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by Joseph S. Rawlings

gymA “ se of the Study

It was the purpose of this study to identify the self-

 

perceived leadership behavior of public school superin-

tendents and chamber of commerce executives in Indiana. It

was hypothesized that the chamber of commerce executive is

to commercial activities as the public school superintendent

is to education in any community. Carlson1 has developed a

typology which suggests that the public school can be con- 5.7i_ ll.

sidered a "domesticated" service organization and the chamber ‘ ‘. h

of commerce an example of a "wild" service organization. .

Therefore, this study further sought to identify statisti- :

cally significant differences in leadership behavior between i w

and among these two groups which might be isolated and I

studied and thus provide the basis for recommendations for '

amended behavior of status leaders in both types of

organizations.

Procedure and Methodology

Stogdill2 has developed a Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire which is designed to measure

twelve dimensions of leadership behavior. This instrument

was administered to sixty public school superintendents and

” Vsixty chamber of commerce executives from the same

  



m:‘:; ;? « . ,,,

jg‘Eiit'ilifiifid complexityofasnfiiuh»:

WiifiieairI important factors in adminic- -:

, ‘lviriflecess. 'Consequently, nineteen hypotheses Comb

Iiirifig responses between and among groups on this basis,

were tested using the one-way analysis of variance technique.

Findings between groups

Significant differences were found between public I7

 
school superintendents and chamber of commerce executives I!

in three of the twelve dimensions of leadership behavior I

measured by the LBDQ Form XII. Superintendents had higher

mean scores in the dimensions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

and "Predictive Accuracy." Executives had a higher mean

score in the dimension of "Superior Orientation."

The oldest superintendents had a higher mean score

than did the oldest executives in the "Predictive Accuracy"

dimension. The youngest executives had a higher mean score

than the youngest superintendents on the "Superior

The least experienced superintendents had a higher

mean score in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension than

 

   

  

Orientation" dimension.

l} l%

(?did the least experienced executives.

The least tenure executives had higher mean scores 'T

in the "Consideration" and "Production Emphasis" dimensions

than did the least tenure superintendents.

 



   -?3 fluvialaaeedtexeeutives.

Gibb least tenure executives had higher mean Beaten-5-
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*than did the least tenure superintendents.

Large community superintendents had higher mean

scores in the dimensions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

and "Tolerance of Freedom" than did large community execu-

tives. Executives from the large communities had a higher

mean score than did the large community superintendents in

the "Superior Orientation" dimension of leadership. Small

community superintendents had higher mean scores in the

"Demand Reconciliation" and "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

dimensions than did small community executives.

Findings among superintendents

Superintendents with the longest tenure in position ‘ h

were found to have a higher mean score in the "Consideration" EMT-h

dimension than did superintendents with the shortest tenure - 9‘

in position.

No other statistically significant differences were ‘ 'M.E

identified among superintendents on the basis of age,

experience, educational level, or size of community served.

Findings among executives

The youngest executives were found to have

hiQher mean scores than did the oldest executives in

 ,_ .‘Ir '



 

  

  

  

      

  

   

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

' -¢§g’< Iii experieneed executives had a higher mean

.mdgfifi than did least experienced executives in the "Toleramég j-

.13.nhcertainty" dimension.

Executives from the largest communities were found

to have higher mean scores than did executives from the

  
smallest communities in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

and "Superior Orientation" dimensions of leadership.

Men executives had higher mean scores than women

executives in the dimensions of "Representation" and

"Persuasiveness." Women executives had higher mean scores I 3}.

than men executives in the "Tolerance of Freedom” dimension

of leadership.

 

1Richard O. Carlson, "Environmental Constraints and

Organizational Consequences: The Public School and Its

Clients," Behavioral Science and Educational Administration.

The Sixty—third NSSE Yearbook. Edited by Daniel E.

Griffiths. Chicago, Illinois: The University of Chicago

Press, 1964, pp. 262-276.

2Ralph M. Stogdill, "Manual for the Leader Behavior L. .

Description Questionnaire, Form XII," An Experimental

Revision. Columbus, Ohio: Bureau for Business Research,

College of Commerce and Administration, The Ohio State

University, 1963, p. l. I

3Carroll L. Shartle, Executive Performance and I:

Leadership. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall,

1956, pp. 151—171.
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 "If men define situations as real,

they are real in their consequences."

W. I. Thomas
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Ih‘recent years the public school superintendent fies:
V

85ceived increasing criticism from many quarters in the 
united States. Implicit in that criticism has been the sug- ‘

gestion that he would somehow function differently if he were '~:;

trained in some other manner or if he had some other as yet .

inadequately defined experience.

Talbot suggested in Harper's Magazine that "we need

a new breed of school superintendent."l .He suggested that

they should be drawn from other fields, such as business and

the professions.

Goslin in an address to the AASA took strong exception

to the Harper's Magazine article. He suggested that all of

his experience as a superintendent of schools indicated that

the decisions to be taken should be rooted in educational

understanding and experience. He further states that: .',Afl

I have no notion that this nation of ours hopes and ‘fgt

aspirations can be served by turning to business and ”’5

to anthropology for superintendents of schools in l"

this country. What I am certain of is, that the '

superintendency in America tomorrow doesn't depend

on the source from which we are drawn and neither

does it depend too much on the nature of our

       

  

 

  

 

 

1A

5 Allan R. Talbot, "Needed: A New Breed of School 3.”

uPerintendent, " Harper' 5 Magazine, February, 1966, pp. 81-87. V”““‘,.V
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-‘E!periences on the campus. The future of the super—

!ntendency in America depends on how well we are

able to cope with, how much leadership we are able

to give American communities and the American scene,

how much forward thrust we can give to closing the

gap between the needs of this nation and its edu-

cational program. This is what American people will

measure us by in the next decade and the next

generation.2

Humphrey in discussing a "New Educational Policy for

America" listed three essential elements as being of primary

importance in its development. They were:

First, we must be willing to pay the cost of quality

education at all levels.

Second, we must provide not just mass education, but

individual education.

Third, we must overhaul educational administration.3

The foregoing is indicative of the interest being

expressed through literary, educational, and political figures

about the administrative leadership of American schools.

This study seeks to identify the self—perceived lead-

ership behavior of public school superintendents as well as

that of chamber of commerce executives in Indiana. We are,

then, examining the self-perceived behavior of "status"

leaders, those from whom, because of position, leadership

is expected.

There is general agreement that what a person

believes about himself has a profound effect on how he

behaves. Tyler observes:

 

2American Association of School Administrators, Your

AASA in Nineteen Sixty—five Sixty—six (Washington, D.C.:

American Association of School Administrators, 1966), p. 173.

3Hubert H. Humphrey, "A New Educational Policy for

America," Compact, August, 1968, pp. 5-7.
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The concepts a man holds about himself are powerful

directives for his behavior—-to understand any
individual, we need to know what he things he is,
what values he holds, what his goals are, as well

According to Ittelson and Cantril, the three major
characteristics of human perception are that:

A. Perception can be studied only in terms of trans-
actions, that is, concrete individuals dealing
with concrete situations.B. Perception comes into the transaction from the

Griffiths6 points out that the concept most difficult

to understand is that of transaction. Ordinarily, the term

"interaction" is used to describe what goes on between an

individual and his environment. We say, "Man interacts with

his environment and brings about desired change." This

assumes that "man" and his "environment" exist as inde—

pendent entities and that when they interact, they do so

without affecting their own identity. The concept of_____________________

4Ralph W. Tyler, "Human Behavior," NBA Journal,XLIV (October, 1955), 426.

5William H. Ittelson and Hadley Cantril, Perception(New York: Random House, 1954), p. 3.

6 aniel E. Griffiths, "Administration as Decision

D

- - - -
' ion ed. by

Makin " 1n Administrative
Theory in Bducat ,Andreg’w. Halpin (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1967),

p. 125.

L
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transaction
uses the content

of the interaction
as a subject

IF‘
matter to be discussed.

Ittelson
and Cantril

state:

Neither
a perception

of an object—-as
perceived--exists independent

of the total life situationof which both perception
and object are a part.

It is meaningless
to speak of either as existing

apart from the situation
in which it is encountered.The word transaction

is used to label such a
situation.

For the word transaction
carries

the
double implication:

(1) That all parts of the
situation

enter into it as active participants,and (2) That they owe their very existence
as

encountered
in the situation

to this fact ofactive participation
and do not appear as alreadyexisting

entities
merely interacting

with eachother without affecting
their own identity.7

The concept
of personal

behavior
means that the per-

son enters into a transaction
from his own unique position.

He is different
from all others in the transaction.

"When

we perceive,
we externalize

certain aspects to our experience,

and thereby create for ourselves
our own world of things and

8

people, of sights and sounds, of tastes and touches."

Each situation will be perceived differently
by

different individuals,
and each individual

will assume to

be real that which he perceives.
He will then act accord-

ingly. This has been summarized as follows: "Perceiving

is that part of the process of living which each of us, from

his own particular point of View, creates for himself, the

World within which he has his life experiences, and through_._____________________

7Ittelson and Cantril, Perception, p. 3.

8Ibid., p. 5.

 



 k

5

which he strives to gain his satisfactions."9 This set of
'concepts, of course, is important in arriving at a determi-

nation of what is to be done, and is relevant to leader
behavior.10 This study seeks to discover self-perceived dif-
ferences in leadership behavior of "status" leaders.

The public school superintendent functions in a

hierarchy. Goldhammer states:

The basic pattern which prevails among schooldistricts of the country is a rigid hierarchial

schools. It exercises its authority through itsprofessional administrators, who have the limited

itself.11

However, he points to a change in our society and

its attendant needs when he says:

This rigid authoritarian structure for the
governance of public education was tolerable at
a time when society expected its offic1als to
\

91bid.

lOGriffiths, "Decision Making," p. 125.

llKeith Goldhammer, "Local Provisions for Education: "The Organization and Operation of School Systems and Schools,
I _ 'g ' '

' Desi ns

1n DeSi nin Education for the Future No. 5 (Emerging 9

q by Edgar L. Morphet and DaVld L. Jesser

for Education),ed.

z ew York: Citation Press, 1968), p. 79.
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be strong, paternalistic rulers and when teachers

were ill-prepared to assume professional responsi-

bilities. As the citizens of our society have
become better educated, their expectations for
involvement in government decision making have
become more intense, and as teachers have become
better prepared and more professionally

compe—
tent, they have increasingly resisted being
treated as "hired hands." Both the culture of
the emerging non-paternalistic

society and of the
professionally—oriented,

rather than the hierarchial

school organization, demand significant changes in
how schools of the future are governed.12

The chamber of commerce executive is an employee of
a voluntary association. As such, it is hypothesized

that
he functions differently in a climate which is denied the

structure of a hierarchy. As a representative
of profes-

sional leadership serving volunteer groups, he works with

many diverse professionally
competent people toward mutually

acceptable community goals.13

It is suggested that the behavior of "status"

leaders in volunteer groups may suggest behaviors which

should be considered
by "status leaders" of hierarchial

organizations in an explosive society.

Importance of Study

The professional school superintendent is hired by

a school board to administer the affairs of the school

district and to carry out any and all policies adopted by
_______________________

lzIbid.

13
M nager and His Job

Ormand F. Lyman The Chamber a
(Rev. ed.; Washington, DZC.: American Chamber of CommerceExecutives, Inc., 1958).
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them. However, typically the superintendent finds himselfin the middle, between the aspirations of the professionalstaff, the directions of the school board, and the growingcitizen involvement in public affairs.

If he is perceived as being aligned with the school
board he may alienate the professional staff. on the otherhand, if he is perceived as being associated mainly with
teachers, he may be courting disfavor with the school board.
In addition to this, he is faced with the problems of dis-
sident groups who feel that they are not being adequately
represented on the school board.

His task then is to seek to develop leadership

behavior which will allow him to work productively with

all groups. Cave has suggested that such a development is

necessary to reduce conflict to a minimal state.14

The chamber of commerce executive is working within

the same community with many of the same groups, toward

Chamber of commerce goals. It is hypothesized that the

Chamber of commerce executive is to commercial activities as

the superintendent of schools is to education in any

Community. Therefore, we hope to identify significant

differences in leadership behavior which might be isolated

and studied and thus provide the basis for recommendations
______________________

l4David Raymond Dave, A Critical Study of the Leader,BEhavior of School Administrators in Conflicthwitg gegfhers
.

o
p I I

I

u 1-

Efligflg (LanSing, Michigan. Office of Researc an
Cations, College of Education, Michigan State University,1967), p. 116.
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, Basic flypgthesis '
r r__'1 '

a

'i.' 'The basic hypothesis is that there are differences '

‘13Ih the selfeperceived leadership behavior of public school

  
" superintendents and chamber of commerce executives in

Indiana.

‘ Shartle suggests that age, tenure in position, and

size and complexity of community or organization served are

important factors in administrative success.15 Conse-

quently, we further hypothesize that differences within

groups will be found on the basis of age, sex, education,

experience, tenure in position and size of community served.

Specific Hypotheses

1. There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between public

school superintendents and local executives of

chambers of commerce in Indiana.

2. There are statistically significant differences " " t

among the dimensions of leadership behavior ‘ I

as measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the "if

 

 

Carroll L. Shartle, Executive Performance and

15

Leadershi (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall,
1956), pp. 151-171.
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measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the most

experienced and the least experienced superinas \

 

tendents. ' '

0 NT

There are statistically significant differences ~ ".-

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as i

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the

superintendents with the longest tenure in

position and the superintendents with the

shortest tenure in position.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the

superintendents from the largest communities

and the superintendents from the smallest

communities.

There are statistically significant differences ‘3.;

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as 3'.t H

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between superin-

   

 

  

  

  

tendents who hold the doctorate and those who

do not hold the doctorate.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the



10.

11.

12.

 

measured by the Lana-Form XII between the

most experienced chamber of commerce executives

and the least experienced chamber of commerce

executives.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the chamber

of commerce executives with the longest tenure

in position and the chamber of Commerce

executives with the shortest tenure in position.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the

chamber of commerce executives from the largest

communities and the chamber of commerce

executives from the smallest communities.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between men

and women who are local executives of the

chamber of commerce in Indiana.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as
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14.

15.

16.

17.

 

was the dimensions of leadership behavior/w; -‘
.

l.

as measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the

most experienced superintendents and the most

experienced chamber of commerce executives.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the

superintendents with the longest tenure in

position and the chamber of commerce executives

with the longest tenure in position.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between superin-

tendents from the largest communities and the

chamber of commerce executives from the largest

communities.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the

youngest superintendents and the youngest

chamber of commerce executives.

There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as .
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«u‘ T among the dimensions of leadership behavior ziflfug.9
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as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the

superintendents with the least tenure in

position and the chamber of commerce executives

with the least tenure in position.

19. There are statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ~Form XII between superin-

tendents from the smallest communities and
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chamber of commerce executives from the smallest

communities.
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This study constituted an attempt to contrast the .
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self-perceived leadership behavior of public school super-

intendents and chamber of commerce executives in Indiana.

The basic test instrument is a leader behavior description '

Questionnaire which was administered to both groups in 'Ei

1

Indiana. The instrument is described in the next section.
  

    

The study was conducted in only those communities in

Indiana which retain both the professional superintendent of

schools and the professional chamber of commerce executive._-

 



   

    
   

  

  
    

 

  

.ffigggnPresidentof_ Indiana Chamber of Commerce

the President of the Indiana Association of Public .

7SEhool Superintendents was made to solicit their support.

The technique used for gathering the data was the

distribution of questionnaires which were designed to

elicit the self-perceived leadership behavior of the

respondents.

The instrument used is a refinement by Stogdill of

a questionnaire first developed by Halpin and used in his

study of fifty school superintendents. The instrument is

called "The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire"

and is referred to in this study as the LBDQ.16

The LBDQ was designed to measure twelve specific “'V%

dimensions of leader behavior. The dimensions follow:

1. Representation—-speaks and acts as the repre— lzif

sentative of the group (5 items).

2. Demand reconciliation——reconciles conflicting

demands and reduces disorder to system

(5 items). ‘

3. Tolerance of uncertainty-—is able to tolerate .l ,

uncertainty and postponement without anxiety

or upset (10 items).

 

, 16Ralph M. Stogdill, "Manual for the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire, Form XII, " An Ex erimental Revisi n. ,

. Columbus, Ohio: Bureau for Business Research, College of CW ‘h' n

‘ fierce and Administration, The Ohio State University, 1963. fAkimx
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t5$9tffifléy

_43. I

Mi;fi‘of’i’éi‘ucture—«learly definég‘m N.

U. ~Li‘Jfimift-J, and lets followers know what is expectefi"

It.

10.

11.

12.

(10 items).

Tolerance of freedom—-allows followers scope

for initiative, decision, and action (10 items). ‘ W

Role assumption—-actively exercises the leadership

role rather than surrendering leadership to others

(10 items).

Consideration—-regards the comfort, well-being,

status, and contributions of followers (10 items).

Production emphasis-—applies pressure for

productive output (10 items).

Predictive accuracy—~exhibits foresight and

ability to predict outcomes accurately (5 items).

Integration-~maintains a closely knit organi-

zation; resolves intermember conflicts (5 items).

Superior orientation-~maintains cordial relations

with superiors; has influence with them; is

striving for higher status (10 items).

The LBDQ was administered to both public school

superintendents and local executives of chambers of commerce.

Twelve subscale scores were obtained from each respondent.
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$"There-is merely an attempt to discover differences 5:{,74.

’ V I" .' I u

a rafi'the twelve dimensions of leadership measured by the

  

Definition of Terms

LBDQ--Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (Form

XII—Revised).

Public School Superintendent-—chief executive

officer appointed by the school board for the purpose of

-
.
_

carrying out school board policies through an adminis—

.
b
g
-

'
.

3
1
y

trative office or position.

Chamber of Commerce Executive--chief executive

officer appointed by the governing board of the local

chamber of commerce for the purpose of carrying out chamber

of commerce policies through an administrative office or

position.

Summapy - i .

The superintendency of American schools is presently f,

under great stress. Some of the problems are those of rw‘

society seeking to respond adequately to those groups who

have been deprived and who now demand to be heard. The

problems of hunger, of racial prejudice, of citizen

 



 

Y

2. many emf-um: nails?

.3,-

vp ' : attributable to the leader behavior 91’ m'

’ ~, _, dent.

This study sought to contrast the self-perceived

' behavior of the superintendent who functions in a hierarchy,

with the local executive of the chamber of commerce, who

deals largely with volunteers, in an effort to obtain sig-

nificant differences in the self-perceived leadership

behavior. No value is ascribed to the dimensions of leader-

ship measured. However, any significant differences obtained

' ~.i.

may give an indication of the appropriate directions for ,

adjustment of hierarchial behavior when working with diverse

groups in the development of educational policy for the

local community.

This study was limited to sixty communities in

Indiana who support both the professional superintendent

of schools and the professional executive of the chamber of

commerce. For the purposes of this study, the superin-

tendent was defined as a full-time public school adminis-

trator, and the executive was defined as a full-time, paid

employee of the local chamber of commerce.

The test instrument was a leader behavior description

questionnaire designed to elicit the self—perceived leader—

ship behavior of the respondents. Twelve dimensions of
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Leadership

’ I Hisggrical Background

1:"

 

The history of man since Adam is, at least in part,

a story of the people of the earth and the quality of their

leaders.

An early listing of the personal requirements of

leadership was given by Plato in Book VII of The Republic.1

Basic requirements were that the young man must be brave,

noble, and intellectually superior. He should be magnanimous,

display an even disposition and demonstrate a capacity for

memorization. Those who were to be selected for training

were to complete various cycles of preparation which lasted

until they were fifty years old. At that point, those

selected for leadership were to begin the study of

philosophy and were expected to participate actively in the

government of the state.
( °

One of the best known writers on leadership to ‘£

develop in the intervening years was Niccolo Machiavelli.

He was chancellor in the Republic of Florence from 1492

 

 

_ 1Plato, The Re ublic, trans. by B. Jowett (New York:

. The Modern Library5.

u"
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until 1512. Based on his observations of prominent leaders

of his time, Machiavelli wrote a volume called De Princi—

pipatibus more commonly referred to as The Prince.2 The
  

primary purpose of this work was to set forth the principles

which he felt were important in the government of a

principality. He stressed a code of behavior for the

prince, or ruler, to follow. The Prince is used today as
 

a resource in some of the current writing on leadership.

Recent Studies of Leadership
 

Since about 1930 psychologists and sociologists have

introduced the methods and knowledge of the social sciences

into the study of leadership. This review of their work

will address itself primarily to the actions of "status"

leaders. The evolving concept of the literature is that

leadership is not a term applying to the individual alone,

but rather to a relationship between the individual in a

group and the other members of the group.3

Leadership has been summarized by Knickerbocker as

follows:

1. The symbolic or romantic conception of leaders,

although widely prevalent, does not explain

the phenomena of leadership. . . . The leader

realistically and factually is not a person

 

2Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince, trans. by W. K.

Marriott (New York: E. P. Button and Co., 1908).

 

3G. G. Browne and Thomas S. Cohn, eds., The Study of

Eeadership (Danville, Illinois: The Interstate Printers

and Publishers, Inc., 1958), Introduction.
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endowed with a list of Characteristics which

make him what he is. '

2. When conceived in terms of the dynamics of the

human social behavior, leadership is a function

of needs existing in a given situation, and

consists of a relationship between an

individual and a group.

3. The functional relationship which is leadership

exists when a leader is perceived by a group as

controlling means for the satisfaction of their

needs. . . . -

4. A leader may "emerge" as a means to the achieve-

ment of objectives desired by a group. He may

be selected, elected, or spontaneously accepted

by the group because he possesses or controls

means (skill, knowledge, money associations,

property, etc.) which the group desires to

utilize to attain their objectives to obtain

increased need satisfaction.

5. On the other hand, the leader may appoint himself

or be appointed by someone outside the group to

be led. In this instance leadership is a means

to the achievement of the leader's objectives 4

(of the objectives of those who appoint him). . . .

Leadership has been defined a number of ways.

McCloskey suggests that:

Leadership is a process of stimulating and leading

groups to define common goals and to devise

voluntary means of moving toward them. Leadership

is the structuring of voluntary group behavior.

Leadership includes means of providing facts and

ideas which help groups intelligently to define

and reach objectives. Leadership involves making

arrangements which facilitate constructive inter-

action between group members.5

This process involves a two-way flow of influence-—from

leaders to others, and from others to leaders. It aims at,

4Irving Knickerbocker, "Leadership: A Conception

and Some Implications," in The Study_of Leadership, ed. by

G. G. Browne and Thomas S. Cohn (Danville, Illinois: The

Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc., 1958), p. 252.

5Gordon McCloskey, Education and Public Under-

§£229£Qg (New York: Harper-Row, 1959), p. 252.
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and to a large degree results in, group interactions which

generate group thought, group initiative, group responsi-

bility, and group action. It contributes to fuller

utilization of people's creative capacities, and increases

their desire to expend energy purposefully.6

Gouldner defines a leader as any individual whose

behavior stimulates patterning of the behavior in some

group. By emitting some stimuli, he facilitates group action

toward a goal or goals, whether the stimuli are verbal,

written, or non-verbal. Whether they are rational, non-

rational, or irrational in content is also irrelevant in

its context. Whether the stimuli pertain to goals or to

means, cluster about executive or perceptive operation, is

a secondary consideration, so long as they result in the

structuring of group behavior.

Stogdill expresses the same idea: "Leadership may be

considered as the process (act) of influencing the activities

of an organized group in its efforts toward goal setting

and goal achievement." A definition of leadership relates

it directly to the organized group and its goal. It

appears that the minimum social conditions which permit

leadership are the following:

1. a group (one of two or more persons)

2. a common task (or goal oriented activities)

61bid.

7Alvin W. Gouldner, Studies in Leadership (New York:

Harper-Row, 1950), pp. 17—18.
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3. differentiation of responsibility (some of

the members have different duties.)

There are innumerable other group situational factors

which may influence leadership in varying degrees, but these

appear to be the minimal conditions which will permit the

emergence of leadership. There must be a group with a

common task or objective, and at least one member must have

responsibilities which differ from those of other members.

If all members perform exactly the same duties in exactly

the same way, there is no leadership. A leader then as a

person becomes differentiated from other members in terms

of the influence he exerts upon the goal setting and goal

achievement activities of the organization.

Cartwright and Zander add:

Groups differ from one another in a variety of ways,

and the actions required for the achievements of one

group may be quite different from those of another.

The nature of the group's goals, the structure of

the group, the attitudes and needs of the members,

and the expectation placed on the group by its

external environment help to determine which group

functions will be needed at any given time and who

among the members will perform them.

Stogdill has summarized research which indicates

relationship between changing situations and the individual's

ability to lead:

fl

8Ralph M. Stogdill, "Leadership, Membership, and

Organization," Psychological Bulletin, XLVII (January, 1950),

1-14.

9Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, Group Dynamics

Bgsearch and Theory (New York: Row and Peterson, 1956),

p. 14.
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A person does not become a leader by virtue of the

possession of some combination of traits, but the

pattern of personal characteristics of the leader

must bear some relevant relationship to the

characteristics, activities, and goals of the

followers. Thus, leadership must be conceived in

terms of the interaction of variables which are

in constant flux and change. The factor of change

is especially characteristic of the situation,

which may be radically altered by the addition or

loss of members, changes in goals, competition of

extra-group influences, and the title. The

personal characteristics of a leader and of the

persistence of individual patterns of human behavior

in the face of constant situational change appears

to be a primary obstacle encountered not only in

the practice of leadership, but in the selection

and placement of leaders. It is not especially

difficult to find persons who are leaders. It is

quite another matter to place these persons in

different situations where they will be able to

function as leaders. It becomes clear that an

adequate analysis of leadership involves not only

a study of leaders but also of situations.

The findings suggest that leadership is not a

matter of passive status, or of the mere possession

of some combination of traits. It appears rather

to be a working relationship among members of a

group, in which the leader acquires status through

active participation and demonstration of his

capacity for carrying cooperative tasks through

to completion. The significant aspects of this

capacity for organizing and expediting cooperative

effort appear to be intelligence, alertness to

the needs and motives of others, and insight into

situations furthered by such habits as responsibility,

initiative, persistence, and self-confidence.lo

High morale is widely recognized as the result of

effective leadership. Research shows that people who are

enthusiastic about their work and enjoy doing it produce

 

. 10Ralph M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated

With Leadership: A Survey of the Literature," Journal of

EEYChology, XXV (January, 1948), 35-71.
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more and communicate more good will and approval to the

public. The reverse has also been demonstrated.11

Research in personnel relations and group dynamics

indicate that morale is mainly a matter of what groups

know and feel about the purposes, organization, and results

of their work. French summarizes this concept by saying:

Morale refers to the condition of a group where

there are clear and fixed group goals (purposes)

that are felt to be important and integrated with

individual goals, and subordinately, confidence

in the means of attainment, in the leaders,

associates, and finally in oneself; where group

actions are integrated and cooperative; and

where aggression and hostility are expressed

against the forces frustrating the group rather

than toward other individuals within the group.12

Roethlisberger, analyzing the problem of maintaining

morale in a business organization, points to two types of

administrative functions which may be equally essential in

the school system.

(1) maintaining internal equilibrium within the

organization, that is, maintaining the kind

of social organization in which individuals

and groups through working together can

obtain human satisfactions that will make

them willing to contribute their services,

(2) diagnosing possible sources of interference,

locating sore spots, liquidating human

tensions and strains among individuals and

groups, helping people to orient themselves

to their work groups spotting blockages in the

channels of communications.13

 

11John R. P. French, Jr., "The Disruption and Cohesion

of Groups," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,

XXXVI (July, 1941), 376.

l2Ibid.

13?. J. Roethlisberger, Management and Morale 192

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1941), p. .
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Leadership Practices

Both Pigors and French stress the importance of the

structure of the involved social system in the development

of leadership.

Pigors states that when viewed in relation to the

individual, leadership is not an attribute of personality

but a quality of his role within a particular or specified

social system. Viewed in relation to his group, leadership

is a quality of the structure.14

French has suggested that the quality of the structure

is determined by the attitudes of superiors and the general

tone and efficiency of the organization. Some organi-

zational conditions which encourage effective leadership are:

Effective personnel policies and practices including

effective staffing, a fair and equitable compensation

program, effective avenues of communication and

appeal, effective training and development, an

appropriate attention to physical and emotional

health, and where fair play and integrity are

emphasized.15

French says that there are five aspects of effective

leadership in business and industry which emerge from

current research:

 

l. The effective leader is technically competent

enough to do some instructing and to develop

more efficient methods.

2. Has higher intelligence than his subordinates.

14
Paul J. W. Pigors, Leadership for Domination

(Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1935), p. 16.

15
Wendell French, The Personnel Management Process

(Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1964), p. 536.
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3. Is free enough from neurotic tendencies to

enable him to make decisions readily, to get

along well with people, and to behave in the

pattern /-described next page 7.

4. Is interESted in his leadership role, and

enjoys being a leader.

5. Has a strong drive to get things done.16

According to Pigors, "Leadership is a process of

mutual stimulation, which by successful interplay of relevant

individual differences, controls human energy and the pur—

0 l7

suit of common cause,"

French suggests that the effective leader does not

engage in much behavior that could be seen as self-serving

or egotistical. Instead, the effective leader attains his

own personal goals indirectly through assisting his

subordinates, individually and as a group, to attain those

goals which are congruent with the overall goals of the

enterprise. He lists twenty-two behaviors which are

supported by research as guidelines for the effective

leader. According to French, the effective leader:

1. Establishes attainable but high performance

standards and goals--goals which are con-

sistent with the goals of the enterprise.

2. Utilizes and encourages subordinates to

utilize the appropriate technology in attain-

ing these goals--e.g., work simplification

and appropriate tools, proper layout, and so

forth.

Conveys that he has confidence in his

subordinates.

l6lbid.

Pigors, Domination, p. 16.
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20.
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22.
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Permits subordinates to have latitude in the

solution of work problems where subordinate

ingenuity can result in gains, and where

standardization in method is not imperative.

Permits and encourages participation in the

development of methods to achieve enterprise

goals.

Encourages the participation of subordinates,

but only on the basis of genuine interest in

utilizing constructive suggestions.

Encourages participation in those matters where

subordinates perceive participation as being

legitimate.

Recognizes differences between people in the

strength of their needs and their other

characteristics--e.g., may spend more time

with some individuals in conditions of change

than with others.

Helps to integrate subordinates needs and goals

with the goals of the enterprise.

Is an effective planner in terms of both short

range and long range goals and contingencies.

Is permissive in terms of being approachable

and friendly.

Appraises subordinates as nearly as possible on

the basis of objective, measurable performance.

Is eager to help subordinates to be more effective

and works at removing obstacles to achievement.

Is an effective follower in the larger organi-

zational context.

Uses subordinates mistakes as an educational

opportunity rather than an opportunity for

punishment.

Is interested in his subordinates as total

persons rather than as employees only.

In dealing with subordinates, is emotionally

supportive and is careful to avoid ego--threat-

ening behavior.

Assists subordinates in minimizing the psychologi-

cal impact of technological changes.

Gives recognition to good work.

Does not play favorites by giving differential

privileges.

Asserts his leadership.

Communicates information needed by subordinates to

carry out their jobs, to prevent unnecessary

anxieties from developing, and to convey the

"broader picture."18

French, Management Process, pp. 536-537.
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French points out that the behaviors listed are a

general set of behaviors or attitudes which should permeate

the managerial or organization hierarchy. However, he

emphasizes that these behaviors cannot be applied universally

since leaders must adapt themselves to very different situ-

ations and environmental conditions. This is consistent

with Homans who states:

What the leader needs to have is not a set of

rules, but a good method of analyzing the social

situation in which he must act. If the analysis

is adequate, the way of dealing with the situation

will suggest itself.19

French sums up his review of research on leadership

in business and industry by saying:

Thus, effective leadership is a function of a

complex combination of factors, including those

which are aspects of the broader organization and

its environment, the traits and behavior of the

leader supervisor and of his subordinates, and

the traits and behavior of the leader himself.

Finally, if there is one theme which stands out

clearly from the research, it is that effective

leadership requires the leader to be effective in

integrating individual and enterprise goals. He

must be concerned with the objectives of the enter-

Prise; at the same time, he must also be concerned

with human beings.20

Finally McCloskey provides us with the encouraging

statement that:

Research and experiment have demonstrated another

fact that has important administrative implications.

Leadership can be learned. To some degree, fre-

quently great, any person except one with serious

19
George C. Homans, The Human Group (New York:

Harcourt Press, 1950), p. 424.

20French, Management Process, p. 538.



It»

)7

(‘F

.
_
_
J



29

personality limitations, can learn to help others

identify goals and means of moving toward them.

Most people can learn to indicate respect for

the opinions, capacities, and efforts of others,

and to provide information in a friendly manner.

Bureaucratic Theory

The concept of bureaucracy was first described in the

works of Max Weber, a German sociologist.22 His systematic

effort to explain the changing character of behavior in

organizations was the basis for the theory which would

account for bureaucratic behavior within organizations.

Weber saw organizational forms evolving from a primitive,

sacred, non-specialized kind of society at one extreme

toward a complex, secular, associational, contractual, and

highly specialized kind of society at the other extreme. In

this context bureaucratic behavior in one form or another

is inherent in every type of organization where there are

complex administrative problems to be resolved. Accordingly,

bureaucracy is not to be confined to political and business

institutions, as it is commonly assumed; it is to be found

in all human institutions-~economic, religious, political,

cultural, recreationa1--and all educational endeavors.

In order to comprehend Weber's employment of the

concept of bureaucracy, it must be stressed that, as used

Gordon McCloskey, Education and Public Understand-

igg_(New York: Harper and Row, 1959), pp. 259-260.

22
Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic

Qgganizations, ed. by Talcott Parsons, trans. by A. M.

Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York: Oxford University

Press, Inc., 1947).
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in his theoretical scheme, it is an ideal "type construct."

In other words the concept is a heuristic device, a

methodological tool, derived by abstracting the most

characteristic aspects of all known modern organizations.

Bureaucracy used in this scientific sense becomes all of

the observable behaviors that are "ideally typical" of

modern organization.23

Thus, as a methodological concept, the term must not

be thought of in the popular sense, e.g., red tape,

inefficient, high-handed authority, and/or corruption.

Weber attached no such invidious connotations to his con-

cept. Indeed, he felt that bureaucracy was essential for

the operation of any and every modern organization. He

believed that bureaucratic organization was technically

superior to other forms of organization. The purpose

of bureaucracy, as he states it, was "to promote precision,

speed, unambiguity, knowledge of files, continuity, dis-

cretion, strict subordination, reduction of friction, and

24

of materials and cost. . ."

Weber's theory of bureaucracy provided a framework

for the systematic understanding of formal organizations.

Primarily, the theory dwells upon the interdependence

between structural characteristics of complex bureaucratic

 

23Max Weber, Essays in Sociology, ed. by H. H. Gerth

and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford UniverSity Press, Inc.,

1946), p. 214.

24Ibid.
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organizations. He therefore analyzes the relationships

developed within the structure of a bureaucracy.

Presthus listed five characteristics of bureaucracy

as indicated by Weber:

1. Fixed and official jurisdictional areas, which

are regularly ordered by rules, that is, by laws

or administrative regulations.

2. Principles of hierarchy and levels of graded

authority that ensure a firmly ordered system

of super and subordination in which high offices

supervise lower ones.

3. Administration based upon written documents;

the body of officials engaged in handling these

documents and files along with other material

apparatus make up a bureau or office.

4. Administrative full-time officers who are

thoroughly and expertly trained.

5. Administration by general rules, which are quite

stable and comprehensive.

Weber's "ideally typical" conception of bureaucratic

behavior dealt exclusively with the formal "structural" aspects

of modern organizations. He devoted very little attention to

the unanticipated consequences of the informal organization

in terms of their functional and dysfunctional aspects. A

number of writers have stressed this criticism of Weber's

work. Indeed it is the unanticipated consequences which

develop within the bureaucracy of the public school which

may act as a hindrance to the more appropriate operation of

this "service" and "commonwealth" constitution.

25Robert Presthus, The Organization Society (New York:

Alfred Knopf, 1962), p. 5.
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26
Peter Blau has extended Weber's theory to cover

these omissions. He has summarized the characteristics of

all complex bureaucratic organizations as follows:

1.

26

The regular activities for the purposes of the

organization are distributed in a fixed way as

official duties. A clear cut division of labor

exists which calls for experts only in each

particular position.

The organization of offices follows the

principle of hierarchy; that is, each lower

office is under the control and supervision

of a higher one. Officials in the adminis-

trative hierarchy are accountable to superiors

for decisions and actions, but have authority

over all subordinates and use status prerogatives

to extend power of control.

Operations are governed by a consistent system

of abstract rules and consist of the application

of these rules to particular cases. This assumes

uniformity in performance of every task, regard-

less of the number of persons engaged. Thus,

explicit rules and regulations define the

responsibility of each member of the organization

and the relationship between them.

The ideal official conducts his office in a spirit

of formalistic impersonality—-without hatred or

passion, and hence without affection or enthusiasm.

Rational standards without interference from

personal considerations must prevail; disinterest

and lack of personal interest go together;

officials must maintain social distance and

impersonal detachment, i.e., equitable treatment

of all persons.

Employment in the bureaucratic organization is

based on technical qualifications and is pro-

tected against arbitrary dismissal. It consti-

tutes a career. There is a system of promotions

according to seniority and to achievement, or

both.

Experience tends universally to show that the

purely bureaucratic type of administrative

organization...is from a purely technical point of

view capable of attaining the highest degree of

efficiency. The fully developed bureaucratic

Peter M. Blau, Bureaucracy in Modern Society

(New York: Random House, 195657fipp. 24-25.
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mechanism compares with other organizations

exactly as does the machine with non-

mechanical modes of production. Bureaucracy

solves organizational problems by maximizing

organizational efficiency.27

Bureaucracy, accordingly, is a formal and rational

organization in which ideally all of the activities in

which members engage are functionally related and coordinated

toward the purposes or goals of the organization. In a

similar vein, Robert K. Merton points to the importance and

utility of the concept when he observed that:

The function of security of tenure, pensions,

incremental salaries and regularized procedures

for promotion is to insure the devoted performance

of official duties, without regard for extraneous

pressures.

The chief merit of bureaucracy is its technical

efficiency, with premium placed on speed, expert

control, continuity, discretion and optimal returns

on output. The structure is one which approaches

the complete elimination of personalized relation-

ships and non—rational considerations (hostility,

anxiety, affectual involvements, etc.)28

We are reminded that this summarization relates to

the ideal bureaucratic situation. It may be impossible for

people to function under such circumstances.

Authority

One of the most salient and most independent variables

in bureaucratic organizations is authority. Interactional

behavior in any bureaucracy can be observed as the "flow

_‘L

27Ibid., pp. 24-25.

28Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure

(Rev. ed.; Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1957), p. 196:—
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of authority" within the formal organizational structure.

One definition of authority is the capacity to evoke

compliance from another or the ability to impose one's

will on another regardless of opposition. This study

concerns itself with leadership behavior of authority

figures.

Weber identified three sources of authority in

organizations: charismatic, traditional, and rational.

Charismatic authority was defined as authority based on

the magical and mystical powers, wisdom, and personal

characteristics of an individual. The charismatic admin-

istrator demands obedience to his authority, because of

his status as a person of trust whose ways of action have

been "ordained" by him. Traditional authority is based on

the belief in the sanctity of the customary procedures

from which stems one's authority to exercise control and

power. Here the administrator expects, and even demands,

obedience as well as loyalty, because he occupies a

traditionally sanctioned position in the organization.

On the other hand rational authority stems from the superior

knowledge of the administrator and his technical competence

in allocating resources of the organization toward the

achievement of organizational goals. Weber conceived both

charismatic and traditional authority as inappropriate and

antithetical to the processes of rationalization. He saw

this conflict as especially intense as organizations change

their forms from non-specialized to highly technical kinds
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of activities. Weber's view is borne out by the fact that

a rational and legalistic authority structure is the rule

. . . 29

in modern organizations.

Problems of Educational Bureaucracy

Since the flight of "Sputnik" and the increased

interest in school curricula generated by the success of

Russian space programs, many new educational practices have

been introduced into American schools. Some examples are

new mathematics and science curricula, team teaching,

flexible scheduling, televised instruction and the imple-

mentation of the oral—aural approach in the study of

languages. Thelen acknowledges all this and then reacts:

In the face of all these changes. . .the schools'

society and culture seems largely undisturbed.

Comparing classrooms now with the classrooms of 40

years ago, one notes that at both times there were

numbers of students not much interested in what was

being done; the typical teacher still presents

material and quizzes the kids to see if they under-

stand it, the amount of creativity and excitement

is probably no greater now than then. The develop-

ment of new materials and techniques has enabled us

to spin our wheels in one place, to conduct business

as usual in the face of dramatic changes in the

society and in the clientele of the school. The

operation of the educational enterprise has

encountered what can only be thought of by the

traditional teacher as a very large number of

increasingly serious obstacles, and the new devices

sustain the forlorn hope of protecting and main-

taining, rather than changing, the old orthodoxy in

the face of the most important revolutions in the

history of mankind.30

29Weber, Sociology, Chapter 8-9.

‘ 30Herbert A. Thelen, "New Practices on the Firing

Lines," Administrator's Notebook, XII (January, 1964).
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Thelen then points to the progression of innovative programs

from enthusiasm and excitement to final institutionalization.

The question then is what happens to new ideas in the

bureaucracy of the school. What accounts for the tremendous

resistance to change in our public school structure?

March and Simon offer an explanation:

Individuals and organizations give preferred treat—

ment to alternatives that represent continuation

of programs over those that represent change.

Persistence comes about primarily because the

individual or organization does not search for or

consider alternatives to the present course of

action unless that present course is in some sense

"unsatisfactory."3l

Consequently no change is likely unless the state of

equilibrium is upset by dissatisfaction with the present

state of affairs. Is the lack of expression of dissatis-

faction an inherent aspect of bureaucracy? At this point

we want to investigate the distinctive characteristics of

an educational bureaucracy more fully.

Weber felt that charismatic and traditional authority

was antithetical to rational behavior, yet "it is assumed

that the superior at any point in the hierarchy is able to

tell his subordinates what to do and to guide them in doing

it. That is, it is assumed that he is more capable in

all of his units' activities than any of his subordinate

Specialists who perform them."32

_

31James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations

(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959), p. 173.

32Victor Thompson, "Hierarchy, Specialization and

Organizational Conflict," in Organizations and Human Behavior:

Eggus on Schools, ed. by Fred C. Carver and Thomas J. 5‘—

Sergiovanni (New York: McGraw Hill Book Co., 1969), pp. 19-40.
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It appears that Thompson's statement neatly demon-

strates the charismatic assumptions which are prevalent in

a bureacracy. Abbott suggests that it also describes the

ideology which exists in the educational establishment.

He suggests that this concept of unity of command, which

denies the relevance of non-hierarchical expertise within

an organization is applicable only in an organization where

specialization refers to tasks, where activities are

divided into simple, repetitive routines. An industrial

foreman having risen through the ranks might indeed have

such ability, for indeed he may have greater skill than his

subordinates.

However, in the public school organization,

specialization refers to people and not to tasks. It would

appear unreasonable to accept industrial ideology as

appropriate to the management of people-centered activities.

Another problem involved with the implementation of

innovation and change in the school has been centered upon

the delegation of authority. Abbott suggests that there

has been general acceptance of the notion that authority

can be delegated to subordinates in the organization, but

that responsibility rests with those in superordinate roles.33

__

33Max G. Abbott, "Hierarchical Impediments to Inno-

vation in Educational Organizations," in Organizations and

Human Behavior: Focus on Schools, ed. by Fred D. Carver

and Thomas J. Sergiovanni (New York: McGraw Hill Book Co.,

1969), pp. 42—50.
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When this position is adopted, the administrator

who feels that he must be responsible for the decisions of

his subordinates must also accept the blame for their

errors. Consequently, for self-preservation, he must

retain the ultimate power to make decisions, or to veto

the decisions of subordinates. Therefore, if is very diffi-

cult for subordinates to implement or receive hierarchy

support for innovative activity.

Another dysfunctional aspect of bureaucratic organi—

zation grows out of the hierarchical definition of roles.

Although roles in general are defined in terms both of

rights and obligations, there is a tendency in bureaucracies

to emphasize rights when referring to superordinate roles,

and to emphasize obligations when referring to subordinate

roles.

One of the "rights" of the superordinate role is

to veto or affirm organizationally relevant proposals of

subordinates. The writer would suggest that it should be

considered as a responsibility but will agree that some

incumbent superordinates emphasize their "rights" to an

excessive degree.

In addition, Abbott makes the excellent point that

hierarchical relationships tend to overemphasize the right

to veto and to affirm. He adds:

Frequently, there is no organizationally legitimate

means for appealing a superior's decision to veto

a proposal, whereas a decision to approve will

often be subject to confirmation by higher officials.
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In one large university, for example, a proposal

to introduce a new course, or to revise an

existing one, must run the gauntlet of bureaucratic

machinery which contains five decision points.

At any one of these points, the proposal may be

vetoed; however, final approval can be given only

at the top of the hierarchy. Under these conditions

it is remarkable that any revision of the curriculum

occurs.34

The right to affirm, as well as the responsibility

to do so in the interest of organizational goals has a

number of built—in hazards. Abbott summarizes by saying:

Such a system obviously favors the status quo and

inhibits innovation from below. Yet, in an

organization which consists largely of professionals,

as is the case in an educational institution, mean—

ingful and workable innovations almost necessarily

originate at the lower levels of the hierarchy.35

One powerful aspect of the right to affirm in a

bureaucracy is delineated by Thompson. He suggests that

as one goes up the hierarchy, he has less and less value for

other organizations.36 This makes for great anxiety which

is most likely to express itself in conformism--which means

conformism to the wishes of the superordinate. This is

another block in the chain through which any innovation must

pass. A status leader is not likely to affirm any action

whiCh he perceives to be unacceptable to the superior in

any organization.

 

341bid., p. 46.

351bid., p. 48.

36Thompson, “Organizational Conflict," pp. 19-41.
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Commonality of Organizations

The Public School Superintendent and the local

executive were chosen for study because of organizational

similarities identified through the application of Blau

 

and Scott's Cui bono (who benefits) theory of organizational

classification.

According to Blau and Scott four basic categories

of persons can be distinguished in relation to any given

formal organization:

1. The members or rank-and-file participants.

2. The owners or managers of the organizations.

3. The clients.

4. The public at large.

Four types of organizations result from the application

of the Cui bono criterion:

1. "Mutual benefit Associations"—-where the prime

beneficiary is the membership.

2. "Business Concerns"—~where the owners are the

prime beneficiary.

"Service Organizations"-—where the client group

is the prime beneficiary.

4. “Commonweal 0rganizations"—-where the prime

beneficiary is the public at large.37

Both the public school, a bureaucratic organization,

and the chamber of commerce, often with only one professional

employee, may be considered "service" and "commonweal"

organizations within the typology suggested by Blau and Scott.

37Ibid., p. 63.
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They further state that special problems are

associated with each type of organization.

Service organizations commonly have problems associ-

ated with the conflict between professional services to

clients and administrative procedures, while the crucial

problem posed by commonweal organizations is the development

of democratic mechanisms whereby they can be externally

controlled by the public.

Both the public school and the chamber of commerce

experience such problems with conflicts which develop in

providing services to their prime beneficiary.

Another analytical criterion of distinction is

whether the "materials" worked on by the technical personnel

of the organization are physical objects or people. The

crucial difference between the resulting types-~production

and service organizations--is that only the latter are

confronted with problems of establishing social relations

with the "objects" of their endeavors and of having to

motivate them in various ways. The success of a teacher

depends on doing this; that of an engineer does not.38

Blau and Scott suggest that each formal organization

should be viewed as a social system in its own right and

should be concerned with the solution of the four basic

problems of social systems listed by Parsons. Those

problems are:

___

38Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern

§pcieties (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1960),

pp. 20-21.
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1. adaptation: the accommodation of the system

to the reality demands of the environment

coupled with the active transformation of

the external situation;

2. goal achievement: the defining of objectives

and the mobilization of resources to attain them;

3. integration: establishing and organizing a set

of relations among the member units of the system

that serve to coordinate and unify them into a

single entity; and

4. latency: the maintenance over time of the

system's motivational and cultural patterns.39

The people most concerned with the solution to these

four basic problems are "status" leaders. For the purposes

of this study we are only considering two formal organi-

zations: the public school and the chamber of commerce.

The premise is that the superintendent and the

chamber executive work in the same communities, toward dif~

ferent goals, with people instead of objects, the superin-

tendent in a bureaucracy and the executive largely with

volunteers. The object is to determine if they perceive

themselves to act differently in the pursuit of their

organizational goals as measured by the LBDQ—Form XII.

W

Most recent definitions of leaders and leadership

were explored in the work of McCloskey, Gouldner, and

Stogdill. Stress was placed upon behavior exhibited in

situations as opposed to personal traits of leaders. The

importance of effective leadership upon organizational

_h

39Talcott Parsons, et a1. Working Papers in the

Theory of Action (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press;__

1953), pp. 183-186.
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morale was emphasized by reference to the work of French.

Behaviors of effective leaders in business and industry were

listed.

Since schools have been described as a hierarchy,

bureaucratic theory as developed by Weber was described.

Blau was cited as having made suggestions which speak to

the unanticipated consequences which normally develop within

a bureaucracy.

Three sources of authority within organizations were

described as charismatic, traditional, and rational.

Problems within the public schools which develop

largely through the bureaucratic impediments were considered.

A rationale was developed which indicates that there

are similarities existing between the public school organi-

zation and local chamber of commerce organizations within

each community. First, they both deal with people instead

of objects. Second, both organizations serve the same

people for different purposes.

However, the public schools and the chamber of

commerce are organized and supported in a different manner.

Therefore the purpose was to identify significant dif-

ferences in the self-perceived dimensions of leadership

as described by the LBDQ—Form XII. Any differences identi—

fied might suggest dimensions of behavior which could be

emphasized in the preparation of status leaders who will

function in a hierarchy.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY USED IN THE STUDY

The Instruments

The instruments used to gather data were the "Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire, Form XII," often

referred to as the LBDQ, by Dr. Ralph M. Stogdill, Bureau of

Business Research, Ohio State University, and a personal

data sheet constructed by the author for each school super-

intendent and for each chamber of commerce executive under

the direction of Dr. David C. Smith. The LBDQ was developed

for use in obtaining descriptions of behavior of a supervisor

by a group member whom he supervises. It can be used to

describe the behavior of the leader in any type group or

organization, provided the members of the group or organi-

zation have had the opportunity to observe the leader in

action as a leader of their group. It can also be used by

the leader in describing his own behavior by substituting

"I" for "he" in each of the short descriptive statements

concerning behavior.1 The latter was the method chosen in

—___

1Ralph M. Stogdill, "Manual for the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire, Form XII," An Experimental

Revision (Columbus, Ohio: Bureau for Business Research,

College of Commerce and Administration, Ohio State Uni-

versity, 1963), p. 12.
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this study to compare the self-perceived leadership behavior

of the school superintendent and the local executive of the

chamber of commerce.

The origin of the measuring scales of the leader

behavior description questionnaire began with the work by

Hemphill.2 From this beginning, subsequent development of

the scales was done by the staff of the Ohio State Leadership

Studies and was described by Hemphill and Coons.3 The

theoretical considerations underlying the descriptive method

were outlined by Shartle.4 He observed that when the Ohio

State Leadership Studies were initiated in 1945, no satis-

factory theory or definition of leadership was available.5

Subsequently, empirical research found that a large

number of hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior could

be reduced to two strongly defined factors identified by

 

2J. K. Hemphill, Situational Factors in Leadership

(Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, Bureau of

Educational Research, 1949).

3J. K. Hemphill and A. E. Coons, "Development of the

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire," in Leader

Bphavior: Its Description and Measurement, ed. by R. M.

Stogdill and A. E. Coons (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State

University, Bureau of Business Research, 1957), pp. 6-38.

4C. L. Shartle, "Introduction," in Leader Behavior:

Its Description and Measurement, ed. by R. M. Stogdill and

A. E. Coons (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University,

Bureau of Business Research, 1957), p. l.

51bid.
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Halpin and Winer6 and Fleishman7 as "Consideration" and

"Initiation of Structure."

These two subscales were defined factorially and

have been used widely in empirical research, particularly

in military organizations, industry and education.8

Halpin, however, stated the following:

The dimensions of leadership behavior we have

delineated obviously do not exhaust the field.

It would be fatuous to imply that these dimensions

constitute the criteria of leadership effectiveness.

They do not. However, they probably do represent

a criterion which should be taken into account in

evaluating the leadership skill of the superin-

tendent. Ours is only one approach to the study

of the leaders' behavior. Other investigators

will in turn supplement our findings, and will take

into account additional variables which we were

not ready to include in the present series of

studies.

Stogdill agreed with Halpin and sought to identify

additional factors in order to account for observable

differences in leadership behavior. Shartle, however,

 

6A. W. Halpin and B. J. Winer, "A Factorial Study

of Leader Behavior Descriptions," in Leader Behavior: Its

Description and Measurement, ed. by R. M. Stogdill and

A. E. Coons (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University,

Bureau of Business Research, 1957), pp. 39-51.

7E. A. Fleishman, "A Leader Behavior Description

for Industry," in Leader Behavior: Its Description and

Mgpsurement, ed. by R. M. Stogdill and A. E. Coons

(Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, Bureau of

Business Research, 1957), pp. 103—118.

8Stogdill, "Description Questionnaire," p. 2.

9Andrew W. Halpin, Theory in Research and Adminis-

tration (New York: Macmillan Company, 1966), p. 130.
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observed that no theory was available to suggest additional

factors.10

Stogdill had defined a new theory of role differenti-

ation and group achievement and surveying a large body of

research data which supported his theory, suggested that a

number of variables are operating in a differentiation of

roles and social groups. Some possible factors suggested

by the theory were tolerance of uncertainty, persuasiveness,

tolerance of member freedom of action, predictive accuracy,

integration of the group, and reconciliation of conflict

and demand. Additional factors suggested by the results of

empirical research were listed as "representation of group

interest, role assumption, production emphasis, and

orientation toward superiors."ll

Stogdill developed items for hypothesized subscales.

Questionnaires were administered to successive groups fol-

lowed by an item analysis. The questionnaires were then

revised and administered again, reanalyzed and once more

revised.12

The first report of the use of these scales was in

the study of an army air borne division and in a state

loShartle, "Introduction," p. l.

11R. M. Stogdill, Individual Behavior and Group

Achievement (New York: Oxford University Press, 19597, p. 262.

12Stogdill, "Description Questionnaire," p. 2.
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highway patrol organization by Marder.13 A later revised

form of the questionnaire was used by Day14 in the study of

an industrial organization. Other revisions of the scales

were used by Stogdill,15 Goode,l6 and Day,17 in the study

of ministers, leaders in the community development, United

States senators and presidents of corporations. The new

scales were also used by Stogdill in the study of industrial

and government organizations. The LBDQ-Form XII is the

fourth revision of the questionnaire.18

Each subscale is composed of either five or ten items’

and is defined by its component items. A subscale represents

 

13E. Marder, Leader Behavior as Perceived by Sub-

ordinates as a Function of Organizational Level (Columbus,

Ohio: The Ohio State University Library, 1960).

 

 

14D. R. Day, Basic Dimensions of Leadershipyand the

Selected Industrial Organization (Columbus, Ohio: Doctor's

dissertation, The Ohio State University Library, 1961).

 

15R. M. Stogdill; O. S. Geode; and D. R. Day, "New

Leader Behavior Description Subscale," in The Journal of

Psychology, LIV (October, 1962), pp. 259—269.

 

16R. M. Stogdill; O. S. Geode; and D. R. Day, "The

Leader Behavior of the United States Senators," in Journal

of Psychology, LVI (July, 1963), pp. 3—8.

17R. M. Stogdill; O. S. Geode; and D. R. Day,

"The Leader Behavior of Corporation," in Personnel

Psychology, XVI (Summer, 1963), pp. 127—132.

 

18Ralph M. Stogdill, "Manual for the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire, Form XII," An Experimental

Revision (Columbus, Ohio: Bureau for Business Research,

College of Commerce and Administration, The Ohio State

University, 1963), p. 11.
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a complex pattern of behaviors. The definitions of the

subscales are found in the first chapter, pages thirteen

and fourteen.

Each item is keyed to one and only one scale. The

response to each item is marked in terms of frequency of

behavior-~a1ways, often, occasionally, seldom or never——

and the scoring is from 5 to 1. There are 20 items scored

in the reverse direction, or 1 to 5.

The reliability of a sub-scale was determined by a

modified Kuder—Richardson formula. The modification con—

sisted of correlating each item with the remainder of the

items in the sub-scale rather than including the item with

the sub-scale score including the item, a procedure which

yields a conservative estimate of sub-scale reliability.

These reliability co-efficients are shown in Table 3.1.19

A personal data sheet was constructed to obtain data

about the population of the study. The data sought age,

level of formal education, experience in position, tenure

in position, and size of community served. A copy of the

leader behavior description questionnaire—-Form XII and the

Personal Data Sheet appears in Appendix A.

 

lgIbid.
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The Population and Administration of the Measuring

Instruments

 

 

The population for this study came from all of the

communities in Indiana which support both the professional

public school superintendent and the professional (paid)

chamber of commerce executive. There are seventy such

communities in Indiana.

A letter, a copy of which appears in Appendix D, was

written to both the superintendents and the chamber of com-

merce executives requesting their support. After four

follow—up letters and a number of telephone calls, completed

questionnaires were received from 68 superintendents and 65

chamber of commerce executives. However, since we were con-

cerned with only those "status" leaders serving the same

populations our final response to both categories came from

sixty communities. The response then represented 86 per

cent of the population.

Scoring of Instruments and Tabulation of the Data

The completed responses were collected and then

numerically scored to determine the index score.

The respondent indicated his response by drawing a

circle around one of the five letters, (A, B, C, D, E,)

following each item. Most items were scored:

A--5

B--4

C--3

9—-2

s--1
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A circle around A gave the item a score of five; while a

circle around E gave the item a score of one.

Items numbered 6, l2, 16, 26, 36, 42, 46, 53, 56, 57,

61, 62, 56, 66, 68, 71, 87, 91, 92, and 97, were scored in

the reverse direction, or:

A--l

B-—2

C--3

D--4

E—-5

The score was written after each item in the margin of

the questionnaire. The scores were then transferred to

LBDQ-Form XII-~record sheet and totaled. The scoring was

done again independently to establish accuracy. A copy of

the LBDQ-Form XII—~record sheet appears in Appendix A. The

scores of the 12 scales were transferred onto scoring sheets

and processed in the computer center at Michigan State Uni-

versity. The personal data sheets were analyzed to ascertain

age, sex, educational level, experience in the role, tenure

in position, and the population of community served. This

information was transferred to scoring sheets and processed

in the computer center at Michigan State University.

Hypotheses to be Tested
 

In attempting to determine differences in leadership

behavior, the following null hypotheses were formulated:

1. There are no statistically significant dif-

ferences among the dimensions of leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII
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between public school superintendents and

local executives of chambers of commerce in

Indiana.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the oldest

superintendents and the youngest superintendents.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the most

experienced superintendents and the least experi—

enced superintendents.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the superin-

tendents with the longest tenure in position and

the superintendents with the shortest tenure in

position.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the superin-

tendents from the largest communities and the

superintendents from the smallest communities.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between superintendents



10.

ll.
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who hold the doctorate and those who do not

hold the doctorate.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the oldest

chamber of commerce executives and the youngest

chamber of commerce executives.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the most

experienced chamber of commerce executives and the

least experienced chamber of commerce executives.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the chamber

of commerce executives with the longest tenure in

position and the chamber of commerce executives

with the shortest tenure in position.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the chamber

of commerce executives from the largest communi-

ties and the chamber of commerce executives from

the smallest communities.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as



 

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between men and

women who are local executives of the chamber

of commerce in Indiana.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the oldest

superintendents and the oldest chamber of com—

merce executives.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the most

experienced superintendents and the most experi-

enced chamber of commerce executives.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the superin-

tendents with the longest tenure in position and

the chamber of commerce executives with the

longest tenure in position.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between superin—

tendents from the largest communities and chamber

of commerce executives from the largest communities.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as
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measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between the

youngest superintendents and the youngest

chamber of commerce executives.

17. There are no statistically significant dif—

ferences among the dimensions of leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between

the least experienced superintendents and the

least experienced chamber of commerce executives.

18. There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between the super-

intendents with the least tenure in position and

the chamber of commerce executives with the

least tenure in position.

19. There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ—Form XII between superin-

tendents from the smallest communities and chamber

of commerce executives from the smallest communi~

ties.

Experimental Design

Study of the statistical aspects and experimental

design was made using Winer's criteria for selecting good

experimental design. The criteria used were:
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l. The analysis resulting from the design should

provide unambiguous information on the primary

objectives of the experiment. In particular the

design should lead to unbiased estimates.

2. The model in its underlying assumptions should

be appropriate for the experimental material.

3. The design should provide maximum information

with respect to the major objectives of the

experiment for minimum amount of experimental

effort.

4. The design should provide some information with

respect to all the objectives of the experiment.

5. The design must be feasible within the working

conditions for the experimenter.20

Techniques used in Data Analysis

Guilford suggests that, when possible, one should use

the most powerful parametric tests available. He states

that these tests come under the general heading of analysis

of variance.21 These possibilities were discussed with

personnel of the Michigan State Office of Research Con—

sultation and the decision was made, with their concurrence,

to use the one-way analysis of variance technique for test-

ing for differences between mean scores on all nineteen

hypotheses. This technique is identified as the (UNEQl)

routine by the Michigan State University Computer Center.

For the purposes of this study, the alpha level is

set at .05.

_..L.

20 . . . . . . .

. B. J. Winer, Statistical Principles in Experimental

Resign (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 19627,

p. o

21J. P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology

$29 Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,

1956), p. 258.
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Summary

The instrument used in this study is the Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire--Form XII developed by

Dr. Ralph M. Stogdill of the Bureau of Business Research,

Ohio State University-~and was used with his permission.

A copy of his letter of authorization appears in Appendix B.

The background which resulted in the development

of the questionnaire is discussed with emphasis on the sub-

scales of "consideration" and "initiation of structure"

first identified by Halpin and Winer.

Stogdill later developed ten additional sub-scales

and the twelve are now identified as:

l. Representation--speaks and acts as the repre-
 

sentative of the group.

2. Demand reconciliation--reconciles conflicting

demands and reduces disorder to system.

3. Tolerance of Uncertaintye—is able to tolerate

uncertainty and postponement without anxiety

or upset.

4. Persuasiveness—-uses persuasion and argument

 

effectively; exhibits strong convictions.

5. Initiation of structure-—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 assumptionr-actively
exercises the leadership

role rather than surrendering leadership to others.
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8. Consideration-—regards the comfort, well-being,

status, and contributions of followers.

9. Production emphasis—~applies pressure for

productive output.

Predictive accuragy--exhibits foresight and

 

 

lO.

ability to predict outcomes accurately.

ll. Integration-—maintains a closely knit organi-

zation; resolves intermember conflicts.

12. Superior orientation--maintains cordial relations

 

with superiors; has influence with them; is

striving for higher status.

The reliability of each subscale was determined by a

modified Kuder—Richardson formula and the reliability

coefficients so determined in a number of studies were

listed.

The population for this study came from all of the

communities in Indiana which support both the professional

public school superintendent and the professional (paid)

chamber of commerce executive. There are seventy such

communities in Indiana. A response was secured from both

professional areas in sixty communities. Therefore, the

responses recorded represent 86 per cent of the population

described in this study.

Nineteen null hypotheses were formulated and tested

using the one-way analysis of variance technique. This



 

6O

technique is identified by the Computer Laboratory at

Michigan State University as the (UNEQl) routine.

The alpha level was set at .05.



 

CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Nineteen hypotheses were prepared to analyze the

self-perceived leadership behavior of public school super-

Theseintendents and chamber of commerce executives.

comparisons were made among groups as well as between groups.

The data relating to each of the nineteen hypotheses were

Allseparately analyzed and are reported in this chapter.

hypotheses have been stated as null or test hypotheses for

the purpose of statistical measurement. All cases were

tested using the (UNEQl) routine of the Michigan State Uni-

versity Computer laboratory which is a test for one-way

analysis of variance.

_flypothesis l

the mean scores of all superin-In hypothesis one,

tendents are contrasted with the mean scores of all chamber

The null hypothesis was:of commerce executives in the study.

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between public school

superintendents and local executives of chambers

of commerce in Indiana.

Analysis of the data suggests that there are signifi—

cant differences in three of the twelve leadership dimensions

(Table 4.1)measured.
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l5 .‘

.a ,

Significant differences were identified‘in the dimensions of:

a. Tolerance of Uncertainty

‘.

b. Predictive Accuracy

Superior Orientationc.

The writer noted that the "F" scores for four other

dimensions of leadership were high enough to merit attention.

They are:

a. Representation 
b. Demand Reconciliation

c. Tolerance of Freedom d. Role Assumption

In the seven dimensions previously mentioned SUperin-

tendents' mean scores were higher except in the dimension

of "Superior Orientation."

,fiypothesis 2

In hypothesis two, the mean scores of the oldest

superintendents are contrasted with the mean scores of the

youngest superintendents. The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the oldest

superintendents and the youngest superintendents.

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no

significant differences in the twelve leadership dimensions

- i

measured. (Table 4.2)
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Of the twelve dimensions
measured,

only two had

notably larger "F" scores:
"Tolerance

of Uncertainty"
and

"Consideration."
In both cases the scores of the oldest

superintendents exceeded that of the youngest superintend-

ents.

Hypothesis 3

In hypothesis three, the mean scores of the most

experienced superintendents are contrasted with the mean

scores of the least experienced superintendents. The null

hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differencesamong the dimensions of leadership behavior as
measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the most
experienced and the least experienced superin-
tendents.

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no

significant differences in the twelve leadership dimensions

measured. Of the twelve dimensions measured, only two had

notably higher "P" scores: "Tolerance of Uncertainty" and

"Predictive Accuracy." In both cases, the mean scores of

the most experienced superintendents exceed the mean score

of the least experienced superintendents. (Table 4.3)
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Hypothesis 4
 

In hypothesis four, the mean scores of the superin-

tendents with the longest tenure in position are contrasted

with the mean scores of the superintendents with the shortest

tenure in position. The null hypothesis follows:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the superin-

tendents with the longest tenure in position and

the superintendents with the shortest tenure in

position.

Analysis of the data suggested that there was a

significant difference in the "Consideration" dimension.

This is one of the two leadership dimensions initially

identified by Halpin.

Two other dimensions measured had notably higher "P"

scores: "Predictive Accuracy" and "Integration." In all

three cases, the mean scores of the superintendents with

the longest tenure in position exceeded the mean scores of

the superintendents with the shortest tenure in position.

The mean scores for the "Demand Reconciliation" dimenSion

are identical. (Table 4.4)
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Hypothesis 5

In hypothesis five, the mean scores of the superin-

tendents from the largest communities were contrasted with

the mean scores of the superintendents from the smallest

communities. The null hypothesis follows:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the super-

intendents from the largest communities and the

superintendents from the smallest communities.

Analysis of the data suggests that there were no

significant differences between these two groups.

The only dimension with a notably higher "F" score

was "Tolerance of Uncertainty." The superintendents from

the largest communities had the highest mean score on this

dimension. (Table 4.5)
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Hypothesis 6
 

In hypothesis six, the mean scores of the superin-

tendents holding the doctorate were contrasted with the

mean scores of those superintendents who did not hold the

doctorate. The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant dif—

ferences among the dimensions of leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ Form XII

between superintendents who hold the doctorate

and those who do not hold the doctorate.

Analysis of the data suggested that there were no

significant differences between these two groups. (Table 4.6)

The only dimensions with a notably higher "F" scores

were "Integration." and "Superior Orientation." Superin-

tendents with the doctorate had the higher mean score on

"Superior Orientation," while superintendents without the

doctorate scored higher on "Integration." You will note

that the scores on "Initiation of Structure," which was one

of the two dimensions of leadership initially identified by

Halpin, are exactly the same. The superintendents with

the doctorate scored higher on "Consideration," the other

dimension identified by Halpin, although the difference

does not produce a notably larger "F" score.
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Hypothesis
7
~

In hypothesis seven, the mean scores of the oldest

chamber of commerce executives are contrasted with the mean

scores of the youngest chamber of commerce executives.

The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant dif-ferences among the dimensions of leadershipbehavior as measured by the LBDQ Form XIIbetween the oldest chamber of commerce executiveand the youngest chamber of commerce executive.

Analysis of the data suggests a significant difference

exists in the dimensions of "Persuasiveness" and "Superior

Orientation." The youngest executives score higher in both

dimensions.

Two other dimensions, "Predictive Accuracy" and

"Integration" show notably higher "F" scores. The youngest

executives have higher scores in all four dimensions of

leadership. (Table 4.7)
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Hypothesis 8

In hypothesis eight, the mean scores of the most

experienced chamber of commerce executives are contrasted

with the mean scores of the least experienced chamber of

wcommerce executives. The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant dif-

ferences among the dimensions of leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ Form XII

between the most experienced chamber of

commerce executives and the least experienced

chamber of commerce executives.

Analysis of the data suggested that a significant

difference exists in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension

of leadership. The most experienced executive has the

highest mean score on this dimension.

Two other dimensions with notably higher "F" scores

are "Demand Reconciliation" and "Initation of Structure."

The most experienced executive has the higher score on

"Demand Reconciliation," while the least experienced

executive scores highest on "Initiation of Structure."

The mean scores on "Role Assumption" are identical.

(Table 4.8)
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Hypothesis 9

In hypothesis nine, the mean scores of the chamber

of commerce executives with the longest tenure in position

are contrasted with the mean scores of the chamber of

commerce executives with the shortest tenure in position.

The null hypothesis follows:

There are no statistically significant dif—

ferences among the dimensions of leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ Form XII

between the chamber of commerce executives

with the longest tenure in position and the

chamber of commerce executives with the

shortest tenure in position.

Analysis of the data suggested no significant dif—

ferences between these two groups. (Table 4.9)

The three dimensions measured which have notably

higher "F" scores are "Representation," and "Persuasiveness,"

and "Superior Orientation." In all three cases, executives

with the shortest tenure have the higher mean scores.
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Hypothesis 10

In hypothesis ten, the mean scores of chamber of

commerce executives from the largest communities are con-

trasted with the mean scores of chamber of commerce

executives from the smallest communities. The null

hypothesis follows:

There are no statistically significant differ-

ences among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the

chamber of commerce executives from the largest

communities and the chamber of commerce executives

from the smallest communities.

Analysis of the data suggested a significant dif-

ference in the dimensions of "Superior Orientation" and

"Tolerance of Uncertainty."

Two other dimensions with notably larger "F" scores

were "Demand Reconciliation" and "Integration." In each of

these four cases, executives from the largest communities

had the highest mean scores. (Table 4.10)
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Hypothesis 11

In hypothesis eleven, the mean scores of men who

are chamber of commerce executives were contrasted with the

mean scores of women who are chamber of commerce executives.

The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differ-

ences among the dimensions of leadership behavior

as measured by the LBDQ Form XII between men and

women who are local executives of the chamber of

commerce in Indiana.

Analysis of the data suggested significant differences

in the leadership dimensions of "Representation,"

"Persuasiveness," and "Tolerance of Freedom."

In those dimensions found to be significantly dif-

ferent, women had the highest mean score in only the

"Tolerance of Freedom" dimension.

Four other dimensions having notably higher "F"

scores were "Tolerance of Uncertainty," "Role Assumption,"

"Consideration," and "Integration." Women score highest

in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" and "Consideration"

dimensions of leadership. (Table 4.11)
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Hypothesis 12

In hypothesis twelve, the mean scores of the oldest

superintendents are contrasted with the mean scores of the

oldest chamber of commerce executives. The null hypothesis

was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the oldest

superintendents and the oldest chamber of commerce

executives.

Analysis of the data suggested significant differ-

ences exist in the "Predictive Accuracy" dimension of leader-

ship.

Other dimensions having notably higher "F" scores

were "Persuasiveness," and "Integration." In all three

cases superintendents had the highest mean score. (Table 4.12)
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Hypothesis 13

In hypothesis thirteen, the mean scores of the most

experienced superintendents are contrasted with the mean

scores of the most experienced chamber of commerce

executives. The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the most

experienced superintendents and the most

experienced chamber of commerce executives.

Analysis of the data suggests that no significant

differences exist between these two groups.

The dimensions of "Initiation of Structure,"

"Tolerance of Freedom," and "Role Assumption," have notably

higher "F" scores. In all of these cases, the most

experienced superintendents had the highest mean scores.

(Table 4.13)
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Hypothesis 14

In hypothesis fourteen, the mean scores of the

superintendents with the longest tenure in position are con-

trasted with the mean scores of the chamber of commerce

executives with the longest tenure in position. The null

hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the super-

intendents with the longest tenure in position and

the chamber of commerce executives with the longest

tenure in position.

Analysis of the data suggested that no significant

differences existed between these two groups. (Table 4.14)

The dimensions of "Representation," "Tolerance of

Uncertainty," "Persuasiveness," "Role Assumption," and

"Predictive Accuracy," have notably higher "F" scores. In

all cases, superintendents had the highest mean scores.
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Hypothesis 15

In hypothesis fifteen, the mean scores of the super-

intendents from the largest communities are contrasted with

the mean scores of the chamber of commerce executives from

the largest communities. The null hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as
measured by the LBDQ Form XII between superin-

tendents from the largest communities and the

chamber of commerce executives from the larges

communities.

Analysis of the data suggested that significant

differences exist in the "Superior Orientation," "Tolerance

of Uncertainty," and "Tolerance of Freedom" dimensions of

leadership. Executives have the higher mean score in only

the "Superior Orientation" dimensions. (Table 4.15)

Higher "F" scores were noted in the dimensions of

"Representation" "Persuasiveness," "Production Emphasis,"

and "Predictive Accuracy." Superintendents had higher

mean scores in all of these dimensions except "Production

Emphasis."
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Hypothesis 16

In hypothesis sixteen, the mean scores of the

youngest superintendents are contrasted with the mean scores

of the youngest chamber of commerce executives. The null

hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between the youngest

superintendents and the youngest chamber of

commerce executives.

Analysis of the data suggested a significant differ-

ence in the "Superior Orientation" dimension of leadership.

The youngest executives had the highest mean score on this

dimension. (Table 4.16)

Higher "F" scores are noted on the "Role Assumption"

and "Consideration" dimensions of leadership. The superin-

tendents had the highest mean score on "Role Assumption"

while the executives had the highest mean score on

"Consideration."

It was interesting to note that the mean score on

the dimension of "Demand Reconciliation" is exactly the same

for both groups.
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Hypothesis
12_

In hypothesis seventeen, the mean scores of the least

Analysis of the data suggested a significant differ-

ence in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension of leader-

ship. (Table 4.17)

The dimensions of "Demand Reconciliation," and

"Persuasiveness" have notably higher "F" scores than do

other dimensions. The superintendents had the higher mean

scores on all three dimensions of leadership.
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Hypothesis 18

In hypothesis eighteen, the mean scores of the

superintendents with the least tenure in position are con-

trasted with the mean scores of the chamber of commerce

executives with the least tenure in position. The null

hypothesis was:

There are no statistically significant differences

among the dimensions of leadership behavior as

measured by the LBDQ Form XII between superin-

tendents with the least tenure in position and

the chamber of commerce executives with the least

tenure in position.

Analysis of the data suggested that significant dif-

ferences exist between the two groups in the dimensions of

"Consideration" and "Production Emphasis." Chamber of

commerce executives had the higher mean score in both

dimensions.

The dimensions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty,"

"Role Assumption," and "Superior Orientation" have higher

"F" scores than the remaining dimensions measured. The

executives have a higher mean score in only the "Superior

Orientation" dimension of leadership. (Table 4.18)
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Hypothesislg

In hypothesis
nineteen,

the mean scores of the

superintendents
from the smallest

communities
were con-

trasted with the mean scores of the chamber of commerce

executives
from the smallest communities.

The null

hypothesis follows:

There are no statistically significant differ-ences among the dimensions of leadership behavior

chamber of commerce executives from the smallestcommunities.

Analysis of the data suggested that significant

differences existed between the two groups in the dimensions

of "Demand Reconciliation," and "Tolerance of Uncertainty."

Superintendents had the higher mean score in both

dimensions.

"Predictive Accuracy" is the only other dimension

having a notably higher "F" score. The superintendents also

had a higher mean score in this dimension. (Table 4.19)
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Summary

In Chapter IV the hypotheses originally posed in

Chapter I have been expanded and analyzed. They are now

restated in question form and addressed on the basis of the

data developed during the course of this study.

Hypothesis 1
 

Hypothesis one sought a response to the question: Is

there a difference in leadership behavior between the public

school superintendents and executives of chamber of commerce

in Indiana? The superintendents were found to have a

statistically significant higher mean score in the leader-

ship dimensions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty" and "Predictive

Accuracy."

Executives of chamber of commerce had a statistically

significant higher mean score in the leadership dimension

of "Superior Orientation."

Hypothesis 2
 

Hypothesis two sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between oldest

and youngest public school superintendents?

No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups of superintendents in the dimensions

of leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.
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Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis three sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between most

experienced and least experienced public school superin-

tendents?

No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups of superintendents in the dimensions

of leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis 4
 

Hypothesis four sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between long

tenure and short tenure public school superintendents?

The superintendents with longest tenure in position

were found to have a statistically significant higher mean

score in the "Consideration" dimension of leadership behavior.

Hypothesis 5
 

Hypothesis five sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between large

community and small community public school superintendents?

No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups of superintendents in the dimensions

of leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis six sought a response to the question:

IS there a difference in leadership behavior between public
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school superintendents who hold the doctorate and those

that do not?

No statistically differences were found between

these two groups of superintendents in the dimensions of

leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis 7
 

Hypothesis seven sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the

oldest and youngest chamber of commerce executives?

The youngest chamber of commerce executives were

found to have statistically significant higher mean scores

in the leadership dimensions of "Persuasiveness" and

"Superior Orientation."

Hypothesis 8

Hypothesis eight sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between most

experienced and least experienced chamber of commerce

executives?

The most experienced chamber of commerce executives

were found to have a statistically significant higher mean

score in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimenSion of

leadership.

Hypothesis 9

Hypothesis nine sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between long

° 9

tunure and short tenure chamber of commerce executives.
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No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups of chamber of commerce executives

in the dimensions of leadership behavior measured by the

LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis 10
 

Hypothesis ten sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between large

community and small community chamber of commerce executives?

Chamber of commerce executives from the largest

communities were found to have statistically significant

higher mean scores in the leadership dimensions of "Tolerance

of Uncertainty" and "Superior Orientation."

Hypothesis ll
 

Hypothesis eleven sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between men

and women chamber of commerce executives?

Men who are chamber of commerce executives had

statistically significant higher mean scores in the leader-

ship dimensions of "Representation" and "Persuasiveness."

Women who are chamber of commerce executives had a

statistically significant higher mean score in the "Tolerance

of Freedom" dimension of leadership.

Hypothesis 12

Hypothesis twelve sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the
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oldest public school superintendents and the oldest chamber

of commerce executives?

The oldest public school superintendents had a

statistically significant higher mean score on the

"Predictive Accuracy" dimension of leadership.

Hypothesis l3
 

Hypothesis thirteen sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the most

experienced public school superintendents and the most

experienced chamber of commerce executives?

No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups in the dimensions of leadership

behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis l4

Hypothesis fourteen sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the

long tenure public school superintendents and the long

tenure chamber of commerce executives?

No statistically significant differences were found

between these two groups in the dimensions of leadership

behavior measured by the LBDQ Form XII.

Hypothesis 15

Hypothesis fifteen sought a response to the question:

IS there a difference in leadership behavior between large

community public school superintendents and large community
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public school superintendents and large community chamber

of commerce executives?

Public school SUperintendents had statistically

significant higher mean scores in the leadership dimensions

of "Tolerance of Uncertainty" and "Tolerance of Freedom."

Chamber of commerce executives had a statistically

significant higher mean score in the "Superior Orientation"

dimension of leadership.

Hypothesis l6
 

Hypothesis sixteen sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the

youngest public school superintendents and the youngest

chamber of commerce executives?

The youngest chamber of commerce executives had a

statistically significant higher mean score in the "Superior

Orientation" dimension of leadership.

Hypothesis l7

Hypothesis seventeen sought a response to the

question: Is there a difference in leadership behavior

between the least experienced public school superintendents

and the least experienced chamber of commerce executives?

The least experienced public school superintendents

had a statistically significant higher mean score in the

"Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension of leadership.
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Hypothesis 18

Hypothesis eighteen sought a response to the question:

Is there a difference in leadership behavior between the

least tenure public school superintendents and the least

tenure chamber of commerce executives?

The least tenure chamber of commerce executives had

statistically significant higher mean scores in the

"Consideration" and "Production Emphasis" dimensions of

leadership.

Hypothesis l9

Hypothesis nineteen sought a response to the

question: Is there a difference in leadership behavior

between small community public school superintendents and

small community chamber of commerce executives?

Small community public school superintendents had

statistically significant higher mean scores in the

"Demand Reconciliation" and "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

dimensions of leadership.



CHAPTER V

Mex

This study sought to isolate and identify differences

in leadership behavior among and between public school

superintendents and chamber of commerce executives in

Indiana.

The public school can be considered a "domesticated"

organization, and the chamber of commerce a "wild" organi-

zation within the typology suggested by Carlson.1

According to Carlson, "Domesticated" organizations

do not compete for clients; their continued existence is

guaranteed; operating funds are not closely tied to per-

formance; and they are protected by the society which they

serve.2

Carlson describes "wild" organizations as groups

that must struggle for survival; their existence is not

guaranteed; financial support is tied to the quality of

_

1Richard O. Carlson, "Environmental Constraints and

Organizational Consequences: The Public School and Its

Clients," Behavioral Science and Educational Administration,

The Sixty-third NSSE Yearbook. Edited by Daniel E. Griffiths

(Chicago, Illinois: The University of Chicago Press, 1964),

pp. 262.276.

2Ibid., p. 266.
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performance; and they are not protected by the society

which they serve.3

The basic hypothesis was that there are differences

in the self-perceived leadership behavior of public school

superintendents and chamber of commerce executives in

Indiana. Further it was hypothesized that differences

within and between groups will be found on the basis of age,

sex, education, experience, tenure in position, and size

of community served.

Nineteen hypotheses were formulated and tested using

a one-way analysis of variance technique. Each hypothesis

was presented and the results reported in Chapter IV.

Conclusions
 

The nineteen hypotheses can be condensed into seven

major questions. A table has been developed for each ques-

tion. The tables indicate the hypothesis involved on the

left margin. Symbols are used to indicate higher mean

scores on noted leadership dimensions between contrasted

groups.

Tables 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5 have been developed to

best express an overview of differences identified on the

basis of age, experience, tenure in position, and size of

community served. A connecting line was drawn to identify

contrasting groups.

 

3Ibid., p. 267.
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First, are there self-perceived differences in

leadership behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between

public school superintendents and chamber of commerce

executives in Indiana? (Table 5.1)

As shown in Table 5.1, statistically significant

differences in favor of superintendents were identified in

the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension and the "Predictive

Accuracy" dimension.

Table 5.1 Summary of self—perceived differences in leadership

behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between

public school superintendents and chamber of

commerce executives in Indiana

 

 

 

Chamber of

Public School Commerce

Analysis Leadership Superintendents Executives

Dimensions (N-60) (N-60)

(Hypothesis)

1 Representation #

Demand Reconciliation #

Tolerance of Uncertainty ‘

Tolerance of Freedom #

Role Assumption #

Predictive Accuracy ‘

Superior Orientation *

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

'Higher mean score with probable significance

beyond .05 alpha level.
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Such a result is consistent with Carlson's con-

tention that the public school is a "domesticated" organi-

zation. Uncertainty and postponement might possibly be more

easily accepted under such circumstances. The acceptance

of his contention would also explain the significant

difference in the "Predictive Accuracy" dimension. It would

appear that predicting outcomes would be easier in a stable

situation.

Statistically significant differences in favor of

executives were found in the "Superior Orientation" dimension.

This is also consistent with Carlson who describes a "wild"

organization as one that must maintain social relations with

clients in order to retain clients. Perhaps the public school

superintendent might consider strengthening his own behavior

in this dimension of leadership as a means of more nearly

relating the school to the immediate environment which it

serves.

The superintendents had higher mean scores supported

by notably higher "F" scores in six of the seven dimensions

shown in Table 5.1.

Second, are there differences in leadership behavior

among and between these groups on an age basis? (Table 5.2)

As shown in Table 5.2 no differences were identified

between the oldest and youngest superintendents. Since

this study was concerned with self-perceived differences,

and none identified by the oldest and youngest



Table 5.2 Summary of self-perceived differences in leader—

ship behavior on an age basis as measured by the

LBDQ-Form XII between public school superin-

tendents and chamber of commerce executives

in Indiana

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Oldest Youngest Oldest Youngest

Analy— Leadership Supt. Exec. Exec.

sis Dimensions (N-lS) (N—15) (N-15)

(Hypothesis)

2 No differences 1/

identified

12 Persuasiveness # </

Predictive /

Accuracy '

Integration # 4]

16 Superior

Orientation ‘

7 Persuasiveness Z1, '

Predictive Accuracy Z #

Integration 1 ~#

Superior Orientation / ‘
 

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

’Higher mean score with probably significance beyond

.05 alpha level.

superintendents, it would seem important to determine what

is involved when one age group is rejected for the other.

Although the LBDQ does not purport to measure all of the

dimensions of leadership behavior—-the lack of statistically
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significant differences between groups leads one to wonder

if the consideration of leadership behavior enters into the

superintendent selection process.

Statistically significant differences were dis-

covered between the oldest and youngest executives in the

dimensions of "Persuasiveness," and "Superior Orientation."

The youngest executives had the highest mean score in

both dimensions. This may be the result of experience in

the "Persuasiveness" dimension. However, the higher score

by young executives on "Superior Orientation" may indicate

that even those who serve "wild" organizations may tend to

reduce their efforts as their longevity increases.

A statistically significant difference was discovered

between the oldest superintendents and the oldest executives

in the "Predictive Accuracy" dimension. The oldest super-

intendents had a significantly higher mean score in this

dimension. This finding is consistent with the results

found in the first question.

A statistically significant difference in the

"Superior Orientation" dimension was discovered between

the youngest superintendents and the youngest executives.

The youngest executive had the higher mean score. This

finding is consistent with the differences identified in

question 1.

Third, are there differences in leadership behavior

among and between these groups on an experience in position

basis? (Table 5.3)
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Table 5.3 Summary of self-perceived differences in leader—

ship behavior on an experience in position basis

as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between public

school superintendents and chamber of commerce

executives in Indiana

 

 

Most Least Most Least

Analy- Leadership Exp. Exp. Exp. Exp.

sis Dimension Supt. Supt. Exec. Exec.

(N-lS) (N—lS) (N-lS) (N—lS)

 

 

 

(Hypothesis)

3 No differences

identified A/ ,/

l3 Tolerance of

Freedom # _4/

Role Assumption # /

l7 Demand Reconciliation # /
 

Tolerance of

 

 

 

Uncertainty ‘ o/

Persuasiveness # /

8 Demand Reconciliation # /

Tolerance of Uncertainty ’ /
 

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

‘Higher mean score with probable significance beyond

.05 alpha level.

Table 5.3 indicates that no differences were found

between the most experienced superintendents and the least

experienced superintendents. To this point superintendents

have not identified self—perceived differences in leadership

behavior on the basis of age or experience.
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No statistically significant differences were found

between the most experienced superintendents and the most

experienced executives. However, the dimensions of

"Tolerance of Freedom," and "Role Assumption" developed mean

scores in favor of superintendents supported by high "F"

values in both instances.

A statistically significant difference between the

least experienced superintendent and the least experienced

executive was identified in the "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

dimension. The superintendent had the higher mean score

on this dimension. Such a finding may be further support

for the premise that the public school is a "domesticated"

organization with a climate supportive of such behavior.

The superintendent also had higher mean scores,

supported by comparatively high "F" values on the dimensions

of "Demand Reconciliation" and "Persuasiveness."

The most experienced executive had a statistically

significant higher mean score than the least experienced

executive on the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension. This

may simply be the result of accumulated experience as an

executive in a "wild" organization. He also had a higher

score accompanied by a high "F" value on the "Demand

Reconciliation" dimension.

Fourth, are there differences in leadership behavior

among and between these groups on a tenure in position

basis? (Table 5.4)
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Table 5.4 Summary of self-perceived differences in leader-

ship behavior on a tenure in position basis as

measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between public

school superintendents and chamber of commerce

executives in Indiana

Most Least Most Least

Analy- Leadership Tenure Tenure Tenure Tenure

sis Dimensions Supt. SUpt. Exec. Exec.

(N-lS) (N-15) (N-15) (N-lS)

(Hypothesis)

4 Consideration ‘ j/

14 Representation # J/

18 Consideration _/ ‘

Production Emphasis Z ‘

Superior Orientation z: #

Z #9 Representation
 

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

‘Higher mean score with probable significance beyond

.05 alpha level.

There was a statistically significant difference in

mean scores in the "Consideration" dimension between the

superintendents with the most tenure in position and the

superintendents with the least tenure in position. The

superintendents with the most tenure had the higher mean

score. This finding may support to some degree the con-

tention that change becomes more difficult when the leader-

ship of an organization has been stable for a long period
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of time. "Consideration" has been defined as regarding the

comfort, well-being, and status of followers. By definition,

a high score by a leader on this dimension might indicate

that organizational change under his leadership would be

most difficult.

There were no statistically significant differences

in mean scores between the superintendent with the most

tenure and the executive with the most tenure. However, the

superintendent had a higher mean score on the "Representation"

dimension with the difference being emphasized by a com-

paratively higher "F" score.

Significant differences in mean scores were found

in both the "Consideration" and "Production Emphasis"

dimensions between superintendents with the least tenure

and executives with the least tenure. The executive with

the least tenure had higher mean scores in both dimensions.

To this point the evidence shows the superintendent

with the least tenure scores lower on "Consideration" than

does the superintendent with the most tenure, and lower

than the executive with the least tenure. It would appear

that if organizational change is desirable, the least

tenured superintendent sees himself as being in the best

position among those reporting to produce it.

Since "Production Emphasis" is consistent with the

needs of a "wild" organization, as defined by Carlson, it

seems appropriate for the executive to have a higher score on

this dimension.
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The executive also had a higher mean score,

supported by a notably larger "F" score, on the "Superior

Orientation" dimension of leadership.

There were no significant differences in mean

scores found between the executives with the most tenure

in position and executives with the least tenure in

position. However, the executive with the least tenure in

position had the higher mean score on the "Representation"

dimension, with the difference being supported by a com-

paratively higher "F" score.

Fifth, are there differences in leadership behavior

among and between these groups on a size of community served

basis? (Table 5.5)

There were no significant differences found between

SUperintendents from the largest communities and superin-

tendents from the smallest communities. Superintendents

from the largest communities did have a higher mean score

on the "Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension, the difference

being emphasized by a comparatively higher "F" score.

Statistically significant differences were found

in mean scores between superintendents from the largest

communities and executives from the largest communities.

Superintendents had statistically significant higher

scores on the dimensions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty"

and "Tolerance of Freedom." These results might be expected

within the "domesticated" organization as described by

Carlson.
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Summary of self-perceived differences in leader-

ship behavior on a size of community served

basis as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII between

public school superintendents and chamber of

commerce executives in Indiana

Table 5.5

 Largest Smallest Largest Smallest

Analy- Leadership Comm. Comm. Comm. Comm.

sis Dimension Supt. Supt. Exec. Exec.

(N-lS) (N-lS) (N-lS) (N-lS)

(Hypothesis)

5 Tolerance of

Uncertainty # g/

15 Representation #

Tolerance of

Uncertainty //

Tolerance of

Freedom

 

Production

Emphasis /’ #

Superior

Orientation [ ‘

l9 Demand

Reconciliation ‘ /

Tolerance of

Uncertainty ‘ /

10 Demand

Reconciliation # /
 

Tolerance of

Uncertainty ‘ /
 

Superior

Orientation ‘ /
 

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

‘Higher mean score with probable significance beyond

.05 alpha level.
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Executives had a significantly higher score on the

"Superior Orientation" dimension of leadership. This is

consistent with earlier findings. Executives also had a

higher score, the difference supported by a comparatively

higher "F" score, in "Production Emphasis." Superintendents

had a higher score, the difference emphasized by a strong

"F" score, in the "Representation" dimension.

Statistically significant differences in mean scores

were also found between executives from the largest communi-

ties and executives from smallest communities in the dimen-

sions of "Tolerance of Uncertainty" and "Superior Orien-

tation." Executives from largest communities had the

highest mean scores in both dimensions of leadership. This

finding is consistent with that found between most

experienced and least experienced executives on the

"Tolerance of Uncertainty" dimension. The evidence regard-

ing the "Superior Orientation" dimension may indicate that

the small community executive may remain in small communi-

ties unless he gives greater attention to this aspect of

his work.

The executives from the largest communities also had

higher mean scores in "Demand Reconciliation," which were

supported by notably higher "F" scores.

Sixth, are there differences in leadership behavior

between men and women chamber of commerce executives in

Indiana? (Table 5.6)
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Table 5.6 Summary of self-perceived differences in leader-

ship behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII

between men and women who are chamber of commerce

executives in Indiana

 

 

 

Analy- Leadership Hen t' gomenti

sis Dimensions X?§ESl)es X?§39)VES

(Hypothesis)

ll Representation ‘

Persuasiveness ‘

Tolerance of Freedom '

Role Assumption #

Consideration #

Integration #

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by notable "F" value.

'Higher mean score with probable significance beyond

.05 alpha level.

Statistically significant differences were found in

mean scores between men and women chamber of commerce

executives in the "Representation," "Persuasiveness," and

"Tolerance of Freedom" dimensions of leadership. Women

had the higher mean score in only the "Tolerance of Freedom"

dimension.

Perhaps the very nature of the "wild" organization

mitigates against the self-perceived leadership behavior of

women. It may be particularly true in a service organization

serving the commercial interest of a community.



120

Men executives had higher mean scores, the difference

being stressed by higher "F" scores in both "Role Assumption"

and "Integration."

Women executives had a higher score, supported by a

high "F" value in the "Consideration" dimension of leader-

ship.

Seventh, are there differences in leadership behavior

between superintendents who hold the doctorate and superin-

tendents who do not hold the doctorate? (Table 5.7)

Table 5.7 Summary of self-perceived differences in leader-

ship behavior as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII

between public school superintendents who hold

the doctorate and those who do not hold the

doctorate in Indiana

 

 

 

. Supt. with Supt. without

Analy- Leadership doctorate doctorate
Sis DimenSions (N-l9) (N-4l)

(Hypothesis)

6 Integration #

 

#Higher mean score accompanied by a notable "F" value.

There were no significant differences between these

two groups. However, superintendents without the doctorate

have a higher mean score, the difference supported by a

comparatively higher "F" value, in the "Integration"

dimension of leadership.
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Implications for Further Research

The evidence collected in this study indicates that

superintendents should give further attention to the leader-

ship dimension of "Superior Orientation." Perhaps further

investigation would disclose whether their mean scores in

this area were merely a reflection of the structure within

which they function or whether these mean scores reflect

a lack of concern with the larger public which they serve.

Historically the public school has been considered

a "domesticated" organization with the advantages of

assured clients, a guaranteed existence, financial support

not closely tied to performance, and the general protection

of society.

Recent events would indicate that the public school

may not long enjoy these continuing advantages. Many

public schools throughout the United States have experienced

strikes by professional personnel. Additionally, some

dissatisfaction with the educational program of the school

has been expressed by the public. Increased dissatisfaction

could result in greater demands for private schools and a

closer relationship between financial support for public

schools and their educational performance.

Consequently, it may be advisable for public school

leadership to look to the behavior of successful leaders

of "wild" organizations which have prospered without the

benefits provided through the existing structure of

"domesticated" organizations.
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However, evidence developed in this study has

stressed that situations are different and that effective

leadership behavior in one situation may be ineffective in

another. Further evidence submitted has indicated that

organizational leadership situations can be dichotomized

into "task centered" and "people centered" leadership

responsibilities. Consequently, it appears that public

school leaders could appropriately study the behavior of

"status" leaders in similar "people centered" organi-

zations.

Such studies could include the Research and Develop-

ment organizations within the business community, as well

as City Managers, Hospital Administrators, and other

representatives of service organizations within our society.

Perhaps the twenty-two guidelines for effective

leadership behavior presented in this study could be used

as a basis for the development of new instruments for

leadership analysis. It appears that enough is known about

effective leadership behavior to allow for the development

of subscales, whose values rooted in research, could be of

great value to "status" or "positional" organization

leaders. Such evaluative instruments, incorporating

recognition of situational differences with subscales

based on scientific evidence of effective leadership

behavior, could make a major contribution to an expanding

population whose every need is increasingly affected by

the quality of organizations and their leadership.
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However, no significant contribution can be made

by the development of instruments, or additional studies,

unless the results are widely disseminated to "status"

leaders and students. Consequently, it would seem of

greatest importance to include an in—depth review of

leadership behavior in the preparation program of "status"

leaders.
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET

Code:
 

Age: Sex:
 

Highest educational level reached:

High School Graduate

Some College Work

Bachelor's Degree (Major Field

Master's Degree (Major Field
 

Doctorate (Major Field

Other (Major Field

Experience as Chamber of Commerce Executive:
 

Length of time in present position:
 

Number of other executive positions held during career:

(Please list)

 

 

 

 

U
‘
I
n
B
U
J
N
H

o

 

What is the population of the area served by the local

Chamber of Commerce:

 

Interested in the results of this study:

Yes

No

NOTE: Please describe your own behavior on the questionnaire.

Simply consider yourself (I) rather than (he) when determining

your response.

l-28~69vw
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET

Code:
 

Age: Sex:
 

Highest educational level reached:

Bachelor's Degree (Major Field

Master's Degree (Major Field

Specialist (Major Field

Doctorate (Major Field

Other (Major Field

 

 

Experience as a superintendent:
 

Length of time in present position:

 

Number of administrative positions held during career:

(Please list)

1.

 

 

 

 

2

3

4

5

 

What is the population of the area served by your School

Corporation:

 

Interested in the results of this study:

Yes

No

on the questionnaire.NOTE: Please describe your own behavior ' .

(he) when determiningSimply consider yourself (I) rather than

your response.

l-28-69vw
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THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

1775 souru couzos sou)

COLUMBUS, OHIO 43210

COLLEGE OF COMMERCE

AND AI'MINIS'I'RATION

jaunt R. Mduv, Dun

 

BUIFAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH

Jun: (‘ Yocuu, Inverter

Rum H. SmauLL, Organisation

l'nouxu. I). Small. bronomm

Gnu-r NuuL. vamml Ana/y“:

Hun“ Srurmu. Ban-u: Smuu'a
December 2L , 1368

Mr. Joseph S. Rawlings, Assistant Director

Extended Services

Ball State University

Muncie, Indiana 47306

Dear Mr. Rawlings:

You have our permission to use the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire in your doctoral research.

Since the questionnaire is copyrighted by The Ohio State

University, we also grant permission to the University

Microfilms Library Services to duplicate it when it is

included as an appendix in your dissertation. We suggest

that you file a c0py of this letter in order that it will

be available when requested after your dissertation is

completed. The address of the microfilm service, which

duplicates filed dissertations is as follows:

University Microfilms Library Services

Xerox Corporation

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Sincerely yours,

WWI/£4113?
Ralph M. Stogdill

RMS/az
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’
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December 5, l968

Mr. ioseph S. Rowlings

Assistant Director - Extended Services

Ball State University

Muncie, Indiana

Dear Mr . Rawl ings:

The subiect you have chosen for your dissertation certainly sounds

interesting and we are happy to c00perate. We are sending to yOu

materials that I believe will be helpful to you in determining the

procedures followed in selecting chamber of commerce executives and

also the list of chamber ot commerce executives in the state which you

requested.

We w0uld be happy to visit with us about your study at your convenience.
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BALL STATE UNIVERSITY MUNCIE, INDIANA 47306

Instructional Affairs

Extended Services

After fifteen years in Indiana Public Schools, as a high

school teacher and coach, and as an elementary, secondary,

and University administrator, I am completing my work for

the doctorate at Michigan State University. My committee

chairman, Dr. David C. Smith, has given his endorsement to

this study.

Some of our recent literature has indicated that perhaps

people other than school people should be considered for

leadership positions in our public schools. I do not

subscribe to this theory, but I am seeking to find if there

are measurable differences in behavior which can be found

in other leaders which might be made a part of the liter-

ature in the preparation of school administrators. There—

fore, my dissertation is directed toward the study of

leadership behavior. I am interested in finding if any

significant differences can be shown between the self-

perceived leadership behavior of officials in the public

sector and the self—perceived leadership behavior of

officials in the private sector of society in Indiana.

I have chosen the public school superintendent as a repre-

sentative leader in the public sector. I intend to seek

responses from people in leadership positions in the

private sector.

The instrument enclosed was developed by Dr. Ralph Stogdill

at Ohio State University and permission has been granted

for its use. The instrument is completely confidential

but has been coded to allow for follow-up. There is no

value judgment placed on the dimensions of leadership which

are measured by this instrument--instead, it will merely

point up differences, if they exist, in self-perceived

leadership behavior.

Please complete the cover sheet fully, as I expect to

contrast the response of people in the public and private

sector with regard to the size of the community served,

educational level reached, experience in their position,

age, and other administrative experience. I will be

pleased to provide a summary of the results of this study

to all those indicating interest.
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I will appreciate your cooperation very much. I would like

your reactions by February 10, and have enclosed a self-

addressed envelope for your response.

Very truly yours,

  

Joseph S. Rawlings Dr. David C. Smith

Assistant Director Dissertation Director

Extended Services Michigan State University

l-l6—69mb
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After fifteen years in the Indiana Public Schools as a high

school teacher and coach, and as an elementary, secondary,

and University administrator, I am completing my work for

the doctorate at Michigan State University.

My dissertation is directed toward the study of leadership

behavior. I am interested in findiing if any significant

differences can be shown between self-perceived leadership

behavior of officials in the public sector and self-perceived

leadership behavior of officials in the private sector of

our society in Indiana.

I have chosen the local executive of the Chamber of Commerce

as a representative of people who give leadership to the

private sector. I intend to seek responses from people in

leadership positions in the public sector.

The instrument enclosed was developed by Dr. Ralph Stogdill

at Ohio State University and permission has been granted

for its use. The instrument is completely confidential but

has been coded to allow for follow—up. There is no value

judgment placed on the dimensions of leadership which are

measured by this instrument--instead, it will merely point

up differences in self-perceived leadership behavior if they

exist.

Please complete the cover sheet fully as I expect to con-

trast the responses of people in the public and private

sector with regard to the size of community served,

educational level reached, experience in their position,

age and other executive experience. I will be pleased to

provide a summary of the results of this study to all those

indicating an interest.

I have visited with Mr. John V. Barnett, Executive Vice

President of the Indiana Chamber of Commerce and he has

been gracious enough to give his endorsement to this study.

I will appreciate your cooperation very much. I would like

your reaction by March 1, and have enclosed a self-addressed

envelope for your response.

Very truly yours,

  

Joseph s:_Pawlings John V. Barnett

Assistant Director Executive Vice President

Extended Services > Indiana Chamber of Commerce

2-4-69vw



LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-Form XII

Originated by staff members of

The Ohio State leadership Studies

and revised by the

Bureau of Business Research

Purpose of the Questionnaire

On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior

of your supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior, but does not

ask you to judge whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Although some

items may appear similar, they express diflerences that are important in the descrip-

tion of leadership. Each item should be considered as a separate description. This is

not a test of ability or consistency in making answers. Its only purpose is to make

it possible for you to describe, as accurately as you can, the behavior of your super-

visor.

Note: The term, “group,” as employed in the following items, refers to a depart-

ment, division, or other unit of organization that is supervised by the person being

described.

The term “members,” refers to all the people in the unit of organization that is

supervised by the person being described.

Published by

Bureau of Business Research

College of Commerce and Administration

The Ohio State University

Columbus, Ohio

Copyright 1962



DIRECTIONS:

a. READ each item carefully.

b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.

c. DECIDE whether be (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasionally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as

described by the item.

(I. 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 in the examples below.

 

 

Example: He often acts as described ....................................
.. A C D E

Example: He never acts as described ...................................... A B C D ®

Example: He occasionally acts as described ................................ A B © D E

1. He acts as the spokesman of the group ................................ A B C D E

2. He waits patiently for the results of a decision ......................... A B C D E

3. He makes pep talks to stimulate 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 in their work ................ A B C D E

6. He is hesitant about taking initiative in 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. He gets along well with the people above him ......................... A B C D E

11. He publicizes the activities of the group .............................. A B C D E

12. He becomes anxious when he cannot find out what is coming next ...... A B C D E

’_____‘L
 



l3.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

24.

26.

28.

31.

32.

33.

35.

A - Always

B — Often

C - Occasionally

D— Seldom

E -- Never

His arguments are convincing........................................

He encourages the use of uniform procedures ..........................

He permits the members to use their own judgment in solving problems.

He fails to take necessary action ......................................

He does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group. ..

He stresses being ahead of competing groups..........................

He keeps the group working together as a team .......................

. He keeps the group in good standing with higher authority ............

He speaks as the representative of the group ...........................

. He accepts defeat in stride ...........................................

. He argues persuasively for his point of view ...........................

He tries out his ideas in the group ....................................

. He encourages initiative in the group members........................

He lets other persons take away his leadership in the group ............

. He puts suggestions made by the group into operation .................

He needles members for greater effort ................................

. He seems able to predict what is coming next ..........................

. He is working hard for a promotion ..................................

He speaks for the group when visitors are present .....................

He accepts delays without becoming upset ............................

He is a very persuasive talker .........................................

. He makes his attitudes clear to the group .............................

He lets the members do their work the way they think best ............

. He lets some members take advantage of him .........................

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A
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w
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w
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O
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37.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

45.

47.

48.

49.

51.

52.

53.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

A— Always

B - Often

C - Occasionally

D- Seldom

E — Never

He treats all group members as his equals .............................

. He keeps the work moving at a rapid pace ............................

He settles conflicts when they occur in the group ......................

His superiors act favorably on most of his suggestions ..................

He represents the group at outside meetings...........................

He becomes anxious when waiting for new developments ..............

He is very skillful in an argument....................................

. He decides what shall be done and how it shall be done ................

He assigns a task, then lets the members handle it ......................

. He is the leader of the group in name only ............................

He gives advance notice of changes ...................................

He pushes for increased production ...................................

Things usually turn out as he predicts ................................

. He enjoys the privileges of his position ................................

He handles complex problems efficiently ..............................

He is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty ...................

He is not a very convincing talker ....................................

. He assigns group members to particular tasks .........................

He turns the members loose on a job, and lets them go to it ............

He backs down when he ought to stand firm ..........................

He keeps to himself.................................................

He asks the members to work harder .................................

He is accurate in predicting the trend of events ........................

. He gets his superiors to acr for the welfare of the group members .......

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

 

 

B C D E

B C D E

B c D E

B C D F.

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B c D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E

B C D E i

B C D E

B C D E l

B c D E

B C D E .

B C D E l

B C D E g

B C D E l

B C D E l



A- Always

B — Often

C - Occasionally

D- Seldom

E - Never

61. He gets swamped by details ..........................................

62. He can wait just so long, then blows up ...............................

63. He speaks from a strong inner conviction ..............................

64. He makes sure that his part in the group is understood by the group

members

65. He is reluctant to allow the members any freedom of action ............

66. He lets some members have authority that he should keep ..............

67. He looks out for the personal welfare of group members ...............

68. He permits the members to take it easy in their work ..................

69. He sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated ................

70. His word carries weight with his superiors ............................

71. He gets things all tangled Up .........................................

72. He remains calm when uncertain about coming events ................

73. H5 is an inspiring talker ..............................................

74. He schedules the work to be done ....................................

75. He allows the group a high degree of initiative ........................

76. He takes full charge when emergencies arise ..........................

77. He is willing to make changes ........................................

78. He drives hard when there is a job to be done .........................

79. He helps group members settle their differences .......................

80. He gets what he asks for from his superiors ...........................

81. He can reduce a madhouse to system and order ........................

82. He is able to delay action until the proper time occurs .................

83. He persuades others that his ideas are to their advantage ...............

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A
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A- Always

B - Often

C - Occasionally

D— Seldom

E - Never

84. He maintains definite standards of performance ....................... A

85. He trusts the members to exercise good judgment ..................... A

86. He overcomes attempts made to challenge his leadership ............... A

87. He refuses to explain his actions ...................................... A

88. He urges the group to beat its previous record ........................ A

89. He anticipates problems and plans for them ........................... A

90. He is working his way to the top ..................................... A

91. He gets confused when too many demands are made of him ........... A

92. He worries about the outcome of any new procedure .................. A

93. He can inspire enthusiasm for a project ............................... A

94. He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations ..... A

95. He permits the group to set its own pace.............................. A

96. He is easily recognized as the leader of the group ...................... A

97. He acts without consulting the group ................................. A

98. He keeps the group working up to capacity ............................ A

99. He maintains a closely knit group .................................... A

100. He maintains cordial relations with superiors .......................... A
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