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Superviso • Dr . D. J. Cha a so 

ABSTRACT 

This research, oonducted in major urban centres of 

the four western provinces, tested a theoretical proposal 

relating to the professionalization of teachers involving 

leader behaviours of sohool prinoipals. The proposed theory 

has its base in th woks of rd (1938), Becke (1953), 

Halpin (1955), Stogdill (1959), Thompson (1961), Gross and 

Herriott (1963) and Brown (1966). It was propo ed that the 

more professionalization that occurs on the part of teachers, 

the more Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration, a.nd Tolerance 

of Uncertainty would be expect d of school principal leader 

behaviour. At the same time principals would need to empha­

size productive output, to predict outeomee mor accurately, 

and to initiate structure to greater extent t o accomplish 

the goals of the school. Therefor, it was further proposed 

that principals who have more training would tend to behave 

in this manner to a greater extent than would lesser trained 

principals. 

The investigation was designed to obtain descriptions 

of school principal leader b viour as perceived by teachers . 

The critical variables formally employ din the hypotheses 

iere those of teacher and prino pal training and education 

on the one hand, and six of togdill'e (1959) twelve leader 
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behaviour dimensions on the other, using the DQ-1 q s -

tionnaire . The dimensions were s follows : Toleran e of 

] r eedo , Consi er tion, an Tolerance of Uncertainty relating 

to idi ographic or personnel aspects; Production Smphasis and 

Initiating Structure relating t o nomothetic or system 

as ect ; anci. Predictive Accuracy relating to the transactional 

aspect . n hY})ot esis was assumed to be supported if mean 

di fere ces were signifi cant at the . 5 level . All the 

twelve leader ehaviour dimens ons were posited for pur oses 

of exploring question involving input ar·a l e , namely, 

school size, level of instruction ; teacher age, sex, experi­

ence , training and education; and principa age, experience, 

training and e ucation . 

The LBDQ-12 was administered tot achers in Feb ary 

1973 with the co-operation and assistance of District c•uper­

inte dents and/or their designates . Three undred and f ive 

teachers in ten school districts participated in this 

research on the basis of random selection and sampl ing . 

The Single- Classification Analysis of Vari ce and 

t h eparate iance 1 Tes t ~odel , two tail , statistical 

techniques were used for data analysis . 

Finding in whole or in part sustained the hypot eses 

i n th s research relating t o degree-holding teacher on t he 

leader behaviour d ension of olerance of Freedom, Consider­

ation , and Tolerance of Uncertaint y . Findings also sustained 

( i i i ) 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since time immemorial, man has been concerned about 

the problem as to who should lead . 

In the past, a leader was sometimes thought of as a 

great person who was born to lead . Plato in The Republic 

(trans . 1910) detailed how a leader was to be selected and 

trained . The future leader was to undergo alternate periods 

of formal training and gain practical experience . The trainee 

was to be brave, noble and keen of intellect , Such a person 

was required to be sound of mind and body, to be magnanimous, 

and to display an even temperament . Some candidates so 

selected were later eliminated . Others who were retained, at 

age fifty concentrated on philosophy, and devoted time and 

energy to the government of the state . No attention was paid 

to followership . Machiavelli in The Prince (trans . 1908) 

tended to view the problem of leading as being something 

above the structure of the group . He made casual observations 

of leaders . on this basis, he recommended a code of behaviour 

a ruler should follow for acquiring and maintaining control 

of the principality. 

At the turn of this century, Terman (1904) repeated 

in the U. S.A . in part some earlier work of French psychologist 
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Alfred Binet . Both worked with school children to discover 

whether leaders could be identified . v/hile Binet worked 

with 24, Terman studied 100 to discover those pupils who 

might be termed 'leaders ' of their fellows, and to ascertain 

the qualities whereby they held this ascendency. There were 

interesting diverse observations, but the results were not 

claimed to have a high degree of absolute value . 

In more recent times, Jenkins (1945) saw no single 

trait or group of characteristics to set the leader apart . 

He observed that there were no developed criteria of leader 

behaviour, nor any suggestion of an adequate working defini­

tion of the concept to guide research in isolating leader 

traits . He concluded that on the basis of information avail­

able, the prospect of deriving general principles of leader 

behaviour, or setting up a systematic theory in this area did 

not appear bright . Cattell (1951) came up with the concept 

of "group syntality" meaning "final" group performance . He 

defined a leader as a person who has demonstrable influence 

upon group ayntality . Leader ability would be measured by 

the magnitude of syntality change produced by that person. 

Bavelas (1950) thought that leader behaviour in the formal 

organization can be analyzed by the functions that must be 

performed rather than who performs them. 

The trait approach to leader identification was 

favoured by the early theorists . Traditional studies tended 

to focus on a search for the unique and universal traits of 
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l eader . Graduall y, but not compl et ly, this gave way to 

the situat ion l appr o oh . Thi l tter view rel a t s t o te 

emergent leader, ono who moves to the ! orefront by popular 

oons nt of his tollowers and re ns th re at their pleasure . 

Thi s i s i n contrast with th leader who holds the position 

by vi rtue ot appoin ent by an external authority. The prob­

lem of developing all giance is inherent 1n the 1 tter oaa. 

I t is one thing to be in a leader position, it i s quite 

another to lead. 

State ent of the Problem 

When Henol y (1962, p.5) diaousaed the need for more 

and better eduoational leader hip, he noted the following as 

one of the dimensions ot ohang that iml)inges upon education: 

"The forces surrounding the schools are powerful and perva­

sive; they are creating strong sooietal demands that quantity 

in eduoation be matched with quality and that universality 

be paralleled by excellence . " 

Ia-qwerys (1972, p. 26) reported that in 1970 Canada. 

led the world in educational expenditure, using ore than 1~ 

of its GNP !or this purpose . He added: 

The very powertul and influential Organization of 
Economic Co-operation Development uses very 
sophistioated techniques tor predicting educational 
expenditures. For Canad it notes that the growth 
factor in costs, if present policies are continued, 
is 17~ a year . At this rate, by 1980, education will 
use up between 17~ and 20 of the GNP. Compare this 
figure with other count ries in 1980: German_y, 4~; 
U. 3.A. 8 . 5~ 1 France 9%; J pan 4. 6~; U. K. 8%. After 
Canada with its 18~, oo s the Netherlands with only 
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12~. That is, Canada would be quite out of step 
with the rest of the world. 

Dr . Lauwerys predicted policy changes that in their 

elaboration and implementation will be difficult and painful, 

but which will present a challenge evoking creativity. He 

called this change a crisis, but he considers crisis a time 

of opportunity for wise decision-making . He went on as 

follows: "Central to the new policy must be the quest for 

excellence rather than for sheer size or number. No longer 

'more and more ' but 'better and better. ' Quality rather than 

quantity" (p . 26) . 

Hencley had stated further that there can be little 

doubt that tomorrow's educational leaders will need to assume 

an increasingly important social role in promoting oonstruo­

tive solutions to major societal problems through education . 

He said that upon these leaders will fall significant respon­

sibilities for forging societal and professional agreements 

concerning the directions of education in the public schools . 

This concern regarding the directions of education 

based on new societal needs relates to the nature and effec­

tiveness of the necessary new professional espon es thereto . 

It appears that the nature of these responses manifests 

itself in the attempted development of differing educational 

school philosophies, and the pursuit of related alternate 

educational goals . The school principal appears to emerge 

as a key decision-maker. That this might be the nature of 

what is happening is partly reinforced in an address by the 
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Hon. Robert Welch, Ontario Minister of Education (1971, 

p . 18) . He stated: 

At a time in the history of the province when the 
emphasis on curriculum design is being shifted from 
the central authority to the local level, those of 
you who are principals are emerging as key figures 
in the educational process of Ontario . Your influ­
ence, individually, on the detailed design and 
implementation of curriculum which truly reflects 
local needs--and in turn adopts local means to meet 
these needs-can hardly be overstated . 

over ten yea.rs ago, Dr. F. J. Gathercole (1962), 

Superintendent of Saskatoon Public Schools, pointed out that 

the principal, from his daily association with teachers and 

children, should be aware of the needs of the school and is, 

therefore, in the ideal position to exercise full and direct 

influence on the teaching-learning process . He added further 

that professional improvement within the school itself re­

quires an atmosphere in which teachers feel they have the 

principal's support, confidence, respect, and he noted: "The 

onus, then, is on the principal to create this psychological 

climate without which teacher growth cannot take place" (p.11) . 

In response to a request by this writer for an official 

district policy statement with respect to the principal'e 

responsibility in providing for the improvement of instruction, 

Mr . c. F. Moir (1972), Superintendent of Schools, Winnipeg 

School Division No . 1, replied as follows: "The principal is 

regarded as the educational leader in the school and is given 

the overall responsibility for the development of the program. 

Changes are brought about in consultation with the appropriate 
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superintendents . " 

The Board of School Trustees of School District No . 

61 (Greater Victoria) as a matter of official policy con­

siders the role of the principal of crucial importance . Its 

view is summed up in the following policy statement (1972): 

"The Board believes that the role of the principal is of 

crucial importance in determining the quality of learning in 

school . " 

It becomes clear that the principal is thrust into a 

leader position notwithstanding what might be inadequate 

leader identification, selection and training . That this is 

a current Canadian concern is attested to by several separate 

Canadian attempts to come to grips with this issue both in 

the field and on campus . 

The question remains to be answered as to how the 

principal is faring in a relatively new role which is infiu­

enced by new societal demands, GNP considerations, and which 

lays heavy emphasis on local ·curriculum design . Is the 

principal leading and attempting to come to grips with issues? 

If so, how effectively? 

The purpose of this research is to examine leader 

behaviour effectiveness of school principals as perceived and 

described by teachers in major urban centres in the four 

western :provinces . 
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Definition of Terms 

The terms listed and defined here are used in this 

study to mean the following: 

Leader behaviour . This concept is descriptive in 

nature . It focusses upon observable behaviour, i . e . , upon 

what the leader does . Behaviour, in this case, leader behav­

iour, can be observed and described in psychological dimen­

sions . The Ohio State group (Hemphill, Coons, Halpin and 

Winer), in the early 1950's, delineated two major dimensions 

of leader behaviour, namely, Initiating Structure-in-Inter­

action and Consideration . Stogdill (1959) also of Ohio State 

did not find it reasonable to believe that two factors are 

sufficient to account for all the observable variance in 

leader behaviour . From his theory of role differentiation 

and group achievement, he suggested a set of new dimensions . 

The following are Stogdill's (1963) twelve leader 

behaviour dimensions, with typical statements measuring these 

dimensions offered in each case: 

Representation . The leader speaks and acts as the 

representative of the group . "He speaks as the representa­

tive of the group . " 

Demand Reconciliation. The leader reconciles con­

fiicting demands and reduces disorder to system. 11He gets 

confused when too many demands are ma.de of ilim" (scored 

negatively) • 

Tolerance of Uncertainty. The leader is able to 
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tolerate uncertainty and postponement without anxiety or up­

set . "He remains calm when uncertain about coming events . " 

Persuasiveness . The leader uses persuasion and 

argument effectively and exhibits strong convictions . "He 

argues persuasively for his point of view. " 

Initiation of Structure . The leader clearly defines 

his own role, and lets followers know what is expected . "He 

assigns group members to particular tasks . " 

Tolerance of Freedom. The leader allows followers 

scope for initiative , decision and action. "He permits the 

members to use their own judgement in solving problems . " 

Role .Assumption . The leader actively exercises the 

leadership role rather than anrrendering leadership to others . 

"He overcomes attempts made to challenge his leadership." 

Consideration . The leader regards the comfo t, well 

being, status, and contributions of followers . "He does 

little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the 

group . " 

Production Emphasis . The leader applies pressure for 

productive output . "He keeps the group working up to oapa­

city. 11 

Predictive .Accuracy. The leader exhibits foresight 

and ability to predict outcomes accurately . "He is accurate 

in predicting the trend of events . 0 

Integration. The leader maintains a closely knit 

organization and resolves inter-member conflicts . "He keeps 



the group working together as a team. " 

Superior Orientation. The leader maintains cordial 

r elations with superiors, has influence with them, and is 

striving for higher status . 0 He gets along well with the 

peop e above him. " 

Other definitions are as follows: 

9 

Effectiveness . Figure 1 is inserted to clarify this 

definition . 

Consideration 

c- C+ 

S+ S+ 

(IV) (I) 

c- C+ 

s- s-
-;~ 

(III) (II) 

Mean of 
Consideration 

Scores 

Figure 1 A quadrant scheme !or describing leaders' behaviour 
on the Initiating Structure and Consideration dimen­
sions . (From Andrew • Halpin, "The Superintendent's 
Effectiveness a a Leader," Administrator's Notebook, 
7, No . 2, October 1958. ) 

The leaders described in Quadrant I are evaluated highly 
effective, wheres those in drant III, whose behaviour 
is ordinarily accompanied by group chaos, are character­
ized as most ineffective . The leaders in Quadrant IV 
are the martinets and the "cold fish" so intent upon get­
ting a job done that tbey orget they are dealing with 
human beings, not cogs in a machine . The individuals 
described in Quadrant II are also ineffective leaders . 
They may ooze with the milk of human kindness, but this 
contributes little to ef ective performances unless their 
Consideration behaviour is accompanied by a necessary 
minimum of Initiating Structure behaviour (Halpin, 1966, 
pp . 98-99) . 
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Prof ssionalization. In this study it refers to the 

process or tate in which teachers rho have acquired the 

necessary professional skills and education, and who have 

internalized norms and ethical standards determined by 

colleagues, will supposedly function independently and auton­

omously seeking only voluntary advice and counsel in their 

work. 

Bureaucracy . Thompson (1961, p . 11) noted: 

Weber specified a list of criteria for the fully 
developed oureaucratic form, including t~chnical 
training of officials, merit appointments, fixed 
salaries and pensions, as ured careers, the separ­
ation of o~ganizational rights and duties from the 
private life of the employee, and a fixe1 and 
definite division of tork into distinct offices or 
jobs ••• • 

Bureaucratization. In this study it refers to the 

process or state in which teac1ers who have acquired the 

necessary professional skills and education, but who have 

still not to any extent internalized norms and ethical 

otandards determined by colleagues will, as a result, be 

subjecting themselves to external supervision to a greater 

extent . 

Delineations 

The following are significant: 

1) There is a distinction very deliberately adhered to 

throughout this study between leader behaviour as defined 

previously and the commonly mployed term 'leadershi. 

The latter presupposes the existence of a specified 
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capacity to lead and is evaluative in nature having to do 

w'th effectiveness and efficiency of what one does . There 

is then a tendency to treat 'leadership' as an entity, 

thus disregarding the coerciveness of situational factors 

upon leader behaviour . Therefore, the term 'leadership' 

will not be employed in this study except in the case of 

direct o~ ind1r-e-ct quotation . 

2) For purposes of this study teachers holding a university 

degree with a minimum of four years post-secondary study 

including teacher education will be considered profession­

alized . 

Assumptions 

The f ollowing are basic for this study: 

1) It is assumed that the more professional skills and 

teacher education a teacher acquires, and the greater the 

degree of internalization of norms and ethical standards, 

namely, ~he more profeeaionalization that takes place, the 

more Tolerance of Freedom, Tolerance of Uncertainty and 

Consideration will be expected of the school principal by 

the professional teacher . 

2) It is assumed that school principals by virtue of training 

and education will acquire the capacity to allow profes­

sional teachers the opportunity to function independently 

and relatively autonomously, but at the same time will 

secure their co-operation to accomplish the goals of the 

school . 
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The f ollowing are so e of the more pertinent: 

1 ) The observations and descriptions of leader behaviours 

are basically perceptions of teachers, and must not be 

considered as factual although this might actually be the 

case in many instances . 

2 ) The observations, perceptions and resulting descriptions 

relate only to how school principals behave, and not to 

how they should behave . 

3) While the pe ceptions and descriptions rel te to leader 

behaviours and not to traits, situational factors upon 

which leader ehaviours might be con ingent are not con­

sid€red as such in this study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This investigation concerns itself with perceived 

school principal leader behaviour effectiveness in the 

organizational setting of the school . It is logical, there­

f ore, to review administrative theory and research with 

emphasis on The Ohio State Leadership Studies, and related 

Mid-western United States and Western Canadian tudies . 

Leader behaviour in relation to conflict resolution is con­

sidered briefly nits specific context . The review closes 

by identifying the point of origin, considering the justifi­

cation for this study, and advancing theor tical support for 

the study. 

Administrative Theory and tl search 

In an analysis of ex cutive :functions Barnard (1938) 

distinguished between the 'effectiveness ' and the ' effici­

ency' of co-operative action. He saw effectiveness as 

representing the accomplishm nt of co-operativ purpose . 

Thia is social and non- personal in character . He identified 

efficiency as being the sati faction of individual motives 

which are personal . 

Halpin (1966) reiterated that the group leader is 

committed to two group goals, group achievement an group 
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maintenance . He pointed out that the investigators respon­

s ible for the personnel assessment program of the U. S.A. 

Office of Strategic Services in World War I I had recognized 

this dual aspect of l eadershi p in their definition: "Leader­

ship is ' a man's ability to take the initiative i n social 

situation~ to plan and organize action, and in so doing to 

evoke cooperation ' " (p. 37) . 

'Goal achievement' and ' group maintenance' were 

described by Cartwright and Zander (1960) as group objectives . 

The above significant identifications and descr ip­

tions of the two major group objectives still left leader 

behaviours, associated with the accomplishments of the 

objectives,to be delineat ed and described . 

This was done by t he Ohio State group , and two maj or 

dimensions of leader behaviour emerged: 1 ) Initi ating Struc­

ture- in-Interaction and 2 ) Consideration . These were first 

both identif ied by means of the Leader Be aviour Description 

Questionnair e (LBDQ) devised by The Personnel Research Board 

at Ohio State University with Hemphill and Coons constructing 

the original form. 

When Halpin and iner {1953) reported on the develop­

ment of an Air Force adaptati n of this instrument, they 

delineated t hese dimens ions by having 300 crew members 

describe the behaviours of their f ifty-two B- 29 aircraft 

commanders . H lpin then defined "effective" leaders as those 

who score hi gh on both dimensions as per ceived and described 
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by t air fol owers . 

Hemphi 1 (1955) came to a similar conclusion from 

his study o the epartmental administration i a liberal 

arts col ege, as did Halpin in a follow-up stud utilizing 

dministrative personnel in schools and air force training 

programs . 

In a later major study Halpin (1956) secured the co­

operation of fifty Ohio school superintendents to determine 

the relationship between the superintendent's own perception 

of how he behaved on Initiating Structure and onsideration 

as contrasted with the board and staff perceptio s . Halpin 

also sought to discover the corresponding relationship 

between the superintendent's, the board's, and the st ff's 

beliefs concerning how the superintendent should behave as a 

leader . The study involved 12 scores for each of 50 super­

intendents [LBDQ-~eal and LBDQ-Ideal X 3 &I'Oups (self, staff, 

board) X 2 Yar1ables] . The Quadrant Analysis technique was 

used ( ee Figure 1, p. 9) . 

The findings indicated that superintendents differ­

ent iated their role behaviour In dealing with their board 

they t ended to be effective as leaders , but they were in­

clined to be less effective in working with their staffs . 

Time is posited as a significant factor, i . e . , they take more 

time to plan for meeting the board, but 'let dom' a little 

with a f . The findings also suggested that superintendents 

allowed primer sponsibilities to become obscured by trivia 
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with the result that they abdicated their leader role in 

favour of becoming functionaries . 

The following definition of Initiating Structure 

and Consideration by Halpin (1959, p. 4) makes the functio al 

aspects more explicit: 

nitiating Stru~ture refers to the eader 's behavior 
in delineating the relationship between himself and 
members of the work- group , and in endeavoring to 
establish well-defined patterns of organization, 
channels of communication , and methods of procedure . 
Consideration refers to behavior indicative of 
friendship, mutual trust, respect , and warmth n the 
relationship between the leader and members of his 
staff . 

He also pointed out that these two dimensions are 

parallel to the two group goals of 'Group Achievement' and 

' Group Maintenance . ' 

In his work, Halpin made it clear that he did not 

posit Initiating Structure and Consideration as leadership 

trait . He preferred the concept of "leader behaviour" over 

the concept of "leadership" (see p. 7 for definition of the 

first, and p . 10 for delineation regards t e latter) . He 

considered this distinction of signal importance . He cited 

comprehensive surveys of the research literature by Hemphill 

(1949), Stogdill (1948) and Gibb (1947) to support his 

position. 

From a study of leader behaviour of ministers and 

other community leaders, Stogdill and associates (1 963) 

found that with the dimensions not being reducible to the 

same factor each time, these dimensions appeared empirically 



to hav some independence . Table I from Stogdill's Man al 

is inserted at th·s point (p . 18) . It reveals that leaders 

in different organizational settings customarily exhibited 

somewhat different behaviour. For example, arm offices 

scored relatively lo on Consideration; senators, union 
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lea es, and ministers scored comparativel high on Persua­

siveness; college presidents were found to be highest on 

Tolerance of Freedom. 

In Canada, Brown (1966) collected data by admini­

stration of the LBDQ-12 to 1551 teachers in 170 berta 

schools in February 1966 . This enables a co parison between 

scores of Alberta school principals so derived with data for 

other leade~s as per Stogd.ill's findings in Table I . 

Adapted Table II notes this com tson . 

Inspection of this table reveals that school teachers 

accorded thv highest mean scores to principal behaviours 6 

and 7 (Tolerance of Freedo and Role Assumption) . Corpora­

tion presid nts were accorded highe t mea scores on leader 

behaviours 12 and 7 (Superior Orientation and Role Assumption); 

labour leaders on 1, 4 and 7 ( Representation, Persuasiveness 

and Role Assumption); college presidents on 1 and 7 (Represen­

tation and Role Assumption); and community leaders on 8 and 7 

(Consideration above all and Role Assumption followed closely 

by others) . One notes that Role A sumption in which the 

leader actively exercises the leadership role rather than 

surrendering leadership to other is commonly high, but that 



TA.BL. I 

Sc ore s on T\·relvc Scal e.~ oi t he LRDQ 1:adc by Leaders in ".farious Organizations 

.Army 
Officers 

x SD 

1 . Repr e3entat ion 20 . 0 3. 0 
2. Demand Reconciliation 
3. Tol erancc of Uncer tai nty 36 . 2 4 . 7 

2 4 . Perauaaivene□ 

5. Inlt i nting Struc t 
6 . Toler:l.Ilc of Freed01!l 
7 . Rol e \ ssumption 
a . consiJ erat i on 
9 . Producti on Tmph~si n 

10. PredL.: tive Accuracy 

11.Integrat ion 
12. Su~erior Or ientati on 

Cases 

38 
38 . 6 5. 7 
35 . 9 6 . 5 
42 . 7 6 . 1 

37 . 1 5 . 6 
36 • .:$ 5. 1 

36 . 2 2 . 1 

39 . 0 2. 6 
39 . 9 4. 9 

235 

Police 
Ad.min . 

Officers 

x SD 

19 . 9 2 . 8 

35 . 6 4. 6 
7. 9 5. 9 

39 . 7 4. 5 
6 .. 3 5. 3 

42 . 7 5. 3 
36 . 9 6. 5 
35 . 8 5. 
35 . 6 2 . 1 
38. 2 2. 7 
39 . 1 5. 1 

185 

Aircraft 
Co-:n:pany 
~xecuti ves 

Mi nisters 

X 3D 

19 . 8 2 . 8 

19 . 2 2. 8 

33 . 2 6. ? 

20 . 4 

19 . 8 

37. 5 

SD 

? 4 -· 
3. 1 
6. 3 

36 . 5 5. 5 42 . 1 4. 7 
6. 6 5. 4 38. 7 4. 9 

38 . 0 
40 . 9 
37 . 1 
36 . 1 
38 . 

38 . 6 

16~ 

5. 9 37 . 5 
5. 6 41. 5 
5. 8 42 . 5 
5 . 6 34. 9 
2. 6 41. 0 

4. 2 

103 

6 . 0 

5. 4 
5. 8 
5 . 1 
2. 3 

fote: '.rhis table was adapt ed from t hat appearing on pp . 9 and 10 of St ogdi ll's 
( 1 96 3 ) Manual . 

- contd . -
..... 
co 
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1AB' - I ( t - ) J ~· , , con c .. 

Comraunity Corp . Union College u.s. 
LeR.ders President s l"'renidents President s Senators 

X SD X SD X .;n x SD X SD 

1. Reprcs e· t ation 19 .. 6 2. 11 20 . 5 1 . 8 22 . '). 2. 2 21. 4 1. 9 c.0 . 7 2. 5 
2 . nemr>nd ceconcil . 19. 7 3. 3 20 . 6 2. 7 21 . 5 3. 2 20 . 7 3. 5 
3. Tol . Uncertai nty 37. 7 5. 6 35. 9 5. 4 40 . 4 5. 6 37 . 2 5. 5 35 . 3 7 . 6 
4. Per:iua ~ivcness 39 . 5 5. 5 40 . 1 4. 2 43. 1 4. 8 41 . 1 4. 2 42 . 5 4. 6 
5 . Ini tiating St ruc . 37 . 2 5. 7 38. 5 5. 0 38 . 3 5. 6 37 . 7 4. 2 38. 8 5. 5 
6 . Tol . Freedom 36. 4 5. 0 38 . 9 4. 9 38 . 0 4. 0 39 . 6 3. 9 36 . 6 6. 2 
7 . Rol e Assumpti on 39 . 8 5. 6 42 . 7 3. 5 43. 3 5. 5 43 . 5 4. 5 L~ 1 . Q 5. 7 
a . con "" ide··:-ation 41 . 1 4. 7 41 . 5 4. 0 42 . 3 5. 5 41. 3 4 . 1 41. 1 5. 9 
9 . :->rocuc . 12nphaqis 35. 4. 6. 8 38 . 9 4 . 4 36. o 5. 0 36 . ? 5. 0 41. 2 5. 2 

10 . T->recic . Accuracy 39 .. 5 2. 5 40 . 1 1 . 8 41 . 7 2 . 0 

11. Int cgration 
12 . su:')er. Orien t . 43. 2 3. 1 42 . 9 2. 9 

Number of Cf'nes 57 55 4t1_ 55 44 

..a. 
I..O 
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T BL:,; II 

Comparative LBDQ-12 Means* 

0) 

f-1 
0 

r-l+> ~ 

~~ 0 Cll Cf.l I'll 
..; .µ .µ +> I>, 

O+:! +> A s;:; A .µ 
Subscale •rl CQ..--.. ~~-- Q) (l) Q) ·rl Cl) 

.µ ..; 0 ~ ,or--. bQrcj..--.. § ~--n, At- 0 -.-1 U'\ ..;-.;:t (l) -.-1 U"\ (1) t-
O •r-l~ P.dll t.n 0 0'l ,q- r-l m U'\ ~'01.!\ 
:;1 ~ ~ F-1 (l) ~ ,0 Q> II r-l (J) II ro J! 
~~- 8t: ....... ~~e 0 ~ tz. 8~-0 --

1. epresentation 39 . 6 41 . 0 44 . 4 42 .8 3 • 2 
2. Demand Reconciliation 39 . 9 41 . 2 43 . 0 39 . 4 
3. Tolerance of Uncertainty36 . 9 35 . 9 40 . 4 37 . 2 37 . 7 
4. Persuasiveness 37 . 0 40 . 1 43 1 41 . 1 39 . 5 
5. Initiating Structure 38. 3 38. 5 38. 5 37 . 7 37 . 2 
6 . Tolerance of Freedom 41 . 2 38. 9 38. 0 39 . 6 36 . 4 
7. Role Assumption 40 . 1 42 . 7 t,.3 . 3 43 . 5 39 . 8 
s. Cons ide::-ation 39 . 6 41. 5 42 . 3 1 3 41 .1 
9. Production phasis 33. 5 38. 9 36 . 0 36 . 2 35.4 

10 . Predictive Accuracy 36 . 8 40 . 1 41. 7 - 39 . 5 
11 . Intel%'8,t i on 36 . 0 
12 . Superior Orientation 37 . 8 43 . 2 42 . 9 

Average 38 . 2 40 . 2 l 1 . 1 40 . 3 38 . 5 

*Data for corporation, labour, college and community 
leaders are adapted from Stogdill's (1963) Manual for 
LBDQ-1 2. 
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choo in 1 als exh bited the mot Tolerance of Freedom. 

A closer inspection o school principal leader behav­

lour score by simple numerical ordering reveals an interest­

·ng principal lead r behaviour profile (se Table III) . 

TABLE III 

Principal Leader Behaviour Profile 

1 • Tolerance of Freedom 41 . 2 

2 . Role Assumption 40.1 

3. Demand econciliation 39 . 9 
4. /5. Representation & Consideration 39 . 6 & 39 . 6 

6 . Initiating Structure 38. 3 
7. Superior Orientation 37 . 8 
8 . Persuasiveness 37 . 0 
9. Tolerance of Uncertainty 36 . 9 

10. Predictive Accuracy 36 . 8 
11. Integrat5.on 36 . 0 
12 . Production E:D.phasis .ll!.2. 

Average 38 . 2 

dapted from Table II 

On the basis o simple observation, it is interesting 

to note certain a pees of the above pro ile . In particular 

one observes that Consideration and Initiating Structure 

ave similar means with the former a little higher . It is 

also noted that Tolerance of eedom an Production Emphasis 

re at the extreme ends of the profile . This particular 

observ tion pears to open up an area for investigation, 

and i re evant to this writer ' s study . The question re ins 
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to be n weed as t o w ether t hi s contri bute to t he effec­

tiveness of school rincipal leader be aviour . It can be 

seen that Integration (inter- membe confl·ct re ol tion) is 

at the lo e end of t he profile, an observat ion that is also 

of interest t o the present investigat ion . The variables 

pertaining to the future, namely, Tolerance of Uncerta i nty 

and Predictive Accuracy are both at the lower end . Again 

this too is of part icular i~terest to this study. 

Brown and Anderson (1966) ask d the questi on : "Who ' s 

a Good Principal?" The former factor analyzed "system­

oriented leadership" Factor I (behaviour that re ponds t o 

the nee' s of the chool as the apersonalized system with i t s 

own goals, the es, and institutional existence); and "person­

oriented leadershipn Factor II (behaviour that r e sponds to 

the idiosyncratic- personal d an-ofessional needs of the 

staff) . iith the help of subscale factor loading, Brown was 

able to sugge~t that school staffs distinguish between 

clusters of effective principals . These might be desc i bed 

a~ follows: 

1 ~1h.o~e principals o respond chiefl, to system needs and 

who are i entified by high scores on Initiating Structure, 

Production ~.nphasis, Representation and Role Assumption . 

2 ) Those principals who respond chiefly to the need for 

effective transaction between the instit tion and the 

person and who are identified by high scores on I tegrat i on , 

I i~ ictive Accuracy , Superior Orientation, nd Demand 



Reconciliat on . 

3) ose principals w o respond chiefly to idiosyncratic 

nee so sta and who are identi ied by hi sores on 

Tolerance o Freedom, oleranc o Uncertai nty, and 

onsideration . 
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Brown oun .further that by utilizing rough metho 

of grouping le ders into categories l abelled" e of Leader ­

ship" an " eque cy o Leader Behaviour," he obs~rved that 

the greater the perceived requency of rincipal lea er 

behaviour, the higher was the staff rating of jobs ti fac­

tion, over- all school performance, and confiden e i n the 

effectiveness of their pri ncipal . 

Another relevant Canadian study ln this area was that 

of Mc gue (1968) who set out to determine the relationship 

between a principal 's leadership style as indi cated by hi 

LPC score (leader's este for the per on considered to be 

1i s east Fre erred Co-worker), and the behaviour of teachers 

i n schools where G (Group Atm sphere) was either high or 

low. This research has its basis in the Fiedler (1951-57) 

research program investigating leadership effectiveness 

which differs from that of Ohio State in the following 

respect: Fiedlerrs emphasis was on relating different leader­

ship style to g-.coup performance in terms o:f behaviour mani ­

fested as a result of attitudes of the leader , whereas t he 

Ohio ~tate studies were in terms of perceptions of leader 

behaviour by followers . 
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Mc eue found hat he de ree of ac cept ance of the 

leader by his followers had a signific nt effect on t . e 

relationship He also noted that lo .JPC principals were 

associated with the most desirable behaviours and attitudes. 

Fiedler had found that l ow LPC leader o exhibited a number of 

characteristics . For example, they gave and asked more 

uestions, and were lAss inclined to tolerate or make irrele­

vant comments . They demanded and got more participati on from 

members, and were more controlling and managing in their 

conduct o group interaction. Further, they interrupted 

group members ~ore , and contributed more statements to the 

discussion . 

Thus the LPC principal appeared to McKague as one to 

be both dynamic and involvi ng. Provided tha the leader 

beha iour of these pri ncipals was perceived to be acceptable, 

such behaviour was associa ed with higher morale , greater 

satisfaction, and increased effectiveness rati ngs on the part 

of teachers . McKa.gue and Brown disagreed on one basic point . 

The former claimed that it is meaningless to discuss mere 

"frequency• of leader behaviour, as advoca ed by Brown, with­

out considering also "what" the 1 ader dos on these occa­

sions . 

Recent research into leadership, according to McKague, 

has indicated that leader behaviour effecti eness is contin­

gent on the demands of the sit tion , and att mt are made 

t o determj_ne whi ch style o 1 a ership is most appropriate 



for t.e ~ajority of situations . On the ba is of stu ies 

reported, McK.ague posited a dynamic style f 1 ader behav­

i ur as ost conducive to de ir ble roup b haviour . 

Leader Behaviour in elation to Confiict Resolution 
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According to Piele (1971) conflict bas eoome a per­

vasive element within the school environment as well as in 

th larger community . In this research review he focussed on 

con ict management, namely, ways to understand and deal with 

the dif ering cpinions, nee s, and ideas that are part of t he 

esent-day chool . 

Bai ey (1971) poke about success in conflict r solu­

tion haracterized by le dersbi Ew~d or anizational ability 

:uno g other qual ties . These are necessary o deal with 

crisis- type connict . 

Cave (1967) st died the escriptions of administra-

or in tbe central office, achoo boards, nd member of 

tPa er ' unio~ te sc ool di tricts in ic ig State 

t et t yp the is that cla hes betw en central office 

~ ho ad.mini tr tor.a and teac ers ' unions are largely due 

tot c fl cti e ce tio a o th ac ool administrator s ' 

lJ der behav our . Th LBDQ-12 was 1 sea to collect data 

d scrib ·ng Ideal and Real a inistrator ead r behaviour , 

n Hap ' 0 drant a ysis technique was used to deter-

m ne the lea er e aviour d 

con ct resoluti n . The 

n ion contributing most to 

w re ound to be the following: 
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1) •Jonsideration 

2 ) Initiation of Structure 

3) Integration 

4) D mand econciliation 

5) Tolerance of Freedo 

6) Production Emphasis . 

These are leader behaviour dimension of the central 

offi e administrator, and conflict is ot a variable as such 

in this investigation. However , given the emer ence of the 

above dimensions contributi ng most to conflict resolution , 

and t e pervasiv ness of conflict in school enviro ents that 

Hencley (1962) and Piele (1971) spoke about, it will be 

interesting o observe where these same dime~sions place in 

the principal leader profile of this study. 

Origin fr This St dy 

The et of observations made in own's (1966) study, 

nA~ an n~ to n ipa leader behavi ur scores an profile, 

~s erit al r p 

along with th 

.men ion rt i 

e pint of rigin for thi investiga­

b ervatio made abou 1 ader b haviour 

to onfiict resol ton in Cave ' s (1967) 

study Th ue that McKa e (1968) took wi h Brown's con-

n about ' ~e u ncy o 

e.gue ' . own once t of d 

ost con u ive to irable 

vance ertain nP, 

t veness . 

school 

leader behav our' along rith 

c tyle o ea ershi s being 

ou behav our, both h ve rele­

inci al lea e b h viour effec-



t udy 

,., e ,..i chen ( 1 68, p . 27 sked q esti ns about 

d fferent profiles o 

OU in p 

c _ool l eader ehavi our, he po nted 

Most f th BDQ studies have been performed in t he 
i d-western United States and in estern Canada, 

areas perhap unusually imbued ri th the idea of 
non-authoritarian leader ship . Where teachers, 
pupils and subo dinate lead s expect direction 
from above , or, contrariwi se, where they expect to 
be i div · dual t c in thei ork, it seems pl aus b e 
t hat different patterns of leader behaviour are 
r quir d, di ferent pr ofiles, of scores on the 
LBDQ-1 2. 

Kitchen took it a s t ep further , and suggested that 

di ering patterns of leader behaviour are related to differ ­

ing patt erns of value-orientation. He also speculated t hat 

leader s mi ght, perhaps, be trained to ad just their behaviour 

to the demands of t h e sit"-lation, including the values of the 

people amon whom they happen to be working. 

Gi ven that this might be t he direction that develop­

ment and r esearch needs to go, and in th . light of informa­

tion gained by t his writer in conversations with senior 

district educational personnel in ma jor urban centres of 

Western Canada. t here is reason to bel ieve that further 

research in school principal leader behaviour is justified . 

In fact, there i s evidence that concern and uncertainty 

exists . In The B. C. School Tru tees Association publication 

(1972) the question was asked, "The principal-educational 

leader or paper-pusher?" This was based on a s i x month 

study undertaken by the Greater Victoria Teachers ' Associa-



tion (1971) n t e Greater Victoria Jchool District }61 on 

th role of a inistr to,s (p incipals and vice-princip~ls) ; 

tis was also based 01 the sixty-tree a c C-~~ (1971) study 

entitled , S:h 1an in the iddle detailing how the second ry 

school prin ipal sees his role and responsibilities . 

Th re have been attempts at improve identificatio , 

selection, and traini1g of school rincipals both in the 

field and on campus . How ver, more needs to be la.mm 2-•; u 

~n1at schoo principal leader behaviour profilco might~ 

like now, and how effectively school principal leadc.r· bah v­

iour might be respondin to the real issues of the day . 

In the findings of this writer's previous survey , as 

noted earlier, it appeared hat the development of differing 

educational school philosophie, a~d the pursuit of rel~ ed 

alternate educational goals give rise to the emcrbe~cc of 

the school principal as a key decision-maker, in apparent 

response to the needs of the resent- day school . The oper­

ationalization of this is no mean task, i~ ess nee, to 

initiate structure and also to show consideration . It is 

one thing to allo teachers professional freedom; it is 

quite another for a principal to get the job done , i . e . , to 

attain the goals of the school . 

Theo etical Support for the Studl 

Te theoretic 1 for ul ion concerns itself esse -

t 11 ~1th construe in~ a et of well def·ned and related 

cone ts . S on (1°50 , p.37 ) sug ested: 



Te iro ta k o a nist a t e theory is o 
develop a set of concepts that wi ll ermit t he 
description, in terms relevant tote theory, o 
administra t ive s i t uations . The concepts , to be 
scientifically seful, must be operat ional ; that 
is, t heir meanings must corr espond t o empirically 
oboervabl facts or situations . 
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\ en administrative behaviour is consi dered t heore­

t ically, it can be vi wed in several ways . Hemphill in 

Halpi n (1 966) s ~ested that as ' problem- solving , ' l eader 

acts relate to initiating struc ture as part of the process 

of solving a mutual problem. Griffiths i n Halpin (1966) 

t ho ht that as 'decision-making , ' leader acts are part of 

he dynamics of human activity in the pursuit of goal a t ain­

ment . •rom Getzels' point of view, al so in Halpin ( 1966) , 

a inistrative behaviour as 'social process,' ca best be 

understood and described in terms of nomothet ic (system) and 

i diographi c (p~rsonal) dimensions of the school as a social 

system. 

T. e set of school prm1cipal leader behaviours that 

wil respo d more eff ctively to the powerfully pervading 

· o ces, essentiall y socio-economic in nat ure , su.rroundin the 

sc1 ool , creating societ 1 demands for quality in education, 

must necessarily i nclu e ways to understand and de 1 wi t the 

differing opi nions, needs , and i deas that are part of the 

present-day school . Speci f i cally that means those of co cern 

to the profe sional teacher , or the purposes o this study. 

he superimposition of hierarchial authori y ov r a 

r o p f individual speci alists for the purpose of securi ng 
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co-operation in a ie ing t e ~oa s of thee ucatio al organ­

ization , is to an extent tantan101.L~t to bureaucratization of 

t1e professional teacher . This relates to what in known as 

the profensionalis -authority issue . 

I1rofessional behaviour assumes that work is con­

trolled in terms of noro.s and ethical standards which are 

determined by colleagues in the profession as opposed to a 

manager in an administrative hierarchy . ~,'hether the profes­

sional becomes ureaucratize or bureaucracies become more 

professionalizei, role conflicts wil occur . '.'.:hene are pro­

ccssc ::: that nus-t be understood and dealt with . 

~hese were, in fact, considered by lhompBon (1961 ). 

1:e di □ cussed conflict between cult al definitions of author­

ity roles and the demands of technical specialization. 

According to him there is a resulting gap of increasi ng 

width between those who have the right t o make decisions , 

and t ose who have the ability. This is essentially a con­

flict between administrative authority and its corre pondi ng 

"'C3 p 11sibili ty on the one hand, and the exerci e of the 

'h o· e.:,sional pre o ative to rovide for individual if er­

ences an personal nee -dispositions on the other . 

3iv n tis kind of role conflict, ho then i"' the 

school principal to exhibit a set of leader behavio s that 

ght affect the hehavi urs of the prof al tea her , 

a ticularl in tne present- a· sc' o l? 

· ass and H riott ( 1963) ca r iz d this F blem and 



noted: 

••• in addition to creating problems or profes­
sional s taff members, the prof essionalism-authority 
issue in organizations also creates problems for 
t he r epresenta tives of the bureaucracy . One such 
problem is the extent to whi ch executives of pro­
fessionally s taffed organizations should attempt to 
offer leadership to subordinates whose professional 
status enti tles t hem to a consi derable degree of 
autonomy in their wor k . 
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This ua membership in the profession and organiza­

tion wil l , of necessity, lead to role conflict in that 

profe ssionals will tend to resist and reject in varying 

degrees , bureaucratic rules, standards and supervision 

despi te their conditional loyalty to the organi zation and 

its goal s . 

Given such conditional loyalty t o the educational 

organizat i on on the part of t he pr ofessional t eacher , what 

effect might specif ic l eader behaviours of s chool pri ncipals 

· ave on t he behaviours of teachers , if any, to achi eve the 

6oa s of t he school? Numerous vari ables come into play here . 

So e school s are larger than others , with different instruc-

io al levels . There are teacher s who are older while others 

ve ore e perienoe, training and education . thers have 

changed s chools . not all principals are ol d ; nor do all 

principals have gr duate degrees . Some have held several 

principalshi ps . In a ttempting t o ascertain ome ef ect 

certain specific leader behavi ours mi ght h ve o th behav­

i ours of teachers, such variables as noted above must be 

n into consideration . t least one fi ding ust be no t ed 
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here, namely , tat Punch (1 967 ) offered evidence t at bur­

eaucr at i zation in s chools was dependent to an extent on 

leader behaviour, and that the princ pal is i n a posi ·ion to 

shape the socia structure of t he sc ool in varying degrees . 

Thi s r esearch assumes that the more professional 

skills and teacher e ucation acquired by teachers, and t he 

grea ter the degree of internalization of norms and ethical 

standards determined by colleagues (professi onalization )f 

the mor e Tolerance of Freedom, Tolerance of Uncertaint y , and 

Cons i deration will be expected of the school pri nc i pa . At 

thJ same t · e the principal needs t o emphasize productive 

output , predict outcomes, and initiate s tructure to accom­

plish the goals of the school . There needs to be , in fact, 

opportunity for decision- making on the part of the profes­

sional t eac er to exercise professional prerogatives reely, 

to engage i n untried and w1certain innovative practices , and 

to expect t' e neces sary consideration to satisfy persona 

need- di spositions in turn f or conditional loyalty to the 

school , its purposes, and its goals . The operationalization 

of such an arrangement call s f or some delicate leader behav­

iours that will accomplish nomothet i c and idiographic aspects 

simultaneously . It is assumed that training and education 

will help the principal to do this . 

It i s considered unlikely t hat more professionalized 

teachers will perce i ve and descri be school principal l eader 

behaviours sati sf ing on these counts . Becker (1953, p . 6) 



reported, a s a re sult of a study of 

t _a t "co ict ar e hen t e ri 
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ublic school teachers, 

ipal i ores hi t eac ers• 

ee or o e sio a inde endence ••• • " e e i s likely 

to be e con it between rincipal leader behaviour a d 

tha o teachers among those ess professionaliz d and still 

considerab y bureaucratized teachers who apparently mi ,ht 

need an want ore xt erna direct ion and supe ision . 



CHAPTER III 

THE STUDY 

This chapter deals with the following in the order 

listed: research design; hypotheses and questions; instrumen­

tation; population, data collection; and data analysis . 

Research Design 

This investigation was designed to obtain descrip­

tions of school principal leader behaviours as perceived by 

teachers in major urban centres in the four western provin­

ces . The critical variables formally employed in hypotheses 

were that of teacher and principal training and education 

on the one hand, and six leader behaviour dimensions on the 

other . The latter are as follows: Tolerance of Freedom, 

Tolerance of Uncertainty, and Consideration relating to the 

idiographic or personal aspects; Production Emphasis and 

Initiating Structure relating to the nomothetic or system 

aspects; and Predictive Accuracy or transactional aspect, 

that is, one between the institution and the person. The 

other six leader behaviour dimensions listed in Chapter I 

(pp . 7-9) did not come into focus to the same degree partic­

ularly during the argument for the theoretical support of 

this study. 



The whole thrust of theory and study from Barnard 

(1938), through Halpin (1955) to Brown (1966) was essen­

tially one of leader behaviour response to the nomothetic 
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and idiographic needs of the organization . While the factors 

and dimensions relating to the two separate aspects are not 

mutually exclusive, they can in effect be considered logi­

cally in opposition to one another to some degree . Stogdill 

(1959) broke down Halpin's two, as has been previously noted, 

into twelve leader behaviour dimensions, some no doubt 

relating more to 'system,' others to ' person. • Cave (1967) 

in his study juxtaposed ten leader behaviour dimensions . 

The following three pairs are relevant here: Tolerance of 

Freedom versus Production Emphasis; Toleranoe of Uncertainty 

versus Predictive Accuracy; Consideration versus Initiating 

Structure . Brown (1966), as has been noted (Chapter II, 

p. 22), described clusters of effective principal behaviours 

which he suggested school staffs might distinguish . It is 

interesting to note that Tolerance of Freedom, Tolerance of 

Uncertainty, and Consideration ended up in the cluster 

relating to idiographic needs of staff. 

All twelve leader behaviour dimensions were, however, 

posited as variables for purposes of exploratory questions 

in combination with various input variables . These were: 

school size; level of instruction; teacher age, sex, exper­

ience, training and education; and principal's age, exper­

ience, training and education. Since teacher and principal 
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training and education were posited as critical variables in 

the study along with the previously identified leader behav­

iour dimensions, the exploratory aspect did not apply in 

these instances except between categories not included in 

hypotheses . While teacher and principal experience and age 

appeared to be factors in the discussion as to what consti­

tuted professionalization on the part of teachers, and 

effective leader behaviour on the part of principals, these 

were excluded from formal consideration in hypotheses . 

Experience and age of both teachers and principals were 

dealt with extensively in the series of exploratory questions 

mentioned above . 

No specific criteria were established by means of 

this research as to what constitutes "ideal" school principal 

leader behaviour as perceived by school administrators, 

school principals themselves, or teachers . Thus it was not 

possible to ascertain whether there is agreement or lack of 

it between expectancy and actual leader behaviour, that is, 

whether there is agreement as to how school principals 

should behave, and how they are actually perceived to behave . 

However, Brown's scores (Table II, Chapter II, p . 20) served 

a similar purpose . Also as a result of the earlier survey 

of administrators in the four western provinces, this writer 

had no doubt as to the expectations held for school principal 

leader behaviour on the part of these district officials . 

In effect it was this emerging expectation that school 
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principals lead, that led this writer to investigate the 

"real" situation now, as perceived and described by profes­

sional teachers in major urban centres in Western Canada . 

Hypotheses and Questions 

The basic hypothesis of this research was that, all 

other things being equal, the more professionalized teachers 

would tend to perceive and describe school principal leader 

behaviour as less "tolerant" and less "considerate" towards 

teachers in their work than would teachers who were less 

professionalized . The following hypotheses were tested to 

ascertain mean differences using the . 05 level of signifi­

cance: 

1) H1 Teachers who are more professionalized will tend to 

perceive and describe school principal leader behaviour 

with a lower mean score on the dimension of Tolerance 

of Freedom than will teachers who are less profession­

alized . 

2) H2 Teachers who are more professionalized will tend to 

perceive and describe school principal leader behaviour 

with a lower mean score on the dimension of Considera­

tion than will teachers who are leas professionalized. 

3) H
3 

Teachers who are more professionalized will tend to 

perceive and describe school principal lea4er behaviour 

with a lower mean score on the dimension of Tolerance 

of Uncertainty than will teachers who are less profes­

sionalized. 
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In Chapter II arguments were p~esented with ref er­

ence to expectations that more professionalized teaahers 

would tend to have f or more Tolerance of Freedom, ·Tolerance 

of Uncertainty, and Consideration by their principals. At 

the same time principals would need to emphasize productive 

output, t o predict outcomes more accurately, and to initiate 

structure to accomplish the goals of the school. It is 

assumed in this study that school principals by virtue of 

training and education acquire the capacity to allow profes­

sional teaahers the opportunity to function independently and 

relatively autonomously, but at the same time secure their 

co-operation to accomplish the goals of the school. The 

following hypotheses were tested to ascertain mean differ­

ences using the .05 level of significance: 

4) H4 School principals who have more training and education 

will tend to emphasize productive output to a greater 

extent than will principals who have less training and 

education as perceived and described by teachers . 

5) H5 Sohool principals who have more training and education 

will tend to predict outcomes more accurately to a 

greater extent than will principals who have less 

training and education as perceived and described by 

. teachers. 

6) H6 School principals who have more training and education 

will tend to initiate structure to a greater extent 

than will principals who have less training an.d eduoa-
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tion as perceived and described by teachers . 

In addition to testing the above hypotheses, series 

of exploratory questions were asked to determine what signi­

ficant differences existed among the set of twelve leader 

behaviour dimensions and other input variables . 

The first two related to school size and the instruc­

tional level of the school. 

1) What differences exist among schools with 9 or fewer 

teachers; 10 to 19; 20 to 29; 30 to 49; and 50 or more? 

2) What differences exist among schools with grades 1 to 6; 

1 to 8; 7 to 9; 8 to 10; and 10 to 12? 

Teacher experience was considered both from the 

point of view of total teaching experience as well as exper­

ience in specific school, meaning the present school . The 

year categories were kept the same . 

3) What differences exist among teachers with teaching exper­

ience in the present school for the first year; 2 to 4 

years; 5 to 10; 11 to 20; and 21 years or more? 

4) What differences exist among teachers with total teaching 

experience being one year; 2 to 4 years: 5 to 10; 11 to 

20; 21 years or more? 

One question related to the sex of teachers . 

5) What difference exists between male and female teachers 

in their perceptions and descriptions of leader behaviours ? 

Both teacher age and age of principals were explored . 

The year categories were kept the same . 
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6) What diff erences exist among teachers who are 25 year s or 

under; 26 t o 35 years; 36 to 45; 46 t o 55; and 56 to 65 

or over? 

7) What differences exist among principals who are 25 years 

or under; 26 to 35 years; 36 to 45; 46 to 55; and 56 to 

65 or over? 

The l ength of the prinoipal's experience as principal 

was looked at from the length of experience in t he present 

school . The categories were kept the same as teacher exper­

ience. 

8) What differ ences exist among principals with experience 

as principal in the present sahool for the first year; 

2 to 4 years; 5 to 10; 11 to 20; and 21 years or more? 

The final two questions in this series related to 

t he training and education of teachers and sohool principals . 

9) What differences exist among teachers with 1 to 2 years 

training; 3 year s; 4 years; 5 years; and 6 years? 

10) What differences exist among school principals with fewer 

than 4 years t r aining; 4 years; 5 years; 6 years (graduate 

work); more t han 6 years? 

Instrumentation 

This study involved the administration of the LBDQ- 12 

questionnaire (Appendix C) . 

It was administered with the help of Stogdill's 

Manual for the Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaire­

Form XII (1963). The manual was obtained from the Center 
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for Business and Economic Research, The Ohio State Univer­

sity, Columbus, Ohio, through the courtesy of Professor R. 

M. Stogdill, along 1th the necessary authorization (see 

Appendix A for copy of the latter) . 

Stogdill pointed out in hia manual that the two 

factorially d fined subscales, Consideration, and Initiation 

of Structure, have been idely used in empirical research 

s conducted by military organizations, industry and educa­

tion . He quoted Halpin ( 1957 ) in stating that in several 

studies where the agreement among respondents in describi ng 

their respective leaders has been checked by a ' between­

group vs . within-group ' analysi s of variance, the F ratios 

all have been found significant at the .01 level . Followers 

tend to agree in describing the same leader, and the descrip­

tions of different leaders differ significantly. 

In his manual, Stogdill also traced the development 

of LBDQ-12 from his theory of role differentiation and group 

achievement, and his survey of a large body of research data 

that supported that theory thl!'ough empirical research to 

items that were developed for the hypothesized subscalea , 

He noted further that questionnaires incorporating the new 

items were administered to successive groups, and after item 

analysis, the questionnaires were revised, administered 

again, reanalyzed, and further revised . He cited the use of 

the new scales in several significant studies, his own among 

them, with resulting means and tandard deviations shown in 



this study (T le I , Chapter II, p .1 ) 
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Form II represent s 

the fourth revision of the questionnaire, and is subject to 

further revision according to Stogdill . 

On age 8 in the manual he assured Relia ility of 

t he ~ubscales as follows: 

The r eliability of the subscales was dete ined b 
modified Kuder- Richardson formula . The modification 
consists in the ac t that each item was correlated 
with the remainder of the items in its subscale 
r thor t . an ith the subscale score inclu ing the 
item. This procedure yields a conservative estimate 
o subs cale r liability. 

He included reliability coef icients in Table 2, 

page 11 in his manual . (See adapted Table IV following . ) 

The uestionnaire contain 100 items with the twel ve 

subscales . The dimennions of Representation, Demand Recon­

ciliation, Predictive ccuracy and Integration each have 

five it ms; th other dimensions each have ten item3 . Since 

each subscale or di ension is nece sarily defined by its 

componen part , a particular leader behaviour dimension 

represents a comp exp ttern of be vio s . There are five 

choice fore chi m when cop ting the questionnaire . 

These are as follo ,s: 

A == Ver y Freq e tly or Al-ways 

:a = Often 

C = Occasionally 

D = Seldom 

" = Very arely or ever . _.:., 



TABLE IV 

Reliability Coefficients (Modi fied Kuder-Richardson) 

m O'l l',Q Cl) 

Q) m p +> -+" +> 
A +> t> ~ A A 

Q) § m 
0 )>, 'H ..-f Q) ,.-tm CP (I.) Joi 

""' !i QS +> +> §~ ref ~ ~ 
til)rcf 0 

Subscale l7l ~~ l7l • ..-t (I.) ..-f ..., 

~E 
00 -t m~ P.tn om r-1 m ti)~ 
~ (I.) A ~ (I.) ,0 Q) ,-IC!:) 

.... al ~~ ..-f 0 (J) g~ ~~ 8~ • G> 

<A trl P-t ~ OH ~(/) 

1 . Representation . 82 . 85 . 74 .55 . 59 . 54 . 10 .66 . 80 

• Demand Reconciliation • 73 .77 . 58 . 59 . 81 . 81 
3. Tolerance of Uncertainty . 58 . 66 . 82 .84 . 85 . 79 . 82 .so . 83 
4. Persuasiveness . 84 . 85 . 84 . 77 . 79 . 69 . 80 .76 . 82 
5. Initiating Structure .79 .75 .78 . 70 . 12 . 77 .78 .so . 72 
6. Tolerance of Fre~dom . 81 . 79 .86 . 75 . 86 . 84 . 58 .73 . 64 
7. Role Assumption .85 . 84 .84 . 75 . 83 . 57 . 86 .75 . 65 
8 . Consideration . 76 . 87 .84 .as . 77 . 78 . 83 .76 . 85 
9. Production Dnphas1s .10 . 79 .79 . 59 . 79 . 71 . 65 . 74 . 38 

10 . Predictive Accuracy .76 . 82 .91 . 83 . 62 . 84 . 87 
11. Integration .73 . 79 
12. Superior Orientation . 64 . 75 .81 . 66 . 60 

Note : This table was adapted from that appearing on page 11 of Stogdill's 
(1963) Manual . 

~ 
~ 
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All items are scored with numerical weighting of 

(5, 4, 3, 2 , 1) for A, B, C, D, E respectively, except for 

twenty items . These are numbered as follo s: 6, 12 , 16, 26 , 

36 , 42 , 46, 53 , 56 , 57 , 61 , 62 , 65, 66 , 68 , 71, 87, 91 , 92 , 

97 . These twenty items are soored with a numeri cal wei ght­

ing of (1 , 2, 3, 4, 5) for A, B, c, D, E respectivel y . A 

close inspection of these latter items (see Appendix C) will 

quickly cl arify the reason for the reverse or negative 

scoring. The specific i tem number references pertai ning t o 

specific leader behaviour dimensions are f ound in Stogdill ' s 

manual , page 7. For example , i tems numbered 5, 15; 25 , 35, 

45 , 55 , 65, 75 , 85 , 95 per tain to Toler ance of Freedom for 

a possible maximum score of 50 ; items numbered 9, 29, 49 , 59, 

89 pertain to Pr.ediotive Accuracy for a osaible maximum 

score of 25 . 

Items 101 to 110 in the questionnaire rel ate to 

information about the school; the teacher , and the principal 

f or purposes of considering vari ous relati onships pertaining 

to this research as noted previously in the form of explora­

tory questions . These items also each have five categories , 

but scori ng was simply for purposes of cl assi fication. 

Provision for responses ere made on IBM/ 230 optical 

reader answer sheets , which are quickly and easi l y marked by 

teachers . 

Population 

Punch (1 967 ) had report ed that the LBDQ-1 2 was 
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independent of sys t em ef ects . It became, therefore , empir­

ically practicable to cut across schools stems. More t han 

500 teacher s r epresenting approximately five per cent out of 

a total teacher population in excess of 10 ,000 in major 

urban centres in t he f our western provinces were requested 

to participate in this research on the basis o r andom 

selection and sampli ng . 

Data Collection 

The LBDQ-12 was admJniatered to teachers as selected 

above in Februa.ey 1973 with the co-operation and assistance 

of District superintendents and/or their designates . The 

latter were usually Assistant Superintendents or other cen­

tral office administrators, mainly district Reeearoh Officers . 

The Research Request (Appendix B) spells out the procedure 

followed . Ten school districts participated . The data were 

collected within the constraints of respective school dis­

trict policy on matters of research . 

Data Analysis 

After receipt of the raw data the sums of raw scores 

on each of the twelve leader behaviour dimensions were ob­

tained in accordance with weighted scoring as outlined under 

Instri.mientation. Then the mean scores for all teachers were 

ascertained on each of t he twelve leader behaviour dimensions . 

The results are reported in Chapter IV. 

Next the hypotheses were tested for statistically 
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significant mean ifferences to ascertain whether hypotheses 

H1, H2, H3, n4 , H5, n6 were tenable at the . 05 level of 

confidence. Since the sample had een randomly selected , 

and since respondents were all teachers, the underlying 

assumptions as outlined by Popham (1967), namely , those o 

randomly selected samples, and group homogeneity , were met 

for the use of both the i test and Single Classlf'ication 

Analysis of Variance statistical techniques . The Se arate 

Variance 1 test Model, two-tailed, was used in hypotheses 

testing. Strict mutual exclusivity of groups was adhered to . 

The results are reported in Chapter IV. 

In order to ascertain differences for the purpose of 

answering the exploratory questions pertaining to input 

variables, it was first necessary to ascertain all mean 

scor es of the twelve leader behaviour dimensions for items 

101 to 11 0 and for the five categories in each (except item 

105 which has only two categories--male and female) for a 

total of [12 X (9 X 5 + 2)] 564 mean scores . Then the Single 

Classification Analysis of Variance s t atistical technique was 

employed to determine differences among the categories in 

each of the ten items for the twelve leader behaviour dim n­

sions . Once this was accomplis ed, it was then possible to 

determine what statistically significant differences existed 

among the set of twelve leader behaviours and other i nput 

variables, and thereby ascertain answers to the exploratory 

questions that had been po ed. 
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A series of ten tentative tables, one for each item, 

were constructed for this purpose . The following types of 

data were included in each of the tables: the mean scores 

for the twelve leader behaviour dimension for each of the 

categories in each item; the identification and number of 

respondents in each category, and the total number of respon­

dents; the degrees of freedom; resultant F values obtained 

by application of Single Classification Analysis of Variance 

statistical technique; and the . 01 and . 05 levels of sign.1-

ficanoe values ascertained from Distribution F, one-tailed 

test . Differences ware observed and designated as signifi­

cant (Sig.) or non-significant (NS) . The tentative tables 

served only a functional purpose, and do not appear as a 

formal pa.rt of this thesis . 

Further ,1 tests for looking at mean differences were 

run . Several results for any item could be ascertained 

depending on the various probable arrangements . However, in 

each case only two categories, one to the mutual exclusion 

of the other, were tested to determine what statistically 

significant mean differences existed between categories. The 

two categories in each case along with the results are 

reported in appropriate table form in Chapter IV. 

Research and computa ion procedures used were those 

in Culbertson and Henoley (1963), S x (1968) and Popham 

(1967). The university com t· services wee utilize to 

accom lish the tati tical tasks . 



CHAPTER IV 

THE RESULTS 

The answer sheets of 305 respondents were processed . 

This represents a return of approximately 6 ~. A detailed 

summary of the number of respondents for each item and 

cat gory is ound i n Ta le · a the end of his chapter . 

Three sets of results are re orted here in table 

form as follows: overall ten school district mans on trelve 

dimensions of school principal leader behaviour; hypotheses 

testing results; and answers to exploratory questions . 

0v rall Ten School District Means 

'l'he data in Table V represent the means of school 

principal leader behaviour on the twelve direensions i ten 

d.i.st ict total cor summations . 

T BLE V 
LBDQ-12 Heans for Ten School Districts 

Re resent t·on 
Demand Reconciliation 
To erance of Unoerta nty 
ersuasiveness 

1n·t1ating Structure 
Tolerance of Freedom 
Rol A sum tion 
Con i eration 
Producti n ha i 
~-Teclic i ve Accurac 
It fT8,t on 
v erior Orientat·on 

19 . 7 
19 . 
35 . 8 
35 8 
35 . 9 
41 . 9 
37 . 6 
58 . 0 
31.5 
18 . 2 
17.2 
36 . 4 



A comparison of the data in Table V with those of Brown's 

(1 966) study are found in Table XXVIII . 

Hz-potheses Testing 
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The data i Table VI and Table VII represent t he 

results of t esting hypotheses H1, H2 , H3, 4, H5, H6 for 

statistically · gn fi cant mean diffe enoes by use of the 

epara te Variance t Test Model . The level o signi icance 

i eac c se s ·ndicated by the use of an asterisk or more 

as follows : * s gnificant < . 05 

** significant< . 02 

*-!Ht- significant< . 01 

Th r was a statistical ly s ignificant mean differ-

ence on the leade behaviour dimension of Tolerance of 

• eedom b en the perceptions and descriptions of teachers 

wi th 4, 5 and 6 y ars of training and teacher education, and 

those teachers with 1 , 2 and 3 years . Degree- holding 

t e c era per e ·ved themselves as receiving less fr edom in 

do ·n their wok. The ame oup 1 o perceived itself as 

receiv n less Co ·deration alt hough t he diff r ence was not 

sta ti tically sign · ant . ere s very little difference 

on Tolerance of U certainty. ere were no significant 

di ferences on the arne three dim ns ions betw en t eachers 

with 1 to 4 er , an those teacher 1th 5 and 6 years ; 

owever , the latter re orted o men co n each. case. 

Th am oc red etween teac r with 1 to 5 years , and 

tho w th 6 tI'8.inin, t ti the tter report ed 
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Re at onshi p e ween Years o cher Training for 
Teachers in Various Stages of Professionalizat i on 

and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of Tolerance of 
Freedom, Consideration and Tolerance of Uncertainty 

5 

Teacher 
raining 

Tolerance of 
Freedom Consideratio Tolerance of 

Uncertainty 

Group Mean 

1 , 2, 3 yrs 89 43 . 2 
4 , 5 , 6 yrs 216 41 . 4 

SD 

5. 56 
6. 27 

D 

7 . 28 

7 . 35 

Mean 

35 . 7 
35 . 8 

Resulta t 
! values 2. 489 ** 1. 358 NS 0 . 115 

1 t o 4 yrs 216 42 . 2 
5 to 6 yrs 89 41. 1 
Resultant 

i values 1 . 373 

1 to 5 yrs 282 42 . 1 
6 years 23 39 . 8 
,e sul tant 

values 

Teachers 1- 4 
years with 

1. 692 

principals 78 4 . 6 
who have 6 
or more yrs . 
Teaohers 5&6 
y a rs wi h 
principals 50 41 . 4 
who ·ave 6 
or mor e yrs . 
esultant 
! values 2. 071 

* i i f'c t < .o 
** s i "f 'c t . 02 

6. 16 
5. 99 

NS 

38 . 5 7. 37 
36 . 9 7 . 18 

1 . 694 NS 

6. 09 38 . 2 7. 29 
6. 21 35 . 5 7. 64 

NS 1 . 641 NS 

35 . 9 
35 . 3 

0 . 769 

35 . 9 
34 . 4 

1 . 167 

5. 31 40 . 6 6. 63 37 . 1 

5. 93 37 . 8 6. 58 34 . 9 

2. 360 ** 2. 013 

SD 

6. 57 
6. 62 

NS 

6 . 86 
5. 94 

NS 

6. 67 
5. 59 

NS 

5. 83 

* 



TABLE VII 

Relationship Between Years of Principal Training for 
Pri ncipals at Gra uate Levels an hers and 

Leader ehav our :)imensions o I nitiating St r ucture , 
Production Emphasis and Predi t iv Accuracy 
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Principal Trainin Initiati ng Production Predictive 
St r ucture Emphasis Accuracy 

Gr oup if Mean SD Mean Mean SD 

Teachers with 
principals 0 12 36 . 9 .oo 32. 9 6 . 27 18 . 9 2.92 have 6 or more 
years 

Teacher tith 
pri ncipals who 102 35. 4 5. 62 30 . 4 5. 38 17 . 8 3. 01 
have 5 years 

_esultant i valu a 1. 886 N 3. 196 *** 2. 626 iHH(, 

Teachers with 
rincipal who 128 36 . 9 6. 00 32 . 9 6 . 27 18. 9 2.92 have 6 or more 
ears 

Teachers with 
principal s who 169 35 . 1 6. 13 0 . 5 5. 3 17 . 7 3. 07 have less than 
6 years 

Resultant t values 2. 488 ** 3. 408 *** 3. 327 -!Hf,* -

** si i f icant < . 02 

*** signifi cant< .01 
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lower mean scores in each case . There was a ten ency on the 

part of teachers to provide lower mean s'ores on these three 

dimensions of leader behaviour as the number of years of 

training and teacher education increased . 

Teachers with 5 and 6 years of training compared to 

teachers with 1 to 4 years , but who all have r i ncipals with 

6 or more ears of training, differed significantly on t he 

leader behaviou~ dimensions of Tolerance of Freedom, Con­

sideration, and Tolerance of Uncertainty . In each case , the 

better trained teachers accorded lower mean scores on l eader 

behaviours of their princi pals than did t he lesser t rained 

teachers . The better trained respondents perceived them­

selves as receiving less freedom of action in teaching t han 

did t hose in t he other group . The 5 and 6 year teachers 

also had the feeling that their com.fort and wel l-bei ng as 

t eacher s was considered l ess . These same degree-holding 

teachers thou ht tha t their princi als could tolerate uncer­

tainty and postponement of events to a lesser extent t han 

did the teachers with 1 to 4 ears training . 

The perceptions of teachers who have principals wi t h 

5 years trainin differ significantly with those of teachers 

who have principal s with 6 or more years of training on the 

dimensions of Product i on Emphasis and Predictive Accuracy . 

In both cases, t he teachers with the lesser trained pri nci­

pal s accorded l ower mean scores on leader behavi ours of 

their pr incipals . These t eachers thought t hat their princi-



pals paced le3s emphas i s on produ t ive output, and a l s o 

predicted outcomes less accurately than i those teachers 

ho have principa s with more training . 
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~Jhen the perceptions of teachers who have pr i nci­

pals with leas than 6 years traini ng wer e compared with 

those of teachers who have pri ncipals wit h 6 or more years 

of t r a ining, there were significant differences on all t hree 

dimensions of Initiating Structure, Product i on Emphasi s and 

Predictive Accuracy . n ac ca se , tenchers who have l esser 

trained principals accorded lower mean scor os t o their 

principals' leader be av·our than d'u the t eac ers who have 

pr·ncipals with more tra ining. The latter group perceived 

thei r principals to initi t e structure to a greater xuent, 

to emphasi z pro uctive out put , and to predi ct outcomes more 

accurately . 

Answering Exploratory Questions 

The data in Table VIII to Table XXVII represent the 

results of further testing to answer e orat ry us i ons 

by use of the Separate Variance t Test Model . The tes t s 

were to determine whether etatist cal l ign fioant mean 

differences exist between certain categories of the various 

input variables on all twel e leader behavi our dimensions . 

The leader behaviour dimension of Repre e tation 

and Superior Orie t tio wer ot onsid r d er tical vari­

ables, but s t atistically significant mean differen e id 

emer e between degre and non e e tech s . De ee-holding 



t eac er::, percei'-:) : ~emsc .,.es a:::i e :..n1 r- r 

l esser extent tha aid the ot~ers . ~ c ~0TI!lcr ~ o r-

ceiverl t 1
- Gir princi1 !1.l n t o have lcE' □ ini1.uencc wi t heir 

superiors than did t"'n.~hers w t out university a.e::7ee 

(ref . Table VIII) . 

TAB " VIII 
Rel tio hin ~ct~een Years of T acher Training for 
Degree and Non-Degree Teachers and Leader Behaviour 
Dimension o Represanta ion & ~prior Orienta io 

Teacher Trainir,..g Representation Superior Orientation 

Group N Mean SD Me <' u 

1' 2, 3 years 89 20 . 3 2. 99 37.4 . • 22 
4, 5, 6 years 2 6 19 . 5 2. 99 6. 1 4. 95 
Rcnul tant 

t valu s 2. 277 * ~. 017 * 
*signi icant < . 05 

LE 

:::-:.elat ions.ip otwccn Years of ~cacher T ining f or 
Five and "3 i x Y,ar D e;ree Te e. s d Others and 

eader Behaviour Dimensions of Role Assumption 
and vuperio Or ent t · o 

Teacher Training Role Assumption 

Group N Mean 

1 to 4 years 216 38 . 1 

5 & 6 years 36 . 3 
~ esultant 

i values 2. 096 

*significant< . 05 

***significant< .01 

SD 

6 . 83 

• 

* 

3uperior Orientation 

Mean 

37 . 0 
.o 

3. 180 *** 
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Significant mean dif ferences occurred on the eader 

behavi our dimensions of role Assumption and Superior Orien­

tation between teachers with 1 to 4 years of trai ning , and 

those with 5 and 6 years . The l atter group percei ved prin­

cipals to be assuming their l eader roles t o a l esser extent , 

and t o have less influence wit h their superiors, than did 

the other group of teachers wit reference to its principals 

(ref . Table r ,: ) . 

TABLE X 
Relation3hip Bet en Y a.rs of eacher Trai ning for 

Six Year Degree Teachers and Others and 
Leader Behavio Dimension of Superior Orientat i o 

Teacher Trai ning Super ior Orientation 

Group N Mean SD 

1 to 5 yrs 282 36 . 6 5 , 10 

6 years 23 34 . 9 4 . 31 
Re u.ltant 

t value 1.797 NS 

There were no sta tistically s ignif icant mean differ­

ences between the perceptions of teachers with 1 to 5 years 

of training and those with 6 years . It was noted; however , 

tha t the latter group felt its principals did not get along 

as well with senior officials as did the other group (ref . 

Table X) . 

Teachers with 5 and 6 years of training who have 

principals with sim.i ar qualif icati ns thought t hat their 

principals' relations with superior officers were less 



cordia t han rlir: ·L ho o 1.1h.e-1:· teachern w:.. t:~ ess than 5 yea1's 

who ave p:cincipals wit i. training si.11.ila:::- to t -ir own 

(ref . Table ~~r) . 

T BL:-1; XI 

TI.elationshi Between Years of Teacher and Principal 
Training fo Teachers and Principals wit h Similar 

Qualifications ad Leader Behavi our Dimension 
of 3uperior Orientation 

Teacher & Principal Training 

Gr up 

Teacher □ 1-4 years wit, 
p incipal who have less 
than 5 year 
Teachers 5 & 6 years 
wi h principals who have 
5 or more years 
Resultant 1 values 

*** signifi ant< . 01 

1T 

1 32 

37 

Sup rior Orientation 

SD 

36 . 6 

5. 55 

2 . 810 
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Te chers with 5 an 6 years of trainin"" ompared to 

teac ers with 1 to 4 years , bu h all v principa s wi t h 

6 or more year of training , dif~ered s'gni icantly on e 

l eader behaviour di~ensions of Tiemand ~econciliation , lo e 

Assumption and Superior Ori ent tion.. In each ca::;e, the 

teachers 1th higher qualifications accor ed lower an 

s cores to their in ipals ' ea a e vi s i 

o e s . The better trai ned t e c ers perceived th ir pri nci-

:pals to be conciling conflic 

to e assumi g eir ea er e 

demands less rea i , and 

es vigorou ly . This 
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same group of teachers perceived its principals to be 

striving for hicher ctatus to a esser exte t e 

teachers with 1 to 4 years fel "'; about their principal s 

ref . Table ~II) . 

TABLE XII 

Relationship Between Years of Teacher and Principal 
Trainine for ':eac1ers with Prlncipals at Grad t Level 
and Leader ehaviou.r Dimensions of Demand Reconciliation, 

Role Assumption and <'uper ior Ori.en, ti :n 

Tcac~er/ Pri~cipal Demand 
T aining ileoonciliation 

Group H :Mean D 

eacners 1-4 yr□ 
1th ci als 78 '20 . 3 3. 70 who have 6 or 
0 e years 

Teachers 5&6 yrs 
with principal~ 50 19 . 0 3. 52 ,,.,,.ho have 6 or 
:::uorc years 
Renulta t 1 values 2.014 * 

* si gnificant< . 05 

*** SiBJ1ific~nt < . 01 

TI.ole Superior 
J as ption Orientation 

Mean 3D Hean SD 

39 . 7 .1 37. 9 5.13 

36 . 2 7. 52 36 . 0 4.54 

2. 791 "* 2.1 78 * 

On several dimensions the perceptions of teachers 

,mo have :principals with 5 years of train.ing differed s igni­

ficantly from those of t eachers who have principals wi th 6 

or more years of training. In each case, the teachers with 

t he lesser t rained principals accorded their principals 

lower mean scores. These t eachers felt less ly represented; 

t hought t heir principals wer e l ess persuasive in argument; and 
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they believed themselves to be accorded less consideration 

than did those teachers who have better trained principals 

(ref . Table XIII) . 

TABLE XIII 

Relationship Between Years of Principal Training for 
Five Year and Graduate Level Principals and 

Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 
Representation, Persuasiveness and Consideration 

Principal Training Represent . Persuasive . Consideration 

Group N Mean 

Teachers with 
principals who 128 20 . 2 have 6 or more 
years 
Teachers with 
principals who 102 19 . 3 
have 5 years 
Resultant 1 values 2. 381 

**significant< . 02 

***significant< . 01 

SD 

2. 72 

3. 19 

** 

Mean SD Mean SD 

37 . 8 6. 87 39 . 5 6. 73 

34.4 6. 98 37. 1 7. 91 

3. 693 -IHHf, 2. 421 ** 

When the perceptions of teachers with principals who 

have less than 6 years of training were compared with those 

of teachers with principals who have 6 or more years of 

training, there were significant differences on several dimen­

sions . In each case, teachers who have lesser trained prin­

cipals accorded lower mean scores to their principals' 

leader behaviours than did the teachers who have better 

trained principals . The respondents with lesser trained 



59 

principals felt less fully represented; thought their 

principals handled complex problems less effectively; and 

perceived their principals to be less persuasive in argument . 

They also thought that the leader behaviours of their prin­

cipals allowed the teachers less freedom in their work, 

accorded them less consideration, and settled conflicts less 

readily when these occurred in t he group (ref . T ble XIV) . 

In a mean difference teat on age, teachers 45 years 

or less differed significantly in their perceptions on seven 

dimensions from those teachers more than 45 years of age. 

The younger group felt less fully represented . Those 

teachers also felt that their principals were less patient 

in waiting for decisions, and allowed teachers less freedom 

in their work. This younger group perceived principals to 

be less friendly, to make decisions less accurately, and to 

keep teachers working together as a group to a lesser extent . 

They also thought that leader behaviours of their principals 

exhibited less interest in getting along better with senior 

officials (ref . Table XV) . 

When the perceptions of a group of teachers age 26 

to 45 were compared with that of a group of younger teachers, 

and a group of older teachers, the middle group thought that 

principals spoke up less on its behalf, were less convincing 

in argument, and received less favourable reaction from 

superiors (ref . Table XVI) . 



TABLE XIV 

Relationship Between Years of Principal Training for Graduate and non-Graduate 
Principals and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of Representation, Demand Reconciliation, 

Persuasiveness, Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration and Integration 

Principal 
Training Represent . Demand 

Reconcil. Persuasiv. Tolerance 
of Freedom Consider. Integration 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Teachers with 
~~~n~~:,16 128 20 . 2 2. 72 19 . 8 3. 67 37 . 8 6 . 87 42.7 5 . 64 39 . 5 6.73 18. 0 4 . 18 
or more yrs. 

Teachers with 
t~~n~!~1fess169 19. 4 3. 22 18. 8 4 . 01 34 . 2 7 . 37 41 . 2 6. 46 36 . 9 7 . 61 16 . 7 4 . 17 
than 6 years 

Resultant 
1 values 2.400 ** 2. 077 * 

*significant< . 05 
**significant< . 02 

***significant< . 01 

4 . 372 *** 2. 172 * 3 . 160 *** 2. 532 ** 

0\ 
0 



TABLE XV 

Relationship Between Teacher Age for Teachers Forty-Five Younger and Older and 
Leader Behaviour Dimensions of Representation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, 

Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration, Predictive Accuracy, 
Integration and Superior Orientation 

Teacher Tolerance Tolerance 
Represent . of Uncert . of Freedom Consider . 

Predict . Integrat . Superior 
Age Accuracy 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean 

45+yrs 60 20 ._5 2. 86 37. 6 5. 86 43 . 9 4. 52 40. 2 6. 29 18. 8 2. 90 18. 2 

45 yrs 
or less245 19.5 3.03 35 . 3 6. 70 41 . 4 6. 36 37. 5 7. 48 18. 0 3. 10 17 .o 

Resultant 
1 values 2. 339 * 2. 629 *** 3. 467 ~ 2. 915 *** 2. 033 * 2. 033 

*significant< .05 

~significant< . 01 

Orientat . 

SD Mean SD 

4. 22 37 . 8 4. 84 

4. 18 36.1 5. 06 

* 2. 395 *** 

O'\ _. 
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TABLE XVI 

Relationship Between Teacher Age for Teachers Twenty-Six 
to Forty- Five Younger and Older and Leader Behaviour 

Dimensions of Representation, Persuasiveness, 
and Superior Orientation 

Teacher Age Represent . Persuasiv. Superior 
Orientat . 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Less than 26 & 121 20 . 2 2.97 36 . 8 6. 66 38. 0 4. 84 more than 45 

26 to 45 184 19.4 3.00 35 . 1 7.67 35.5 4.96 

Resultant 1 values 2. 396 ~ 2.040 ** 4. 385 *-IHI-

ff significant< .02 

*" significant< .01 

TABLE XVII 
Relationship Between Teacher Age for Teachers Thirty-Five 

Younger and Older and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 
Tolerance of Freedom, Consideration and Integration 

Teacher Age Tolerance Consider. Integration of Freedom 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

More than 35 121 42 . 9 5.21 39 . 1 7. 16 18. 1 4. 17 years 
35 yrs or less 184 41 . 2 6. 59 37 . 3 1. ;1 16. 7 4.15 
Resultant t values 2. 402 ilH- 2. 194 * 2.917 "* -

*significant< .os 
**significant< . 02 

***significant< .01 



63 

The younger teachers of 35 years of age or less felt 

they were allowed less freedom in their work, and found 

their principals less approachable when their perceptions 

were compared with those of more than 35 years of age . They 

also perceived their principals to co-ordinate to a lesser 

extent the work of the group of teachers in school (ref. 

Table XVII) . 

Teachers in the same two age groups as in the pre­

vious test, that is, more than 35 years of age and those 35 

and less, were oompared as to their perceptions of their 

principals who were more than 45 years of age . Significant 

differences were found on nine leader behaviour dimensions . 

In this part icular age grouping the younger group again 

accorded lower mean scores on each of these dimensions. 

These teachers felt less fully represente.d , thought their 

principals handled complex problems less efficiently, and 

made expectations less clear to teachers. The same teachers 

also thought their principals waited f or results less 

patiently, perceived themselves having less f r eedom in their 

work as teachers, and felt their principals were less plea­

sant to work with. They did not think that their principals 

emphas ized productive output, nor predicted outcomes accur­

ately to the same extent as the teachers in the other group 

thought . The former group also felt that its work was less 

co-ordinated by principals (ref . Table XVIII) . 

When the perceptions of teachers with principals 
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TABLE XVIII 
Relationship Between Teacher/Principal Age for Teachers Thirty- Five 

Younger and Older, Principals Older Than Forty- Five and Leader 
Behaviour Dimensions of Representation, Demand Reconciliation, 
Initiating Structure, Tolerance of Freedom , Role Assumption, 

Consideration , Production Emphasis , Predictive Accuracy and Integration 

Teacher & Principal Age Represent . Demand Initiating Tolerance Role 
Reconcil . Structure of Freedom Assumption 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Teachers more than 35 63 20 . 3 3.1 3 19.6 4. 09 37 . 2 6.45 . 43 . 1 5. 24 38. 9 6 . 48 Principals over 45 
Teachers 35 or less 76 19.2 3. 38 18.1 4. 35 34 . 9 6.01 39.8 7. 91 36 . 5 7 . 79 Principals over 45 
Resultant t values 2. 020 * 2.1 25 * 2.1 03 * 3. 022 ~* 2. 000 * -

Consider . Production Predictive Integration Emphasis Accuracy 

Teachers mare than 35 63 38. 7 7. 95 32 . 7 5 . 54 18. 7 3 . 12 18 .1 4. 65 Principals over 45 
Teachers 35 or less 76 35 . 7 7. 91 30. 5 7. 13 17 . 5 3.30 15.6 4. 39 Principals over 45 
Resultant 1 values 2. 240 * 2 . 081 * 2. 084 * 3. 317 ~ 

*significant < . 05 
*-if.* significant< . 01 

O'I 
..p. 
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more than 45 years of age were comp ed with those teachers 

with principals 45 years of age or less , their perc ptiona 

differed significantly on three dimensions . The teachers 

with the older principals perceived leader behaviour to be 

less tolerant of postponement of events without anxiety, to 

be less considerate of teachers' well-being, and to be less 

influential with those above them (ref . Table XIX) . 

TABLE XIX 
Relationship Between Principal Age for Principals Forty-Five 

Younger and Older and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 
Tolerance of Uncertainty, Consideration 

and Superior Orientation 

Principal Age Tolerance of Superior 
Uncertainty Consideration Orientation 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Teachers with 
principals 45 162 36 . 6 5. 75 38. 8 6. 66 37 . 3 4. 99 
years or less 
Teachers with 
principals 139 34 . 8 7. 41 37 . 0 8.04 35 . 5 5. 03 
over 45 years 
Resultant i values 2. 356 iHt 2. 053 * 2. 976 *** 

*significant< . 05 
**significant< . 02 

***significant< . 01 

The group of teachers with principals ore than 55 

years of age compared with the group with principals 55 years 

of age or less, perceived leader behaviours to be signifi­

cantly different, on the same thr e dimensions as in the 

previous test, namely, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Consideration, 
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and Superior Orientation. The per ceptions of the teachers 

with the older principals in this tes t were also in the same 

direction, that is, in all three cases the older prin.oipals 

were accorded lower mean scores . In addition the same 

teachers perceived the leader behaviours of t heir principals 

to be less persuasive, and to resolve inter-member conflicts 

less readil y (ref . Ta.ble XX) . 

There were statistically significant mean differences 

between the perceptions of teachers with total teaching 

exper ience of 5 to 20 years on the one hand, and those with 

1 to 4 years and more than 20 years on the other. These 

differences occurred on five leader behaviour dimensions . 

The teachers of the middle group felt that t hey were not as 

well represented, thought their principals to be less persua­

sive, and perceived principals to have less influence with 

senior officials . They also thought their principals to be 

more hesitant about taking the initiative in the group of 

teachers, and to resolve inter-member conflicts l ess readily 

(ref. Table XXI) . 

Statistically significant mean differences were 

found on a number of leader behaviour dimensions when com­

parisons were ma.de of perceptions of teachers, arranged in 

two groups according to their teaching experience in their 

present school . The perceptions of teachers 1n their first 

year and more than 10 years in the present school were com­

pared with t hose of teachers having between 2 to 10 years 



TABLE XX 
Relationship Between Principal Age for Principals Fifty-Five Yo\Ulger 

and Older and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of Tolerance of Uncertainty, 
Consideration, Integration, Superior Orientation and Persuasiveness 

Principal Age Tolerance of Integration Superior Persuasive . Uncertainty Consideration Orientation 

Group N Mean SD 

Teachers with 
principals 55 238 36 . 3 6. 36 
years or less 
Teachers with 
principals 
over 55 years 

63 34. 0 7. 32 

Resultant 1 values 2. 258 ** 

-IHI- significant< . 02 

***significant< . 01 

Mean SD 

38. 6 7. 17 

35 .7 7. 71 

2. 694 *** 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

17. 6 4. 08 37. 0 4. 99 36 . 2 7. 03 

15. 8 4. 47 34. 3 4.85 34 . 0 8 . 32 

2. 819 ...... 3. 888 *** 1. 913 NS 

°' -.J 



TABLE x:a 
Relationship :3etween Total Teacher Experience for Teachers Five t o 

Twenty Years More and Fewer and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 
Representation, Persuasiveness, Role Assumption, 

Integration and Superior Orientation 

Total Teacher Represent . Role superior 
Persuasive . Assumption Integration Orientation Experience 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1-4 years and 118 20 . 3 2. 91 36 . 9 6. 55 39. 1 5 . 90 17. 9 3. 75 37 . 5 4. 30 20+ years 

5-20 years 187 19. 3 :; . 02 35.1 7. 71 36. 6 7. 25 16 . 8 4. 43 35. 8 5. 38 

Resultant 1 values 2 . 834 ** 2.207 ** 3. 276 *iHt- 2 . 170 ** 3. 105 *** 

~ signif'icant < . 02 

***significant< . 01 

°' CD 
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exper ience i n t he i_ present school . The teachers of the 

middle experience oup felt th ir principals econciled 

conflicting demands to a lesser extent , and made expecta­

tions of the group lesn olear. The s e t eachers t ought 

th 1r principals assumed their leader roles less r eadily . 

They percei ved t hemselves as receiving 1 s s consideration 

in doing their work as -teachers . The same middle group also 

perceived their principals to predict outcomes l es s accur­

ately, to resolve i nter -member conflicts to a les ser extent, 

and to have less inf luence with their superiors (ref . Table 

L"'\:II ). 

Two groups of r espondents were composed of teachers 

whose principals wer e in their present school or the f irst 

year , and those teachers whose prinolpals w re completlng 

more than t heir fir st year of service in t hei r pres nt 

school . There was a statistically significant mean differ­

ence on the leader behaviour dimension of Consideration . 

First year principals were perceived to be mor e friendly. 

Th.ere was also di f ference , but not statist ically signifi­

cant, on Tolerance of Uncertainty, that is, f irst year 

principals were perceived to tolerate uncertainty and post­

ponement wit hout anxiety to a eater degree (ref . Table 

XXI II) . 

In the test where teachers were di vided int o one 

group who have principals with 5 or more years experience as 

principal in the present school , and into another group with 



TABLE XX.II 
Relationship Between Teacher Experience Present School f or Teachers Two to Ten 

Years, First Year and over Ten and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 
Demand Reconciliation, Initiating Structure, Role Assumpti on, 

Consideration, Predictive Accuracy, Integration and Superior Orientation 

Teacher Experience 
Present School 

Demand 
Reconciliation 

Initiating 
Structure 

Role Considerati on Assumption 

Group 

First year and 
over 10 years 
2-10 years 
Resultant 1 values 

First year and 
over 10 years 
2-10 yea:rs 
Resultant 1 values 

N 

76 

229 

76 

229 

*significant< ~05 
~significant< . 02 

~significant< . 01 

Mean SD 

20 . 2 3. 92 

18. 9 3. 83 
2. 526 ** 
Predictive 
Accuracy 

18. 8 3 . 02 

18. 0 3.07 
2. 001 * 

Mean SD 

37 . 2 6 . 24 

35 . 5 6 . 09 
2. 028 * 

Integrat:i.on 

18.6 4 . 18 

16. 8 4 . 13 
3. 228 *** 

Mean SD Mean SD 

38. 9 6. 96 39. 7 7 . 56 

37. 1 6. 78 37 . 5 7 . 19 
1 . 975 NS 2. 304 ** 
Superior 

Orientation 

37 . 6 5. 2 

36 . 1 4. 9 
2. 198 * 

-.J 
0 



TABLE XXIII 

Relationship Between Principal Exp rience Present School 
for Principals i rst Year and More and eader Behaviour 
Dimensions of T lerance ot Unc rtainty and Consideration 

Principal Experience Tolerance of Consideration Pre ol Unce tainty 

Group N Mean SD Mean SD 

First year 58 37 . 3 6. 53 39. 7 6. 41 
More tha.n 1 yr . 243 35 . 5 6. 48 37 . 6 7.50 

Resultant t values 1 . 850 NS 2. 093 * -
* aignificant < . 05 
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principals who have ewer than 5 years experience as princi­

pal in the pr esent school, there wa a statistically signifi­

cant mean difference on the dimension of superior Ori ntation. 

Principals with fewer tr.an 5 years experience a principal in 

the present school were perceived to get alon better with 

officials above t em (ref. Table XXIV ). 

TABL IV 
Relationship Between Principal Experience Present Sohool 

for Principals Five Years More and Fe er ad 
Leader Behaviour Dimension of SUp .rior Orientation 

Principal Experience Present School Superior Orientation 

Group N Mean SD 

Few r t han 5 years 171 37 . 0 4. 90 
5 or more yea:rs 130 35.7 5. 14 

Resultant 1 value 2 . 314 * 
* significan t < . 05 
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The mean di f erence test between teach rs in schools 

,ith grades 7 to 9, 8 t o 10 , and 10 to 12, and t hose in 

s chool s with grades 1 to 6 and 1 to 8 resuJ.ted in statisti­

cally signifi cant difference on three leader behaviour 

dimensions . The teachers in t he upper grade group perceived 

t heir pri nci s t o tolerate uncertainty and postponement of 

events wi thout anxiety t o a 1 s ser extent, fel t they were 

r e eiving l eas consideration in their work as teachers , and 

t hought t hei r principals t o be l eas i nfluenti al with superior 

of f icers . While ths dif f erence of percepti ons on t he leader 

behavi our dimension of Integration snot statis i cally 

s i gnif·cant, the upper grade group f elt that princi pal s 

resolved i nter- member confli ct s t o a lesser extent (r ef . 

Table X ) . 

TABLE XXV 

Rel a t ionship Between Inat ructional Level f or Upper Grade 
Teachers and thers and Leader Behaviour Dimensions of 

Tol erance of Uncertainty , Consi deration, 
Integrat i on and superior Orientation 

I nst ructi onal 
Level 

Group N 

Teachers i n 
school s 203 
gr .1 - 6, 1-8 

Teacher s in 
s chool s • 102 7-9, 8-10, 
10- 12 
ResuJ.t ant t 

values 

Tolerance Superior 
o:f Uncert .. Consi der . Int egrat . Orientat . 

Mean SD Me SD Mean D Mean SD 

34 . 8 5. 62 36 . 7 7. 26 16. 6 3. 95 35 . 5 5. 56 

2. 002 * 2.1 80 * 1. 930 NS 2. 096 * 

* significant < . 05 



In the means di erence test where teachers w re 

divided into one group of those in schools of 50 or more 

teachers, and into another group of those in sc ool iith 
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49 or fewer t achcrs, the perceptions di fered significantly 

on the l ader behaviour dimensions of Tolerance of Uncer­

t ainty and Consideration . Teachers in the large school fel t 

their principals tolerated uncertainty and postponement 

,ithout anxiety to a lesser degree, and t ey also perceive 

themselves as receiving less consideration in their work s 

teachers (ref . Table XXVI) . 

TABLE XXVI 
Relationship etween School Size or Teachers in Large 

Schools and Others and Leader Behaviour Dimensions 
of Tolerance of Uncertainty and Considera ion 

School Size Tolerance of Consideration Uncertainty 

Group N Mean SD Mean D 

Teachers in schools 266 36 . 2 6. 64 38. 5 7 . 11 with 49 or fewer 
Teachers in sc ools 39 32 . 8 5. 51 34 . 6 7. 96 with 50 or more 
Resultant 1 values 3. 505 ~* 2. 946 ~ 

*** significant< . 01 

n n di er s i fi-

cant of mal 0 t d 

i ension o_ uperior Or en t n . Fem le teaches ceived 

s to av o e cor ial relations· it senior 

0 t e teac .. e s t o t to be the case . 
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Females also perceived themselves as receiving sl·ghtl more 

f reedom in t heir wok as teachers than males thou ht they 

were r eceivin (ref . Table XXVII ) . 

TABLE XXVII 
Relationship Between Sex of Teacher and Leader ehaviour 

Dimensions of Tolerance of Freedom and superior Orientati on 

Teacher Se.x Tolerance of Freedom superior Orientation 

Gr oup N Mean s Mean SD 

Female 176 42 . 5 6. 05 37 . 1 5 . 10 
Male 124 41. 1 6. 25 35 . 5 4. 92 
Resultant 

1 values 1 . 852 NS 2. 780 *~ 

*• significant< . 01 

Compari sons 

The data in Table XXVIII represent a comparison 

between the means of school principal leader behaviour on 

t he twel e d ensions in ten district total score summations 

i n this study and that of Brown•s (1 966) study~ 
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T BLE ~ I I 

omparativ LBDQ- 12 Me s 
Bo ' s St dy (1966 ) and Pre ent tudy (1973) 

Brown's Present 
Subscale tud~ Stu~ 

(1966 (1973 

1 • Representation 3 . 6 39 . 4 
2 . Demand Reconciliation 39. 9 38. 4 
3. Tolerance of Uncertainty 36 . 9 35 . 8 
4 . Persuasi vene s 37 . 0 35 . 8 
5. I i ti ting Structure 38. 3 35 . 8 
6 . Toler ance of Freedom 41. 2 41. 9 
7. Role sumption 40. 1 37 . 6 
8 . Conside a tion 39 . 38. 0 
9. Produc ion p a i 33 . 5 31. 5 

10 . Predictive Accuracy 36. 8 36 . 4 
11 . Integrati on 36 . 0 34. 4 
12. Superio Ori entation 37 . 8 36 . 4 

Average 38. 2 36 . 8 

e overall average in the present study is down 1. 4 

from that of Bro 's (1966) study. Tolera.~ce of Freedom is 

t he only d ension to increase (by 0 . 7) i n the present s tudy . 

SUmmag of esponden~ 

The data in Ta le XXI X re rese ' the s ecific number 

of respondents for t he ten input variables and t he f ive cate­

gories i n each. The maximum number of respondents for each 

item is 305 . 
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TABLE XXIX 

Su.nmia of Respondent s or Each Item 
and Category in Present tu y 

101 . School c:"ize 

No. Ca tegory 
22 9 or fewer 

104 10 to 19 
83 20 t o 29 
57 30 to 49 
39 50 or m re 

305 

104 . Teach r exp . 

Ho . 
14 
59 

106 
81 
45 

305 

107. 

No, 
46 

143 
1 7 

66 
23 -305 

Tot al 
gatego;:y 
First year 
2- 4 ye s 
5- 10 years 
11-20 years 
21 yrs . or more 

Teacher 
Traini ng 
Cat egor,y 
1-2 years 
3 years 

years 
5 y ars 
6 yr.:cJ.rB 

110. Pri nci pal 
Tr aining 

li2.:_ Cat egory 

102 . I nstructi onal 
Level 

-E.s. category 
98 Gr . 1-6 

105 Gr . 1-8 
30 Gr . 7- 9 
13 Gr . S-10 
59 Gr . 10-1 2 
0 

105. Teacher ex 

--2.!.. Category 
124 Male 
176 Female 
300* 

108. Principal Age 

103 . Tea cher exp . 
this sohool 

~ Catee;ory 
5 •i rst year 

154 2- 4 years 
75 5-1 0 years 
16 11-2 years 

21 yrs . or more 
305 

106. Teacher Age 

io . 
61 

123 
61 
43 
17 

305 

.Jategory 
25 yrs . or leas 
26-35 years 
36-45 years 

6-55 years 
56- 65 or over 

109 . Principal exp . 
this school --

li2.:_ Catesgr;v !.£.!.. category 
0 25 yrs or less 58 First year 

41 26- 35 years 11 3 2-4 year s 
121 36-45 years 100 5-10 years 

71 46-55 years 77 11 -20 years 
63 56-65 or over 3 21 s . or mor e -296** 301** 

11 Fewer than 4 yrs 
56 4 years 

* It appear that 5 respondents 
choose no t t o i d ntify their 
sex. 

** It appear that 9 r espondents, 
perhaps , i d not know, nor ish 
to inqui about the prinoipal ' s 
age . Th is als o probably holds 
true f or the 4 respondents under 
Pri ncipal Eq>erience , and the 8 
re pondents under Principal 
Training . 

102 5 years 
102 6 years 

26 over 6 ears 
297~ 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Conclusions 

The findings in this research make it possible to 

offer a number of observations about the population inves­

tigated . 

As noted earlier, Becker (1953, p . 6) had reported 

that "conflict arises when the principal ignores his 

teachers' need for professional independence ••• •" 

Further, Cave (1967) had stated that the dimension of 

Tolerance of Freedom was among the six leader behaviour 

dimensions contributing most to conflict resolution. 

Empirical evidence obtained in this research suggests that 

school principal leader behaviour in major urban centres in 

the four western provinces tends to respond to teachers' 

need for professional independence above all else . The 

dimension of Tolerance of Freedom remains in the first 

position of the school principal leader behaviour profile 

as it~ sin Brown's study (1966) . While the overall aver­

age of means of the twelve 1 ader behaviour dimensions in 

this investigation decreased from that of Brown's, every 

leader behaviour dimension contributed to this decline 

except Tolerance of Freedom. It increased over that of 
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Brown's (ref . Table XXVIII) . If allowing teachers more 

professional independence lessens the occasion for conflict, 

nd contributes to the resolution of conflict, then the 

leader behaviour of the wester n Canadian school principal 

can be seen as making a contribution to the lessening and 

the resolution of conflict in schools in major urban centres. 

It can, therefore, be anticipated that this will have the 

desired consequence of contributing to the improvement of 

the quality of education in response to individual and 

societal needs . 

Degree-holding respondents in this research per­

ceived themselves as receiving less freedom from their 

principals in their work as teachers than the non-degree 

teachers perceived themselves as receiving. 

The teachers who hold degrees which demand five and 

six years of training and teacher education and worked with 

principals who have six or more years of training also 

perceived themselves as receiving less freedom in their 

work than did teachers with one to four years of training 

also with principals who have the same level of training 

as the others. The very same degree-holding respondents 

had the feeling that their comfort and well-being as 

teachers was considered less than the teachers with one to 

four years of training flt about themselv s. Again when 

comparing the perceptions of the same two groups the better 

trained teachers perceived less toleration of uncertainty 



an postponement of events without anxiety on the art of 

leader behaviors of their principals t th 1 ss 

trained teachers perceived about their principals . 

It appears from the empirical evidence obtained in 

this investigation that there i a tendency on the part of 

teachers to rovide lower mean scores on th 1 d r aviour 

dimensions relating to the idiographic aspects of rofes­

sional staff as the number of years of traini ng and teac r 

education increases . The above findings in whole or in part 

sustain those hypotheses in this research that relate to 

these idiographic aspects , the ones which were , in fact , 

entered in argument for the theoretical support of thi s 

study. In effect, these f i ndings suppor t t he basic a ssump­

t ion i n this research , namely, that the more prof essional­

ization that occurs, the more Tolerance of Freedom, Consider ­

ation and Tolerance of Uncertainty will be expected of school 

principal leader behaviour . 

In making a theoretical ca e for this study, it was 

also argued that 1hile t eachers would tend to hold gr a er 

expecta i ons o princip s a hey became ore prof ssi 

al ized, principals at the same time would need t o emphasize 

produc t ive output, t o predi ct outcomes more accuratel , and 

to i niti ate structure to a greater extent t o acoompli s the 

goala of the school •. 

Empirical ev'dence ob ained in this researc i ndi­

c tes that the l eader behavio s of t he better t r a ine 
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principals, specifically those with six or more yearR of 

training and education, tended to be vigorous on all these 

three counts . In addition the evidence indicates that this 

principal tended to allow teachers more professional inde­

pendence than did other principals, and appeared to be the 

one who was the most considerate of the comfort and well­

being of teachers in their work. 

With reference to the dimensions of Initiating 

Structure and Consideration, the overall ten district mean 

scores were 35 . 9 and 38. 0 respectively. In the comparison 

of teachers with principals who have less than six years of 

training and those who have six or more years, the mean 

scores accorded the leader behaviour of the latter were 36 . 9 

on Initiating Structure and 39 . 5 on Consideration. Both 

these scores are above the mean. According to Halpin (1966) 

this makes for effective leader behaviour . The overall ten 

district means f or the dimensions of Tolerance of Freedom 

and Production Emphasis were 41 . 9 and 31 . 5 respectively . 

The mean scores accorded leader behaviour of the principal 

with six or more years of training on the same test were 

42 .7 on Tolerance of Freedom and 32. 9 on Production Emphasis, 

again both above the mean. This also tends to make for 

effective leader behaviour on the JBrt of this principal in 

that teachers are allowed considerable freedom in their 

professional practice, and at the same time the leader behav­

iour of the principal emphasizes productive output . Also on 
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the same test, the leader e aviou.r of the same r incipal 

was accorded a mean score of 18. 9 on Predictive Accuracy. 

This so e too is bove the ov rall mean of 18 . 2. hese 

findin s relate to five of the six critical leader behaviour 

riables in this research. 

When teacher perceptions were compared by age, the 

younger t eachers o two such group emerged as tho se who 

felt more rest ric ted in their work . They also thought that 

their welfare aa teachers was considered less than the older 

t eachers felt . And the younger group fel t that its princi­

pal s were less tolerant of uncertainty and postponement of 

events without anxiety than t he older group of teachers f elt 

about its principals . 

These findings tend to represent younger teachers , 

not necessarily younges t, as exhibiting relatively simi lar 

expectations a s did more professionalized teachers on the 

leader behaviour di mensions of Tolerance of Freedom, Consi­

derat ion and Tolerance of Uncertainty. 

Surprisingly, the younger teachers of two groups 

t ended to feel that their pr incipal emphas."zed productive 

output less , and also felt that their prlncipals initiated 

structure to a lesser xtent than older teachers felt . The 

younger group thought t hat its principals predicted outcomes 

less accurately too. In other words, the younger teachers 

of two group accord d leader behaviour of princi pals l ower 

mean scores on all the six critical variables of thi s 
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research. 

In addition the younger of two groups of respondents 

felt less fully represented; perceived its principals to 

exercise leader roles less actively; and thought it prin­

cipals used persuasion and argument less effectively than 

the older of two groups thought about its principals . The 

same relative expectations tended to represent the younger 

of two groups of respondents to perceive their principals as 

reconciling conflicting demands less readily; resolving 

inter-member conflicts lees easily; and having less influence 

with senior officials than older respondents tended to be 

represented by their expectations . 

Younger teachers obviously perceived the leader 

behaviour of their principals as less effective, if not 

ineffective . 

The group of teachers with two to ten ye rs experi­

ence in the present school, which this writer has come to 

call the middle experience teachers, needs careful attention. 

These were 229 in number out of the tota+ sample of 305 

respondents . 

When the perceptions of these teachers were com:IBred 

with those in their present schools for the first year or 

more than ten years, no expectations were exhibited for more 

professional freedom . This large group did, however, feel 

that its comfort and well-being as teachers was considered 

less than the smaller group felt about itself . The middle 
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experi nee group also pre erred more structure, and thought 

that its principals needed to exercise leader roles more 

acti vely. This larger group of respondents perceived leader 

behaviour of principals as reconciling conflicting demands 

less easily, and resolving inter-member conflict less 

readily than the smaller group of respondents did . 

It appears rom the empirical evidence assembled 

here that the middle experience group tends to expect prin­

cipals to lead more actively, to clarify expectations to a 

greater degree, and to reconcile and to resolve conflict 

more readily to facilitate the process of teaching and 

learning. Interestingly enough, these group members felt 

that their principals had less influence with senior offi­

cials than those teachers felt who were in their present 

school for the first year or more than ten years . The two 

groups did not feel significantly differently about the· 

emphasis their principals placed on productive output, or to 

the extent their principals predicted outcomes more accur­

ately. 

Discussion 

Degree- holding teachers were hypothesized as having 

become professionalized t o a greater or lesser extent, and 

a s having per ceived t hemselves With cert a in pr ofes s i onal 

needs . 

It was generally expected, in view of the pervasive-
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ness of co!L.+1.ict in school environments, which Hencley 

(1962) and Piele (1971) spoke about earlier, that younger 

teachers might tend to be more critical about, and to per­

ceive themselves as having greater expectations of, leader 

behaviour . 

It was assumed that training and education made a 

signifioant difference to school prinoipa.1 leader behaviour 

effectiveness . It was, therefore, hypothesized that the 

better trained principal would tend to be more effective . 

The most surprising response, perhaps, is the one of 

the middle experience group, that is, those with two to t en 

years teaching experience in their present school . These 

findings seem to show that teachers in this group tend t o 

commit themselves f or a period of time to a partioular 

school , and its people and programs operative in it. The 

findings might suggest that it would be a valid administra­

tive practioe to transfer teachers intone, school environ­

ments from time to time . 

If this writer were to recommend the most effective 

teacher-principal team, to bring about improvements in the 

quality o:f' education, the team would be composed o_f a. 

younger teacher with five or six years train!:;::i.,, u.i.KI. teacher 

education who remains in the pre ent school between two to 

ten years with a principal who has a graduate degree . 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

1. Examine professional needs of the degree- holding 

teacher with five or six years of training and teacher 

education. 

2. Attempt to establish leader behaviour criteria 

for principals at the graduate level of trainin . 

3~ Examine professional needs of younger teachers . 

4, Examine professional needs of the mi dle exper­

ience teacher. in the present school • 

.§E._romary 

This rese rch was undertaken to examine school 

principal leader behaviour effectivene as· erce1ved and 

described by teachers in major urban centres in the four 

western provinces . The findings suggest that it is important, 

if not necessary , that graduate work for school princiapls 

be undertaken to bring about desired improvements in the 

quality of education in response to individual and societal 

needs. 
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APPENDIX A 

POLICY 

oncerning the Leader Behavior Description uestionnaire 
and Related Forms 

Permission is granted without formal request to use the 
Lea er Be avior Description uestio aire and other related 
forms developed at The Ohio State University, subject to the 
following conditions: 
1 . !!!!!,: The forms may be used in research projects . They 

y not be used for promotional activiti~s or f or 
producing income on behalf of individuals or organ­
izations other than The Ohio sate University. 

2. daptation an Revi ion: The irectio sand the for of 
may be adapted to speci!io situations when such 
steps are considere desira le. 

3. Duplication: Sufficient copies for a specific research 
project may be uplicatad • 

• Inclusion in issertations: Copies o t e questionnaire 
may be included In tneses and dissertations . Per­
m ssion is granted or t e duplication of sue 
dissertations when filed with the University 
Micro 1 s ervice at Ann rbor, Michigan 48106 
u.s.A. 

5. Copyrii t: In granting permission to modify or duplicate 
e questionnaire, we do not surrender our copy­

right . Duplicate que tionnaires and all adapta­
tions should contain the notation 11 Co yright, 19-, 
by The Ohi o State U ·versity. 11 

6. nguiries: ommunications soul be addressed to: 

Center or Business an conomic Researc 
The Ohio State University 
1775 o ege oa 
Columbus, Ohio 43210 

('I 

• • • 

April, 1972 



PPENDIX B 

R,.,,SEARCH REQUEST 

!g_ teachers ,!!l major urban centers !2E£ western Rrovinces 

I am doing educational research pertaining to school 
principal leader behaviour effectiveness . It involves the 
administration of questionnaire (copy attached) for data­
collection purposes . 
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I have elicited t he participation of your school dis­
trict obtaining the cooperation and assistance of your 
superintendent/assistant i n the administration thereof on the 
basis of random selection of teachers, and you are among 
t ose so selected . I am; there.fore , in turn requesting your 
cooperation and assistanae in supplying responses 2!! ansnr 
sheet provided , to all i tems on questionnaire, using HB 
pencil (do NOT use pen) . Also do NOT identify yourself in 
a:ny way on answer sheet or anvelope. All other necessary 
directions are on questionnaire . 

After completion, place answer sheet on£.1 in envelope 
provided, seal and return to your central sc ool district 
office for return to me . Since questionnaire cannot be used 
again in whole or in part without pe ssion , I r eques t you 
dispose of it in any one of the following ways: 1l Keep it for your own p.rofessional reference only. 

2 Destroy it yourself. 
3 Or return to your central school district office 

for destructi on there . 

From one professional educator to another, t~ you 
in advance for your cooperation , time, and participation in 
t his educational research work . 

JEK/ jlw 

J . E, Kreiser 
Graduate Stu ies 
St/690050 
University of Victoria 
Victoria, B. C. 

Copies: supervisory Committee and School District Superintendents, 
Directors of Education, or assia ants . 

February, 1973 



L I D.~- ~'\ VIOR DESCRI PTI ON ~UESTI O TNAI RE 

Form XII 

Originated by staff membe s of 
The Ohio s tate Leadership studies 
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On the allowing pages is a list of items that may be 
used to descri be the behavi or ot your school principal or, 
if applicable, the assistant princip i n charge of your 
unit . Each item describes a speoific kind of behavior , but 
does not ask you to judge whether the behavior is desirable 
or undesi rable . Please do not evaluate the items in terms 
of "good" or "bad" behavior but read each item carefully and 
respond in terms of how closely the statement describes your 
principal. 

It is impor tant that your answers be "indep ndent"­
please do not discuss your answers with other teachers . 
Though there i s no time limit, it will probably take you 20 
to 25 minutes to oomplete . 

Please be !rank in your response with the assurance that 
i ndividual responses are strictly confidential . 

Do NOT write your name on answer sheet or envelope . 

Complete anonymi t y in the analysis of data and the 
reporting of findings is assured . 

"Copyright, 1962 by the Ohio St ate University. " 
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DIRECTIONS: 
a ) RF,AD ach item c e u1 y. 
b) THINK about how frequently the principal (or assis­

tant principal in obarge of your unit) engages in 
the behavior described by the item. 

c) DECIDE whether he (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasion­
ally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as described by 
the item. 

d) BLACKEN the spaoe on answer sheet with HB pencil 
under o e of the !Ive letters (ABC DE) correspond­
ing tome lett r following th item to show the 
answer you have selected . 

A= Very Frequently or Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Very Rarely or Never 

e) "1ARK your answers on answer shee as shown in the 
examples below. -

EXAMPLE: He often aots as described A B C D E ------ -
EXAMPLE: He never or very rarely acts as 

escri e CD! 
EXAMPLE: He occasionally acts as described ___ A B Q D E 

1 • 
2 . 

5. 

6. 

• 
• 

NOTE: For the pronoun "He," read "She" t~oughout, 
where applicable . ) 

He acts a the spokesman of ~he group ___ ABC DE 
He waits patiently for the results of 
a decision AB DE ----------------He make p talks to timul te t e oup ABODE -
He lets teachers on his sta!f know what is 
expected oft em ____________ _ BCD E 
He allows the teachers complete freedom 
in their work 
He is hes tant about t initiative i n 
the group 

_______________ ABC DE 

e is frie 
e encourages 

an a pr 
overtime wor 

ab e 

--------
C D E 

ABC DE 

lease respond to EVERY item 



9. 
10. 

11 . 
12. 

13 . 
14. 

15. 

16. 

17 . 

18 . 

19. 

20 . 

21 . 

22 . 

23 . 

24 . 
25 . 

26 . 

A = Very Frequently or Always 
B = Often 

C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Very Rarely or Never 

He makes accurate decisions --------
He gets along well with the people 
above him ----------------He publicizes the activities of the group_ 
He becomes anxious when he oannot find 
out what is comi g next _________ _ 

Hia arguments are convincing ______ _ 
He encourages the use of uniform proee ures _______________ _ 

He permits the teachers to use their own 
judgment in solving problems -------He fail to take necessary action -----
He does little things to make it pleasant 
to be a teacher on his staff -------He str s es bei n ahead or other schools 
He keeps t he group working together as 
a team ------------------He keeps the school in good s t anding 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 initi ative among the 
t eachers on this staff ----------He lets other persona take away his 
leade shi i t gro 
He puts suggestions made by the group 
int o operation --------------
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A BC D E 

A BC DE 

A BC D E 

A BC DE 

ABC n E 

A BC DE 

A BC DE 

ABC DE 

ABC DE 

A BC DE 

ABC DE 

ABC DE 

ABC D E 

ABC DE 

ABC DE 

ABC D E 

ABC DE 

BCD E 

ABC DE 

Please respond to EVERY item 



= Very Fre u .ntly or way 
B = O.:f't n 
C = Oooasionally 
D = • eldom 

E = Very Rarely or Never 
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28. He needles the t eachers for greater effort_ ABC DE 
29 . He seems able to predict what is ooming next_ ABC DE 
30 . He is working hard or a promoti on _ _ _ _ _ AB C DE 
31 . He speaks fo the ou when vi itor are 

present___ _______________ CD E 

32 . He accepts elays wit hout becoming upset __ BC D E 
33 . i s a very pe suasive talker ___ ___ A B C D E 

34 . He makes his attitudes clear to the group_ A BC DE 
35 . He lets t he teaohera do their work the way 

they think best 
_____________ ABC DE 

36 . He lets some staff members take advantage of him _ _ _______________ A B C D E 

37 . He treats all staff member s as his equals_ ABC DE 
38. He checks to see that teachers cover the 

course of studies _______ ______ A B C D E 

39 . He settles conf'licts when t hey occur in 

40 . 

41. 
L. . 

43 . 
44 . 

45 . 

46 . 
47 . 
48 . 
49 . 

the group _______________ A B C D E 

His superiors act f avorabl y on most of his suggestions ____ ______ ___ ABC DE 

He represents the group at ou side meetings BCD E -
He becomes anxious when waiting for new developments _______________ ABC DE 

He is very skillful in an argument _____ A B O DE 

He decides what shall be done and how it 
shall be done ____ _ _ ________ A B C D E 

He assigns a t a sk, then lets the staff 
members handle it _____________ A B C D E 

He i s the leader of the group in name only ABC DE -He gives advance notice of changes _____ ABC D E 

He pushes for higher acade ·c s t dards __ ABC DE 
Things sually turn out as he predicts AB C DE 

Please respond to EVERY item 
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A = Very Frequently or Always 
= Often 

C • Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Very Rarely or Never 

50 . He enjoys the privileges of his position_ AB a DE 
51. He handles complex problems efficiently ___ A B C D E 

52 . He is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty ________________ A BC DE 

53 . He is not a very convincing talker _ ____ A B C DE 
54. He assigns staf f members to particular ~•s ABC DE ------------------55 . He respects the professional freedom of a 

56 . 
57 . 
58 . 
59. 

60 . 

61. 
62 . 

.:J;. 

64 . 

66 . 

67 . 

68. 

• 

cl a ssroom teac. er A BC DE -------------He backs down when he ought to stand firm ABC D E -He keeps to himself _____ ______ A B C D E 

He sets an example by working hard h; self 
e is accurate in pre icting t he t ren o 

A C D E 

events A B c D E ------------------He gets his superiors to· act for the 
welfare of the group members A B C D E --------
He gets swamped by details A BC DE 
He can wait jus t so long, then blows up BC D E 

e spea om a strong er co viction BC D E -
He makes sure that his "role in t he school 
is 1mderstood by the staff ~embers ___ __ AB a D E 

e s re uc ta...~t to ow the eac ers any 
freedom of action ABC DE -------------He l ets some staff members have authority 
that h e should keep ___________ A B C D E 

He looks out for the per sonal welfare of 
teachers i n this school ----------He permi ts the teache:rs t o t ake it easy 
in the· r ork ---------------e see o · t t hat t e the group 

BC D E 

B C D E 

is coordinated ABC DE --------------
Please r espond t o EVERY item 



A= Ver Fre uently or Alwa s 
B = Of 

C = Occasionally 
= eldom 

E = Ve Rarely or never 
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70 . His word carries weight with his superiors _ A B C D E 
71 . He gets things all tangled up ____ _ _ _ A B C E 

72 . He remains calm when uncertain about coming events _______________ ABC DE 

73 . He i s an inspiring talker _________ A B C D E 

7 4 . He schedules the work to be done _ _____ A B C D E 

75 . _ allo st e o ah d ee of 
initiative ________________ ABC DE 

76 . He talces full charge when emergencies ari se _ ABC DE 
77 . He s wi ling to make changes _______ C D E 

78. He drives hard when there is a job to be done ___________________ A B C D E 

79 . He helps staf members s ttle their differences ________________ A BC DE 

80 . He ets what he asks for from his superiors ABC DE -81 . He can reduce a madhouse to system and order __________________ A B C D E 

82 . He is a le to del y action until the proper time _______________ A C D E 

83 . He persuades o ers that his ideas a.re to 
their advanta e ABC DE --------------84. He maintains definite standards of per ormance _______ _________ ABC DE 

85 . e t rusts teachers to ex cise good judgment _________________ A B C D E 

86 . He overcomes attempts made to challenge his leadership _____ _________ ADC D E 

87 . He refuses to expl ain his actions _____ A B C D E 

88 . He u~ges teachers to 1m rove constantly 
the standard of instruction ________ ABC DE 

89 . He anticipates problems and plans for them _ A c D E 

Please respond t o EVERY item 
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A= Very Frequently or Al ways 
B = Ofte 
C = Ocoasionally 
D = Seldom 

E = Very Rarely or never 

90. He i s working his way to the top ______ ABC DE 

91. He gets confused when too many demands 
are made of him A B C D E --------------92 . He worries about the outoome of any new 
procedure AB C DE 

93 . He can 1 re e th si am for a ro ect AB C DE --
94 . He asks that teachers in this school f ollow 

standard rules and regulations ABC DE ---- ---95 . rmit eac teacher to se his o~m oe B CD E 
96 . He is easily recognized as the leader of the group _______________ A B C D E 

97 . He act without consultin the taff A CD E 
98 . 

99. 
100 . 

----
He ensures that teachers work to their 
full capacity ______________ A B C D E 

He maintains a closely lmit group a D E 
He maintains cordial relations with superiors _________________ AB C DE 

Please respond to EVERY item 

CONTINUE ON BACK PAGE 
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SOME NFO iA IO T ABOUT YO , YOUR SCHOOL AND YOUR PRIUCIPAL 

(BLAC •N corresponding space .2.!! answer sheet) 

101 . r ber of eac ers in your school , including the 
principal (choose one): 

102 , 

A 9 or fewe 
7r 10 to 19 c 20 to 29 
7r- 30 to 39 

-E 50 or more -
What grades does your schoo incl 
below which most clearly describes 

Gr . 1 to 6 
T G • 1 to 8 
-,- Gr . to 9 
D Gr . 8 t 10 
T Gr . 10 to 12 -

e? ( o e the one 
our sc ool) 

103 . How long have you been in yolll.' nresent sc ool, includ­
in this ea? 

:!?irst yea:r 
B 2 to 4 years 
C 5 to 10 years 

D 11 t 20 year 
E 21 years or more 

104 . How many years of teaching experience do yo ve, 
includin the resent year? 

105 . Yo ex: 

A irst year 
B 2 to 4 years c 5 to 10 years 
- 11 to 20 ear 
_lL 21 ye a or e 

Male 
B Femal -

106 . vlhat is your age? 
A 25 

T 26 
c 36 
D46 
E 56 

ear 
to 35 
to 45 
to 55 
to 65 

or un r 
years 

ar 
years 

r ov 

- contd .- -



107 . How many years of training are you credited with for 
salary 1.l:!'.'poaes? ( l ease drop rac ional years 

A 1 to 2 years 
73 3 years 
C 4 years 

D 5 years 
E 6 years 

108. What is your principal's approximate age? 
A 25 years or under 

T 26 to 35 years 
~ 36 to 45 y ars 
D 46 to 55 years 
_ 56 to 65 or over -

109 . \'/hat is th len th of your principal's ex:peri ence as 
principal in this school? 

First year 
B 2 to 4 years 
C 5 to 10 years 
7J 11 to 20 years 

E 21 ears or more 

110 . ow m y years oft aining does your principal have? 
A Fe er than 4 yea.rs 

B 4 years 
'"c 5 years 
D Graduate work (6 years) 
T More than 6 ye r 

Please place answer sheet only i n envelope provided, s al 
and return. Thank you. 
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