follower, and (3) the relationship between them--the 

situation. 15 

Sanford related the general tendency which leadership research was taking at 

that time and wrote that: 

It now looks as if any comprehensive theory of leadership will have to 
find a way of dealing, in terms of one consistent set of rubrics, with three 
delineable facets of the leadership phenomenon: (1) the leader and his 
psychological attributes; (2) the follower with his problems, attitudes, and 
needs; and (3) the group situation in which followers and leaders relate with 
one another. To concentrate on any one of these represents oversimplification 
of an intricate problem. 16 

Fiedler stated that "a man becomes a leader, not only because of his personality at-

tributes, but also on the basis of various situational factors and the interaction between 

the leader's personality and the situation. 17 Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon stated that 

14Gibb, "Leadership," p. 901, and Stogdill, "Personal Factors," p. 64. 
15Emory S. Bogardus, "Leadership and Attitudes," Sociology and Social Research, 13:377-381, 

1929. 
16Sanford, p. 48. 
17Fred E. Fiedler, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), p. 

10. 
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"leadership operates within specific situations. Rather than possession of certain traits, it 

is an active working relationship among members of a certain group."18 

Hall and Lindzey commented on the perception of the leader when they wrote 

that "leadership does not reside in a person, it resides in the situation. Groups do not act 

because they have leaders. They select leaders to help them to act. The most effective 

help a leader can give a group is to help it help itself."19 

A case for the definition of leadership within the situational context was 

presented in the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development Year· 

book for 1960. It stated that many research studies in the fields of psychology, sociology, 

anthropology, business administration, public administration, and education supported 

the following propositions: 

1. Changes in the behavior of people are manifestations of changes in their 
perceptions, understandings, insights, values, beliefs, motivations, habits, 
and/ or skills. 

2. Institutional changes are dependent upon the amalgamation of changes 
in individuals (by grouping, coordinating, organizing, programming, and 
rearranging ways in which individuals work together). 

3. Leadership is a product of the interaction which takes place among in-
dividuals in a group, not of the status or position of these individuals. 

4. All normal individuals and groups, at all levels of the hierarchial struc-
ture of a group, institution, or society, exhibit leadership behaviors to 
some degree. That is, they show potential for stimulating interaction to 
some degree, somewhere, under certain conditions. 

5. The quality of the interaction of persons in a group may be distinguished 
by such action terms as initiative, originality, communication, empathy, 
understanding, cohesiveness, morale, and productivity. 

6. Activity on the part of an individual that tends to clarify thinking, create 

18Paul B. Jacobson, William C. Reavis, and James E. Logsdon, The Effective School Prin-
cipal, (2nd ed. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1963), p. 89. 

19Calvin S. Hall and Gardner Lindzey (eds.), Theories of Personality (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 1957), p. 24. 
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better understanding, or otherwise cause group action is called leader 
behavior or leader activity. 

7. Because a person exhibits leader behavior in one group is no guarantee 
that he will, or even can, do so in others. All people exhibit this behavior 
in some degree in certain groups. 

8. Situations that are different make different demands upon the leader. 
That is, behaviors that cause a person to be a leader in one situation may 
not work equally well in others. 

9. People who exhibit leader behavior in several kinds of groups (are 
perceived by others as leading in a variety of group situations) come to be 
called leaders. 

10. Status assignments may either enhance or reduce the effectiveness of 
leader behavior. Such assignments place leaders in group situations 
where this behavior is more readily perceived by greater numbers of peo-
ple. Status (if used as power) may destroy the effectiveness of leader 
behavior. 

11. Leadership leads to an ordering of events according to importance. 
Selznick refers to this as placing a higher priority on the critical, rather 
than the routine, decisions that have to be made in an institution. 

12. Designating a person as a leader implies that authority is attributed by 
group members to someone they perceive as an appropriate person to 
carry out this role for them. 

13. The leader does not determine the norms of the group, groups choose as 
leaders the persons who best exemplify their norms. Every group has cer-
tain critical norms which the leader must exemplify. 

14. The effectiveness of leader behavior is measured in terms of mutuality of 
goals, productivity in the achievement of these goals, and the 
maintenance of group solidarity. zo 

Lipham and Hoeh described the transition from the situation approach to a 

behavioral approach when they stated that: 

It soon came to be recognized that if the analysis of leadership were 
limited to situational factors, the study of leadership per se would be at a dead 

20Leadership for Improving Instruction, Sixtieth Yearbook of the Association for Supervi-
sion and Curriculum Development (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1960), pp. 
56-57. 
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end. Conceptually, such issues as the transferability of leaders (e.g., transferr-
ing a principal from one school to another school, thereby learning that he 
can lead in any situation) were difficult to explain. Operationally, such mat-
ters as determination of a leader to lead, appeared to be denied. There was a 
gradual drawing away from either traitist or situational approaches, and the 
emphasis shifted to the analysis of the behavior of leaders. 21 

This drawing away from earlier types of study, led to consideration of other definitions 

and approaches to the study of leadership behavior. 

The Behavioral Approach 

With the change in leadership theory from the trait approach to the type ap-

proach, and from the type approach to the situational approach, new definitions of 

leadership and research methods were developed. According to Stogdill, Kurt Lewin--in 

studying leadership as a phenomenon of groups--laid the foundation upon which the 

Ohio State University leadership studies were started. 22 Methods of studying leadership 

centered around the study of leader behavior within the framework of the organization. 

One of the crucial aspects of the study of leadership was to establish a definition of 

leadership. As defined for the Ohio State University studies, "leadership may be con-

sidered as the process of influencing the activities of an organized group in its efforts 

toward goal setting and goal achievement."23 Thus, a leader is one who becomes 

separate from--or is differentiated from--the other members in the groups. Stogdill 

reported that the Ohio State Leadership Studies were organized in 1945 with the intent 

of describing different aspects of leader behavior. A list of 1,800 descriptive items was 

developed in the early stages of the study.24 

21James M. Lipham and James H. Hoeh, Jr., The Principalship: Foundations and Functions 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1974), p. 180. 

22Ralph M. Stogdill, "Leadership, Membership, and Organization," in D. Cartwright, et al, eds., 
Group l)'namics (New York: Row, Peterson and Company, 1953), pp. 39-50. 

3Ibid .• p. 41. 
24Ralph M. Stogdill, ed., Handbook of Leadership (New York: The Free Press, 1974), p. 128. 
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Hemphill and Coons advanced their concept of leader behavior. This concept 

focused on the behavior of a leader rather than upon an innate capacity which was in· 

ferred from such behavior. The concept stressed the situational approach and attempted 

to study each leader's behavior in respect to the situation. The use of this concept also 

reduced the evaluativeness of the term "leadership." The usual conception of leadership 

had been whether it was "good" or "effective". The term "leader behavior," however, 

focused upon the actual description of an individual's behavior in terms of 

psychologically meaningful dimensions. This did not mean that evaluation of a leader's 

actions was unimportant, but that the separation of evaluation of what a leader did from 

a description of how he did it was an improvement in the study of leadership. 

Using this approach, Hemphill and Coons also developed a method of 

describing leader behavior. By using a series of short, descriptive statements to which a 

response could be made, it was possible to secure rather accurate descriptions of the 

behavior of specific leaders. The instrument was called the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire and was designed primarily for the study of formally designated leaders. 25 

Using the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Halpin and Winer iden· 

tified "initiating structure" and "consideration" as two fundamental dimensions of leader 

behavior.26 Ramseyer et al. found that a leader possessing the quality of consideration 

regarded the comfort, well-being, status, and contributions of subordinates; while a 

leader noted for initiating structure clearly defined his own role and let his followers 

know what was expected of them.27 These two subscales of consideration and initiating 

25John H. Hemphill and Alvin E. Coons, Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (Col-
umbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1950). 

26Andrew W. Halpin and B. James Winer, The Leadership Behavior of the Airplane Com· 
mander <Golumbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1952), p. 36. 

2'John A. Ramseyer and others, Factors Affecting Educational Administration: Guideposts 
for Research and Action (Columbus, Ohio: College of Education, The Ohio State Univesity, 1955), p. 
5. 
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structure have been used extensively in research since 1955. It was during that year, ac· 

cording to Stogdill, that the first major use of the LBDQ was made with Air Force per-

sonnel.28 

The leadership of fifty Ohio superintendents--as described by their staff 

members, the school board members, and by the superintendents themselves--was 

studied by Halpin. This study revealed that superintendents who were rated effective as 

leaders, both by staff and school board members, were described as high in both con-

sideration and initiation of structure. 29 

Hemphill studied eighteen department heads in a liberal arts college. The 

members of each department described their department head using the LBDQ and 

then used the same instrument to indicate how they felt he should behave 

(LBDQ-Ideal). The department personnel indicated the five departments they felt were 

best led, and the five they felt were least led. The resulting correlations showed that the 

greater the departure of the actual behavior of the department head (on either leader 

behavior dimension) from the norm of how ideal behavior on this dimension was 

perceived by the members of his department, the poorer was the administrative reputa-

tion of the department.30 

Halpin studied sixty-four Ohio school superintendents and one hundred 

thirty-two aircraft commanders in which he compared the two groups on both the 

LBDQ-Real and the LBDQ-Ideal. The two groups were found to differ significantly from 

each other, in both leader behavior and leadership ideology. The commanders tended 

28Stogdill, Handbook of Leadership, p. 129. 
29 Andrew W. Halpin, "The Observed Leader Behavior and Ideal Leader Behavior of Aircraft 

Commanders and School Superintendents," in Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons, eds., Leader 
Behavior: Its Description and Measurement (Columbus, Ohio: College of Administrative Science, 
The Ohio State University, 1957), p. 67. 

30John H. Hemphill, "Leadership Behavior Associated With Administrative Reputation of the 
Departments of a College," Journal of Educational Psychology, 46:385-401, 1955. 
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to place more emphasis on initiating structure, while the superintendents placed greater 

emphasis upon consideration. The principle difference between the two groups was seen 

in those leaders who were characterized as neither highly effective nor highly ineffective. 

The superintendents in this group were characterized by low initiating structure scores 

and higher consideration scores, while the air commanders were characterized by high 

initiating structure scores and low consideration scores. The differences in these two 

groups were attributed to the institutional settings within which the two groups of 

leaders operated. 31 

Halpin made a study of Ohio school superintendents. His sample consisted of 

fifty school superintendents. The LBDQ was given to three different groups within each 

school system ., the school board, the superintendent, and the superintendent's staff. 

Each group filled out two LBDQ questionnaires: one referred to the ideal behavior of a 

superintendent, and the other referred to this superintendent's actual behavior. Halpin 

noted that all three of the groups tested tended to agree on the Ideal behavior of 

superintendents, even though they usually disagreed on the Real behavior. Generally, it 

seemed that administrators tended to be higher on consideration than on initiating 

structure. 32 

Robert Keys used the LBDQ to investigate relationships and conflicts in the 

leader behavior of principals of senior high schools, as seen by the teachers and the prin-

cipals themselves. The results were not particularly different from previous studies in 

this area. 31 

31 Andrew Halpin, "The Leader Behavior and Leadership Ideology of Educational Ad-
ministrators and Aircraft Commanders, Harvard Educational Review, 25:18-32, Winter, 1955. 

32Ibid., p. 67. 
33Robert S. Keys, "A Study of Expected and Described Leader Behavior of Principals of Senior 

High Schools in the State of Minnesota," (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, 1959). 
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Melvin Seeman tested the situationist view of leadership in reference to the 

status of teachers and superintendents. He found that leaders did concern themselves 

with the status of themselves and their teachers, and that high leader status and the 

perceptions of great status differences by the leader were associated with high change, 

high communication, and low separation. 34 

Parks made a study of the relationship between the LBDQ--Xll and the ex-

pressed scales of the FIRO-B. He found significant relationships between expressed in-

clusion and tolerance of uncertainty, tolerance of freedom, and production emphasis. 

No relationships were found between expressed control or expressed affection on any of 

the leader behaviors. 35 

During the 1960's and early 1970's, research from many situations indicated 

that leaders were rated as more effective when they received high scores in the two areas 

of consideration and initiating structure. It was during this period that Stogdill reported 

that research in educational situations revealed that students tended to make higher 

scores on tests of school achievement when teachers and principals in their schools were 

rated high on consideration and initiating structure. 36 

Stogdill analyzed research conducted by Halpin and Croft who were not 

satisfied that leader behavior could be adequately described within the two dimensions 

of consideration and initiating structure. Stogdill agreed with Halpin and Croft and 

stated that additional factors were needed to describe all the complexities of leader 

behavior.'i After much research and experimentation by Stogdill, additional 

34Melvin Seeman, Social Status of Leadership: The Case of the School Executive (Colum-
bus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1960, pp. 23-25. 

35David ]. Parks, "A Study of the Relationships Between Interpersonal Relations Orientations 
and Leader Behaviors of Elementary Principals," (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University, 
1970), (Abstract). 

36Scogdill, Handbook of Leadership, p. 140. 
37Ibid., p. 142, 
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identifiable patterns of behavior were postulated in leadership. Thus, in the early 

1960's--through an analysis of both theory and research--the twelve dimensions of the 

LBDQ-XII were developed. 38 

In more recent years, research into leader behavior has continued following 

the efforts of Stogdill. Many have felt that much additional work should be done. 

Fleishman stressed that "leadership is full of interesting research potential, and 

represents an active area into which a new generation of researchers has been 

attracted. "39 

Hill stressed the need for studies dealing with leader behavior, and the resul-

tant effects of leader behavior on subordinates when he reported that: 

Students of leadership have examined this concept from the standpoints 
of traits, functions, styles, and situations; they have viewed it anthropol-
ogically, psychologically, and sociologically, as well as from the vantage points 
of political power and past experiences. Despite the scope and magnitude of 
these efforts, we know little about what makes a supervisor effective or why a 
supervisor is effective in one situation but not in another. 40 

In this section, the shift of emphasis from that of the 1950's has been traced 

from the behavioral approach to the study of leadership in the 1960's. 

Definitions of Leaders and Leadership 

The evolving definitions of leaders and leadership illustrates the extent to 

which the concepts concerning leaders and leadership have progressed and the direc-

tions these concepts are taking. The following definitions summarize this progress: 

According to Crowley, leadership (or leader) is "an individual moving in a 

38Ibid., p. 143. 
39Edwin A. Fleishman and James G. Hunt, eds., Curent Development in the Study of 

Leadersh~ (Carbondale, lllinois: Southern lllinois University Press, 1973), p. 178. 
Walter A. Hill, "Leadership Style Flexibility, Satisfaction, and Performance," in Edwin A. 

Fleishman and James G. Hunt, eds., Current Developments in the Study of Leadership (Carbondale, 
lllinois: Southern lllinois University Press, 1973), p. 61. 
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particular direction and who succeeds in inducing others to follow."41 Pigors defined 

leadership as "a process of mutual stimulation which, by successful interplay of relevant 

differences, controls human energy in the pursuit of a common cause."42 Gibb viewed 

leadership, in relation to the individual, "not as an attribute of personality, but as a 

quality of his role within a specified social system; when viewed in relation to his group, 

leadership is a quality of its structure."43 Terry described leadership as "the activity of in-

fluencing people to strive willingly for group objectives."44 

A review of other writers by Hersey revealed that 

.most management writers agree that leadership is the process of influenc-
ing the activities of an individual or a group in efforts toward goal achieve-
ment in a given situation. From this definition of leadership, it follows that 
the leadership process is a function of the leader, the follower, and the situa-
tion.45 

Doll defined leadership as 

.a function requiring human behaviors which help a school achieve its 
constantly changing purposes, some of which are oriented toward produc-
tivity or task performance and others of which are oriented toward interper-
sonal relationships, within the school's own social climate and conditions.46 

To Lipham and Hoeh, leadership was described as 

.that behavior of an individual which initiates a new structure in inter ac-
tion within a social system; it initiates change in the goals, objectives, con-
figurations, procedures, inputs, processes, and ultimately the outputs of social 

41 William H. Crowley, "Three Distinctions in the Study of Leaders," Journal of Abnormal 
PsvcholoU, 23:144, 1928. 

Paul J. W. Pigors, Leadership and Domination (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1935), p. 105. 
43Cecil A. Gibb, "The Research Background of an Interaction Theory," Australian Journal of 

Psycholo~, 28:19, 1950. 
George R. Terry, Principles of Management, (3d ed., Homewood, Illinois: Richard T. Irwin, 

1960), p. 493. 
45Paul Hersey, Management Concepts and Behavior: Programmed Instruction for 

Managers ~Little Rock, Arkansas: Marvern Publishing, 1967), p. 60. 
4 Ronald C. Doll, Leadership to Improve Schools (Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones 

Publishing Company, 1972), p. 114. 
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systems. The size of the focal social system may range from gross cultures to in-
stitutions within cultures to individuals within institutions or cultures.47 

The above definitions delineate major changes in the manner in which leader 

and leadership have been defined from 1928 to 1974. The latter definitions gave rise to 

the direction and emphasis of leadership which led to the development of the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire. 

Perceptions 

Perception 1s the key that unlocks the total environment. In the book 

Crossings, Y oors wrote that "the problem is still one of interpretations, and the 

response of man is the meaning of his life."48 A great deal has been written which sup-

ports a contention that perceptions are not only valid as a means of interpreting 

behavior, but are viewed by many researchers as the most promising avenue for 

understanding behavior. 

In 194 7, Bruner wrote that "the values people hold are major determinants of 

their perceptions of the realities of their environment. Each individual has his own 

unique value system which is different from those of other human beings."49 

Kelley hypothesized that reality for each individual depends upon his own 

personal perception of that reality. Kelley, working with physical objects, found that 

perceptions, like values, are highly personal. 50 

According to Ostrander and Dethy, the perceptual view of behavior, which is 

47Lipham and Hoeh, pp. 182-183. 
48Jan Yoors, Crossings (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1971), dedication page. 
49Jerome S. Bruner and C. D. Goodman, "Values and Need as Organizing Factors in Percep-

tion," The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 42:33-44, 1947. 
50Earl C. Kelley, Education for What is Real (New York: Harper and Row, 1947), p. 44. 
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also described as the phenomenological view, 

. . .simply stated, means that persons behave on the basis of the ways they 
perceive their environment and not necessarily on the basis of facts. This 
description uses the term fact as if it were an absolute. Actually, facts are sub· 
jective and not objective phenomena. 51 

Thus, as Combs and Snygg pointed out, "people do not behave according to 

the facts as others see them, but as they themselves see them."52 What governs behavior, 

from the vantage point of individuals, is their unique and personal perception of 

themselves and their environment and the meanings which things hold for them; 

phenomenologically, behavior (their own or others') takes on an important dimension 

for the administrator. It is an overt show of the manner in which the "behaver" perceives 

the environment. If a person perceives another as an enemy they will act as if the second 

individual is a foe. It makes no difference that the perception may be in error. The im· 

portant consideration is how the situation seems to the behaver as they understand it."53 

There is a great deal of documentation of the importance of perceptions in the 

educational realm. The glasses, or frame of reference, through which administrators 

view the means and the ends of education, are their perceptions. Administrators' 

perceptions--of themselves as persons or as administrators, and of their environment--

give direction to their behavior. 54 

In a discussion of students' perceptions of their professsors, Gates and Burnett 

stated that: 

... it is known that perceptions may be distorted by many factors. However, 

51 Raymond H. Ostrander and Ray C. Dcthy, A Values Approach to Educational Ad· 
ministration (New York: Robert E. Kreiger Publishing Company, 1973), p. 387. 

52Arthur W. Combs and Donald Snygg, Individual Behavior: A Perceptual Approach to 
Behavior ~cw York: Harper and Row, 1959), p. 122. 

5 Ibid., p. 387. 
54Ibid .• p. 387. 
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in dealing with the individuals, their feelings (perceptions), even though 
distorted, must be taken into account. 55 

The principal-staff relationship is often based primarily on the perceptions 

and the expectations of each. Goldman summarized a review of literature wherein he 

concluded that: 

1. The perceived effectiveness of the principal by the teacher, and the 
perceived effectiveness of the teacher by the principal, are dependent on 
each fulfilling the role expectation held by the other. 

2. Each role incumbent--principal and teacher--brings with him a unique 
personality structure which, in interaction with others, guides personal 
behavior. 

3. Teachers have an "ideal image" of the type of principal for whom they 
would like to work. The more closely a principal approaches that ideal, 
the greater the job satisfaction experienced by the teachers. Teachers 
evaluate their principal in accordance with how well he measures up to 
their conceptualization of an ideal principal. 

4. Teachers express greater job satisfaction when they are able to predict the 
behavior of their principals. 

5. Principals rate those teachers as the most effective who conform to the 
role they expect teachers to fulfill. 

6. Teachers whose wants and needs are in agreement with what the prin-
cipal expects, express greater confidence in the principal's leadership. 56 

The perceptions of subordinates are an important concern of any leader. 

There is a great divergence between the expectations of the principal, as 

perceived by the principal, and the expectations of the principal as perceived by the 

teachers. Lipham and Hoeh reported that: 

The principal's own expectations and the teachers' expectations repre-
sent basic philosophical difference that may be caused by differences between 
principals and teachers on such variables as training, group membership, 

55Maxine Gates and Collins W. Burnett, "Students' Perceptions of Professors," Improving Col-
lege and University Teaching, 17:4:235, Autumn, 1969. 

56Samuel Goldman, The School Principal (New York: The Center for Applied Research in 
Education, 1966), p. 22-23. 
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hierarchial organizational position, role empathy, and previous experiences. 57 

Hencley stated that: 

Disagreements and misunderstandings also can derive from perceptual 
differences. That is, the principal may believe that he and his teachers may 
hold significant differences in their expectations, when in fact they are the 
same; or conversely, he may believe they are the same, when in fact they are 
different. 58 

However, administrators' perception of their relationship with their staffs tend 

to be positive. Most principals consider themselves to be educational leaders within 

their buildings. 59 Snyder and Peterson claimed that leadership varies widely from 

district to district.60 Leader behavior is a dynamic phenomenon and the views that are 

held of it are always undergoing alterations. 

Kimbrough asserted that "how a man is perceived as a leader in one group will 

not carry over to another group. Perceptions of acceptable leadership behavior in Group 

A may be considered somewhat peculiar behavior to Group B.•'6! 

Tyler, in summarizing studies published prior to his report, noted that percep-

tion can be relearned. Although an individual's perception of persons, events, and ob-

jects tends to be formulated during early contact with them, and although these percep-

tions, once formed, have a tendency to remain stable. Since individuals react to their 

environment as they perceive it, learning about perception has special significance for 

5iLipham and Hoeh, p. 128. 
58Stephen P. Hencley, "The Conflict Patterns of School Superintendents," Administrator's 

Notebook 8, May, 1960. 
5~Department of Elementary School Principals, NEA, The Elementary School Principalship 

in 1968 •.• A Research Study (Washington, D.C.: Department of Elementary School Principals, Na-
tional Education Association, 1968), p. 79. 

60Fred A. Snyder and R. Duane Peterson, Dynamics of Elementary School Administration 
(New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1970), p. 19. 

61Ralph B. Kimbrough, Administering Elementary Schools Concepts and Practices (New 
York: The MacMillan Company, 1968), p. 106. 
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those responsible for educational leadership.62 

Daw and Gage reported on a study of the effect of feedback on the principal's 

behavior and how the teachers feel about the principal's role. Teachers described their 

actual principal and their ideal principal on twelve selected items. The principal could 

then see the extent of any discrepancy between the actual behavior and the ideal 

behavior, as perceived by the teachers. When the results were given to the principal, the 

feedback influenced the principal to change behavior on all twelve items in the direction 

that the teachers had posited as ideal. 63 Burns supported this finding by saying that 

"feedback to principals, of the idealized expectations of teachers for the principal's role, 

was found to be a very effective means for producing positive behavioral change in prin, 

cipals."64 Feedback of others' perceptions, thusly, may effect a change in principals' 

perceptions of themselves and subsequently result in changes in their behavior. 

Role Conflict 

Getzels and Guba, theorists in administration, formulated a role,conflict 

model. Educational administration was presented as a social system, illustrated in Figure 

1, with two interrelated dimensions: the nomothetic (or institutional) and the 

ideographic (or individual). 

This conceptual model as described by Getzels and Guba is a useful tool in 

analyzing the factors which contribute to conflicts and influence the behavior of an ad, 

ministrator or others. It shows that the institution and the individual,,i.e., the principal, 

62Tyler, pp. 202-203. 
63Robert W. Daw and N. L. Gage, "Effect of Feedback from Teachers to Principals," Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 58:181-188, June, 1967. 
64Mildred L. Burns, "the Effects of Feedback and Commitment to Change on the Behavior of 

Elementary School Principals," (Doctoral dissertation, Sanford University, 1969). (Abstract) 
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65Jacob W. Getzels and Egon G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the Administrative Process," 
School Review, 65:423-441, Winter, 1957. 
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-are influenced in the development of their expectations and need dispositions by the 

larger culture. In addition the model implies that one source of principals' self-

expectations is their underlying personal needs. This suggests that principals' behavior 

may be affected, not only by their personal needs, but by the expectations which are 

held for the role by other relevant individuals and groups as well. The model also sug-

gests that a principal's behavior may be affected by the interaction between the need 

dispositions and the role expectations held by others associated with that institution. 

Based on the Getzels model, it appears that--as long as a principal's need dispositions are 

compatible with the expections of others--conflict will be minimal. However, when need 

dispositions and expectations clash role conflict is more likely to occur.66 

The Getzels-Guba model pointed up different kinds of conflict that occur in 

organizations. Three major types of conflict identified were (1) role-personality conflict, 

(2) role conflict, and (3) personality conflict. 

Role-personality conflicts are defined as conflicts between the role to be filled 

and the personality of the individual filling the role. These conflicts occur as a conse-

quence of incongruence between the pattern of expectations attached to a given role 

and the pattern of need-dispositions of a given incumbent of that role. 

Role conflicts occur whenever a role incumbent is required to conform 

simultaneously to contradictory expectations. Role conflicts usually arise because of 

disagreements among those persons and/ or groups setting the expectations. 

Personality conflicts occur as a function of opposing needs and dispositions 

within the personality of the role incumbent. Such conflicts lie more in the province of 

psychological counseling than of administrative or organizational theory.67 

66Jacob W. Getzels, James A. Lipham, and Roald Campbell, Educational Administration as a 
Social Process: Theory, Research, and Practice (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1968), p. 55. 

67Charles F. Faber and Gilbert F. Shearron, Elementary School Administration, Theory 
and Practice (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1970), pp. 270-271. 
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All institutional roles, particularly those in public educational institutions, are 

subject to numerous sources and types of conflict. But none seems so fraught with con-

flict as that of the public school principal. Lipham said that the conflicts encountered by 

principals fall into the four categories of (1) conflict in expectations within a major 

reference group, (2) conflict in expectations between two or more reference groups, (3) 

conflict between two or more roles which the principal is fulfilling simultaneously, and 

(4) role personality conflict between the expectations for the role of the principal and his 

personality need dispositions. 68 

The principal is often faced with conflicts within a major reference group. The 

lists of functions, duties, and responsibilities of school principals are many, yet often 

their roles--as put forth by professional teaching organizational--conflict with the expec· 

tations and perceptions of particular teachers within the organizations. 69 

A study was conducted in 31 Wisconsin school systems wherein teachers were 

asked what their expectations for administrative decision making were concerning 25 

functions such as selecting textbooks, preparation of school budgets, inservice training 

programs, etc. Notable differences were apparent in what teachers expected the prin· 

cipal's role to be. In some schools the faculties were almost equally divided--on many of 

the items--about whether the principal "positively should" or "absolutely must not" ex· 

hibit the behavior described. 70 

In Moyer's study the teachers reacted to 80 statements dealing with "leader· 

centered" and "group-centered" behavior on the part of the principal. At the same time, 

68James M. Lipham, "Dynamics of the Principalship," cited in Sherman Frey and Keith R. 
Getsehman, eds., School Administration (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1968), p. 273. 

69Paul B. Salmon, "Your President's Message," California Elementary Administrator, 28:3, 
December 1964. 

foGlen G. Eye, et al., Relationship Between Instructional Change and the Extent to 
Which Administrators and Teachers Agree on the Location of Responsibilities for Administrative 
Decisions, Cooperative Research Project No. 5-0443 (Madison: University of Wisconsin, 1966). 
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they were asked to rate their personal and professional satisfaction derived from their 

working situation. One of the major findings was that a generalized preference appeared 

for group-centered behavior by the principal. 71 Eberhart made a more recent study 

revealing that teachers having a strong professional role orientation, as compared with 

those having a strong bureaucratic employee orientation, expressed a preference for the 

principal to behave in a "democratic" fashion. 72 

A second source of role conflict faced by the school administrator arises out of 

differences among reference groups--each of which is likely to hold different expectations 

for the role of a principal. Elementary principals must act out the various parts of their 

performance to four main audiences comprised of (1) the school board and the central 

administration, (2) the parents, (3) the teachers and other staff members, and (4) the 

pupils. They must take on duties of a liaison officer for this position. They are obligated 

to explain and carry out upper echelon policy to teachers, to pupils and to the public. 

While reactions from these groups may not always be in complete harmony, it is the 

principal's task to act as a mediator to create understanding and support. 73 

Frazier conducted a study of 150 superintendents, principals, and teachers in 

school districts in Oregon. He utilized a list of 53 role expectations of a principal in the 

study. The interviewees were asked to indicate their expectations for the behavior of 

their principal. Twenty-seven major differences were revealed among the respondents. 

Most of those differences were between perceptions of the teachers and the 

71 Donald C. Moyer, "Leadership That Teachers Want," Administrator's Notebook, 3:1-4, 
March, 1955. 

72John A. Eberhart, "An Investigation of Secondary Teachers' and Principals' Role Orientation 
and Their Expectations for the Principal's Role Behavior," (Doctoral dissertation, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1970) 

73Joseph W. May, "The Changing Role of the Elementary Principalship During the Post-War 
Years of 1947-1962, (Doctoral dissertation, University of Southern California, 1964), pp. 3-5. 
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superintendents. These differences were spread across a variety of role functions. 74 

Falzetta made a similar study, using a list of 4 7 role items. He asked 250 superintendents, 

250 principals, and 250 teachers in New Jersey what their expectations were for the role 

of a principal.75 A study conducted in Texas by Newberry concerning the decision mak-

ing role of a principal concluded that there are significant differences in the perceptions 

of a principal's domain of decision making in several task areas--as perceived by 

superintendents, teachers, and principals. 76 Other studies found that there were sharp 

differences among superintendents, principals, and teachers--not only on the actual role 

expectations but also for the ideal role expectations of the principal. 77 

McNeil used 26 behavioral categories in his study of the actual role behavior 

of principals. He observed on-the-job behavior of a sample of Texas principals and ob-

tained measures from the superintendents, teachers, school secretaries, and principals. 

The results showed that the perceptions of principals and teachers agreed more closely 

with the researcher's perceptions than did those of the superintendents and school 

secretaries. However, none of the reference groups were in high agreement, either 

among themselves or with the observer, in their perceptions of the principals' actual role 

behavior. 78 Lark found disagreement among teachers concerning their perceptions of 

' 4Calvin M. Frazier, "Role Expectations of the Elementary Principal as Perceived by 
Superintendents, Principals, and Teachers," (Doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon, 1964), p. 56. 

75John N. Falzetta, "Role Expectations Held for the Elementary Principal by Teachers, Prin-
cipals, and Superintendents in New Jersey," (Doctoral dissertation, Temple University, 1967), p. 34. 

76William C. Newberry, "The Elementary Principal's Influence and Decision-Making Role," 
(Doctoral dissertation, University of Texas, 1966), p. 63. 

77Duane W. Smith, "Descriptions of an Ideal Secondary School Principal by Four Sampled 
Populations," (Doctoral dissertation, University of Nebraska, 1965); and Thomas L. Strick," An Investiga-
tion Into the Status of the Role of the Elementary Principal Within a Decentralization Program," (Doc-
toral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1971), p. 48. 

78Charles A. McNeil, Perceptions of the Administrative Behavior of Selected Elementary 
School Principals," (Doctoral dissertation, University of Texas, 1967), p. 88. 
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the actual role behavior of assistant principals. 79 

Moser discovered that principals, teachers, and superintendents perceived 

principals' leadership expectations differently and that principals' behavior varied 

according to whether they were with superordinates or subordinates. The principals 

were found to emphasize stressing goal achievement, institutional regulations, and cen-

tralized authority in their relationship with the superintendent, whereas they stressed 

individual needs and wants, minimum rules, and decentralized authority in their in-

teractions with teachers.80 

A third source of conflict was that of principals fulfilling two or more roles. 

Principals are often looked upon to inform the community about the school program. 

Because their position is one of status in the community, principals are also often looked 

to for leadership, or at least participation, in many community groups, including groups 

with religious, fraternal, patriotic, political, and social groups. There is also an expecta-

tion that they will have more than a passive interest in numerous professional groups. 

Even if principals are able to minimize demands from these varied sources, they still may 

find that their activities within these organizations conflict substantially with the role as 

the head of a school. 

To the faculty and staff, principals actually play two roles. In one role, they 

are the authoritative figure, the administrator, the disciplinarian, and eventually the 

evaluator. In the other role, they are stimulator, encourager, helper, and instructional 

leader. For principals to serve as administrator in the authoritative role, they must 

judge, rate, evaluate, and ultimately decide on the professional future of each member of 

the staff. On the basis of their judgment, teachers may be hired or fired, thus meeting 

79Larry L. Lark, "The Effectiveness of the Assistant Principal's Role as a Function of Expecta-
tions and Behavior," (Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1971), p. 76. 

80Robert P. Moser, "The Leadership Patterns of School Superintendents and School Principals," 
Administrator's Notebook, 6:1-4, September, 1957. 
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professional success or failure. 81 

Some principals may also be part-time or teaching principals. Schreiner ex-

amined the role behavior of part-time principals and learned that their leadership 

behavior was significantly different from that of full-time principals with respect to 

several leadership variables. Part-time principals were higher than full-time principals in 

actively assuming the role, in reconciling conflicting demands from various individuals 

and groups, and in tolerating ambiguity and uncertainty. Conversely, full-time prin- . 

cipals placed greater emphasis on productive output than did part-time principals.82 

On the other hand, when principals serve as instructional leaders, they must 

strive to bring about change in teachers of their goals, values, and/ or attitudes. Yet the 

kind of relationship that maintains a climate conducive to critical self-appraisal--

experimentation, evaluation, reevaluation, ultimate growth, and lasting change in staff--

is frequently in conflict with the authoritarian relationship required to successfully carry 

out some of the principal's duties as an effective administrator. 

As leaders in the elementary school, principals should have a background of 

knowledge concerning every subject taught in the school. Principals should also 

endeavor to keep up with new curriculum innovations as they are developed. 

To pupils, principals must be the symbol of authority behind each teacher. As 

such, they generate and enforce proper conduct of children and the general emotional 

tone of the school. At the same time, they must serve as father, mother, big brother, 

and big sister when the occasion occurs. They must take time to listen and counsel in in-

dividual cases. In this way, they facilitate the number one purpose of their job--the 

educational improvement of each individual child entrusted to their care. In addition, it 

81 May, p. 5. 
82Jerry 0. Schreiner, "An Exploratory Investigation of Leader Behavior of Full-time and 

Part-time Elementary School Principals," (Doctoral dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1968), p. 89. 
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is usually expected that principals will have more than a passive interest in numerous 

professional groups that may demand much of their time during working hours. Even if 

principals are able to minimize conflicting demands between and among these many 

reference groups, they still may find their role in these organizations conflicts substan-

tially with their role as head of a school. And even for the single role as principal, there 

are substantial interreference-group conflicts. 

In carrying out the many facets and roles of this position there is no doubt 

that the principal will encounter role conflict. The problem, then, is essentially the same 

for all occupants of the position. The crux of the matter lies in what one does when 

faced with conflicts. Since conflicts are unavoidable, conflict resolution by necessity 

becomes a prime responsibility of the principal. 83 

The fourth major type of role conflict m the principalship is that of role-

personality. Lipham examined the relationship of on-the-job effectiveness to personal 

variables of public school principals. From an analysis of the principal's role, the prin-

cipal could be expected to engage in purposeful activity, to strive for positions of higher 

status, to relate well to others, and to feel secure in highly affective stimuli. It was 

hypothesized that principals having a personality structure tending to produce the 

aformentioned behaviors would be rated more effective than those whose personal 

needs were incongruent with the role expectations and that principals would suffer less 

strain in fulfilling their roles. The hypothesis was substantiated by data obtained from 

interviews, observations, and personality instruments administered to 84 principals in a 

mid-western city school system. The principals rated more effective by the superinten-

dent of schools and members of the central office staff scored significantly higher than 

83May, p. 5. 
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principals who were rated as less effective in achievement, drive, social 

ability, feelings of security and activity drive. 84 

A number of studies have examined the relationships of personality variables 

to performance in the principal's office. Sargent made a study of Minnesota secondary 

school principals using Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire and found that 

certain personality characteristics of principals were related to the degree of openness of 

organizational climate within the school.85 A similar study by Berends revealed a 

systematic relationship between teacher perceptions of the principal's personality and 

organizational climate in elementary schools in Michigan.86 

Numerous other studies have revealed the teachers' expectations of leadership 

of principals. Yarborough, in a study of Illinois teachers, found administrative support 

in discipline to be the most important factor for their principals leadership.87 

Similarly, Becker found a definite set of expectations of Chicago teachers with 

respect to the principal. Among these were that the principal (1) should protect the 

teachers' authority vis-a-vis parents and pupils, always upholding the teacher, no matter 

who is at fault, (2) should not "spy" on teachers or give arbitrary orders, and (3) should 

allocate rights and duties "fairly". Becker found that teacher dissatisfaction runs high if 

the principal does not have regard for such expectations.88 

84James M. Lipham, "Personal Variables of Effective Administration," Administrators 
Notebooki 9:1-4, September, 1960. 

8'James C. Sargent, "An Analysis of Principal and Staff Perceptions of High School Organiza-
tional Climate," (Doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1966), p. 78. 

86Eugene H. Berends, "Perceptions of the Principal's Personality: A Study of the Relationships 
to Organizational Climate," (Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1969, p. 94. 

87Joseph W. Yarbrough, "Morale Is a Number of Things," Illinois Education, 38:130-131, 
December 1949. 

~8Howard S. Becker, "Role and Career Problems of the Chicago Public School Teacher," (Doc-
toral dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of Chicago, 1951), p. 120. 
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Scully likewise reported dissatisfaction arising from attitudes or actions of the 

principal "which threaten the individual's social, professional, or economic security." On 

the other hand, Scully found that the most frequently mentioned contributor to 

satisfaction was that teachers were "permitted freedom from interference." She stressed 

also the principal's availability and willingness to cooperate, and the tendency to regard 

teachers as fellow workers rather than as subordinates.89 

Chase conducted a nationwide study in which 400 teachers in five systems 

were interviewed and approximately 1,800 teachers responded to questionnaires. These 

teachers were from 4 3 states and 216 school districts. The results showed a close rel a-

tionship between teachers' satisfaction with their schools and their ratings of their prin-

cipal's leadership. The teachers who rated their principal high were enthusiastic 

teachers, and those teachers who rated their principal low were dissatisfied teachers. 

Factors receiving high scores included participation in various aspects of 

policy making, clearly defined aims, and recognition of the good work of teachers. Fae-

tors receiving lower scores included good salaries and light teaching loads. The teachers 

indicated they had "dynamic and stimulating principals," and enjoyed comparatively 

good salaries. 

Other findings show that teachers' expectations of leadership vary from com-

munity to community. They suggest that the expectations themselves are in part a 

response to leadership. The study revealed schools in which teachers' praise or censure 

of principals was clearly related to the concept of the principal as a super-disciplinarian 

who bolsters teachers' authority. Significantly, this kind of expectation was emphasized 

in schools of low morale where teachers obviously felt insecure and frustrated. In con-

trast, teachers in most of the high-morale schools, in their comments on relationships 

89Emily Marie Scully, "Personnel Administration in Public Education: A Study in Human Rela-
tionships," (Doctoral dissertation, Graduate School, University of Wisconsin, 1945), p. 86. 
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with the principals, emphasized such things as (1) helpfulness in solving problems of in-

struction and pupil adjustment; (2) contributions to the professional growth of teachers; 

(3) respect for the teacher's competence and "democratic,, administration; and (4) 

friendliness, understanding, and interest in the teacher's work. 

The difference between teachers' expectations of the principal in the high- and 

low-morale schools was more than one of vocabulary. It was a difference in outlook. The 

teachers in the high-morale schools did not feel threatened or insecure. They were seek-

ing their satisfactions through increased professional competence, and in promoting 

pupil growth. They saw the principal as one who could help them understand children 

and improve teaching. When teachers have this kind of expectation with regard to the 

principal's leadership, they tend to reject the concept of the principal as maintainer of 

authority. Teachers who feel professionally competent ~nd secure were quick to express 

dissatisfaction with a principal who operates at the level of the super-disciplinarian.90 

Role Conflict Resolution 

Since role conflict seems to be an inherent aspect of the principal's job, one 

might assume that there has been considerable study by researchers and theorists on the 

process of role conflict resolution. Unfortunately, little substantive work had been done 

in the area of how best to resolve role conflict, although several noteworthy efforts have 

been directed toward developing an understanding of how people typically resolve role 

conflict. 91 

Getzels and Guba have suggested that the analysis "of the effective handling of 

role conflict might well be pushed forward within the three concepts involved in these 

conditions: (1) the choice of major role, (2) the congruence of needs and expectations, 

9°Francis S. Chase, "Professional Leadership and Teacher Morale," Administrator's 
Notebook 8:14, March, 1953. 

9) Richard A. Gorton, Conflict Controversy and Crisis in School Administration and 
Supervision: Issues, Cases and Concepts for the 70's (Iowa: Wm. C. Brown Company Publishers, 
1972), p. 329. 
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and (3) the legitimacy of expectations within the situation."92 A major role is one to 

which the actor commits himself at the point of decision making in a role conflict. They 

viewed the decision as a function of ( 1) the role "that is most compatible with one's 

needs" [congruence of needs and expectations] and (2) the legitmacy of the expectations: 

"if the individual chooses as the major role the one that is also the legitimate role in the 

situation one is likely to be affected by conflicts or the threat of sanctions than when 

one chooses some alternate role."93 

Although each role conflict analyst is aware that, in addition to conforming 

to one role or another, there are other possibilities of resolving the role conflict, their 

theoretical approaches to the problem are based on an actor's conforming to one or the 

other of the incompatible expectations or choosing one or the other of these roles. As 

Getzels and Guba stated: 

Theoretically, an individual in a role conflict situation may resolve the 
conflict--always omitting the possibility of changing the situation or withdraw-
ing from it entirely--either by compromise or exclusion. He may attempt to 
stand midway between the conflicting roles, giving equal due to both roles, 
shifting from one to another as he believes the occasion demands, or he may 
choose one role as his significant frame of reference, and assimilate all other 
roles in the situation to it. In actual practice it would seem that the latter alter-
native would be the one more likely to find acceptance. There seems to be a 
major role to which one must commit himself in order to determine his action 
at choice points, despite contrary expectations attaching to other roles he may 
simultaneously occupy. 94 

A major limitation of this conclusion is that it discards other alternatives 

available to an actor in a role conflict situation. It precludes consideration of com-

promise or avoidance behavior. The conclusion by Getzels and Guba suggests that role 

conflicts occur only when an actor simultaneously occupies multiple positions with con-

currently conflicting expectations when in fact an actor may be exposed to role conflict 

92Getzels and Guba, "Social Behavior," pp. 423. 
93jacob W. Getzels and Egon G. Guba, "Role, Role Conflict, and Effectiveness," American· 

Sociological Review, 19:174-175, 1954. 
94Getzels and Guba, "Role, Role Conflict," pp. 173-174. 
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when as a consequence of the role in a single position. 

When an actor is exposed to a role conflict situation in which there are two in-

compatible expectations, A and B, there are four alternative behaviors available 

through which one may resolve the conflict in making a decision. One may (1) conform 

to expectations of Group A, (2) conform to expectations of Group B, (3) perform some 

compromise behavior which represents an attempt to conform in part to both sets of ex-

pectations, or (4) attempt to avoid conforming to either set of expectations.95 

A fifth alternative which was identified in a replication of Gross's study is the 

possibility of the administrator's resolving role conflicts by actively trying to change the 

direction or intensity of one or both sets of expectations. 96 

It is the actor's definition of the role conflict situation according to two 

elements--legitimacy and sanctions--which determines the action taken. The first ele-

ment involves the feeling about the legitimacy or illegitimacy of each of the incompati-

ble expectations as one perceives the situation. The second is the perception of the sane-

tions to which one will be exposed for nonconformity to incompatible expectations. 

If actors perceive their exposure to two incompatible expectations, A and B, 

then using of only the criterion of legitimacy, there are four possible types into which 

the situation perceived by the actors as confronting them may fall. These are (1) A and 

Bare both perceived as legitimate, (2) A is perceived as legitimate, and Bis perceived as 

illegitimate, (3) B is perceived as legitimate, and A is perceived as illegitimate, or (4) A 

and B are both perceived as illegitimate. 

In the first situation, since the actors desire to conform to both expectations 

95Neal Gross, Ward W. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern, Explorations in Role 
Analysis: Studies of the 'School Superintendency' Role (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), 
p. 284. 

96Donald L. Sayan and Werrett W. Charters, Jr., "A Replication Among School Principals of 
the Gross Study of Role Conflict Resolution," Educational Administration Quarterly, 6:36-45, Spring, 
1970. 
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even though they are incompatible, they would try to conform in part to both of them 

by adopting some form of compromise behavior. 

In the second and third situations, the prediction would be that the actors 

would conform to the legitimate expectation and reject or ignore the illegitimate one. In 

the fourth case, since they consider both expectations to be illegitimate, they would be 

predisposed to conform to neither of them and therefore would engage in some type of 

avoidance behavior. 

The principal should recognize that conflicts cannot always be resolved 

through the process of mediation and that arbitration may become necessary. Arbitra-

tion means that the conflict is submitted to a third party, and both sides to the dispute 

agree to accept the arbitrator's judgment. 

Arbitration by an outside party is a relatively new phenomenon in education, 

although the process of internal arbitration by a superior in the organization has been in 

existence for many years. While arbitration is not acceptable to many because of the 

freedom that is relinquished in submitting to the judgment of an arbitrator and because 

it does not guarantee that the conflict will not erupt again, one can probably anticipate 

its continued use when other methods of resolving conflict fail. 

Gordon stated that, based on experience and the writings of those who have 

examined the problem of resolving role conflict, the following observations were offered: 

1. Conflict is often inevitable in an educational organization, and to some 
extent, it may indicate that important changes are being proposed, con-
sidered, or implemented. A complete absence of conflict over a long 
period of time may suggest a stagnant organization and educational pro-
gram. 

2. Disruptive, continuous, or pervasive conflict is a sign that all is not well 
within the organization. This type of conflict is deleterious to the emo-
tional health of those who are associated with the organization, and can 
impede the achievement of organizational objectives if it is not successful-
ly ameliorated or resolved. The administrator must take the initiative in 
identifying, diagnosing, and mediating this type of conflict. 
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3. Emotions are as important to consider in dealing with a conflict as are 
facts. Facts may change emotions, but unless there is a sufficient 
understanding of the way people feel about the issues and about the other 
parties involved, the conflict will probably not be resolved. 

4. The "win or lose" philosophy which characterizes so much of what occurs 
in our society has no place in conflict resolutions. All references to or im-
pressions of winners and losers, or "the good guys and the bad guys" 
should be avoided. To the greatest extent possible, the final resolution of 
a conflict should advance the interests of all of the parties. 

5. The process of conflict resolution should not end at the time of the final 
solution. Hurt feelings may still exist, and scars which were incurred dur-
ing earlier stages of the conflict may still require the administrator's atten-
tion, if future problems are to be prevented. 

6. A sense of humor, perspective, and a belief in the innate good intentions 
of most people are important to the resolution of conflict. Disputes are ir-
ritating and their resolution can be a frustrating experience. The suc-
cessful resolution of a conflict may depend in many situations more on 
the personal characteristics of the participants than on any other factor.9i 

In a recent study, Gould stated that as the organizational structures and deci-

sion making mechanisms of public schools undergo change, it appears that the problem 

of differing expectations for the role of principals will increase. These changes pose a par-

ticular challenge for the school principal which makes it essential that principals try to 

be aware of the expectations which are held for them. If principals are to achieve such 

awareness, they must first identify the expectations, then assess the degree to which they 

are held. 
Gould further stated that many conflicts in expectations for the principalship 

may and should be resolved by the exertion of the principal's authority. There are 

two sources of authority. These are: (1) legal authority--that is "official" handed 

down by the formal organization; (2) earned authority--derived from the social set 

through the recognition of the leader's competency and abilities. It is possible for prin-

cipals to use either type of authority to resolve conflicts. It is also evident that in the past 

97Gordon, p. 335. 
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administration has relied more on legal authority than on earned authority.98 

In a more recent study, Sweeney did not deal specifically with the source of 

power which principals used to resolve conflicts but addressed the problem through the 

development of specific behaviors that were available to principals. He stated when a 

principal is faced with role conflict, there appears to be one of four different ways to 

resolve it: 

I. Conform to the expectations of the group. 

2. Do not conform to the expectations of the group. 

3. Try to change the expectations of the group. 

4. Negotiate a compromise with the group. 

By process of elimination, choice number one is undesirable, two leads to con-

flict, and three is impossible. The essence of school administrator functions is to 

calculate the point of potential conflict between organizational expectations and teacher 

needs and systematically move between the two poles. This necessitates a willingness to 

negotiate conflicted issued or decisions. According to Sweeney there are no other accep-

table alternatives for the resolution of conflicts. 99 

Role conflict cannot be totally eliminated. To a degree it is a part of organiza-

tional life. A certain amount of conflict probably is healthy for an organization. 

However, an excess of conflict can be extremely detrimental. Not only can it interfere 

with goal achievement, it can tear the organization apart. 

Summary 

The literature reviewed in this chapter dealt primarily with leader behavior 

98Edward N. Gould, "The Principalship: Role Expectation and Leadership Style." (Paper 
delivered at the Annual Meeting of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, Miami 
Beach, January 15, 1980). 

99Jim Sweeney, "Principals Versus Teachers: Where Will We Bury the Victims?" Clearing 
House, H53:309-312, March, 1980. 
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and perceptions, and contained a summary of research completed in these two areas. 

The study of leadership went through an evolution from concentration on personality 

traits, to the effect a leader has upon a group, to focus on situational analyses, and 

ultimately to the study of the actual behavior of a leader within the job setting. 

Research relating to the identification and use of the Leader Behavior Descrip-

tion Questionnaire-XII was reviewed and the importance of this instrument in a study of 

leadership behavior was depicted. 

In the second section of this chapter, leader and leadership were defined. The 

evolution of terms employed was examined as they were defined over a period of years. 

In the literature review dealing with perceptions, the theories and research 

related to perceptions were summarized. Research has indicated that perceptions both 

influence and largely determine the behavior of all individuals. In addition, research 

supported the theory that the perceptions which principals and teachers have of 

themselves--and of one another--have an impact on the effectiveness and morale of the 

school. 

It was indicated, in the literature review, that there were four types of 

conflicts--(1) within a major reference group, (2) between two or more reference groups, 

(3) between two or more concurrent principal roles, and (4) role personality--which were 

prevalent among the expectations superordinates and subordinates held concerning the 

leadership role of principals. 

The importance of the resolution of role conflict was discussed and alternative 

approaches to solutions were investigated. It was pointed out in the literature that the 

earlier conflicts can be resolved the less severe is the impact on the organization. It was 

also clear that conflict could not be totally eliminated but that a lessening of the intensi-

ty of conflict or a change in direction of expectations can serve to increase organiza-

tional effectiveness and efficiency. 

In the literature reviewed, it was suggested that there is much research yet to 
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be completed, dealing with leadership behavior and with the perceptions of such 

behavior. It was further indicated that the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire has 

great potential as a research tool for the study of leader behavior in the school setting. 



Chapter 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study was implemented to determine whether principals resolve role con-

flicts in favor of the expectations of subordinates or superordinates. This chapter shows 

the design of the study and contains a description of the defined populations and 

samples, a description of the research instruments, statements on the reliability and 

validity of the LBDQ-XII, and details on the preparation of the data for computer scor-

ing. There is, in addition, a summary of the contents of the chapter. 

The Populations and Samples 

The Cabell County School System was selected due to its proximity to Marshall 

University, thus, it did not require excessive travel. 

The Cabell County School Superintendent was contacted and the purpose of 

the study was explained. The superintendent approved the study, requesting that the 

proposal be presented to all the elementary school principals at a meeting in the Central 

Office. The principals voted unanimously to allow the study to be conducted in their 

schools and agreed to participate in the sample, if selected. 

The subjects for this study were drawn from 26 of the 35 elementary schools in 

Cabell County, West Virginia. All schools having IO or more full-time teachers were 

used in the study. The sample was comprised of 26 principals, an assistant superinten-

dent, and 260 teachers. The teachers' and principals' data are summarized in Tables 1 

and 2. A table of random numbers was used to select the teacher respondents in schools 

having a faculty of more than 10. Ten respondents per principal were utilized in the 

47 
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Table 1 

Summary of Teacher's Demographic Data 

Variable 

Sex 

Position 

Tenure Status 

Age 

Highest Level of 
Education 

Years of Experience 

Years at This School 

Years With Present 
Principal 

Male 
Female 

Categories 

Classroom Teacher 
Special Teacher 
Other 

Hold Tenure 
Do Not Hold Tenure 

20-25 
26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
56-65 

Bachelor Degree 
Masters Degree 
Masters Degree plus 
Doctoral Degree 

I 
2-5 
6-I5 
I6-25 
26 or over 

Less than I 
I-3 
4-6 
7-9 
IO or more 

Less than I 
I-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10 or more 

• Percentage will nor always toral 100% due to rounding. 

Number 

45 
2I5 

232 
28 

227 
33 

20 
IOO 
57 
7I 
I2 

I20 
52 
87 

I 

7 
59 

I24 
4I 
29 

I7 
65 
68 
46 
64 

43 
98 
98 
I5 
6 

Percentage* 

I 7.3 
82.7 

89.2 
I0.8 

87.3 
I2.7 

7.7 
38.5 
21.9 
27.3 
4.6 

46.I 
20.0 
33.5 

.4 

2.7 
22.7 
47.7 
I5.8 
I I. I 

6.5 
25.0 
26.l 
I 7. 7 
24.6 

I6.5 
37.7 
37.7 

5.8 
2.3 
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Table 2 

Summary of Principals' Demographic Data 

Variable Categories Number Percentage* 

Male 17 65.4 
Sex Female 9 34.6 

Bachelors Degree 
Highest Level Masters Degree 6 23.0 

of Education Masters Degree plus 20 76.9 
Doctoral Degree 

23-29 1 3.8 
30-39 7 26.9 

Age 4 0 - 4 9 8 30.8 
50-59 6 23.0 
60 or over 4 15.4 

Less than 1 
1-3 

Years of Experience 4-6 
in Education 7-9 1 3.8 

10-12 3 11.5 
13 or over 22 84.6 

Less than 1 3.8 
1-3 

Years of Experience 4-6 4 15.4 
as Elementary 7-9 5 19.2 
Principal 10-12 4 15.4 

13 or over 12 46.1 

Less than 1 2 7.7 
1-3 8 30.8 

Years in Present 4-6 12 46.1 
Position 7-9 3 11.5 

10-12 1 3.8 
13 or over 

0-12 5 19.2 
13-18 10 38.5 

Number of Full-Time 19-24 9 34.6 
Teachers 25-30 1 3.8 

Over 30 1 3.8 

000-299 10 38.5 
300-599 15 57.7 

Number of Pupils 600-899 1 3.8 
Enrolled 900-1199 0 

1200 or over 0 

* Percentage will not always tocal 100% due to rounding. 
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study to maximize the stability of the LBDQ,XII scores. Halpin stated that "a minimum 

of four respondents per leader is desirable and additional respondents beyond 10 do not 

significantly increase the stability of the LBDQ,XII scores."1 

Utilization of a sample from a population of schools under the same ad, 

ministrative board appears to have the following advantages: 

I. All respondents were on the same salary schedule and were accountable to 

the same superintendent. 

2. All schools were accessible because they were located within a fifteen square 

mile area, which greatly facilitated data collection. 

3. Entry into the school system was possible due to the researcher having 

previously established rapport with the personnel in the system. 

Having a sample from a population of schools under the same administrative 

board appears to have the following disadvantages: 

I. The respondents in the schools may tend to react in a more similar way to 

one another than would a more diverse sample. 

2. The results of the study could not be generalized as widely with such a 

limited population. 

The total set of subjects was comprised of 26 principals who are referred to as 

"leaders," 260 teachers who are referred to as "subordinates," and one elementary school 

assistant superintendent who is the immediate superior of the elementary principals. 

The Research Instruments 

The data for the study were gathered by means of an instrument developed at 

the Ohio State University by Ralph M. Stogdill. This research instrument is described 

1 Andrew W. Halpin, "Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire," 
(Monograph No. 88) (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1957), p. 12. 
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below. 

Description of the LBDQ-XII 

The data for the study were gathered by means of the Leader Behavior Descrip-

tion Questionnaire-Form XII, also referred to as LBDQ-Xll. The LBDQ-XII contains 100 

items which are descriptive of leader behavior. Within the 100 items are the 12 dimen-

sions of leader behavior described under the "Definition of Terms" section in Chapter 1, 

pp. 5-7. 

The questionnaire contains a series of short descriptive statements of ways in 

which a leader may behave. Using a five-choice scale, respondents indicate the fre-

quency with which a principal (leader) engages in each form of behavior. A high score 

on any one subtest indicates that the respondent-·teacher, principal, or assistant 

superintendent--perceived that particular dimension of behavior to be present to a great 

degree in the behavioral pattern of the principal being described. A low score indicates 

that the respondent perceived that dimension to be present to a lesser degree in the prin· 

cipal being described. 

Reliability of the LBDQ·XII 

Stogdill checked the reliability of the twelve scales of the questionnaire for 

internal consistency by using a modified Kuder-Richardson formula. The modification 

occurred because each item was correlated with the remainder of the items in each 

subscale, rather than with the subscale score including the item. The resulting reliability 

coefficients ranged from .38 to .91 for nine different groups of persons in leadership posi· 

tions. 2 These reliability coefficients are shown in Table 3. 

2Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire··Form 
XII (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, Bureau of Business Research, College of Commerce 
and Administration 1963), p. 8. 



Table 3 

Reliability Coefficients 1 for the scores of Various Types of Leaders on the 
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire - XII 

Elemenrary Teachen Teachen Army Highway Aircrafl Community Corporation Labor 
Ministen 

Principals Odea I) (Actual) Division Patrol Executives Leaden Presidents Presidents 

I. Representation .21 .56 .66 .82 .85 .74 .55 .59 .54 .70 

2. Demand Reconciliation .66 .60 .85 .73 .77 .58 .59 

3. Tolerance of Uncertainty .84 .63 .85 .58 .66 .82 .84 .85 .79 .82 

4. Persuasiveness .85 .i3 .88 .84 .85 .84 .77 .79 .69 .80 

5. Initiation of Structure .83 .60 .78 .79 .75 .78 .70 .72 .77 .78 

6. Tolerance of Freedom .84 .68 .89 .81 .79 .86 .75 .86 .84 .58 

7. Role Assumption .81 .72 .81 .85 .84 .84 .75 .83 .57 .86 

8. Consideration .73 .74 .89 .76 .87 .84 .85 .77 .78 .83 

9. Production Emphasis .58 .60 .69 .70 .79 .79 .59 .79 .71 .65 

10. Predictive Accuracy .59 .33 .78 .73 .82 .91 .83 .62 .84 .87 

11. Integration .63 .73 .85 .73 .79 

12. Superior Orientation .59 .66 .68 .64 .75 .81 .66 

College 
Sena ton 

Presidenll 

.66 .80 

.81 

.80 .83 

.76 .82 

.80 .72 

.73 .64 

.75 .65 

.76 .85 

.74 .38 

.60 

I Reliability coefficients for the scores of principals, teachers (Ideal), and teachers (Actual) were calculated using Coefficient Alpha. The remaining coefficients were calculated 
using a modified Kuder·Richardson Formula Twenty. The latter were summarized by Ralph Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII (Colum· 
bus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, Bureau of Busine" Re•ear,h, Cnll .. gc: nf Cc1mmerce and Administration, 1963) p.3. 

Vl 
N 
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Punch checked each of the twelve scales for internal consistency by using split-

half reliability. In his study using 913 teachers and 48 principals he found only two items 

which did not correlate more highly with their own subscales than with other subscales. 

The coefficients ranged from .55 to .89 for the subscales which were similar to 

reliabilities found by Stogdill with various groups of leaders. 3 

Coefficient-Alpha reliability coefficients were calculated for each of the twelve 

dimensions of leader behavior measured in this study. The first three columns of Table 3 

contains these coefficients. The remaining columns show the reliability coefficients as 

reported by Stogdill for various leaders. 

Coefficient-Alpha reliability coefficients for this study compared favorably with 

those reported by Stogdill with very few exceptions. The reliability coefficient of .21 by 

principals on the dimension of Representation--the leader speaks and acts as the 

representative of the group--seemed to be low. However, upon an examination of the 

data the low reliability coefficient for the principals does not seem unreasonable. 

An examination of the data revealed that the three lowest total scores on 

Representation were females who had been principals for one to nine years. Six of the 

nine (67%) female principals and eight of the seventeen (47%) male principals scored 

items with a "3" or below on this dimension. The Coefficient-Alpha reliability coeffi-

cients established that the LBDQ-XII scores obtained in this study were sufficiently 

dependable to permit a reasonable degree of confidence in the results produced by the 

analysis of this study. 

Validity of the LBDQ-XII 

The LBDQ-XII has been criticized by some writers even though it has been used 

3Keith F. Punch, "Bureaucratic Structure of Schools and Its Relationship to Leader Behavior," 
(Doctoral dissertation, School of Graduate Studies, University of Toronto, 1967), p. 124. 
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with military, governmental, business, labor, university, community, and school 

leaders. Griffiths and others have warned of the dangers of confusing self-perceptions 

and the perceptions of others with behavior.4 Hills protested that leadership as seen 

through the LBDQ was completely internal to the organization.5 Charters questioned 

the validity of the LBDQ in the bureaucratic setting of the school especially with in-

struments developed from small group research. He concluded that since many leader-

ship functions in schools are severed by impersonal mechanisms of the organization, 

their consequences cannot be attributed to the behavioral acts of any given person.6 

Halpin advocates the study of leader behavior, yet the LBDQ records only self-

perceptions and the perceptions of others about the behavior of the leader.7 

Despite these criticisms there is evidence to establish that one's perceptions are 

the keys to their actions and reactions. Getzels, Lipham and Campbell stated that each 

teacher will hold to be real that which he perceives and will behave according to what 

he perceives. 8 There is also ample evidence provided by Punch and Brown that the 

LBDQ-XII is a valid instrument for determining leader behavior. Punch and Brown 

used factor analysis to isolate meaningful clusters of items in the LBDQ-XII. They found 

two factors--system-oriented leadership and person-oriented leadership--which were 

similar to the initiating structure and consideration dimensions of the LBDQ.9 

4Danicl E. Griffiths, Research in Educational Administration, (Teachers College, Columbia 
Universitv.., 1959), p. 59. 

'R. Jean Hills, "The Representative Function: Neglected Dimension of Leadership Behavior," 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 4:83-93, 1959. 

6Werrctt W. Charters, Jr., Teacher Perceptions of Administrator Behavior, Cooperative 
Research project No. 929, USOE, 1964, p. 205. 

'Andrew W. Halpin, "The Behavior of Leaders," Educational Leaders, 14:172-6, 1956. 
8Jacob W. Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbell, Educational Administration 

As A Social Process (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), p. 307. 
9 Alan F. Brown, "Reactions to Leadership," Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol. 3 

(Winter, 1967), pp. 62-73. 
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Brown determined that the scales loading heaviest on the system factor were in-

itiation of structure, production emphasis, and representation. Scales loading on the 

person-oriented dimension were tolerance of uncertainty, tolerance of freedom, and 

consideration. 10 In Punch's study, the system-oriented factor included initiation of struc-

tu re, role assumption, predictive accuracy, and production emphasis. His person-

oriented dimension contained tolerance of freedom, tolerance of uncertainty, and con-

sideration. These findings along with the results of the studies gave creditability to the 

LBDQ-XII construct validity .11 

Personal Data Forms 

Personal data forms were developed by the researcher for principals and 

teachers. The principal's form requested information on (1) sex, (2) highest level of 

education, (3) age, (4) years of experience in education, (5) years of experience as an 

elementary principal, (6) years in present position, (7) number of full-time teachers, and 

(8) number of pupils enrolled. The teacher's form requested information on (1) sex, (2) 

position, (3) tenure status, (4) age, (5) highest level of education, (6) years of experience, 

(7) years at this school, and (8) years with present principal. Copies of the two forms can 

be found in Appendix B. 

Administration of the LBDQ-XII 

The data were gathered within a six-week period during the school year of 

1978-79. An itinerary was established to enable administration of the instrument to the 

sampled members of a school staff in the afternoon--Monday through Thursday--thus 

enabling collection of the data from four schools per week. Each ten subordinates--or 

IO Brown, p. 69. 
II Punch, p. 135. 
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teacher subjects--were requested to respond to the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire-XII using their perceptions of the actual leadership behavior of their prin-

cipal and the expected behavior of their principal. The teachers were asked to respond 

to the questions on the personal data form. The teachers responded to these questions 

and the questionnaire during a meeting in their respective schools, at a time when the 

principal was not present in the room. The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-XII 

was administered privately to each principal in his/her office. 

The schools selected for the study sample were given a forty-five minute m-

service period for teachers after students were dismissed at the end of the school day. 

The research instrument was administered during this time period to the subjects 

selected for the study. 

Each time the instrument was administered, the school's principal was asked to 

introduce the investigator to the teachers and then withdraw to the office. The informa-

tion given to the teachers included the following items: 

1. The study was explained; it was emphasized that the study was for research 

and that the reason for conducting the study was not for evaluative purposes. 

2. Anonymity was assured. Teachers were instructed to leave their name off 

the answer sheet. 

3. Respondents were requested to provide honest responses to the items in the 

questionnaire. 

4. Instructions were given for responding to the LBDQ-XII. 

The itinerary provided the investigator with a fifteen minute conference with 

each school principal prior to the scheduled questionnaire session for the teacher-

subjects. During this meeting, the principal was given the same information that was 

distributed to the staff, along with a copy of the LBDQ, and was asked to respond to the 

questionnaire in regard to self-perceptions of actual leader behavior and to questions on 
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the personal data form. The instrument was administered to the assistant superinten-

dent in his office located in the Cabell County Schools administrative building where 

he responded to the questionnaire in terms of his expectations for a principal's leader 

behavior. 

Scoring the LBDQ-XII 

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Xii is comprised of one hundred 

items, all of which are scored. Questionnaire respondents--when describing a leader's 

behavior--indicate their opinions about each item by marking one of five possible 

choices. The choices are assigned a numerical value as follows: 

A - always .............................................. value 5 

B - often ................................................ value 4 

C - occasionally ......................................... value 3 

D - seldom .............................................. value 2 

E - never ............................................... value 1 

Twenty items which are stated negatively received a point value in reverse order to the 

value assigned to positive statements. 

Twelve dimensions of leader behavior are included within the one hundred 

items. Of these dimensions, four have five items and eight have ten tiems. The score for 

each dimension is the sum of scores for the responses within that dimension. The range 

for each five-item dimension is from 5 to 25, and for each ten-item dimension 10 to 50. 12 

Preparation and Analysis of Data 

The assistant superintendent, principals, and teachers responded to the 100 

questions on the LBDQ-Xll. The assistant superintendent and the teachers provided 

data on the leader behavior they expected (Ideal) from principals, and the principals and 
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teachers provided data on the actual (Real) leader behavior of principals. Responses 

from the principals and teachers were scored using the Statistical Analysis System. 

Means, standard deviations, and 9S% confidence intervals for the means were 

calculated for teachers' perceptions of the expected (Ideal) and actual (Real) leader 

behavior of each principal on each of the 12 LBDQ-XII scales. The assistant superinten-

dent's questionnaire was scored by hand and an expected (Ideal) leader behavior score 

was calculated for each scale. 

Conflicts in expectations for the principal's leadership role were determined by 

using a two-level analysis. The first level was an identification of schools in which the 

differences obtained between the assistant superintendent's expectations (Ideal) and 

teacher's expectations (Ideal) were greater than 2.S for 2S point scales and S.O for SO 

point scales on the LBDQ dimensions. The dimensions having 2S point scales are 

Representation, Reconciliation, Predictive Accuracy, and Integration. The dimensions 

having SO point scales are Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Initiation of Struc-

ture, Tolerance of Freedom, Role Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, 

and Superior Orientation. The 2.S and S.O difference values were set as initial criteria to 

conserve computation time and permit the researcher to focus on major dimensions of 

conflict. The second level anaysis was a check on the adequacy of the initial identifica-

tion. This was done by comparing the assistant superintendent's Ideal score to the 95% 

confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' Ideal scores on each of the LBDQ 

dimensions which met the criteria established in the first level of analysis. If the assistant 

superintendent's Ideal score did not fall within the 9S% confidence interval for the mean 

of the teachers' Ideal scores, a conflict in role expectations was said to have occurred. If 

the assistant superintendent's Ideal score did fall within this 9S% confidence interval, no 

conflict in role expectations was said to be present. 

Schools in which role conflicts were present were used to determine whether the 
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principal's actual (Real) behavior on the 12 dimensions of the LBDQ was closer to that 

expected (Ideal) by teachers or the assistant superintendent. Two measures of perceived 

Real behavior were taken, one from the principal and the other from teachers. A 95% 

confidence interval was calculated for the mean of the teachers' Real behavior scores on 

each of the 12 LBDQ dimensions. 

When the principal's perception of the principal's Real leader behavior was used, 

a conflict in role expectations was considered resolved in favor of the assistant 

superintendent if the principal's Real behavior score was closer to the assistant 

superintendent's Ideal behavior score than to either the upper or lower bound 

(whichever was appropriate) of the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' 

Ideal leader behavior scores. A conflict was considered resolved in favor of teachers if 

the principal's Real behavior score fell within the 95% confidence interval of the 

teachers' Ideal mean score and the assistant superintendent's Ideal score was not con-

tained in the 95% confidence interval. A conflict was considered resolved in favor of 

both teachers and the assistant superintendent if the assistant superintendent's Ideal 

score and the principal's Real score fell within the teachers 95% confidence interval for 

the mean of the teachers' Ideal scores. And finally, a conflict was considered to be 

unresolved if none of the above conditions existed or if the assistant superintendent's 

Ideal score was too far, in the judgment of the researcher (two cases), from the principal's 

Real behavior score. 

When the teachers' perceptions of the principal's Real leader behavior were 

used, a conflict in role expectations was considered resolved in favor of the assistant 

superintendent if the assistant superintendent's Ideal score fell within the 95% con-

fidence interval for the mean of the teachers' Real leader behavior scores, and the 95% 

confidence intervals for the means of teachers' Ideal and Real scores did not overlap. A 

conflict was considered resolved in favor of teachers if the 95% confidence intervals for 
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the means of teachers' Ideal and Real leader behavior scores overlapped and the assis-

tant superintendent's Ideal score fell in neither confidence interval. A conflict was con-

sidered resolved in favor of both teachers and assistant superintendent when the 95% 

confidence intervals for the means of teachers' Ideal and Real leader behavior scores 

overlapped and the assistant superintendent's Ideal score fell within either of the two 

confidence intervals. And finally, a conflict was considered unresolved if none of the 

above conditions existed. 

Summary 

Permission was obtained from the Superintendent of Cabell County Schools to 

conduct the study. The Elementary Principals Association voted unanimously to par-

ticipate in the study, if selected. The study was limited to 26 schools with ten or more 

teachers each. The sample was comprised of 260 teachers, 26 principals, and one assis-

tant superintendent. 

The research instrument used to obtain data was the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire-Form XII. The LBDQ-XII and personal data forms were completed by 

teachers, principals, and an assistant superintendent. The research instrument and per-

sonal data forms were administered to teachers during a scheduled meeting in their 

respective schools. The instrument and personal data form were administered to the 

principals individually in each principal's office. The research instrument was ad-

ministered to the assistant superintendent in his office. 

The assistant superintendent's Ideal (expected) leader behavior scores and the 

principal's Real (actual) leader behavior scores were calculated for each scale. Means and 

95% confidence intervals were calculated for teachers' perceptions of the Ideal and Real 

leader behavior of principals on each of the 12 LBDQ dimensions. Comparisons be-

tween and among the scores were used to determine where leadership role conflicts 
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existed and the direction (toward teachers' expectations or assistant superintendent's ex-

pectations) in which they were apparently resolved. 



Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

The findings of the study are reported in this chapter. The analysis of the data 

was designed to determine if leadership role conflicts encountered by elementary prin-

cipals as a result of differing perceptions held by teachers and an assistant superinten-

dent were resolved in a manner congruent with the perceptions of teachers or of the 

assistant superintendent. The results of the study are based on data obtained through 

administration of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form XII (LBDQ-Xll), to 

260 elementary teachers, 26 principals, and one assistant superintendent, all of whom 

were employed by the Cabell County Schools in Huntington, West Virginia. 

Three research questions were designed to investigate the relationships being 

considered. Data for the research questions are reported in Appendix C. A discussion of 

results obtained for the three questions follows. 

Conflict in Teacher-Assistant Superintendent Expectations for Principals' Leader 
Behavior 

QUESTION 1: Do teachers and an assistant superintendent have different expectations 
for the leader behavior of principals? 

A two-level analysis was used to answer the above question. The first level was 

an identification of schools in which the differences obtained between the assistant 

superintendent's expectations and teachers' expectations were greater than 2.S for 2S 

point scales and S.O for SO point scales on the LBDQ dimensions. The dimensions hav-

ing 2S point scales are Representation, Reconciliation, Predictive Accuracy, and lntegra-

tion. The dimensions having SO point scales are Tolerance of Uncertainty, 

62 



63 

Persuasiveness, Initiation of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role Assumption, Con-

sideration, Production Emphasis, and Superior Orientation. The 2.5 and 5.0 difference 

values were set as initial criteria to conserve computation time and permit the researcher 

to focus on major dimensions of conflict. The second level analysis was a check on the 

adequacy of the initial identification. This was done by comparing the assistant 

superintendent's Ideal score (expected behavior) to the 95% confidence interval for the 

teachers' Ideal mean score (expected behavior) on each of the LBDQ dimensions which 

met the criteria established in the first level of analysis. Conflicts surviving this iden-

tification procedure were included in the analysis of conflict resolution. 

Table 4 contains a summary of the results of the two stage conflict identifica-

tion procedure by school and LBDQ scale. Of the 26 schools used in this study, 11 

schools (42%) had a conflict on at least one LBDQ dimension and none had conflicts on 

more than three of the 12 LBDQ dimensions. Schools 20, 24, and 25 each had three 

conflicts on the LBDQ dimensions; schools 5, 16, and 21 had conflicts on two dimen-

sions; and schools 6, 8, 10, 14, and 18 had conflicts on only one dimension. 

Conflicts occurred on five of the 12 LBDQ dimensions. The five were 

Representation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Role Assumption, and Pro-

duction Emphasis. Eight schools (31 %) experienced conflicts on the dimension of Role 

Assumption. This was the greatest number of conflicts on any one dimension. Five 

schools (19%) had conflicts on the dimension of Representation, four schools (15%) had 

conflicts on the dimension of Persuasiveness, two schools (8%) had conflicts on the 

dimension of Production Emphasis, and one school (4%) had a conflict on the dimen-

sion of Tolerance of Uncertainty. 

In 19 of the 20 conflicts which occurred, the teachers' expectations for the 

principal's behavior were higher than the assistant superintendent's expectations (Table 

22, p. 123). The dimensions on which the teachers' expectations were greater than the 
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Table 4 

Summary of Schools with Conflicts Between Assistant 
Superintendent's and Teachers' Expectations for 

the Leadership Role of the Principal (N = 26) 
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assistant superintendent's expectations were Representation (all five conflicts), Per-

suasiveness (all four conflicts), Role Assumption (all eight conflicts), and Production Em-

phasis (both conflicts). The assistant superintendent's expectations exceeded those of 

the teachers on the dimension of Tolerance of Uncertainty (only one conflict). A corn-

plete list of the data is in Tables 10-21, Appendix C. 

Principal's Self Perceptions of Their Actual Behavior as Compared to Teachers' 
and Assistant Superintendent's Expectations of Principals' Leader Behavior 

QUESTION 2: Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as perceived by principals, 
more closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 
behavior expected by teachers? 

Twenty conflicts were identified between the assistant superintendent's and 

teachers' expectations for the leader behavior of principals. The principal's actual leader 

behavior score was used as a determinant of role conflict resolution. If the principal's 

Real score (actual behavior) was closer to the assistant superintendent's Ideal score (ex-

pected behavior) than to the upper or lower bound of the 95% confidence interval for 

the mean of the teachers' Ideal leader behavior scores, the role conflict was considered 

resolved in favor of the assistant superintendent. If the principal's Real score was closer 

to or fell within the confidence limits for the mean of the teachers' Ideal scores, the role 

conflict was considered resolved in favor of the teachers. If both the assistant 

superintendent's Ideal score (expected behavior) and the principal's Real score (actual 

behavior) fell within the confidence limits for the mean of the teachers' Ideal scores the 

conflict was considered resolved in favor of both the teachers and the assistant 

superintendent. A conflict was considered to be unresolved if none of the above condi-

tions existed or if the assistant superintendent's Ideal score (expected behavior) was too 

far, in the judgment of the researcher (two cases), from the principal's Real score (actual 

behavior). Detailed data for the schools with conflicts are presented in Tables 10-21, Ap-

pendix C. Summary data for Question 2 are reported in Tables 5 and 6. 
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Table 5 

Summary of Principals' Resolution of Conflicts in Leader 
Role Expectations Using the Principal's Perception 

of the Principal's Actual Behavior 
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Table 5 contains the number of conflicts which occurred in each school and 

whether the principal's actual behavior was congruent with the assistant superinten, 

dent's expectations, the teachers' expectations, both the assistant superintendent's and 

the teachers' expectations, or with neither the expectations of the assistant superinten, 

dent nor the teachers. Among the 26 schools used in this study 11 (42%) of the schools 

experienced conflict in at least one dimension. Schools 6, 8, 10, 14, and 18, each had a 

conflict on a single dimension, and the principal's actual leader behavior was congruent 

with the teachers' expectations for the principal in schools 10, 14, and 18, with the assis, 

tant superintendent's expectations in school 6, and with neither in school 8. Schools 5, 

16, and 21 each had conflicts on two dimensions. The principal's actual behavior in 

school 5 was congruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations for one of the 

conflicts and with neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent nor the 

teachers in the other. Schools 16 and 21 each experienced conflicts on two dimensions 

and the principals' actual behavior was congruent with the teachers' expectations in all 

four situations. Three schools,,20, 24, and 25,,had conflicts on three dimensions. The 

principal's behavior in school 20 was congruent with the assistant superintendent's ex, 

pectations for one conflict and with neither the assistant superintendent's nor the 

teachers' expectations in the remaining two situations. In school 24 the principal's 

behavior was congruent with the teachers' expectations for one conflict and with 

neither the assistant superintendent's nor the teachers' expectations for two conflicts. In 

school 25 the principal's leader behavior was congruent with the teachers' expectations 

for two conflicts and with neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent nor 

the teachers in the other. 
Table 6 contains a frequency and percentage analysis of principals' resolution 

of role conflicts. Details appear in Table 22, Appendix C. In four (50%) of the eight 

schools that experienced conflict on the dimension of Role Assumption the principals' 

behavior was congruent with the teachers' expectations. In one school (13%), the 
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Table 6 

Summary of Principals' Resolution of Conflicts on the LBDQ-XII 
Dimensions Using the Principal's Perception of the 

Principal's Actual Behavior (N = 26)a 

CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS 
RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED 
IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR 

TOTAL OF OF OF OF 
DIMENSION ~ONFLICTS TEACHERS ASSISTANT BOTH NEITHER 

SUPERIN. 
TENDENT 

N0. 1 % NO. % No.· % NO. % 

REPRESENTATION 5 3 60 l 20 0 I 0 l 20 

' RECONCILIATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 

TOLERANCE OF ! UNCERTAINTY l l 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PERSUASIVENESS 4 0 0 l 25 0 0 3 75 

INITIATION OF 
STRUCTURE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOLERANCE OF 
FREEDOM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ROLE I 
ASSUMPTION 8 4 50 l 13 0 0 3 37 I 

: 

CONSIDERATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ; 

PRODUCTION I 
EMPHASIS 2 2 100 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PREDICTIVE I ACCURACY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I 

INTEGRATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUPERIOR 
ORIENT A TION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS 20 10 50 3 15 0 0 7 35 

a 
The total number of schools in the study was 26. Fifteen experienced no conflicts on the 

LBDQ·Xll dimensions. 
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principal resolved the Role Assumption conflict with behavior congruent with the assis-

tant superintendent's expectations and in the remaining three schools (37%) the prin-

cipals exhibited behavior congruent with neither the assistant superintendent's nor the 

teachers' expectations. Three (60%) of the five principals resolved the conflicts on the 

dimension of Representation with behavior congruent with the expectations of the 

teachers, one principal (20%) resolved the conflict with behavior congruent with the ex-

pectations of the assistant superintendent, and one principal (20%) exhibited behavior 

congruent with neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent nor the 

teachers. Four conflicts were reported on the dimension of Persuasiveness. Three prin-

cipals (75%) exhibited behavior congruent with neither the expectations of the assistant 

superintendent nor the teachers, and one (25%) resolved the conflict with behavior con-

gruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations. Both principals (100%) resolved 

the conflicts on the dimension of Production Emphasis with behavior congruent with 

the expectations of the teachers. One school (4%) had a conflict on the dimension of 

Tolerance of Uncertainty and the principal resolved the conflict with behavior con-

gruent with the teachers' expectations. 

On the 20 conflicts occurring on five of the 12 dimensions, the principals 

resolved 10 (50%) with behavior congruent with the teachers' expectations for the prin-

cipal, three (15%) with behavior congruent with the assistant superintendent's expecta-

tions, and seven (35%) exhibited behavior congruent with neither the expectations of 

the assistant superintendent nor the teachers. 

The Actual Leader Behavior of Principals as Perceived by Teachers Compared to 
the Behavioral Expectations of Teachers and the Assistant Superintendent 

QUESTION 3: Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as perceived by teachers, 
more closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 
behavior expected by teachers? 

Twenty conflicts were identified between the assistant superintendent's and 
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teachers' expectations for the leader behavior of the principals. The teachers' scores for 

their perceptions of the actual (Real} leader behavior of their principal were used to 

determine how principals resolved the role conflicts. If the 95% confidence interval for 

the mean of the teachers' expectations (Ideal} for the leader behavior of the principal 

overlapped the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' actual (Real} 

perceptions of the principal's leader behavior and the assistant superintendent's Ideal 

score (expected behavior) did not fall in either confidence interval, the role conflict was 

considered resolved in favor of the teachers. If the assistant superintendent's Ideal score 

for the expected behavior for the principal fell within the 95% confidence interval for 

the mean of the teachers' perceptions of the principal's actual (Real) leader behavior and 

the 95% confidence intervals for the means of the teachers' Ideal (expected behavior) 

and Real (actual behavior) scores did not overlap, the conflict was considered resolved 

in favor of the assistant superintendent. If the assistant superintendent's Ideal score (ex, 

pected behavior) was contained in the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the 

teachers' perceptions of the principals' Real (actual) leader behavior and the 95% con, 

fidence interval for the mean of the teachers' expectations (Ideal) for the principals' 

leader behavior overlapped the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' 

perceptions of the principal's actual (Real) behavior, the conflict was considered resolved 

in favor of both the assistant superintendent and the teachers. If the assistant 

superintendent's Ideal score for the expected behavior for the principal did not fall 

within the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' perceptions of the prin, 

cipal's actual (Real} behavior and the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the 

teachers' expected (Ideal} behavior for the principal did not overlap the 95% confidence 

interval for the mean of the teachers' perceptions of the principal's actual (Real) 

behavior, the conflict was considered unresolved or in favor of neither the assistant 

superintendent nor the teachers. Detailed data for the schools with conflicts are 
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presented in Tables 10-21, Appendix C. Summary data for Question 3 are reported in 

Tables 7 and 8. 

Table 7 is a summary of the principal's resolution of role conflicts using 

teachers' perceptions as the measure of the principal's actual leader behavior. Schools 

20, 24, and 25 each had conflicts on three dimensions. Schools 5, 16, and 21 had con-

flicts on two dimensions each, and schools 6, 8, 10, 14, and 18 had a conflict on one 

dimension each. In school 20, the principal's behavior was congruent with the assistant 

superintendent's expectations for two of the conflicts and congruent with teachers' ex-

pectations and the assistant superintendent's expectations in the other. The principal's 

behavior in school 24 was congruent with the expectations of both the assistant 

superintendent and the teachers for two conflicts and congruent with the expectations 

of the teachers in the third. School 25 also had three conflicts and the principal resolved 

one conflict with behavior congruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations, 

one conflict with behavior congruent with the teachers' expectations, and one conflict 

with behavior congruent with the expectations of both the assistant superintendent and 

the teachers. Two conflicts were evident in schools 5, 16, and 21. Both principals in 

schools 5 and 21 resolved one conflict with behavior congruent with the assistant 

superintendent's expectations and the other with behavior congruent with the expecta-

tions of both the assistant superintendent and the teachers. The principal in school 16 

resolved both conflicts with behavior congruent with the expectations of the teachers. 

Schools 6 and 8 had one conflict each and the principals resolved the conflict with 

behavior congruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations. Schools 10 and 14 

each had one conflict and the principals' exhibited behavior congruent with neither the 

assistant superintendent's expectations nor the teachers' expectations. School 18 had 

one conflict and the principal's behavior was congruent with both the assistant 

superintendent's and the teachers' expectations. 
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Table 7 

Summary of Principals' Resolution of Conflicts in Leader 
Role Expectations Using Teachers' Perceptions 

of the Princi_pal's Actual Behavior 
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Table 8 contains a frequency and percentage analysis of principals' resolution 

of role conflicts. Details appear in Table 22, Appendix C. In six (75%) of the eight 

schools which experienced conflicts on the dimension of Role Assumption, the teachers' 

perceptions of the principals' actual behavior were congruent with the expectations of 

the assistant superintendent. In the two remaining schools (25%) the principals' ex-

hibited behavior congruent with the expectations of neither the teachers nor the assis-

tant superintendent. In the five schools (19%) with conflicts on the dimension of 

Representation, three (60%) of the principals had behavior congruent with the expecta-

tions of the assistant superintendent and the expectations of the teachers, and two prin-

cipals (40%) had behavior congruent with the expectations of the teachers. Four schools 

(15%) experienced conflicts on the dimension of Persuasiveness. Three principals (75%) 

had behavior congruent with the expectations of the assistant superintendent and the 

expectations of the teachers and one (25%) principal's behavior was congruent with the 

expectations of the assistant superintendent. In the two schools (8%) with conflicts on 

the dimension of Production Emphasis, the principals' behavior was congruent with the 

expectations of the teachers for one of the conflicts and congruent with the expectations 

of the assistant superintendent and the expectations of the teachers in the other. One 

school (4%) encountered a conflict on the dimension of Tolerance of Uncertainty, and 

the principal's actual behavior was congruent with the expectations of the teachers. 

Overall, the principals' actual behavior was congruent with the assistant 

superintendent's expectations in seven cases (35%), equally congruent with the expecta-

tions of both teachers' and assistant superintendent's expectations in seven cases (35%), 

congruent with the expectations of teachers in four cases (20%), and congruent with 

neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent nor the expectations of the 

teachers in two cases (10%). 

Table 9 is a composite of Tables 6 and 8. The entries were obtained by adding 
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Table 8 

Summary of Principals' Resolution of Conflicts on the 
LBDQ-XII Dimensions Using Teachers' Perce~tions 

of the Principal's Actual Behavior (N = 26) 

CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS 
RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED 
IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR 

TOTAL OF OF OF OF 
DIMENSION CONFLICTS TEACHERS ASSISTANT BOTH NEITHER 

SU PERIN-
TENDENT 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

REPRESENTATION 5 2 40 0 0 3 60 0 0 

RECONCILIATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOLERANCE OF i 
UNCERTAINTY 1 1 '100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

' ' 
PERSUASIVENESS 4 0 0 I 25 3 75 0 0 

INITIATION OF ' 
STRUCTURE 0 0 

I 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
' 

TOLERANCE OF ' 
; i 

FREEDOM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
i ' 

ROLE ' I ' i 
ASSUMPTION 8 I 0 0 ' 6 75 0 0 2 25 ' ! i 

CONSIDERATION 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
i 

PRODUCTION 

I EMPHASIS 2 I 50 0 0 I 50 0 0 

PREDICTIVE 

I 
! 

I ACCURACY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

INTEGRATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUPERIOR 
ORIENT A TION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS 20 4 20 7 35 7 35 2 IO 
' 

a 
The total number of schools in the study was 26. Fifteen experienced no conflicts on the 

LBDQ-XII dimensions. 
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the number of role conflict cases in each category of resolution when the principal's Real 

scores were used as the criterion to the number of role conflict cases in each category of 

resolution when the teachers' Real scores were used as the criterion. This combination 

resulted in a total of 40 possible role conflict resolutions. The dimension of Role 

Assumption now contained 16 conflicts. The principals' resolved seven of these conflicts 

with behavior congruent with the expectations of the assistant superintendent, four 

with behavior congruent with the teachers' expectations, and five with behavior con-

gruent with the expectations of neither the assistant superintendent nor the teachers. 

Ten conflicts were identified on the dimension of Representation. The principals resolv-

ed five conflicts with behavior congruent with the teachers' expectations, three with 

behavior congruent with the expectations of both the assistant superintendent and 

teachers, one with behavior congruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations, 

and one with behavior neither congruent with the expectations of the assistant 

superintendent nor the teachers. Eight conflicts were identified on the dimension of Per-

suasiveness. The principal's resolved three conflicts with the behavior congruent with 

the expectations of both the teachers and assistant superintendent, three with behavior 

congruent with neither the expectations of the teachers nor the assistant superinten-

dent, and two with behavior congruent with the expectations of the assistant 

superintendent. On the dimension of Production Emphasis four conflicts were iden-

tified. The principals resolved three conflicts with behavior congruent with teachers' ex-

pectations and one with behavior congruent with the expectations of both the teachers 

and assistant superintendent. Only two conflicts were identified on the dimension of 

Tolerance of Uncertainty and the principals resolved both conflicts with behavior con-

gruent with the teachers' expectations. 

The principals resolved 14 (35%) of the 40 conflicts identified in the study 

with behavior congruent with the teachers' expectations, ten (25%) with behavior 
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Table 9 

Composite Frequency of Principals' Resolution of Conflicts on 
the LBDQ .. XII Dimensions for Teachers' and Principals' 

Perceptions of the Principal's Actual Behaviora 

CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS CONFLICTS 
RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED RESOLVED 
IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR IN FAVOR 

DIMENSION TOTAL OF OF OF OF 
CONFLICTS TEACHERS ASSISTANT BOTH NEITHER 

SUPERIN-
TENDENT 

REPRESENTATION 10 5 1 3 1 

RECONCILIATION 0 0 0 0 0 

TOLERANCE OF 
UNCERTAINTY 2 2 0 0 0 

PERSUASIVENESS 8 0 2 3 3 

INITIATION OF 
STRUCTURE 0 0 0 0 0 

' TOLERANCE OF 
FREEDOM 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
I 

ROLE 
ASSUMPTION 16 4 7 0 5 

CONSIDERATION 0 0 0 0 0 

PRODUCTION 
EMPHASIS 4 3 0 1 0 

PREDICTIVE 
ACCURACY 0 0 0 0 0 

INTEGRATION 0 0 0 0 0 

SUPERIOR 
ORIENT A TION 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS 40 14 10 7 9 

a 
Entries in this table were obtained by adding the corresponding frequencies in Tables 6 

and 8. 
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gruent with the assistant superintendent's expectations, seven (17 .5%) with behavior 

congruent with both the teachers' and the assistant superintendent's expectations, and 

nine (22.5%) with behavior congruent with neither the expectations of the assistant 

superintendent nor the teachers. 

Summary 

In summary, this study identified 20 leadership role conflicts between the 

assistant superintendent's and teachers' expectations for the principal. When the prin-

cipals' perceptions of their actual behavior were used as a basis for assessing the con-

gruence of principals' Real behavior with the Ideal behavior expected of them by 

teachers and an assistant superintendent, 10 conflicts (50%) were resolved with behavior 

congruent with expectations held by teachers, three (15%) with behavior congruent 

with the assistant superintendent's expectations, and seven (35%) with behavior con-

gruent with neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent nor the teachers. 

Somewhat different results emerged when teachers' perceptions of principals' actual 

behavior were used as a basis for assessing the congruence of principals' Real behavior 

with the Ideal behavior expected of them by teachers and an assistant superintendent. 

Four (20%) of the 20 role conflicts were resolved with behavior congruent with the ex-

pectations of the teachers, seven (35%) with behavior congruent with the assistant 

superintendent's expectations, seven (35%) with behavior congruent with both the 

assistant superintendent's and teachers' expectations, and two (10%) with behavior con-

gruent with neither the assistant superintendent's nor the teachers' expectations. 

In order to gain a comprehensive view of the relationship between principals' 

actual behavior and that expected by teachers and the assistant superintendent, a com-

posite table was developed containing the sums of the frequencies found in Tables 6 and 

8. These sums are found in Table 9. They indicate that principals' Real behavior 

was congruent with teacher expectations in 35% of the cases, with the assistant 
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superintendent's expectations in 25% of the cases, with both the teachers' and assistant 

superintendent's expectations in 17.5% of the cases, and with neither the teachers' nor 

the assistant superintendent's expectations in 22.5% of the cases. 



Chapter 5 

THE SUMMATION OF THE STUDY 

In Chapter 5 the study is summarized, conclusions are drawn and discussed, 

and suggestions for further research are presented. 

The Study in Retrospect 

The purpose of the study was to investigate sent-role conflicts in expected 

leader behavior of elementary principals and whether the actual leader behavior of 

those principals more closely approximated that expected by teachers or their im-

mediate superior, an assistant superintendent. Three research questions guided the in-

vestigation: 

1. Do teachers and an assistant superintendent have different expectations 

for the leader behavior of principals? 

2. Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as perceived by principals, 

more closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 

behavior expected by teachers? 

3. Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as perceived b)· teachers, more 

closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the 

behavior expected by teachers? 

The mode of inquiry used to answer these questions was the descriptive study. 

A personal data sheet and Stogdill's Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form-XII, 

were used to gather the data for the study. The questionnaire uses 100 items to measure 

79 
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12 leader behaviors: Representation, Reconciliation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Per-

suasiveness, Initiation of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role Assumption, Con-

sideration, Production Emphasis, Predictive Accuracy, Integration, and Superior Orien-

tation. The respondents--260 teachers, 26 principals, and an assistant superintendent--

indicated on the questionnaire their perceptions of principals' leader behavior by mark-

ing one of five possible choices (always, often, occasionally, seldom, or never). The ex-

pected leader behavior of principals (Ideal) was measured by having the assistant 

superintendent and the teachers indicate on the questionnaire their perceptions of how 

an Ideal principal should behave. Two measures of the principals' Real behavior were 

taken. The first was the average of the teachers' perceptions of the actual leader 

behavior of the principal; the second was the principal's self perceptions of their actual 

leader behavior. 

The assistant superintendent's, principals', and teachers' responses to the 100 

questions on the LBDQ-Xll were processed using the Statistical Analysis System. The 

assistant superintendent's Ideal leader behavior scores and the principal's Real leader 

behavior scores were calculated for each LBDQ scale. Means and 95% confidence inter-

vals for those means were calculated for teachers' perceptions of the Ideal and Real 

leader behavior of principals on each of the 12 LBDQ scales for each school. 

A two-level analysis was used to determine if conflicts in expectations for the 

principals' leadership role existed. The first level was an identification of schools in 

which the differences obtained between the assistant superintendent's expectations and 

teachers' expectations were greater than 2.5 for 25 point scales and 5.0 for SO point scales 

on the LBDQ dimensions. The second level of analysis was a check on the adequacy of 

the initial identification. Comparisons were made between the assistant 

superintendents' Ideal score and the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the 

teachers' Ideal scores on each of the LBDQ dimensions. A conflict in role expectations 
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was said to have occurred if the assistant superintendent's Ideal score did not fall within 

the 95% confidence interval for the mean of the teachers' Ideal scores. 

Comparisons between and among the scores of the assistant superintendent 

(Ideal), teachers (Ideal), and the principals (Real); and between and among the scores of 

the assistant superintendent (Ideal) and teachers (Ideal and Real), were used to deter-

mine the resolution of the role conflicts. These comparisons could result in any of four 

conditions. The principals' Real behavior could be (1) congruent with the expectations 

of the teachers, (2) congruent with the expectations of the assistant superintendent, (3) 

congruent with the behavior of both the assistant superintendent teachers; (4) con-

gruent with neither the assistant superintendent's expectations nor the teachers' expec-

tations. 

The major findings of this study were: 

1. Twenty conflicts between the assistant superintendent's and teachers' ex-

pectations for the leadership role of the principal, out of 312 possible conflicts (26 

schools x 12 leadership dimensions), were observed. Assuming a five percent error rate, 

one would expect 16 conflicts by chance. This evidence indicates that the assistant 

superintendent and the teachers in Cabell County have highly congruent perceptions of 

what the elementary principal's leadership role ought to be. 

2. Conflicts occurred in eleven of the 26 schools. No school had more than 

three conflicts within the 12 dimensions. Conflicts occurred on only five of the 12 

dimensions: Representation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Role Assump-

tion, and Production Emphasis. Five schools had one conflict each, three schools had 

two conflicts each, and three schools had three conflicts each. In 19 of the 20 conflicts 

the teachers' expectations for the principals were higher than those of the assistant 

superintendent. These were on the dimensions of Representation, Persuasiveness, Role 

Assumption, and Production Emphasis. The dimension on which the teachers' expecta-
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tions were lower than the assistant superintendent's expectations was Tolerance of 

Uncertainty. 

3. · When using the principals' self perceptions of their actual leader behavior 

to determine if the behavior of the principal was more congruent with the expectations 

of the teachers or the expectations of the assistant superintendent, the findings were: ( 1) 

in 10 (50%) of the 20 cases of conflict in expectations, the principal's actual behavior was 

congruent with the expectations of the teachers; three on the dimensions of Representa-

tion, one on Tolerance of Uncertainty, four on Role Assumption, and two on Produc-

tion Emphasis; (2) in three cases (15%) the principals' actual behavior was congruent 

with the expectations of the assistant superintendent; one on Representation, one on 

Persuasiveness, and one on Role Assumption; and (3) in seven cases (35%) the 

principal's actual behavior was congruent with neither the expectations of the assistant 

superintendent nor the teachers; one on Representation, three on Persuasiveness, and 

three on Role Assumption. 

4. When using the teachers' perceptions of the actual leader behavior of their 

principal to determine if the behavior of the principal more closely approximated the 

behavior expected by the assistant superintendent or the behavior expected by the 

teachers, the findings were: (1) in four (20%) of the 20 cases of conflict in expectations, 

the principal's actual behavior was congruent with the expectations of the teachers; two 

on the dimensions of Representation, one on Tolerance of Uncertainty, and one on Pro-

duction Emphasis; (2) in seven cases (35%) the principal's actual behavior was congruent 

with the expectations of the assistant superintendent; one on the dimensions of Per-

suasiveness and six on Role Assumption; (3) in seven cases (35%) the principal's actual 

behavior was congruent with the expectations held by both the assistant superintendent 

and the teachers; three on the dimensions of Representation, three on Persuasiveness, 
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and one on Production Emphasis; and (4) in two cases (10%) the principal's actual 

behavior was congruent with neither the expectations of the assistant superintendent 

nor the teachers; both cases were on the dimension of Role Assumption. 

5. Upon combining the results for the two measures of Real principal 

behavior, 40 conflicts between the assistant superintendent's and teachers' expectations 

for the leadership role of the principal were found to exist. There were 624 possible con-

flicts (26 schools x 12 leadership dimensions x 2 measures of the leadership dimensions} 

observed. Assuming a five percent error rate, one would expect 32 conflicts by chance. 

Of the 40 cases, the actual leader behavior of the principal was: (1) congruent with the 

teachers' expectations in 14 (35%) cases; five on the dimension of Representation, two 

on Tolerance of Uncertainty, four on Role Assumption, and three on Production Em-

phasis; (2) congruent with the expectations of the assistant superintendent in 10 (25%) 

cases; one on Representation, two on Persuasiveness, and seven on Role Assumption; 

(3) congruent with the expectations of both the assistant superintendent and teachers in 

seven (17 .5%) cases; three on Representation, three on Persuasiveness, and one on Pro-

duction Emphasis; and (4) congruent with neither the assistant superintendent nor the 

teachers in nine (22.5%) cases; one on Representation, three on Persuasiveness, and five 

on Role Assumption. 

Conclusions 

Conclusions based on the finding of this study are: 

1. When the error rate is set at five percent, one must conclude that few con-

flicts existed between the assistant superintendent's and teachers' expectations for 

elementary principals' leader behavior. The fact that the number of observed conflicts 

exceeded, the number of conflicts expected by chance, by only a slight margin should be 
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kept in mind as the following conclusions are reviewed. 

2. In those schools with conflicts, teachers expected principals to take a more 

active leadership role in representing their school to outsiders, in being persuasive, in 

assuming the role of leader, and in emphasizing achievement of results than did the 

assistant superintendent. The assistant superintendent, on the other hand, expected the 

principal to be more tolerant of ambiguous situations than did the teachers. 

3. The assistant superintendent and teachers agreed in their expectations for 

the principals' leadership role in that they expected the principal to be effective in reduc-

ing conflict and maintaining order in the school; in establishing structure and spelling 

out roles for subordinates; in allowing faculty to have scope for initiative, decision mak-

ing, and action; in developing friendly relationships and mutual respect between the 

principal and the faculty; in exhibiting foresight and ability to predict outcomes ac-

curately; in maintaining a closely knit organization by resolving intermember conflicts; 

and in maintaining cordial working relationships with upper level supervisors and ad-

ministrators. 

4. The principals' Real leader behavior more closely approximated the 

behavior teachers preferred than the behavior preferred by the assistant superintendent 

with respect to the principal asserting leadership in representing them and their school, 

applying pressure for increased output, and being able to accept indefinite situations 

and postpone action without anxiety or upset. 

5. The principals' Real leader behavior more closely approximated the 

behavior that the assistant superintendent preferred than the behavior preferred by the 

teachers with respect to the principal more forcefully assuming the role of leader. 

6. Principals accepted and rejected cues with equal frequency from both the 

assistant superintendent and the teachers in resolving role conflicts regarding the use of 

persuasiveness and argument effectively and the provision of support for the convictions 
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of subordinates. 

Discussion 

There was a low incidence of conflicts in this study considering the statistical 

probability that approximately 16 of the 20 conflicts identified could have occurred by 

chance. Administrators might perceive the small number of sent-role conflicts in this 

setting to mean the school system was functioning smoothly. On the other hand, it 

could mean that the system was not as innovative as it might be and what efforts were 

being made were expended to maintain the existing programs. If such were true, the 

dynamics which bring about new and innovative undertakings would be lacking. 

Even though conflicts existed, there were a greater number of dimensions on 

which the assistant superintendent and teachers agreed than on which they disagreed. 

The teachers and assistant superintendent agreed on their expectations for the 

principal's leadership role on seven of the twelve leader behavior dimensions. Such a 

high level of congruence in expectations may be expected when the individuals holding 

those expectations are members of a common organization, when they have had educa-

tion and training which are similar, when they are working toward common interests 

and goals, and when they are ultimately responsible to the same board and public. 

Principals serve as the middle-men between the superintendent and the 

teaching staff. They often find themselves in situations where these members of the role 

set have conflicting expectations with regard to the functions they should perform and 

the ways in which they should operate. This was corroborated in this study when it was 

found that the teachers and assistant superintendent had mutually contradictory expec-

tations for the leader behavior of elementary principals on five of the twelve LBDQ 

dimensions. These disagreements were clustered within particular schools rather than 

being uniformly dispersed among the schools used in the study. 
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The difference in perceptions of the teachers and the assistant superintendent 

is perhaps due to the referent group describing the leader behavior. The assistant 

superintendent and the teachers viewed the principal's leader behavior from different 

points of view. Their needs are different, their expectations are different, and their 

perceptions are different. 

The results of the study show that teachers more than the assistant 

superintendent want the principal to speak and act as a representative of their group. 

They want a smooth running school, one that is productive, and they want the prin-

cipal to run interference for them. And, they hold the principal accountable for 

establishing and maintaining these conditions. The principals tended to resolve conflicts 

in these areas in favor of the teachers. 

There are five suppositions for why principals resolved sent-role conflicts the 

way they did. First, principals are forced to face teachers daily at the building level and 

are no doubt greatly influenced by these encounters. Principals are human and subject 

to the same social pressures as other individuals. They tend to react in ways which make 

their daily encounters with staff members socially tolerable. 

Second, teachers receive many community concerns and relate these concerns 

to the principal. The teacher concerns plus the weight of community sentiment create 

pressures on the principal to respond to these situations in favor of the teachers. 

Teachers tend to pass along those statements and sentiments from the community 

which compliment their own views and feelings. When these are communicated to the 

principal along with the added weight of the teachers' convictions, strong pressure is put 

upon the principal to act favorably to the teachers' stance on these issues. 

Third, principals yield to teacher demands because they are convinced that 

learning is brought about by effective teaching which in turn is accomplished by 

meeting the needs of the teachers.Teachers are most convincing when they couch their 
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demands of the principal in terms of the benefits which will be derived for students. 

When the needs of teachers are stated this way the principal is hard pressed to negate 

the logic of such teacher demands. 

Fourth, principals may be looking after their own welfare and believe that the 
~ 

reward system can be controlled relatively little by the assistant superintendent. In large 

systems salary is controlled by level of education, length of service, and number of 

students or teachers rather than by merit rating by the assistant superintendent. Many 

principals are convinced that a strongly supportive faculty can be more influencial in 

bringing about promotion or recognition than a single individual, even though the in-

dividual may be an assistant superintendent. 

A fifth and final supposition is that all the principals have been elementary 

teachers prior to becoming elementary principals; therefore, they identify with the pro-

blems, needs, and wishes of the teachers. The experiences that principals have had as 

teachers prior to becoming principals are of an indelible nature. These experiences often 

flavor the decisions which principals make. In terms of experience, principals have more 

in common with the teachers than the assistant superintendent. 

Another finding in the study is that the assistant superintendent more than 

teachers expected principals to be more of a "boss" within the school. He wanted a prin-

cipal who could exercise the leadership role, be a forceful person in charge of the school, 

and not surrender leadership to other members of the faculty. The principal tended to 

resolve conflicts in this area in favor of the assistant superintendent. This may be due in 

part to principals being cognizant of the fact that the assistant superintendent is their 

immediate superior. As the teacher in the classroom is delegated the responsibility to 

diagnose and treat individual learning problems, the assistant superintendent is 

delegated the responsibility to make decisions which have an effect on the operation and 

program of the school. The assistant superintendent is clothed with power; he is the per-
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son that is responsible for seeing that principals carry out policies of the school board; 

he evaluates principals' administrative acts; and he provides them with appropriate feed-

back so they will know how well they are performing their tasks. 

A third finding in the study is that the assistant superintendent more than the 

teachers wanted the principal to be more persuasive and exhibit strong convictions. The 

principals failed to resolve role conflicts in this area in favor of either the assistant 

superintendent or the teachers. There were no clear patterns presented on this dimen-

sion; thus, no definite statement can be made. 

This study is a single case and is peculiar to this particular school system. The 

study hinges on the nature of the assistant superintendent's leadership and the pressures 

brought to bear on the principals. It is the responsibility of the assistant superintendent 

to see that the state code and the directives of the local board of education are carried 

out. The pressure that the principal feels to carry out his assigned duties is dependent 

upon the forcefulness of the assistant superintendent. Due to slight pressure being 

exerted by the assistant superintendent in some cases and because principals are in 

closer proximity to the teachers, the principals are more free to behave in terms of the 

teachers' expectations. Whereas this is the case in Cabell County, in another county or 

school system the assistant superintendent may exert greater pressures on principals. As 

a result, the principals might tend to resolve conflicts with behavior congruent with the 

assistant superintendent's expectations. 

Findings in this study could be of importance to practicing administrators in 

that they could make them aware of the differences and similarities in perceptions that 

teachers and the assistant superintendent hold for their leader behavior. Equipped with 

this knowledge, principals could increase their effectiveness in the group and their func-

tioning by developing strategies of interpersonal relations which would permit them to 

be effective with both the assistant superintendent and teachers. Studies indicate that 
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principals who are effective with superordinates are also effective with subordinates. 

One of the tasks of principals is to mediate conflict. Conflicts are ever present. Good 

communications and clearly stated school procedures and policies for the role of the 

assistant superintendent, teachers, and principals will do much to insure smooth work-

ing relations among the principal and members of the role set and will hopefully pro-

duce efficient and effective operation of schools. 

Implications for Future Research 

While many implications might be drawn and a number of speculations 

generated from the findings, the following seem to be the most direct implications. The 

study sought to determine how elementary principals resolved sent-role conflicts. And 

because the findings in this study are based upon an examination of only one small 

school system, the results must be considered tentative until further research is con-

ducted. Additional studies should be conducted in school systems in other locations 

and with larger samples to determine if the results would be similar to this study. 

A second implication is the fact that role expectations are held for the prin-

cipal by many individuals and groups, including the assistant superintendent. The ex-

pectations held for the principal by the assistant superintendent, to a certain degree, 

prescribes for the principal what the job requires. Research studies are needed to in-

vestigate what effect the relationship between the assistant superintendent and the prin-

cipal have on the leader behavior of the principal. Would a strong assistant superinten-

dent's leadership affect how the principal leads? 

A third implication derived from this study is that teachers and the assistant 

superintendent hold different expectations for the principal's role. The differences 

between the expectations of the two groups create a role conflict situation for the prin-

cipal. Research studies need to be conducted to determine if principals are aware that 
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role conflicts exist. Follow up studies are needed to investigate whether principals are 

conscious of how they resolve role conflicts. 

A final implication concerns the utilization of only two members of the prin-

cipal's role set, the teachers and the assistant superintendent. More research may be 

needed to determine whether using other role senders such as supervisors, 

superintendents, parents, community leaders, and members of the board of education 

would have an effect on how the principal behaves. 
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APPENDIX A. Letter of Request 

, Superintendent 
Cabell County Public Schools 

Huntington, WV 25703 

Dear 

June 22, 1977 

I would like your permission to use the elementary school prin-
cipals and teachers in schools containing four or more rooms as a data 
base for my dissertation. 

My dissertation concerns perceptions of leadership behavior as 
perceived by principals and teachers. The questionnaire to be used 
would require approximately 30 minutes time with the principal and 
teachers. No classes would be interrupted, no one coerced to partici-
pate, and I assure you that the administration, principals, and 
teachers will not be caused embarrasment or inconvenience. The 
dissertation will not divulge the identity of individual schools, 
principals, or teachers. 

With your permission I will work out the necessary arrangements 
with the individual principals at their convenience beginning in Sep-
tember, 1977. 

Should you have any questions concerning the nature or intent of 
my study, please contact me and I will be most happy to furnish you 
any information you require. 

Thank you so much for any consideration you give my requ~st. 

Sincerely, 

Boots Dilley 

BD:kd 

cc: Frank Effingham 
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APPENDIX A. Letter of Permission 

ADMINISTRATIVE On'ICE, 

HUNTINGTON, WEST VIRGINIA %5709 

Superintendent 
July e, 1977 

Mrs. Boots Dilley 

Dear Mra. Dilley: 
Please accept my apology for delaying an answer 

to your request concerning data for the dissertation. 
We are very happy to grant permission for you to ob-
tain information from the principals of Cabell County. 

If we can assist you further, please let ua know. 
Beat of luck! 

Sincerely yours, 

Superintendent of SChools 
JAS:rr 
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DIRECTIONS: 

a. READ each item carefully. 
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item. 
c. DECIDE whether he (A) always. (8) often, (Cl occasionally, (D) seldom or IE) never acts 

as described by the rtem. 
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A B C D E) following the item to show 

the answer you have selected. 

A = Always 
B = Often 
c = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never 

e. MARK your answers as shown rn the examples below. 

Example: He often acts as described ...........•••.•••••.•... A @ C 
Example: He never acts as described .......................•• A B C 
Example: He occasionally acts as described .................... A B © 

D E D® 
D E 

1. He acts as the spokesman of the group ...........••......•. A B C D E 
2. He warts patiently for the results of a decrsron ................ A B C D E 
3. He makes pep talks to st rmu late the group ............•....•. A B C D E 
4. He lets group members know what is expected of them ........... A B C D E 
5. He allows the members complete freedom rn their work .........•. A B C D E 
6. He rs hesitant about takrng 1n1tiat1ve rn the group .•............ A B C D E 
7. He is friendly and approachable .......................... A B C D E 
8. He encourages overtime work ........................... A B C D E 
9. He makes accurate decisions ..........................•. A B C D E 

10. Hegetsalongwellwrththepeopleabovehrm .........••...... ABC DE 
11. He publicizes the activities of the group .........•.......... A B C D E 
12. He becomes anxious when he cannot find out what 1s coming next .... A B C D E 
13. His arguments are convrncrng ................•..•....... A B C D E 
14. He encourages the use of un rform procedures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • A B C D E 
15. He permits the members to use therr own Judgment rn solving problems. A B C D E 
16. He fails to take necessary action ...........•.•......••.•. A B C D E 
17. He does I itt le things to make rt pleasant to be a member of the group. . A B C D E 
18. He stresses being ahead of competing groups ..••....•........ A B C D E 
19. He keeps the group working together as a team .•..•....•.••... A B C D E 
20. He keeps the group in good standing wrth higher authority ..•..••.. A B C D E 
21. He speaks as the representative of the group .............••.. A B C D E 
22. He accepts defeat in stride ...•........•.....•...••..... A B C D E 
23. He argues persuasively for his point of vrew .•......•.....•••• A B C D E 
24. He tries out his ideas in the group .........•••.•.•.•••••.• A B C D E 
25. He encourages initratrve in the group members .•..•.•••••• , •• , A B C D E 
26. He lets other persons take away his leadership in the group .•..•••• A 8 C D E 
27. He puts suggestions made by the group into operation. . . • . ••.•• A B C D E 
28. He needles members for greater effort . • . . • • • • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • A B C D E 
29. He seems able to predict what 1s coming next ••••.•••••••.•••• A B C D E 
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30. He is working hard for a promotion ...•..........•••...•.•. A B C D E 
31. He speaks for the group when visitors are present .......••••.•• A B C D E 
32. He accepts delays without becoming upset .....•...•..•....•. A B C D E 
33. Heisaverypersuasivetalker •.......••..•....•••.•••..• A BCD E 
34. He makes his attitudes clear to the group ...........•..•.•..• A B C D E 
35. He lets the members do their work the way they think best ...•...•• A B C D E 
36. He lets some members take advantage of him .........••...... A B C D E 
37. He treats all group members as his equals ................... A B C D E 
38. He keeps the work moving at a rapid pace ......•.....•...... A B C D E 
39. He settles conflicts when they occur in the group ....•.•..•.... A B C D E 
40. His superiors act favorably on most of his suggestions ........... A B C D E 
41. He represents the group at outside meetings ..•............... A B C D E 
42. He becomes anxious when waiting for new developments .....•.... A B C D E 
43. He 1s very skillful in an argument ..................•.•... A B C D E 
44. He decides what shall be done and how 1t shall be done ........•. A B C D E 
45. He assigns a task, then lets the members handle it ....•........ A B C D E 
46. He is the leader of the group in name only ................... A B C D E 
47. He gives advance notice of changes ..............••....... A B C D E 
48. He pushes for increased production ........................ A B C D E 
48. Things usually turn out as he predicts ...................... A B C D E 
50. He en1oys the privileges of his position ..................... A B C D E 
51. He handles complex problems efficiently .............•...... A B C D E 
52. He is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty ............. A B C D E 
53. He 1s not a very convincing ta Iker .............•.......... A B C D E 
54. He assigns group members to particular tasks ................. A B C D E 
55. He turns the members loose on a Job. and lets them go to 1t ........ A B C D E 
56. He backs down when he ought to stand firm .................. A B C D E 
57. He keeps to himself ................................ A B C D E 
58. He asks the members to work harder ....................... A B C D E 
59. He 1s accurate 1n predicting the trend of events ................ A B C D E 
60. He gets his superiors to act for the welfare of the group members .... A B C D E 
61. He gets swamped by details . . . . . . . . . . .......... A B C D E 
62. He can wait 1ust so lonn. then blows up ..................... A B C D E 
63. He speaks from a strong inner conviction .................... A B C D E 
64. He makes sure that his part 1n the group is understood by the 

group members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . A B C D E 
65. He is reluctant to a I low the members any freedom of act ion ........ A B C D E 
66. He lets some members have authority that he should keep ......... A B C D E 
67. He looks out for the persona I welfare of group members. . . . . . . . . . . A B C D E 
68. He permits the members to take 1t easy in their work ............ A B C D E 
69. He sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated ........... A B C D E 
70. His word carries weight with his superiors ...........•..•.... A B C D E 
71. He gets things a II tang led up ........................... A B C D E 
72. He remains calm when uncertain about coming events ............ A B C D E 
73. He is an inspiring ta Iker .....•.................•..•...• A B C D E 
74. He schedules the work to be done ....................•••.. A B C D E 
75. He allows the group a high degree of init1at1ve ..........•...•• A B C D E 
76. He takes full charge when emergenc 1es arise .............•••• A B C D E 
77. Heisw1llingtomakechanges .............•...•.•...•••• ABC DE 
78. He drives hard when there is a Job to be done . . . • • . . . . • • • . . • • • A B C D E 
79. He helps group merrbers settle their differences •........•....• A B C D E 
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80. He gets what he asks for from his superiors •••••••••••••••••• A B c D E 
81. He can reduce a madhouse to system and order •.•.•••••••••••• A B c D E 
82. He is able to delay action until the proper time occurs ••••••••••• A B c D E 
83. He persuades others that his ideas are to their advantage ••.•••••• A B c D E 
84. He maintains definite standards of performance •••••••••••••••• A B c D E 
85. He trusts the members to exercise good judgment ••••••••••••••• A B c D E 
86. He overcomes attempts made to challenge his leadership •••••••••• A B c D E 
87. He refuses to explain his actions .•..••....•••••.••••••••• A B c D E 
88. He urges the group to beat its previous record ••.••••.••••••••• A B c D E 
89. He anticipates problems and plans for them . ................. A B c D E 
90. He is working his way to the top •.••...••.••.•••••••••••• A B c D E 
91. He gets confused when too many demands are made of him ••..••..• A B c D E 
92. He worries about the outcome of any new procedure •••.••.•••••• A B c D E 
93. He can inspire enthusiasm for a project .•.•.•••••.••.••••••. A B c D E 
94. He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations ••.. A B c D E 
95. He permits the group to set its own pace •.•.•.•..•.••••••••• A B c D E 
96. He is easily recognized as the leader of the group ...•.•••.•••.• A B c D E 
97. He acts without consulting the group . ..................... A B c D E 
98. He keeps the group working up to capacity .•...••...•.•...•.. A B c D E 
99. He ma inta ms a closely knit group ........................ A B c D E 

100. He rr.aintams cordial relations with superiors •.•.••••.••••..•• A B c D E 
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ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS PERSONAL DATA 

Please check the appropriate responses: 

SEX HIGHEST LEVEL EDUCATION 

( _) male ( _) Bachelor's Degree 

( _) female ( _) Master's Degree 

( _) Master's Plus 

( _) Doctoral Degree 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN EDUCATION 

(_) less than 1 

( _) 1-3 

( _) 4-6 

( _) 7-9 

(_) 10-12 

(_) 13 or over 

School Code ----

AGE 

(_) 20-29 

(_) 30-39 

(_) 40-49 

(_) 50-59 

(_) 60 or over 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS 
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL 

( _) less than 1 

( _) 1-3 

( _) 4-6 

(_) 7-9 

( _) 10-12 

( _) 13 or over 

NUMBER OF FULL-TIME TEACHERS 
(include full time special teachers) 

(_) 0-12 
YEARS IN PRESENI' POSITION 

(_) 12-18 
( _) less than 1 NUMBER PUPILS ENROLLED 

(_) 19-24 
(_) 1-3 ( _) 0-299 

(_) 25-30 
(_) 4-6 ( _) 300-599 

(_) over 30 
(_) 7-9 (_) 600-899 

(__) 10-12 (__) 900-1199 

(_) 13 or over (_) 1200 or over 
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ELEMENTARY TEACHERS PERSONAL DATA 

School Code ----
Please check appropriate responses: 

SEX 

(_) male 

( _) female 

AGE 

(_) 20-25 

( _) 26-35 

( _) 36-45 

( _) 46-55 

(_) 56-65 

POSITION 

( _) classroom teacher 

( _) special teacher 

( _) other 

HIGHEST LEVEL EDUCATION 

( _) Bachelor's Degree 

( _) Master's Degree 

( _) Master's Plus 

( _) Doctoral Degree 

TENURE STATUS 

(_) hold tenure 

(_) no tenure 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

( _) 1 

( _) 2-5 

( _) 6-15 

( _) 16-25 

(_) 26 or over 

YEARS AT THIS SCHOOL YEARS WITH PRESENT PRINCIPAL 

(_) less than 1 ( _) less than 1 

(_) 1-3 (_) 1-3 

(_) 4-6 (_) 4-6 

(_) 7-9 ( _) 7-9 

(__) 10 or more ( _) 10 or more 



ACTUAL Qll ICHL 

ABCDE l. ABCDE 

ABCDE 2. ABCDE 

A 8 C D E 3. A B C D E 

A B C D E 4. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 5. A 8 C D E 

A 8 C DE 6. A 8 C D E 

ABC DE 7. ABCDE 

A B C D E 8. A 8 C D E 

A 8 C D E 9. A B C D E 

AB C D E 10. A 8 C D E 

ABC DE II. ABC DE 

A B C D E 12. A B C D E 

A B C D E 13. A B C D E 

A B C D E 14. A B C D E 

A B C D E 15. A B C D E 

A B C D E 16. A B C D E 

ABCDE 17. ABCDE 

A B C D E 18. A B C D E 

A B C D E 19. A B C D E 

A B C D E 20. A B C D E 

ABC DE 21. A 8 CD E 

ABCDE 22. ABCDE 

A B C D E 23. A B C D E 

A B C D E 24. A B C D E 

A B C D E 25. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 26. A B C D E 

ABCDE 27. ABCDE 

A B C D E 28. A B C D E 

A 8 C D E 29. A 8 C D E 

A 8 C D E JI. A 8 C D E 

ABCDE 31. ABCDE 

AB C DE 32. A 8 C DE 

A 8 C D E 33. A 8 C D E 
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LEADER BEHAVIIJI llSCRIPT!~ OUESTI~NAIRE - FORM XII 
Ans"'r Sheet 

LE~R BEHAVIOR Of THE PRINCIPAL 
ACTUAL Qll ICUL 

A 8 C DE JI,. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 35. A 8 C D E 

A 8 C D E Ji. A 8 C D E 

ABCDE 37. ABCDE 

A 8 C D E 38. A B C D E 

A B C D E 39. A B C D E 

A B C D E 40. A B C D E 
ABC DE 41. ABC DE 

AB C DE 42. AB C DE 

A B C 0 E 43. A 8 C 0 E 

A B C DE 44. A B C D E 

A B C D E 4S. A B C D E 

A B C DE 46. A B C DE 

A B C D E 47. A B C D E 

A B C D E 48. A 8 C D E 

A B C DE 49. A B C 0 E 

A B C D E ~. A B C D E 

ABC DE Sl. ABC DE 

ABC DE 52. ABCDE 

A B C D E 53. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 54. A B C D E 

A B C 0 E SS. A B C 0 E 

A B C D E 56. A B C D E 

A B C DE S7. A B C 0 E 

A 8 C D E 58. A B C D E 

A 8 C 0 E 59. A B C D E 

A B C D E 60. A 8 C D E 

A 8 CD E 61. ABC DE 

A 8 C DE 62. A 8 CD E 

A 8 C D E 63. A 8 C 0 E 

A B C 0 E 64. A B C D E 

A B C 0 E 65. A B C D E 

A 8 C 0 E 66. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 67. A B C 0 E 

ACT UAL Oii IIUL 

A 8 C 0 E 68. A 8 C D E 

A 8 C D E 69. A B C D E 

A B C D E JO. A B C D E 

ABCDE 71. ABCOE 

ABCDE 72. ABCDE 

A B C D E 73. A 8 C D E 

A B C 0 E 74. A B C D E 

A B C D E 75. A B C D E 

A B C D E 'Jli. A B C 0 E 

ABCDE n. ABCDE 

A B C D E 78. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 79. A B C D E 

A B C D E Ill. A B C D E 

ABCOE 81. ABCDE 

ABCDE 82. ABCDE 

A B C D E BJ. A B C D E 
A B C D E 84. A B C D E 

A B C D E BS. A B C D E 

A B C DE 86. A B C 0 E 

A B C D E 87. A B C D E 

A B C D E 88. A B C D E 

A B C D E 89. A B C D E 

A B C DE ~. A B C 0 E 

A B C 0 E 91. A 8 C 0 E 

ABCDE 92. ABCDE 

A B C D E 93. A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 94. A B C D E 

A B C 0 E 95. A B C D E 

A 8 C 0 E 96. A B C D E 

AB C DE 97. AB C 0 E 

A B C D E 98. A B C D E 

A B C D E 99. A 8 C D E 

l B C D E 100. A B C D E 
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Table 10 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's 

Ratings on the LBDQ Dimension of Representation 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 19.00 20.70 2.63 0.8307 -1.70 
2 19.00 19.40 2.22 0.7024 -0.40 
3 19.00 21.20 2.66 0.8406 -2.20 
4 19.00 20.30 3.43 1.0858 -1.30 
5 19.00 21.30 1.42 0.4485 -2.30 
6 19.00 21.40 1.51 0.4761 -2.40 
7 19.00 20.10 2.13 0.6741 -1.10 
8 19.00 21.40 0.97 0.3055 -2.40 
9 19.00 17.90 3.54 1.1200 -1.10 

10 19.00 20.30 2.58 0.8172 -1.30 
11 19.00 19.40 2.55 0.8055 -0.40 
12 19.00 20.60 2.50 0.7916 -1.60 
13 19.00 20.50 1.65 0.5217 -1.50 
14 19.00 20.20 2.57 0.8138 -1.20 
15 19.00 19.80 2.57 0.8138 -0.80 
16 19.00 20.20 2.04 0.6464 -1.20 
17 19.00 18.80 2.35 0.7424 0.20 
18 19.00 21.80 2.39 0. 7572 -2.80* 20.09--23.51 •• 
19 19.00 19.10 2.42 0.7667 -0.10 
20 19.00 22.00 1.15 0.3651 -3.00* 21.17--22.83 •• 
21 19.00 22.10 2.51 0.7951 -3.10* 20.30--23. 90 •• 
22 19.00 21.10 2.69 0.8492 -2.10 
23 19.00 20.50 2.42 0.7638 -1.50 
24 19.00 23.00 1.25 0.3944 -4.00* 22.11--23.89 •• 
25 19.00 22.00 2.40 0.7601 -3.00* 20.28--23. 72 •• 
26 19.00 19.70 2.83 0.8950 -0.70 

=-- -19.00 (X)20.57b s2.5z' X-1.57 
D 1.16 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 

• Schools with difference greater than 2.5 

•• Schools with difference verified by confidence interval analysis 
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Table 11 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Reconciliation 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (ld~l) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 22.00 22.00 3.13 0.9888 0.00 
2 22.00 22.20 2.20 0.6960 -0.20 
3 22.00 21.22 3.96 1.3205 0.78 
4 22.00 21.60 1.51 0.4761 0.40 
5 22.00 22.80 2.04 0.6464 -0.80 
6 22.00 22.20 1.93 0.6110 -0.20 
7 22.00 22.50 3.37 1.0672 -0.50 
8 22.00 23.20 2.10 0.6633 -1.20 
9 22.00 23.60 2.01 0.6360 -1.60 

10 22.00 21.10 2.92 0.9244 0.90 
11 22.00 21.40 2.80 0.8844 0.60 
12 22.00 21.30 2.16 0.6839 0.70 
13 22.00 21.40 2.12 0.6700 0.60 
14 22.00 23.10 0.88 0.2769 -1.10 
15 22.00 22.10 2.38 0.7520 -0.10 
16 22.00 20.40 3.37 1.0667 1.60 
17 22.00 21.40 2.27 0.7180 0.60 
18 22.00 20.80 2.94 0.9286 1.20 
19 22.00 22.70 1.83 0.5783 -0.70 
20 22.00 22.00 3.50 1.1055 0.00 
21 22.00 22.80 2.04 0.6464 -0.80 
22 22.00 21.90 3.03 0.9597 0.10 
23 22.00 23.30 2.31 0. 7311 -1.30 
24 22.00 21.20 3.22 1.0198 1.20 
25 22.00 23.20 1.55 0.4899 -1.20 
26 22.00 21.10 l. 73 054670 0.90 

=--
22.00 (X)22.0j, s2.55c X-0.00 

D 0.87 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c 
= Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 12 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Tolerance of Uncertainty 

A B Standard 950/o Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

I 41.00 38.80 5.49 1.7372 2.20 
2 41.00 38.70 2.67 0.8439 2.30 
3 41.00 41.44 4.39 1.4635 ..0.44 
4 41.00 38.10 3.73 1.1780 2.90 
5 41.00 40.60 2.37 0.7483 0.40 
6 41.00 41.00 2.75 0.8692 0.00 
7 41.00 40.60 4.30 1.3597 0.40 
8 41.00 41.78 3.07 1.0244 ..0.78 
9 41.00 41.20 4.16 1.3149 ..0.20 

10 41.00 38.80 3.74 1.1813 2.20 
11 41.00 38.40 3.47 1.0975 2.60 
12 41.00 37.90 5.02 1.5878 3.10 
13 41.00 40.30 5.36 1.6935 0.70 
14 41.00 40.75 3.20 1.1299 0.25 
15 41.00 39.80 4.52 1.4283 1.20 
16 41.00 33.90 7.25 2.2923 7.10* 28.71--39.09 ** 
17 41.00 37. l l 4.62 1.5406 3.89 
18 41.00 38.50 5.04 1.5934 2.50 
19 41.00 38.40 3.89 1.2311 2.60 
20 41.00 41.10 3.11 0.9826 ..0.10 
21 41.00 41.70 3.33 1.0546 ..0.70 
22 41.00 39.70 4.22 1.3337 1.30 
23 41.00 39.80 5.29 1.6720 1.20 
24 41.00 39.50 5.34 1.6882 1.50 
25 41.00 41.70 4.45 1.4067 ..0.70 
26 41.00 39.50 4.01 1.2671 l.50 

=--
41.00 (X)39.5% s4.46c X-1.42 

D 1.76 

aN = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

cs = Average within-school standard deviation 

* Schools with difference greater than 5.0 

** Schools with difference verified by confidence interval analysis 
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Table 13 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Persuasiveness 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (ld~l) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 39.00 44.00 3.86 1.2202 -5.00 
2 39.00 41.40 3.27 1.0349 -2.40 
3 39.00 42.90 2.64 0.8360 -3.90 
4 39.00 42.40 3.10 0.9798 -3.40 
5 39.00 44.50 2.99 0.9458 -5.50* 42.36--46.64 •• 
6 39.00 44.00 3.71 1.1738 -5.00 
7 39.00 42.80 4.42 1.3968 -3.80 
8 39.00 42.60 4.50 1.4236 -3.60 
9 39.00 40.40 5.87 1.8571 -1.40 

10 39.00 41.80 1.87 0.5925 -2.80 
11 39.00 42.60 5.34 1.6879 -3.60 
12 39.00 39.60 4.60 1.4545 -0.60 
13 39.00 41.70 2.75 0.8699 -2.70 
14 39.00 42.20 3.79 1.2000 -3.20 
15 39.00 41.40 4.27 1.3515 -2.40 
16 39.00 39.70 8.65 2.7368 -0.70 
17 39.00 40.10 4.61 1.4564 -1.10 
18 39.00 42.40 2.88 0.9092 -3.40 
19 39.00 41.90 3.78 1.1968 -2.90 
20 39.00 45.20 3.43 1.0832 -6.20* 42.75--47.65 •• 
21 39.00 43.50 4.60 1.4549 -4.50 
22 39.00 43.50 3.89 1.2315 -4.50 
23 39.00 42.90 2.81 0.8876 -3.90 
24 39.00 44.50 4.86 1.5366 -5.50* 41.02--47.98 •• 
25 39.00 45.70 4.64 1.4686 -6.70* 42.38--49.02 •• 
26 39.00 38.90 3.98 1.2601 0.10 

=-- -39.00 (X)42.4Ib s4.38c X-3.41 
D 1.74 

a N = IO teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c s = Average within-school standard deviation 

* Schools with difference greater than 5.0 

** Schools with difference verified by confidence interval analysis 
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Table 14 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Initiation of Structure 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (ld~l) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

l 43.00 42.10 4.38 1.3860 0.90 
2 43.00 41.70 2.31 0. 7311 1.30 
3 43.00 42.70 4.74 1.4985 0.30 
4 43.00 41.50 3.81 1.2042 1.50 
5 43.00 43.80 1.32 0.4163 -0.80 
6 43.00 44.60 2.84 0.8969 -1.60 
7 43.00 44.40 2.72 0.8589 -1.40 
8 43.00 42.90 1.52 0.4819 0.10 
9 43.00 41.80 4.32 1.3646 l.20 

10 43.00 42.40 1.87 0.9333 0.60 
11 43.00 42.40 2.55 0.8055 0.60 
Ii 43.00 43.30 3.23 1.0225 -0.30 
13 43.00 41.90 3.41 1.0796 l.10 
14 43.00 44.60 2.17 0.6864 -1.60 
15 43.00 42.70 4.19 1.3254 0.30 
16 43.00 43.10 3.73 l.1780 -0.10 
17 43.00 41.50 2.55 0.8062 1.50 
18 43.00 41.80 3.99 l.2632 l.20 
19 43.00 41.80 2.35 0.7424 1.20 
20 43.00 43.10 3.73 l.1780 -0.10 
21 43.00 46.00 2.83 0.8944 -3.00 
22 43.00 42.80 4.69 1.4817 0.20 
23 43.00 42.60 2.99 0.9452 0.40 
24 43.00 44.70 2.21 0.7000 -1. 70 
25 43.00 44.50 3.98 l.2583 -1.50 
26 43.00 41.40 3.13 0.9911 1.60 

=--
43.00 (X)42.93b s3.3f x 0.07 

D l.23 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 15 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Tolerance of Freedom 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teachers' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) a Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 43.00 41.50 4.09 1.2931 1.50 
2 43.00 40.00 2.00 0.6325 3.00 
3 43.00 43.40 3.44 1.0873 -0.40 
4 43.00 41.20 4.39 1.3888 1.80 
5 43.00 43.80 3.77 1.1907 -0.80 
6 43.00 42.10 3.81 1.2060 0.90 
7 43.00 44.00 2.00 0.6325 -1.00 
8 43.00 44.00 2.54 0.8028 -1.00 
9 43.00 41.30 4.03 1.2741 1.70 

10 43.00 40.70 2.58 0.8171 2.30 
11 43.00 42.50 4.01 1.2671 0.50 
12 43.00 42.30 3.33 1.0546 0.70 
13 43.00 41.10 2.92 0.9244 1.90 
14 43.00 40.90 4.61 1.4564 2.10 
15 43.00 41.90 3.63 1.1494 1.10 
16 43.00 38.60 7.21 2.2813 4.40 
17 43.00 39.70 3.50 1.1060 3.30 
18 43.00 40.90 2.08 0.6574 2.10 
19 43.00 42.10 3.78 1.1968 0.90 
20 43.00 44.70 2.58 0.8172 -1. 70 
21 43.00 43.70 3.13 0.9894 -0.70 
22 43.00 40.20 6.83 2.1592 2.80 
23 43.00 43.00 2.54 0.8028 0.00 
24 43.00 45.40 3.06 0.9684 -2.40 
25 43.00 44.90 3.81 1.2243 -1.90 
26 43.00 41.10 3.75 1.1874 1.90 

=--
43.00 (X)42. l lb s3.99c xo.89 

D 1.74 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 16 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Role Assumption 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 39.00 43.55 5.73 1.9084 -4.55 
2 39.00 41.78 4.76 1.5880 -2.78 
3 39.00 41.78 6.65 2.2160 -2.78 
4 39.00 42.10 5.15 1.6292 -3.10 
5 39.00 47.80 1.55 0.4899 -8.80* 46.69--48. 91 •• 
6 39.00 45.80 3.99 1.2632 -6.80* 42.94--48.66 •• 
7 39.00 43.80 4.32 1.3646 -4.80 
8 39.00 47.10 2.13 0.6741 -8.10* 45.58--48.62 •• 
9 39.00 43.60 4.45 1.4079 -4.60 

10 39.00 44.33 4.50 1.5000 -5.33* 40. 94--4 7. 72 •• 
11 39.00 41.50 6.59 2.0830 -2.50 
12 39.00 41.44 6.37 2.1220 -2.44 
13 39.00 43.10 4.15 1.3119 -4.10 
14 39.00 44.67 3.08 1.0274 -5.67* 42.35--46.99 •• 
15 39.00 43.11 4.08 1.3586 -4.11 
16 39.00 43.60 3.66 1.1567 -4.60 
17 39.00 41.22 6.06 2.0192 -2.22 
18 39.00 39.70 8.72 2.7570 -0.70 
19 39.00 43.60 5.62 1.7776 -4.60 
20 39.00 45.10 5.80 1.8345 -6.10* 40.95--49.25 •• 
21 39.00 45.50 3.75 1.1856 -6.50* 42.82--48.18 •• 
22 39.00 42.55 5.83 1.9444 -3.55 
23 39.00 44.00 5.91 1.8679 -5.00 
24 39.00 42.89 9.01 3.0020 -3.89 
25 39.00 46.80 2.30 0.7272 -7.80* 45.16--48.44 *"' 
26 39.00 41.00 6.77 2.1396 -2.00 

=--
39.00 (X)43.55b s5.42c X-4.55 

D 2.00 

a N = I 0 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 

• Schools with difference greater than 5.0 

•• Schools with difference verified by confidence interval analysis 
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Table 17 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Consideration 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teachers' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) a Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

l 45.00 44.00 4.74 1.4981 1.00 
2 45.00 41.70 2.16 0.6839 3.30 
3 45.00 44.55 2.70 0.8982 0.45 
4 45.00 43.33 4.77 1.6292 1.67 
5 45.00 44.70 4.90 1.5496 0.30 
6 45.00 45.50 4.93 1.5581 -0.50 
7 45.00 44.70 4.64 1.4686 0.30 
8 45.00 45.70 4.92 1.5567 -0.70 
9 45.00 45.00 3.81 1.2693 0.00 

10 45.00 43.40 3.24 1.0242 1.60 
11 45.00 42.50 6.02 1.9047 2.50 
12 45.00 43.55 3.64 1.2146 1.45 
13 45.00 43.40 2.59 0.8192 1.60 
14 45.00 41.90 3.03 0.9597 3.10 
15 45.00 41.70 4.74 1.4985 3.30 
16 45.00 38.89 8.19 2.7307 6.11 
17 45.00 40.89 3.41 1.1358 4.11 
18 45.00 42.10 3.18 1.0050 2.90 
19 45.00 44.30 4.62 1.4610 0.70 
20 45.00 44.87 6.88 2.4307 0.13 
21 45.00 42.50 3.24 1.0247 2.50 
22 45.00 43.80 4.69 1.4817 1.20 
23 45.00 45.60 3.81 1.2037 -0.60 
24 45.00 42.90 3.67 1.1590 2.10 
25 45.00 45.80 3.58 1.1333 -0.80 
26 45.00 41.50 3.47 1.0980 3.50 -- =-- -

45.00 (X)43.42b s4.4f x 1.58 
D l.71 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 18 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Production Emphasis 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teachers' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (ld~l) 
a Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 

(Ideal) x Mean 

1 33.00 37.10 4.51 1.4256 -4.10 
2 33.00 36.90 3.31 1.0483 -3.90 
3 33.00 34.80 5.27 1.6653 -1.80 
4 33.00 32.70 6.18 1.9553 0.30 
5 33.00 36.50 1.90 0.6009 -3.50 
6 33.00 36.80 2.15 0.6799 -3.80 
7 33.00 35.10 3.00 0.9481 -2.10 
8 33.00 33.10 3.41 1.0796 -0.10 
9 33.00 31.90 3.03 0.9597 1.10 

10 33.00 34.20 5.22 1.6519 -1.20 
11 33.00 36.00 5.42 1.7127 -3.00 
12 33.00 36.10 3.18 1.0050 -3.10 
13 33.00 33.11 4.57 1.5225 -0. l l 
14 33.00 32.10 4.25 1.3454 0.90 
15 33.00 35.20 4.85 1.5333 -2.20 
16 33.00 38.10 4.41 l.3940 -5.10* 34.95--41.25 ** 
17 33.00 34.80 4.10 1.2979 -1.80 
18 33.00 36.50 4.58 1.4472 -3.50 
19 33.00 34.70 3.37 1.0651 -1.70 
20 33.00 35.90 2.18 0.6904 -2.90 
21 33.00 34.80 4.96 1.5691 -1.80 
22 33.00 37.70 4.74 1.4985 -4.70 
23 33.00 34.80 2.35 O.i424 -1.80 
24 33.00 39.30 4.67 1.4761 6.30* 35. 96--42-64 ** 
25 33.00 34.70 5.10 1.6128 -1. 70 
26 33.00 34.40 4.01 1.2667 -1.40 

=--
33.00 (X)35.29b s4.36c x-1.80 

D 1.83 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c s = Average within-school standard deviation 

* Schools with difference greater than 5.0 

** Schools with difference verified by confidence interval analysis 
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Table 19 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Prediction Accuracy 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teachers' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) a Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 21.00 20.70 1.83 0.5783 0.30 
2 21.00 20.10 2.02 0.6403 0.90 
3 21.00 21.90 1.29 0.4069 -0.90 
4 21.00 19.70 1.49 0.4726 1.30 
5 21.00 19.90 0.74 0.2333 1.10 
6 21.00 20.70 1.34 0.4230 0.30 
7 21.00 20.10 1.29 0.4069 0.90 
8 21.00 20.00 1.41 0.4472 1.00 
9 21.00 21.40 1.78 0.5617 -0.40 

10 21.00 19.60 1.71 0.5416 1.40 
11 21.00 20.80 1.87 0.5925 0.20 
12 21.00 18.80 2.04 0.6464 2.20 
13 21.00 19.10 2.18 0.6904 1.90 
14 21.00 20.20 1.23 0.3887 0.80 
15 21.00 20.60 2.32 0.7333 0.40 
16 21.00 20.50 2.37 0.7491 0.50 
17 21.00 20.50 2.68 0.8466 0.50 
18 21.00 20.80 1.23 0.3887 0.20 
19 21.00 19.70 1.06 0.3350 1.30 
20 21.00 20.60 1.17 0.3719 0.40 
21 21.00 20.50 1.18 0.3727 0.50 
22 21.00 20.90 1.85 0.5859 0.10 
23 21.00 20.30 0.48 0.1528 0.70 
24 21.00 21.20 1.99 0.6289 -0.20 
25 21.00 21.30 1.89 0.5972 -0.30 
26 21.00 19.20 2.10 0.6633 1.80 

=--
21.00 (X)20.35b sl.78c xo.65 

D 0.73 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c 
= Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 20 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Integration 

A B Standard 95% Schools 
Assistant Teachers' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's (Ideal) a Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

l 22.00 23.10 1.66 0.5260 -1.10 
2 22.00 22.10 1.66 0.5260 -0.10 
3 22.00 22.90 2.08 0.6574 -0.90 
4 22.00 22.10 2.51 0.7951 -0.10 
5 22.00 22.80 2.39 0.7572 -0.80 
6 22.00 23.40 1.90 0.6000 -1.40 
7 22.00 22.00 3.02 0.9545 0.00 
8 22.00 22.70 2.54 0.8037 -0.70 
9 22.00 20.90 3.21 1.3350 1.10 

10 22.00 21.20 2.39 0.7572 0.80 
11 22.00 21.40 3.34 1.0562 0.60 
12 22.00 21.80 2.57 0.8138 0.20 
13 22.00 21.80 2.25 0.7118 0.20 
14 22.00 22.90 1.37 0.4333 -0.90 
15 22.00 21.10 2.51 0.7951 0.90 
16 22.00 20.80 5.12 1.6180 1.20 
17 22.00 21.90 2.18 0.6904 0.10 
18 22.00 20.80 2.66 0.8406 1.20 
19 22.00 22.60 2.12 0.6700 -0.60 
20 22.00 23.20 2.30 0.1212 -1.20 
21 22.00 23.40 1.51 0.4761 -1.40 
22 22.00 23.10 1.66 0.5260 -1.10 
23 22.00 23.80 1.55 0.4899 -1.80 
24 22.00 22.70 2.06 0.6506 -0.70 
25 22.00 24.00 1.15 0.3651 -2.00 
26 22.00 21.40 2.99 0.9452 0.60 

=--
22.00 (X)22.30b s2.5f X-0.30 

D 0.95 

aN = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c = Average within-school standard deviation s 
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Table 21 

Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors of the Mean for 
Teachers' and the Assistant Superintendent's Ratings on 

the LBDQ Dimension of Superior Orientation 

A B Standard 950/o Schools 
Assistant Teacher' Standard Error Difference Confidence with 

School Superintendent's {Ideal) Deviation of the (A· B) Interval Conflicts 
(Ideal) x Mean 

1 41.00 43.10 3.60 1.1397 -2.10 
2 41.00 40.70 2.67 0.8439 0.30 
3 41.00 40.90 3.92 1.2423 0.10 
4 41.00 41.00 5.52 1.7448 0.00 
5 41.00 43.60 3.63 1.1470 -2.60 
6 41.00 42.20 4.26 1.3482 -1.20 
7 41.00 42.10 5.36 1.6961 -1.10 
8 41.00 41.60 4.90 1.5506 -0.60 
9 41.00 43.40 4.22 1.3350 -2.40 

10 41.00 40.40 4.25 1.3433 0.60 
11 41.00 41.00 4.80 1.5275 0.00 
12 41.00 40.40 3.53 1.1175 0.60 
13 41.00 39.80 3.52 1.1136 1.20 
14 41.00 37.80 4.49 1.4205 3.20 
15 41.00 39.20 8.50 2.6866 1.80 
16 41.00 38.80 7.57 2.3935 2.20 
17 41.00 40.50 4.62 1.4625 0.50 
18 41.00 40.10 4.79 1.5162 0.90 
19 41.00 42.10 3.90 1.2333 -1.10 
20 41.00 40.00 4.50 1.4220 1.00 
21 41.00 41.00 3.62 1.1450 0.00 
22 41.00 43.30 3.59 1.1358 -2.30 
23 41.00 42.90 2.60 0.8226 -1.90 
24 41.00 44.60 4.79 1.5144 -3.60 
25 41.00 43.90 6.67 2.1106 -2.90 
26 41.00 38.90 1.73 0.5467 2.10 

=-- -41.00 (X)41.2~ s4. 76c X-0.28 
D 1.75 

a N = 10 teachers per school 

bD = Across-school standard deviation 

c 
= Average within-school standard deviation s 



Table 22 

Identification and Analysis of the Resolution of Leadership Role Conflicts 
for Elementary Principals in Cabell County, West Virginia (N = 26) 

Leadenhip School An'I Tcachen S1andard 95% Confidence Principal Rcsolu1ion Tcachen S1andard 95% Confidence Resolu1ion 
Dimension wi1h Sup1. (li!!al) Error of ln1ervals for Teachen (Ac1ual) in Favor ot (Aclual) Error of ln1ervals forTeachen in Favor ot 

Conflic1 (Ideal) x Mean (ldcal)a T, S, orN x Mean (Ac1ual)a T, S, or N 

Representation 18 19.00 21.80 0.7572 20.09···················2 3. 51 21.00 T 19.40 1.0770 16.96···················21.84 T-S 
20 19.00 22.00 0.3651 21.17···················22.83 19.00 s 19.80 0.9404 17.67···················21.93 T-S 
21 19.00 22.10 0.7951 20.30···················2 3.90 22.00 T 21.00 0.9309 18.89···················23. l l T-S 
24 19.00 23.00 0.3944 22.11···················23.89 24.00 N 21.30 0.8699 19.33···················23.27 T 
25 19.00 22.00 0.7601 20.28···················2.3. 72 21.00 T 21.60 0.6000 20.24···················22.96 T 

Tolerance of 
Uncertainty 16 41.00 33.90 2.2923 28.71···················39.09 30.00 T 29.20 3.3160 21.70···················36.70 T 

Persuasiveness 5 39.00 44.50 0.9458 42.36-·················-46.64 36.00 s 37.10 2.5839 31.26··········-·····-42.94 T-S 
20 39.00 45.20 1.0832 42.75···················47.65 23.00 NC 37.10 1.6961 33.26··················-40.94 s 
24 39.00 44.50 1.5 366 41.02··················-47 .98 41.00 N 36.50 2.6801 30.44··················-42.56 T-S 
25 39.00 45.70 1.4686 42.38···················49.02 42.00 N 41.00 1.7764 36. 98··················-45.02 T-S 

Role Assumption 5 39.00 47.80 0.4899 46.69···················48.91 46.00 N 38.10 1.6961 34 .26·················--41. 94 s 
6 39.00 45.80 1.2632 42.94-·················-48.66 40.00 s 38.22 1.6226 34. 55··················-41.89 s 
8 39.00 47.10 0.6741 45. 58···················48.62 43.00 N 40.50 1.1081 37.99··················-43.01 s 

10 39.00 44.33 1.5000 40.94··················-47.72 45.00 T 32.44 1.4824 29.09···················35. 79 N 
14 39.00 44.67 1.0274 42.35···················46.99 45.00 T 30.60 1.7205 26.71···················34.49 N 
20 39.00 45.10 1.8345 40.95-·················-49.25 29.00 NC 36.22 1.3517 33.16···················39.28 s 
21 39.00 45.50 1.1856 42.82-··················48.18 46.00 T 37.80 1.8062 33.71··················-41.89 s 
25 39.00 46.80 0.7272 45.16··················-48.44 48.00 T 38.60 1.3515 35. 54··················-41.66 s 

Production 16 33.00 38.10 1.3940 34.95···················41.25 40.00 T 35.70 1.0651 33.29···················38. l l T 
Emphasis 24 33.00 39.30 1.4761 35.96··················-42.64 36.00 T 33.90 1.5051 30.50···················37.30 T-S 
--
N 1 10/Schools 1 10/Schools 

at.05 = 2.262 

b.r = Teachers 
S = Assistant Superintendent 
N = Neither 

CN = Judged to be neither because of the distance from both teacher and assistant superintendent expected (Ideal) scores. 

-N 
'-"' 
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THE RESOLUTION BY ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS OF INCONGRUENCIES 

IN TEACHER AND ASSIST ANT SUPERINTENDENT EXPECTATIONS 

FOR LEADER BEHAVIOR AS INFERRED FROM SELF AND 

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL LEADER 

BEHAVIOR: A CASE STUDY 

by 

Boots Dilley 

(ABSTRACT) 

The purpose of the study was to investigate sent-role conflicts in expected leader 

behavior of elementary principals and whether the Real leader behavior of those prin-

cipals more closely approximated that behavior expected by teachers or their immediate 

superior, an assistant superintendent. Three research questions guided the investiga-

tion: (1) Do teachers and an assistant superintendent have different expectations for the 

leader behavior of principals? (2) Does the actual leader behavior of principals, as 

perceitJed by principals, more closely approximate the behavior expected by the assistant 

superintendent or the behavior expected by teachers? (3) Does the actual leader 

behavior of principals, as perceitJed by teachers, more closely approximate the behavior 

expected by the assistant superintendent or the behavior expected by teachers? 

The data were gathered by means of the Leader BehatJior Description Questionnaire-

Fonn XII. The questionnaire was administered to 26 elementary principals to obtain 

perceptions of their Real leader behaviors, to 260 elementary teachers to ascertain 

perceptions of their principal's Real and Ideal leader behavior, and to the assistant 

superintendent to determine his perception of the Ideal leader behavior of principals. 

Means, standard deviations, and standard error of the means were calculated for 

the teachers' perceptions of the Real and Ideal leader behavior of principals on each of 



the LBDQ dimensions. Ninety-five percent confidence intervals were calculated for the 

teachers perceptions (Real-Ideal) for the purpose of identifying schools having leadership 

role conflicts and to determine the apparent resolution. 

The analysis of the combined data indicated that principals' Real leader behavior 

was congruent with teacher expectations in 35% of the cases, with the assistant 

superintendent's expectations in 25% of the cases, with both the teachers' and assistant 

superintendent's expectations in 17.5% of the cases, and with neither the teachers' nor 

assistant superintendent's expectations in 22.5% of the cases. 
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