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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A considerable number of studies in personnel research 

have given attention to the various aspects of leadership, 

e.g., the nature of leadership, interactions between leaders 

and group members, the effectiveness of leadership in terms 

of group morale, attainment of group goals, efficiency of 

group processes and group actions, and the various role ex-

pectations of leaders and the group members. There is vir-

tually no evidence in the literature, however, that indicates 

interest in the expectations people have concerning the 

various behavioral roles within the groups to which they are 

preparing to become members. It is true that students in 

college are in a state of preparation, but for what are they 

preparing? It seems obvious that their preparations will lead 

to jobs in business, industry, or the professions. It is • 

hoped that they are prepared to function in a variety of roles 

which include membership in various social, economic, and 

political groups. 

We have traditionally assumed that people who are about 

to complete their education are prepared to function adequately 



as members of various cultural groups within our society. It 

seems probable that they anticipate keenly their membership 

in the groups for which they have prepared. They probably 

have certain expectations about how they should behave as 

members of these groups. It is also probable that they have 

certain expectations about how the leaders of these groups 

should behave in the group setting. 

Students are not strangers to group behavior. They have 

had much experience functioning as members of both formal and 

informal groups. Some have been leaders in their peer groups. 

All have been members of groups with peer leaders or adult 

leaders. The preponderance of the experience of students has 

been informal. It has resulted from spontaneous interaction 

among group members rather than from planned action. Mostly 

by the process of trial and error, partly under adult super-

vision, students have learned appropriate roles of group be-

havior. It seems certain that students have some ideas about 

what they expect of the behavior of group leaders. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the expec-

tations that student teachers have of the leadership behavior 

of the principal. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to determine student 

teacher expectations of the behavior of the principal in two 

dimensions of leadership as measured by the Ohio State Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) and the extent to 

which these expectations were related to sex, race, level of 

preparation, and the eight personality traits measured by the 

Gordon Personal Profile (GPP) and the Gordon Personal Inven-

tory (GPI). 

Hypotheses 

In order to achieve the purposes stated in this study, 

the following hypotheses were investigated: 

1. No significant correlations will be found to exist 

between student teacher expectations of the leader behavior 

of the principal and the student teachers' personality traits. 

A. No significant correlations will be found to 

exist between student teacher ratings of the 

principal in the dimension of Initiating Struc-

ture (Str) on the LBDQ and their scores on each 

of the personality traits on the GPP and the GPI. 

B. No significant correlations will be found to 

exist between student teacher ratings of the 

principal in the dimension of Consideration (Cns) 



on the LBDQ and their scores on each of the per-

sonality traits on the GPP and the GPI. 

2. A significantly higher mean will be obtained in the 

dimension of Initiating Structure (Str) by student teachers 

who score high (mean plus one-half of one S.D.) in each of the 

following traits than by student teachers who score low (mean 

minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Ascendancy (A) 

B. Cautiousness (C) 

C. Original Thinking (0) 

D. Vigor (V) 

3. A significantly higher mean will be obtained in the 

dimension of Consideration (Cns) by student teachers who score 

high (mean plus one-half of one S.D.) in each of the following 

traits than by student teachers who score low (mean minus one-

half of one S.D.). 

A. Responsibility (R) 

B. Emotional Stability (E) 

C. Sociability (S) 

D. Original Thinking (0) 

E. Personal Relations (P) 

F. Vigor (V) 

4. A significantly lower mean will be obtained in the 

dimension of Initiating Structure (Str) by student teachers 



who score high (mean plus one-half of one S.D.) in each of the 

following traits than by student teachers who score low (mean 

minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Responsibility (R) 

B. Emotional Stability (E) 

C. Personal Relations (P) 

5. A significantly lower mean will be obtained in the 

dimension of Consideration (Cns) by student teachers who score 

high (mean plus one-half of one S.D.) in each of the following 

traits than by student teachers who score low (mean minus one-

half of one S.D.). 

A. Ascendancy (A) 

B. Cautiousness (C) 

6. Student teachers who rate the principal high (mean 

plus one-half of one S.D.) in the dimension of Initiating 

Structure (Str) will score significantly higher in each of 

the following traits than will student teachers who rate the 

principal low (mean minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Ascendancy (A) 

B. Cautiousness (C) 

C. Vigor (V) 

7. Student teachers who rate the principal high (mean 

plus one-half of one S.D.) in the dimension of Initiating 

Structure (Str) will score significantly lower in each of the 



following traits than will student teachers who rate the 

principal low (mean minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Responsibility (R) 

B. Emotional Stability (E) 

C. Sociability (S) 

D. Original Thinking (0) 

E. Personal Relations (P) 

8. Student teachers who rate the principal high (mean 

plus one-half of one S.D.) in the dimension of Consideration 

(Cns) will score significantly higher in each of the following 

traits than will student teachers who rate the principal low 

(mean minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Responsibility (R) 

B. Emotional Stability (E) 

C. Sociability (S) 

D. Original Thinking (0) 

E. Personal Relations (P) 

9. Student teachers who rate the principal high (mean 

plus one-half of one S.D.) in the dimension of Consideration 

(Cns) will score significantly lower in each of the following 

traits than will student teachers who rate the principal low 

(mean minus one-half of one S.D.). 

A. Ascendancy (A) 

B. Cautiousness (C) 



C. Vigor (V) 

10. The following significant differences will be found 

in the subjects' ratings of the principal on the dimension of 

Initiating Structure (Str) when grouped according to sex, race, 

and level of preparation. 

A. Male student teachers will rate the principal 

significantly higher than will female student 

teachers. 

B„ Student teachers at the secondary level will 

rate the principal significantly higher than 

will student teachers at the elementary level. 

C. Latin American student teachers will rate the 

principal significantly higher than will either 

Negro or Anglo-American student teachers. 

D. Negro student teachers will rate the principal 

significantly higher than will Anglo-American 

student teachers. 

11. The following significant differences will be found 

in the subjects' ratings of the principal on the dimension of 

Consideration (Cns) when grouped according to sex, race, and 

level of preparation. 

A. Female student teachers will rate the principal 

significantly higher than will male student 

teachers. 
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B. Elementary level student teachers will rate the 

principal significantly higher than will second-

ary level student teachers. 

C. Anglo-American student teachers will rate the 

principal significantly higher than will either 

Negro or Latin American student teachers. 

D. Negro student teachers will rate the principal 

significantly higher than will Latin American 

student teachers. 

12. The mean of the scores for the entire sample in the 

dimension of Consideration (Cns) will be significantly higher 

than the mean of the scores in the dimension of Initiating 

Structure (Str). 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of clarity, the following terms have 

been defined: 

1. Student teacher expectations of the leader behavior 

of the principal are the ideas or notions they have about the 

behavior of the principal in his capacity as the leader of a 

professional group. 

2. Leadership and leader behavior are terms used inter-

changeably in this study to refer to that behavior of a formally 

designated leader as he directs the activities of his group 



toward group-determined goals. More specifically, they will 

refer to the behavior of the principal in directing the ac-

tivities of his faculty toward predetermined educational goals. 

3. Initiating Structure (Str) is a dimension of leader-

ship measured by the LBDQ and defined by Halpin and Winer as 

that behavior of the leader as he defines "the role which he 

expects each member of the (group) to assume, and endeavors 

to establish well-defined patterns of organization, channels 

of communication, and ways of getting jobs done" (18, pp. 

42-43). 

4. Consideration (Cns) is the second of two dimensions 

of leadership measured by the LBDQ. Halpin and Winer associate, 

this dimension "with behavior indicative of friendship, mutual 

trust, respect, and warmth in the relationship between the 

(leader) and his (group)" (18, p. 42). 

Eight traits of personality were measured for each 

subject--four by the GPP (31) and four by the GPI (30). 

These traits are defined in the following paragraphs: 

5. Ascendancy (A) is possessed by those individuals 

who assume active roles in their groups, who have self-

assurance and assertiveness in relationships with others, 

and who make decisions independently of others. Conversely, 

an individual who takes a passive role in the group, who 
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would rather listen than talk, who lacks confidence in him-

self, and who is dependent on others for advice is lacking 

in this trait. 

6. Responsibility (R) is indicative of an individual 

who sticks to an assigned job, who is perservering and de-

termined, and who can be relied upon, whereas irresponsibility 

is characteristic of one who is flighty and unable to stick 

to a job that is unpleasant or lacks interest for him. 

7. Emotional Stability (E) means well-balanced and free 

from undue anxieties and nervous tension. Excessive anxiety, 

hypersensitivity, low frustration tolerance, and nervousness 

indicate a low level of emotional balance. 

8. Sociability (S) is shown by those individuals who 

are gregarious and who like to be with and work with other 

people. Restricted social contacts, lack of gregariousness, 

and actual avoidance of social relationships are indicative 

of individuals lacking in sociability. 

9* Cautiousness (C) is indicated by one who is careful 

to consider matters before making decisions and does not run 

risks or take chances. On the other hand, impulsiveness, 

snap decisions, acting on the spur of the moment, taking 

chances for thrills, and seeking excitement are characteristic 

of one who lacks this trait. 
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10. Original Thinking (0) is characterized by intellectual 

curiosity, enjoyment of thought-provoking questions and dis-

cussions, seeking difficult problems to work on, and thinking 

about new ideas. One who dislikes working on thought-provoking 

and complicated problems, who does not enjoy acquiring know-

ledge, and who is not interested in challenging questions and 

discussions generally scores low in this trait. 

11. Personal Relations (P) is possessed by those indi-

viduals who are tolerant, patient and understanding and who 

have faith in people and trust them. Those who lack this 

trait have little trust or confidence in people, have a tend-

ency to criticize others, and are irritated and annoyed by 

the actions of others. 

12. Vigor (V) is characteristic of those who act ener-

getically, who work and move rapidly, and who usually accom-

plish more than others. Those who lack vigor have low vitality 

or energy levels, tire easily, work and move at a relatively 

slow pace, and are below average in productivity and output. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations were inherent in this study: 

1. The subjects for this study consisted of 877 student 

teachers selected from ten colleges and universities in Texas. 

All were enrolled in student teaching during the spring semester 
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of the 1966-67 school year or were to be enrolled in student 

teaching during the fall semester of the 1967-68 school year, 

Half of the subjects did their student teaching at the ele-

mentary level, and the other half did their student teaching 

at the secondary level. 

2. This study was further limited to eight personality 

traits measured by the GPP and GPI and to measures of the 

two dimensions of leadership obtained for each subject from 

the LBDQ. 

3. Student teachers were asked to limit their responses 

on the LBDQ to their expectations of the leader behavior of 

male principals. 

4. The interpretation of the data for this study was 

limited by the degree of accuracy with which the subjects 

responded to the questionnaires. 

5. Student teachers' expectations were not interpreted 

as their desires or wants. 

Basic Assumptions 

There were two major assumptions which were basic to 

this study. 

1. It was assumed that the samples from each of the 

ten participating schools were representative of the popu-

lations from which they were drawn. 
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2. It was further assumed that the teacher-training 

programs in the participating schools would not account 

for any significant differences in student teachers' ex-

pectations of the principal's behavior. 

Background of the Study 

Leadership has long been recognized as a social phe-

nomenon. In every social situation this phenomenon becomes 

apparent in the acts of someone who, through his own activity, 

influences the activity of the group toward some desired 

goal. He may be an officially or formally designated leader, 

or he may assume this role informally as the need arises. 

Researchers for better than half a century have given a 

great deal of attention to this phenomenon in attempts to 

describe the nature of leadership, to discover the differences 

that exist between leaders and members of their groups, and 

to identify personal traits that are associated with or re-

lated to leadership. 

In a comprehensive review of the literature, Stogdill 

(45) found that prior to World War II the emphasis was pre-

dominantly upon a personal trait approach to the study of 

leadership, which by 1940 had virtually reached a stalema'te. 

Though considerable interest in leadership was main-

tained during the war years of the forties, little in the 
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way of scientific research was carried out. Following the 

war, however, the scientific study of leadership found re-

newed emphasis. Researchers began to approach the study of 

leadership from a new tack. This new approach emphasized 

the behavior of the leader rather than his characteristics. 

Hemphill (24) typifies this new approach in a rather so-

phisticated study in which he stresses the situational nature 

of leadership. Stogdill (46), in his survey of the litera-

ture, supports this approach. He states that 

The findings suggest that leadership is not a matter 
of passive status, or of the mere possession of some 
combination of traits. It appears rather to be a 
working relationship among members of a group, in 
which the leader acquires status through active par-
ticipation and demonstration of his capacity for 
carrying cooperative tasks through to completion 
(46, p. 66). 

The Ohio State University adopted this behavioral approach 

to the study of leadership in a ten-year research program in-

volving several disciplines (33). In these studies (41, 42), 

the behavior of leaders was the point of focus, not whether, 

in the opinion of the researchers, the leadership was good 

or bad. 

One of the first tasks of the researchers at Ohio State 

University was to develop an instrument whereby an objective 

assessment might be made of the behavior of a leader. The 

initial questionnaire was developed by Hemphill and Coons (25). 
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This instrument consisted of 150 items which measured nine 

hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior. Later, Halpin 

and Winer (18) conducted a factorial study in which two 

dimensions of leader behavior emerged. These were Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns). 

The questionnaire, on the basis of this factorial study, 

was reduced first to 80 items, then to its present 40 items. 

It was then used in a number of research settings to evaluate 

these two dimensions of leadership. Halpin (13, 14) used it 

to investigate the leader behavior of airplane commanders. 

In another study (15) he compared the actual leader behavior 

and the leadership ideologies of airplane commanders and 

school superintendents. In still another study (16) he 

employed the questionnaire to describe the leader behavior 

of school superintendents. Fleishman (8, 9, 10, 11, 12), 

in a number of studies, employed the LBDQ to describe the 

leader behavior of foremen and supervisors in industrial 

settings. In other studies employing the LBDQ, Hastings 

(20) and Hemphill (22) investigated leader behavior in 

university research teams and among the administrators of 

the various college departments. 

Attempts were made in other studies (2, 26, 28, 34, 44, 

52) to examine the effects of leader behavior upon the 
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conduct, attitudes, morale, and performance of group members. 

The findings of these studies suggest that leadership can be 

described not only in terms of Initiating Structure (Str) 

and Consideration (Cns), but it can be evaluated in terms 

of its influence upon the behavior of the group. Further 

studies (3, 6, 16, 41, 42) explored the relationship of lead-

ership to administrative behavior. 

A major consensus of these studies was that leader be-

havior can be described in terms of Initiating Structure (Str) 

and Consideration (Cns). Regardless of the group setting, 

these two dimensions are observable to some degree in the 

behavior of the leader. In different settings (e.&., in-

dustrial, educational, military) the behavior of the leader 

is quite likely to vary considerably in one or both of these 

dimensions. The research, however, seems to bear out the 

fact that members of a given group tend to concur in their 

assessments of their leader. 

Most of the studies mentioned thus far were conducted 

by members of the staff at Ohio State University in cooperation 

with the Ohio State Leadership Studies. Since its development, 

the LBDQ has been employed in a number of studies (6, 27, 29, 

32, 53, 54) of leader behavior in public schools. There were 

a number of findings in these studies which might be consid-

ered pertinent for educational leaders. Evenson (6, 7) found 
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that superintendents, principals, and teachers differed sig-

nificantly in their descriptions of the principal's leader 

behavior. On the other hand, he found that all three groups • 

of respondents agreed that strong behavior in both Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) is desirable. . Luckie 

(29) concurs with Evenson in that he too found that superin-

tendents, principals, and teachers differed significantly in 

their descriptions of the principal's leader behavior. Luckie 

further found that all three groups of respondents indicated 

a significant preference for Consideration (Cns) over Initi-

ating Structure (Str). Watson (53) upon investigating the 

effects of the principal's behavior on the behavior of his 

teachers found that the leader behavior of the principal was 

significantly related to teacher group cohesiveness. 

Significance of the Study 

It was quite evident from the research reported in the 

literature that the expectations of group members signifi-

cantly influence the behavior of other group members, in-

cluding the leader. Stogdill (45) suggested that conflicting 

expectations from group members are apt to cause individuals 

in the role of leader to become inhibited and indecisive in 

their behaviors. Teacher expectations are not likely to be 

satisfied by this type of behavior. Nevertheless, both 
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Bidwell (1) and Chase (4) concur that a high degree of re-

lationship exists between teaching satisfaction and how well 

principals meet teacher expectations. Chase, in summing up 

his studies and others, concluded that 

One of the primary concerns of principals and super-
intendents, therefore, should be to bring about har-
mony among expectations and between expectations and 
performance (5, p. 2). 

Watson (53) found that the variability of teacher expec-

tations of the principal's behavior increased as the year 

progressed. She found also that their expectations were 

closely related to their perceptions of the principal's 

actual behavior; that is, they expected him to do fairly 

well what they knew he would do. If this is true, then 

potential group members would probably have different ex-

pectations, since they do not know what kinds of behavior 

the leader is likely to show. Student teachers, not having 

had the experience of working with a principal, would prob-

ably have different leader-behavior expectations than experi-

enced teachers would have of their principals. 

It was anticipated that certain patterns of behavior 

expectations would be identified from this study, which 

would give credibility to at least two significant impli-

cations. The first implication was for leader preparation. 

It was expected that the data of this study would enable 
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those who prepare administrators and supervisors for public 

schools to describe the kinds of leadership that beginning 

teachers expect of them. 

A second implication was for the preparation of student 

teachers. It was expected that the data of this study would 

enable the identification of definite patterns of expectations, 

Knowledge of these patterns of expectations would be useful 

in helping student teachers to establish for themselves more 

realistic patterns of expectations. 
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CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Leadership has long been recognized to be a phenomenon 

of group interaction. There are actually two distinct phe-

nomena in any group situation. One is leadership; the other 

is followership. These phenomena are present in every group 

action whether it be a tribal ceremony, an informal discussion 

among peers, or a meeting of the board of regents of a large 

university. "Whenever two or more persons interact in the 

pursuit of a common goal," says Gibb, "the relation of leader-

ship and followership soon becomes evident" (13, p. 880). 

It does not hold, however, that this relationship will always 

necessarily take the same direction. Normally, the situation 

will dictate the type of leadership operable. To some extent 

the situation will dictate who will be the leader. 

The Nature of Leadership 

It would be difficult to obtain a concensus on the 

nature of leadership. No one would deny that leadership 

is necessarily a component in group interaction. It is true 

that the inexperienced observer could identify the leader of 
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a group without too much difficulty. But there are few re-

searchers who would agree on one definition of leadership 

or another. As a result, there have been a number of accept-

able definitions formulated. Gibb (13) defined six types of 

leaders: 

1. "The leader as an individual in a given office" (13, 

p. 880). This simply means any person elected or appointed 

to a position of leadership is a leader. Shartle and Stogdill 

(39) adopted this definition initially to guide the Ohio State 

Leadership Studies. It was assumed that the most likely place 

to begin the study of leadership would be with officially des-

ignated leaders. Since the study of leadership was first di-

rected at military groups and later to the study of foremen 

and supervisors in industry and administrators of public 

schools, this definition was apropos. Others in connection 

with the Ohio State Leadership Studies followed Shartle and 

Stogdill's lead. Halpin (15, 16) and Halpin and Winer (18, 

19) studied the leader behavior of aircraft commanders. 

Fleishman (10, 11) and Fleishman, Harris and Burtt (12) in-

vestigated supervisory behavior in industry. In another 

study, Halpin (17) compared the leader behavior and leader-

ship ideologies of school superintendents and airplane com-

manders. In still another study, Hemphill investigated 

leader behavior among college administrators. In each of 
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the studies mentioned above, it was the behavior of the of-

ficially designated leader which was studied. 

2. "The leader as one who engages in leadership be-

haviors" (13, p. 883). In subsequent studies, the earlier 

definition of a leader proved to be insufficient. Hemphill 

(20) found that a more comprehensive definition of leadership 

was needed. He said that "to lead is to engage in an act 

which initiates a structure in the interaction of others as 

part of the process of solving a mutual problem" (20, p. 15). 

He suggested that leadership is a set of describable acts 

and that a leader is one who engages in this set of acts. 

This definition implied that the role of leader may be as-

sumed by other than the formally appointed or designated . 

leader. 

3. "The leader as focus for the behavior of group mem-

bers" (13, p. 881). Redl (32) described what he called the 

"central person." The term "leader," according to Redl, iden-

tifies one of ten emotional relationships which exist between 

the central person and other members of his group. Gibb de-

scribed this relationship as that "which is characterized by 

love of the members for the central person, leading to incor-

poration of the personality of the central person in the ego 

ideal of the followers; i.e., they wish to become the kind 

of person he is " (13, p. 881). 
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4"• "The leader in terms of sociometric choice" (13, 

p. 881). Jennings (27) found that sociometry was an effective 

technique for studying the structure of leadership in small 

groups. Gibb (14) reported a 0.80 correlation coefficient 

between the sociometric choices of leaders by co-workers and 

the ratings of trained observers. He concluded from his own 

and other researches that "there is good evidence that mem-

bers of a group can identify reliably those persons who exert 

most influence upon them and that leaders defined this way 

are closely correlated with leaders identified by external 

observers and by other criteria" (13, p. 881). 

5* "The leader as one who exercises influence over 

others" (13, p. 882). Seeman and Morris defined leadership 

acts as "acts by persons which influence other persons in a 

shared direction" (36, p. 1). The findings of Gibb (14) lend 

strong support to the idea that the leader identified by 

sociometric means wields strong influence within the group. 

6. "The leader defined in terms of influence upon syn-

tality" (13, p. 883). Cattell (5) defined the term "syntality" 

as the effectiveness of a group resulting from its total per-

formance as a group. He further (5, p. 175) defined the leader 

as one who affects a change in group syntality. Thus one may 

measure leadership and evaluate it in terms of the degree to 

which group syntality is changed. 
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Two Historical Approaches to the Study of Leadership 

1. The trait-approach is an appropriate classification 

for leadership studies prior to World War II. For half a 

century preceding 1940, the major emphasis in the study of 

leadership was upon its relationship to various personality 

traits. Researchers attempted to identify certain patterns 

of traits that would characterize the leader and set him apart 

from the non-leader. Though a number of traits were found to 

be related to leadership, no causal relationships could be 

found. Thus, by the beginning of the fourth decade of the 

century, the study of leadership had reached an impasse. 

The substance of these earlier studies was summarized 

in a review of the literature by Stogdill (40). He found 

from his research a number of factors related to leadership, 

which he classified under five major headings: 

(1) Capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, 
originality, judgment), 

(2) Achievement (scholarship, knowledge, athletic 
accomplishments), 

(3) Responsibility (dependability, initiative, persis-
tance, aggressiveness, self confidence, desire to 
excel), 

(4) Participation (activity, sociability, cooperation, 
adaptability, humor), 

(5) Status (socio-economic position, popularity) 
(40, p. 64). 
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Stogdill further concluded that the possession of a certain 

combination of traits does not make one a leader. His 

findings, however, did support the notion that the traits 

of both leaders and followers were relatively stable. The 

major conclusion of his study was that the aspects of leader-

ship were situational, a conclusion further substantiated by 

Hemphill (23). Stogdill concludes by saying that 

The findings suggest that leadership is not a matter 
of passive status, or of the mere possession of some 
combination of traits. It appears rather to be a 
working relationship among members of a group, in 
which the leader acquires status through active par-
ticipation and demonstration of his capacity for 
carrying cooperative tasks through to completion. 
Significant aspects of this capacity for organizing 
and expediting cooperative effort appear to be in-
telligence, alertness to the needs and motives of 
others, and insight into situations, further rein-
forced by such habits as responsibility, initiative, 
persistence, and self confidence (40, p. 66). 

2. The situational or behavioral approach to the study 

of leadership gained considerable popularity as a result of 

Stogdill's and Hemphill's studies. The emphasis upon the 

relation of personality traits to leadership waned. According 

to Gibb (13), there are no consistent patterns of traits which 

can be said to characterize leaders. The only traits which 

can be said to be leadership traits are those that enable an 

individual in any given situation to (a) "contribute signifi-

cantly to group locomotion in the direction of a recognized 
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goal, and (b) be perceived as doing so by fellow group 

members" (13, p. 889). 

Following World War II, the Personnel Research Board 

and the Bureau of Business Research of The Ohio State Uni-

versity cooperatively initiated a ten-year program for the 

study of leadership. Shartle (37) headed up this program 

which had as its purpose initially the study of leader be-

havior in high-level executive positions. Leadership was 

viewed from the standpoint of the activities involved rather 

than from the standpoint of its "good" or TTbad,T connotations. 

Initial studies were conducted in the armed forces and in 

industry. The subjects for these studies were presidents, 

managers, vice presidents, supervisors, commanding officers, 

etc. Their activities were analyzed by interview, observation, 

and questionnaire and were classified into fourteen categories, 

which were reported in a paper by Shartle (38). These cate-

gories were as follows: 

1. Inspection of the Organization - Direct observation 
and personal inspection of installations, buildings, 
equipment, facilities, operations, services, or 
personnel--for the purpose of determining conditions 
and keeping informed. 

2. Investigation and Research - Acts involving the 
accumulation and preparation of information and 
data. (Usually prepared and presented in the form 
of written reports.) 
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3. Planning - Preparing for and making decisions which 
will affect the aims of the organization as to 
volume or quality of business or service (including 
thinking, reflection and reading, as well as con-
sultations and conferences with perso.ns relative 
to short-term and long-range plans). 

4. Preparation of Procedures and Methods - Acts in-
volving the mapping of procedures and methods for 
putting new plans into effect, as well as devising 
new methods for the performance of operations under 
existing plans. 

5. Coordination - Acts and decisions designed to in-
tegrate and coordinate the activities of units 
within the organization or of persons within units, 
so as to achieve maximal over-all efficiency, 
economy, and control of operations. 

6. Evaluation - Acts involving the consideration and 
evaluation of reports, correspondence, data, plans, 
decisions, or performances in relation to the aims, 
policies, and standards of the organization. 

7. Interpretation of Plans and Procedures - Acts in-
volving the interpretation and clarification for 
assistants and other staff personnel of directives, 
regulations, practices, and procedures. 

8. Supervision of Technical Operations - Acts involving 
the direct supervision of personnel in the performance 
of duties. 

9* Personnel Activities - Acts involving the selection, 
training, evaluation, motivation, or disciplining, 
of individuals, as well as acts designed to affect 
the morale, motivation, loyalty, or harmonious 
cooperation of personnel. 

10. Public Relations - Acts designed to inform outside 
persons regarding the program and functions of the 
organization, to obtain information regarding public 
sentiment, or to create a favorable attitude toward 
the organization. 
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11. Professional Consultation - Giving professional 
advice and specialized assistance on problems of a 
specific or technical nature to persons within or 
outside the organization (other than technical 
supervision and guidance of own staff personnel). 

12. Negotiations - Purchasing, selling, negotiating 
contracts or agreements, settling claims, etc. 

13. Scheduling, Routing and Dispatching - Initiating 
action on determining the time, place, and sequence 
of operations. 

14. Technical and Professional Operations - The perf.or-
mance of duties specific to a specialized profession 
(£•£•> practice of medicine, auditing records, oper-
ating mechanics or equipment) (38, pp. 375-376).. 

At the University of Rochester other attempts were made 

to describe leader behavior in terms of activities rather 

than traits. Carter (2) reported eleven leadership principles 

which were adopted by the United States Army as a result of 

an analysis of the behavior of outstanding leaders in both 

military and civilian roles. In another study, Carter (1) 

reported on researches which attempted to analyze leader be-

havior in small homogeneous groups. Comparisons were made 

between the behavior of leaders and group members in both 

emergent and appointed leader situations. He found that 

there were two categories of behaviors in which the leaders 

consistently differed from other group members. Leaders 

consistently (a) diagnosed and interpreted the situation, 

and (b) gave instructions on how to get things done. This 

finding supported an earlier tentative conclusion by Carter, 
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et al. "Leaders are characteristically concerned with (a) 

getting insight or analyzing the situation, and (b) initi-

ating the action required" (3, p. 595). Carter further con-

cluded from these studies that leadership characterized by 

one set of behaviors in one situation may not be characterized 

by that same set of behaviors in another situation. 

Hemphill's conclusions (23) regarding the situational 

nature of leader behavior necessitated redefining leadership 

as the "behavior of an individual when he is directing the 

activities of a group toward a shared goal" (19, p. 6). As 

a basis for investigating leader behavior, Hemphill postulated 

nine a priori dimensions of leader behavior. These dimensions 

were described as follows: 

Initiation. The dimension, initiation, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a leader originates, 
facilitates, or resists new ideas and new practices. 

2. Membership. The dimension, membership, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a leader mixes 
with the group, stresses informal interaction be-
tween himself and members, or inter-changes personal 
services with members. 

3. Representation. The dimension, representation, is 
described by the frequency with which the leader 
defends his group against attack, advances the 
interests of his group and acts in behalf of his 
group. 

4. Integration. The dimension, integration, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a leader sub-
ordinates individual behavior, encourages pleasant 
group atmosphere, reduces conflict between members, 
or promotes individual adjustment to the group. 
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5. Organization. The dimension, organization, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which the leader defines 
or structures his own work, the work of other mem-
bers, or the relationships among members in the 
performance of their work. 

6. Domination. The dimension, domination, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which the leader 
restricts the behavior of individuals or the group 
in action, decision-making, or expression of opinion. 

7. Communication. The dimension, communication, is 
described by the frequency with which a leader pro-
vides information to members, seeks information from 
them, facilitates exchange of information, or shows 
awareness of affairs pertaining to the group. 

8. Recognition. The dimension, recognition, is des-
cribed by the frequency with which a leader engages 
in behavior which expresses approval or disapproval 
of group members. 

9* Production. The dimension, production, is described 
by the frequency with which a leader sets levels of 
effort or achievement or prods members for great.er 
effort of achievement (21, pp. 5-6). 

Questionnaire scales to measure these a priori dimensions 

were then constructed by Hemphill and Coons (24). These scales 

were applied to a large number of subjects. Intercorrelations 

were obtained and a factorial analysis was made. The results 

indicated that significant interrelationships existed among 

the nine a priori dimensions. Halpin and Winer (19) conducted 

a more complete factorial analysis of these dimensions. This 

analysis was made on a slightly modified version of the ques-

tionnaire developed by Hemphill and Coons. From this factorial 

study, Halpin and Winer identified four dimensions of leader 
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behavior which accounted for the total factor variance. These 

four dimensions and the percentages of the total variance for 

which each accounts are as follows: 

I. Consideration (49.67o). Halpin and Winer associate 

this dimension of leader behavior "with behavior indicative 

of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the re-

lationship between the (leader) and his (group)" (18, p. 42). 

Gibb defines it as "the extent to which the leader, while 

carrying out his leader functions, is considerate of the men 

who are his followers. . . . Individual items indicate that 

the positive pole of this factor is characterized by warmth 

of personal relationships, readiness to explain actions, and 

by willingness to listen to subordinates" (13, p. 891). 

II. Initiating Structure (33.67o). This is defined by 

Halpin and Winer as that behavior of the leader as he defines 

"the role which he expects each member of the (group) to 

assume, and endeavors to establish well-defined patterns of 

organization, channels of communication, and ways of getting 

jobs done" (18, p. 42-43). They further state that "this 

factor probably represents a basic and unique function of 

leadership. It is possible that other factors (including 

Consideration) may represent only facilitating means of 

accomplishing this end" (19, p. 28). 
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III. Production Emphasis (9.8%). This dimension repre-

sents a set of behaviors which stresses getting the job done. 

Items of the questionnaire which contribute most to this 

definition are "stresses being ahead of competing groups," 

"encourages overtime work," and "schedules work to be done." 

IV. Sensitivity (Social Awareness) (7.0%). This di-

mension characterizes the leader who stresses social accept-

ability in his interactions with other group members. 

In recent revisions of the LBDQ, dimensions III and IV 

are not measured. Since they accounted for so little of the 

total factor variance, attempts to measure them were im-

practical. Some attempts were made to improve the question-

naire by adding more items to measure dimensions III and IV. 

These too proved fruitless. Thus, the final revision of the 

LBDQ measures only the dimensions of Consideration and Initi-

ating Structure. 

Description and Measurement of Leader Behavior 

A considerable number of empirical studies have been con-

ducted for the purpose of describing and measuring leader 

behavior. It became necessary to enlarge upon the definition 

of leadership and at the same time delimit it. The definition 

initially adopted by The Ohio State Leadership Studies was 

insufficient. In subsequent studies, it was true that the 
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subjects studied were officially designated leaders; however, 

Morris and Seeman suggested that 

The individual designated as leader behaves in accordance 
with the demands of many roles in addition to that of 
leader. Clearly some of his behavior is to be considered 
as leader behavior and some is not. From one point of 
view it might be said that whatever the leader does in 
the execution of his position, or in the fulfilment of 
his expected role, is leader behavior per se (30, p. 152). 

Thus, the Ohio State Leadership Studies tentatively defined 

leadership as that "behavior of an individual when he is 

directing the activities of a group toward a shared goal" 

(19,p. 6). 

In one study, Halpin (16) described and evaluated the 

leader behavior of aircraft commanders. His design envolved 

three kinds of variables: (1) the crew members' descriptions 

of the aircraft commander's behavior, (2) evaluations of the 

aircraft commander's behavior by his superiors, and (3) eval-

uations of the commander's performance by securing sociometric 

ratings from his crew. He sought to determine the relation-

ships between the descriptions of the commanders' behavior 

and the two sets of evaluative data. Halpin (16) found 

significant correlations between the ratings of the commander 

by his superiors and the Initiating Structure scores, and 

between the ratings of his crew members and the Consideration 

scores. 
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The commanders' superiors desired a high degree of 

Initiating Structure, with a moderately high degree of 

Consideration acceptable. For the crews, however, a high 

degree of Consideration was desirable. If this dimension 

was prevalent, then a moderately high degree of Initiating 

Structure was acceptable. Halpin concluded that 

Our findings suggest that to select a leader who is 
likely to satisfy both his crew and his superiors, we 
do best by choosing an aircraft commander who is above 
average on both leader behavior dimensions (16). 

In another study, Halpin (17) compared the leader be-

havior and leadership ideology of aircraft commanders and 

school administrators. He found that administrators showed 

more Consideration and less Initiating Structure than did 

aircraft commanders. These differences were assumed to be 

related to the differences between institutional settings.. 

In education--where goals are broadly defined and less tan-

gible—there may be a tendency for administrators to stress 

Consideration more than Initiating Structure. The major 

finding in this study was that "the leader's belief in how 

he should behave is not strongly associated with how his 

group members describe his behavior!" (17, p. 30) 

Fleishman's studies (10, 11) dealt with supervisory be-

havior in industry. In the one study (10) no significant 

findings were reported. The recommendation was advanced, 
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however, for further empirical studies to be conducted in 

a number of industrial settings. In the other study (11) 

he found a correlation of 0.86 between employee attitudes 

toward their immediate supervisors and the executives' rating 

of the productivity of the various work groups. The findings 

supported the conclusion that supervisory behavior as per-

ceived by employees was highly related to group productivity. 

Evenson (8, 9), in describing the behavior of high school 

principals, found them to be defensive in their attitudes 

toward some aspects of leader behavior. Principals and super-

intendents generally referred to leadership as being "auto-

cratic" and therefore "bad." Some principals were reluctant 

to behave in any manner not "democratic." The current term-

inology applied to leadership behavior is unfortunate because . 

it inhibits otherwise desirable and effective behaviors. 

Evenson, therefore, found the LBDQ a useful instrument for 

describing the leader behavior of school administrators 

because the two dimensions were not found to be incompatible 

as might be true with terminology such as "autocratic" and 

'̂ democratic." 

The general consensus of the literature dealing with 

the description and measurement of leader behavior was aptly 

stated by Shartle. "Leadership behavior can be described 

reliably and in such terms that behavior differences can be 
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shown in quantitative terms" (37, p. 14). "A study of 

leadership therefore becomes a study of leadership acts and 

the variables which will be related to such acts" (38, p. 373). 

Evaluating Leader Behavior 

In the preceding section, the dimensions of leader be-

havior were described as seen by the leaders' work groups 

and by outside observers. One important aspect of these 

descriptions came to light when it was found by several re-

searchers that leader behavior descriptions differed depending 

upon whether they were made by the leaders' administrative 

superiors or by their subordinates. Other more significant 

differences were observed when comparisons were made between 

the observed and ideal leader behavior as described by supe-

riors and subordinates (13, p. 892). 

Recent empirical studies have drawn much attention to 

these differences. Stouffer et al_. (42) present consider-

able evidence to support the fact that the attitudes of 

officers and privates differ greatly with respect to authority, 

leaders, and leadership behavior. Perhaps the most enlight-

ening were comparisons of privates, noncommissioned officers, 

and officers with regard to their attitudes toward the leader 

behavior of the noncommissioned officers. Other researchers 

have also explored this problem in other areas. Fleishman (11) 
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investigated the attitudes of workers, foremen, and plant 

superintendents in industry toward the leadership behavior 

of the foremen. In another study, Luckie (28) investigated 

the attitudes of teachers, directors of instruction, and 

superintendents toward the leader behavior of the directors 

of instruction. The findings in all these studies were simi-

lar. Privates, workers, and teachers were more likely to 

approve the behavior of their leaders (a) when the leader 

was more socially intimate with his subordinates, (b) when 

he was sympathetically indulgent in his supervisory behavior, 

and (c) when he minimized, in social and working relations, 

the status differences between himself and his subordinates. 

In addition, it was found that superiors approved of more 

formal and structuring behavior in the leadership activities 

of the intermediate leaders. 

Halpin (16) in a study of the behavior and effectiveness 

of aircraft commanders found that the aircraft commandersf 

superiors approved stronger structuring behavior in the com-

manders' leadership activities, while their crews approved 

stronger behavior in the dimension of Consideration. It is 

well to note, however, that among the aircraft commanders' 

superiors a moderately high rating in Consideration was 

acceptable as long as the Structure rating was high. Also 

among the crews a moderately high rating in Structure was 
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acceptable as long as the Consideration rating was high. 

The implication here, which has been supported in many other 

studies, is that a leader is more likely to be successful as 

a leader if he is rated high in both dimensions of leader 

behavior by both his superiors and subordinates. 

When investigating the leader behavior and the leader-

ship ideologies of school administrators and aircraft com-

manders, Halpin (17) discovered that the leader behavior 

and leadership ideologies did not remain static from one 

vocational or professional setting to another. Aircraft 

commanders tended to be stronger in Initiating Structure in 

both their ideal behavior and their behavior as perceived 

by others, while school administrators tended to be stronger 

in the dimension of Consideration. 

Roff (33) conducted a study of the leader behavior of 

two groups of leaders. Pilots with the rank of captain or 

higher were asked to rate the leader behavior of pilots who 

were their subordinates, while the subordinate pilots were 

asked to rate their superiors. He found that subordinates 

rated their superiors significantly lower than the superiors 

rated their subordinates on such factors as (a) sincerity, 

(b) impartiality, (c) concern for personal advantage, (d) 

readiness to mix with subordinates, and (e) readiness to 

share information with subordinates. The over-all differences 
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between the descriptions of superiors and subordinates were 

greatest in the dimensions of Consideration, Membership, 

and Communication. 

Attempts to evaluate leader behavior by comparing the 

differences in descriptions from above and below were insuf-

ficient to describe effective or desirable, as opposed to 

ineffective or undesirable, behavior. In an effort to find 

some basis for evaluating leader behavior in terms of "good" 

or "poor," "effective" or "ineffective," "desirable" or "un-

desirable," Hemphill, Siegel, and Westie (25) developed a 

"discrepancy" score by which they could measure the difference 

between the "ideal" or "expected" leader behavior and the 

"perceived" or "actual" leader behavior. A high discrepancy 

score was indicative of poor leader behavior; while a low 

discrepancy score indicated good leader behavior. Hemphill, 

Siegel, and Westie were able to show relations between a 

number of Hemphill's (21) group dimensions and discrepancies 

between perceived and ideal leader behavior. The group di-

mensions of Viscidity and Polarization were regarded by these 

researchers as being the most important indices of the "good-

ness" of leadership. 

Halpin and Winer (19) reported on a study in which fifty-

two airplane commanders were evaluated by instructor teams 

on the dimensions of Consideration and Initiating Structure. 
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The raters considered Initiating Structure to be more closely 

associated with effective leadership than was Consideration. 

Under combat conditions, leadership was found to correlate 

negatively, though not significantly, with Consideration, 

while it was found to correlate quite significantly with 

Initiating Structure in a positive direction. 

The majority of the studies, in which the behavior of 

an intermediate leader is described, point up an interesting 

dilemma. Gibb describes this dilemma in the following way: 

If an intermediate-level officer is to be a real leader, 
he has a dual role to play. He must accept the norms 
and values of superior authority, thus serving as an 
agent of the impersonal and coercive organization of 
which he is part. To the extent that he does this 
effectively his superiors regard him highly. At the 
same time, he must win the willing followership of the 
men under him, so that he wields over them authority 
which they have themselves given him. He will be rated 
highly by the men to the extent that he shows "Consid-
eration" for them and to the extent that he mingles 
freely with them and represents them against the cold 
machine which is the overall organization (13, pp. 89*4-
95). 

There has been considerable empirical research that bears 

out the notion that intermediate leaders are faced with a 

conflict of expectations from above and below. His superiors 

expect him to rate high in the dimension of Initiating 

Structure, while his subordinates expect him to rate high 

in the dimension of Consideration. However, this becomes 

less of a dilemma when one considers the fact that, as long 
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as the intermediate leader meets favorably the expectations 

of either of these groups with respect to the favored di-

mension, there is a high tolerance for the other dimension. 

This is to say that the leader who would meet successfully 

the expectations of both superiors and subordinates should 

rate high in both of these dimensions of leader behavior. 

The evaluation of leader behavior cannot be restricted 

to the differences by which it is perceived by the various 

groups associated with the leader. Cattell (4, 5) suggested 

that leadership be evaluated entirely on the basis of the 

group's performance as it acts in response to the leader's 

behavior. Herein lies the implication that leadership can-

not be studied without studying it in context. Thus, by 

studying the performance of the group, we are evaluating the 

effectiveness of the leadership activities which directed 

the group's performance. 

Evaluation is an important aspect in the study of leader 

behavior. Gibb says, "It is not enough to know what leader-

ship is, we want to know what 'good' leadership is and how 

it is differentiated from 'poor' leadership" (13, p. 895). 

Leadership and Group Behavior 

It has already been suggested that to study leadership 

one must look at the environment in which the leader performs. 
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Two kinds of environments were mentioned by Shartle (37). 

One kind of environment is the small tangible unit of which 

the leader is a part. The other environment is the larger 

intangible society or culture of which he and his group are 

a part. Research studies in leadership have generally been 

confined to the first of these environments. Four methods 

for studying group behavior grew out of the Ohio State Leader-

ship Studies. These were 

1. Formal organization chart. 
2. Sociometric ratings. With whom do the members of 

the organization work? This is sometimes called 
the informal organization or interpersonal chart. 

3. Measures of group morale. 
4. Group dimensions. What are the basic dimensions 

of the group or organization? How do groups differ 
in these dimensions? (37, p. 14) 

Group dimensions offered the most practical approach 

for studying group behavior and its relation to leader be-

havior. Hemphill and Westie (26) identified fourteen dimensions 

of group behavior and developed quantitative scales by which 

the group members themselves and outside observers could des-

cribe the performance of the group. The dimensions were 

identified as 

1. Autonomy 
2. Control 
3. Flexibility 
4. Hedonic Tone 
5. Homogeneity 
6. Intimacy 
7. Participation 
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8. Permeability 
9. Polarization 
10. Potency 
11. Size 
12. Stability 
13. Stratification 

14. Viscidity (26, pp. 325-342) 

With the aid of a questionnaire consisting of items which 

described behaviors in the aforementioned dimensions, group 

members could indicate their perceptions of their group. 

In regard to the study of leadership in the larger 

society or culture, Seeman suggested that "Leadership-follow-

ership patterns of a given institution are related to or are 

in part functions of the status systems and status ideologies 

which characterize the larger society in which the given 

institution functions" (35, p. 48). 

Many of the studies dealing with leadership and the 

behavior of the group indicated that members generally de-

sired a high degree of consideration from their leader. They 

wanted someone as their leader who would represent them in 

any conflict that might arise between the group and the 

higher organization. Pelz (31) suggested that this sup-

position did not hold true in all work groups. It may well 

be true of smaller work groups, but he found that in larger 

white-collar work groups the opposite seemed to be true. 

White-collar employees expected their immediate supervisor 

to identify more closely with his superiors. The suggestion 
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here was that the more closely the supervisor can identify 

with his superior the more influence he will have with them. 

This might imply that teachers would expect their principals 

to identify more with the administrative organization than 

with the faculty gro\ip. According to Evenson (8, 9), Luckie 

(28) and Watson (43), however, this did not appear to be so. 

Teachers tended to perceive their principal's behavior as 

being closely identified with administrative expectations, 

while they in truth expected him to show more consideration 

for the group. This may have accounted for Evenson's finding 

that principals perceived consideration behavior and struc-

turing behavior as being incompatible. There appeared to 

have been a greater diversity of expectations among teachers 

with respect to the leader behavior of the principal than 

seemed to be the case among other work groups. This may 

again have been due to the nature of the objectives of the 

prganization. It may be that teacher expectations would 

become more stable if educational objectives became more 

specific. 

The great number of studies conducted under different 

organizational schemes indicated that leadership expectations 

varied greatly from one organization to another. But perhaps 

of greater significance was the fact that expectations of 

leadership and group behavior varied quite consistently within 
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the organization itself. Gibb (13) noted that within the 

organization there was a formal structure and an informal 

structure. The formal structure embodied those behaviors, 

rules, and group roles that became traditional as the or-

ganization gained longevity and stability. The informal 

structure consisted of the small cliques and congeniality 

groups that formed within the formal organization. 

The expectations for leadership and group behavior 

varied from the formal to the informal organization. These 

expectations sometimes were incompatible. Scott (34), and 

Stogdill and Koehler (41) indicated in their studies that 

morale was related to the degree to which these incompatibil-

ities existed. The compatibility of members' expectations 

depended upon the extent to which they understood the inter-

relatedness of their respective roles in both the formal and 

informal organization. Furthermore, the clarity with which 

members perceived their respective roles was related to the 

behavior of the intermediate leader or supervisor. These 

studies implied that the most successful leaders were those 

who perceived the organization structure and responded readily 

to the expectations of the members of the organization. 

A number of studies based upon the work of Cattell and 

Wispe (6), and Hemphill (23) dealt with the relatedness of 

leadership to dimensions of group behavior. Hemphill (23) 
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originally found leadership to be related to pleasantness of 

group membership (the dimension of hedonic tone) and to the 

ability of the group to function in unity (viscidity). 

Hemphill suggested that the leader's most important task is 

to promote membership as a satisfying relationship and to 

facilitate group action as opposed to individual action. 

Mass (29) suggested that permeability (informality, 

activity, membership open to all comers) could affect desir-

able changes in the behavior of leaders. These desirable 

changes occurred mostly in social perception. 

The dimension of control was found by Hemphill, Seigel 

and Westie (25) to be related to the age of the leader. More 

organizational control was exhibited by older leaders. They 

found also that in older groups and among older leaders there 

was less tendency for leaders to engage in informal interaction 

with group members. This seemed to indicate that some di-

mensions of group behavior would be more compatible with one 

dimension of leadership than with another. For example, the 

group dimension of control would probably be more compatible 

with structuring behavior, while permeability would probably 

be more compatible with consideration behavior. This could 

then indicate that one type of leadership might be more appro-

priate for one group, while another group might find the 

other type of leadership more appropriate. 
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There is a considerable lack of research in the area of 

educational leadership and teacher-group performance. The 

findings, however, are significant. Chase (7) found an 

affective relationship between the leader behavior of the 

principal and the teachers' satisfaction with their own 

teaching performance. Watson (43) found an interactive re-

lationship to exist between the principal's expectations of 

the teachers and the teachers' expectations of the principal. 

She perceived the elementary school to be a social system in 

which the expectations of members influenced the behavior of 

the leader (principal) and the expectations of the leader 

influenced the behavior of the members (teachers). The dearth 

of research in educational leadership was pointed out by 

Evenson (9). He suggested that more studies were needed in 

the area of educational leadership, specifically in light of 

teacher satisfaction, teacher confidence in leadership, and 

teacher morale. Other areas that perhaps need some study 

would be the areas of teacher-group dimensions, and the iden-

tification of pre-group expectations (the expectations people 

have about the group and its leader prior to becoming a member 

of the group). 
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Summary 

The literature contains many attempts to define, des-

cribe, and to evaluate leadership in the context of the 

group environment. From these attempts, a number of varied 

conclusions have been drawn. Some of these conclusions have 

been quite significant, while others have only been tentative; 

and still others have appeared to be contradictory. From a 

survey of the findings reported in the literature, the fol-

lowing four conclusions are quite discernible: 

1. Leader behavior can be described and evaluated in 

quantitative terms; 

2. Two major dimensions of leader behavior have been 

identified as Consideration and Initiating Structure; 

3. Leader behavior is determined by the context of the 

group situation within which the leader functions; 

4. Leader behavior affects and is affected by the 

behavior of the group. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The methods and procedures employed in this study for 

the purpose of testing the hypotheses necessitated four major 

considerations. The first consideration related to the nature 

of and the procedures for selecting the sample". The second 

involved the selection of the instruments to be used for 

measuring the variables selected for investigation. The 

third consideration involved the determination of procedures 

for the collection of the data. The final consideration was 

the statistical procedures necessary for testing the hypotheses, 

Nature and Selection of the Sample 

The purpose of the study was to determine the expectations 

of student teachers toward the leadership role of the principal 

and to ascertain the relationship which these expectations 

had to a number of selected variables. Thus, the nature of 

the sample was determined by the purpose. The sample con-

sisted of 877 student teachers from ten state-supported 

colleges and universities in Texas. In eight of the schools, 

all the subjects were seniors and enrolled in student teaching 

60 
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during the spring semester of the 1966-67 school year. In 

two of the schools, all of the subjects were either seniors 

or would be seniors at the end of the semester. Some of 

these subjects were enrolled in seminars prior to doing their 

student teaching during the fall semester of the 1967-68 

school year. The number of subjects from each of the ten 

schools was reduced to be proportional to the number of 1965-

66 teacher education graduates from each of the ten schools 

reported in Table I. 

The ten schools were selected to represent the various 

geographic and population areas of Texas. Contacts were made 

with deans of schools of education, chairmen of divisions of 

teacher education, or directors of student teaching in each 

of the selected schools to obtain permission to use in the 

study data obtained from some of their student teachers. An 

official of each of thirteen schools was contacted, and ten 

consented to participate in the study. One person in each 

of the schools was then contacted and asked to coordinate 

the testing and collection of data in his respective school. 

Instructions (Appendix A) concerning the procedure for 

selecting the sample were mailed to each school representative. 

The size of the sample selected and tested, depending upon 

the size of the school, ranged from 50 to 140 in each of the 

schools. Each representative was asked to select his sample 
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in the following mariner. The selection was made after the 

student teachers were assigned to their coordinators or to 

their seminars. The names of the student teacher coordinators 

or seminar leaders were selected by random selection until 

the number of groups were sufficient to provide the suggested 

number of subjects for the sample. All of the students as-

signed to the selected coordinator were used in the sample. 

The number of groups of student teachers selected to provide 

the sample in each school varied according to the size of the 

sample requested and the number enrolled in each seminar. 

In two schools where departmental specialists were 

used as student teacher coordinators, a slight variation in 

the selection procedure was necessitated. Coordinators were 

selected from each department (e.£., English, social studies, 

math, etc.). If a department had more than one coordinator, 

the coordinator was selected at random from among those in 

his department. 

The number of subjects requested from each school was 

in excess of the number actually needed for the study. The 

size of each school sample was reduced by randomly selecting 

those who were to be included in the refined sample. The 

size of the school sample was the same percentage of the total 

sample that the number of teacher education graduates of that 

school was of the total number of teacher education graduates 
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for the ten schools during the 1965-66 school year. The 

total of all the samples from the participating schools after 

being reduced consisted of 553 subjects. 

Selection and Description of the Instruments 

Four instruments were administered to each subject who 

participated in the study. Each subject completed a Personal 

Data Sheet (Appendix B), which was used to ascertain among 

other things three variables--sex, race, and level of prepa-

ration. In addition each subject was asked to respond to the 

Gordon Personal Profile and the Gordon Personal Inventory. 

These instruments were used to measure eight personality vari-

ables. The fourth instrument used in the study was the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (Ideal Form). This instru-

ment (Appendix C) was used to determine the expectations that 

student teachers have concerning the leadership role of the 

principal. 

Personal Data Sheet 

This instrument was devised by the researcher for the 

purpose of collecting biographical data pertinent to the 

study and to facilitate possible future follow-up studies 

utilizing the same subjects. 
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Gordon Personal Profile 

The GPP provides easily obtained measures of four aspects 

of personality. They are Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), 

Emotional Stability (E), and Sociability (S). These four 

traits, which are essential to the adjustment of individuals 

in many social, educational, and industrial situations, have 

been found to be relatively independent and psychologically 

meaningful. The instrument has been used quite extensively 

for personnel research in the military and in industry. 

Though its use in educational research has been limited, it 

has good possibilities in this area. Because of its utility-

ease of administration, scoring and interpretation--and its 

economy, it was quite desirable for this study. 

The GPP consists of eighteen "Tetrads"--sets of four 

descriptive phrases. In each tetrad, each of the four traits 

is represented by one of the descriptive phrases. Two of the 

phrases in each tetrad have high average preference values 

and two have low average preference values. 

The Profile employs the forced-choice technique. The 

respondent is asked to mark one phrase in each tetrad that 

is most like himself and one phrase that is least like him-

self. Two of the phrases are unmarked. In scoring the 

Profile, items marked most are given a value of two®, un-

marked items are given a value of one°, and those marked 
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least are given no points. The sum of the eighteen scores 

for each trait constitutes the scale for that trait. 

The Profile is available in two editions, the Booklet 

Edition and IBM Answer Sheet Edition. The IBM Answer Sheet 

Edition was used in this study. All answer sheets were 

hand-scored using the IBM Answer Sheet Hand-Scoring Key. 

It has already been noted that the utility and economy 

of the instrument were major factors entering into the de-

cision to use it in this study. It may be further noted that 

its practicality as a research instrument is supported by 

reliability and validity data. The reviews in the Sixth 

Edition of Buros' Mental Measurements Yearbook are quite 

complete. The weaknesses as well as the strengths of the 

instrument are pointed out. With respect to the reliability 

and validity of the GPP, Dicken wrote the following: 

Reliability estimates based on several populations and 
computed by several standard methods are satisfactorily 
high. The validity of the scores in predicting external 
criteria in more than 20 studies is cited, and low or 
zero correlations are included as well as higher ones. 
These data are extensive enough to give the potential 
user a fair approximation of what he might expect in 
his own population. Validity correlations with peer 
ratings of college students are especially impressive> 
ranging from 0.47 to 0.73, but these subjects appear 
to be the same on which the item analysis were based 
(1, p. 23). 
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Dicken concludes that "Generally, the validity of the Gordon 

Personal Profile seems as good as usually found in the better 

inventories of this type" (1, p. 231). 

Heilbrun in his review remarked that "Reliability figures 

suggest that the GPP scales are both internally consistent and 

stable over time" (1, p. 231). He further suggested, "The 

validity data bear testimony to the usefulness of the GPP 

scales. Moderate correlations between them and both counselor 

and peer ratings of behavior have been demonstrated" (1, p. 

232). Both reviewers suggest that the weaknesses in the in-

strument are not sufficient to inhibit its usefulness to 

research. 

Gordon Personal Inventory 

The Inventory is a companion instrument to the Profile 

and similarly measures four aspects of personality. These 

are Cautiouness (C), Original Thinking (0), Personal Re-

lations (P), and Vigor (V). MEach of the traits including 

those on the Profile have been defined in Chapter I.) The 

format of the GPI is quite similar to that of the GPP. Like 

the GPP the items of the GPI are arranged in tetrads, each 

containing two favorable and two unfavorable items. There 

are twenty tetrads in the Inventory compared to eighteen in 
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the Profile. The time required for administration is about 

ten to fifteen minutes,1 

Such criteria as factor analysis of items, analysis of 

internal consistency, and the social desirability of the items 

were employed in the construction of the instrument. The In-

ventory, like the Profile, employs t:he forced-choice technique, 

which the author of the test claims makes the test less sus-

ceptible to faking by those motivated to make a good impression. 

Dicken (1, p. 227) reports that intercorrelations among 

the four scales for the Inventory are generally lower than 

for the Profile. In addition, correlations between the com-

panion instruments are low to moderate, none exceeding 0.47. 

Concerning the reliabilities and validities of the scales, 

Dicken remarks, 

The reliabilities of the scales are satisfactory, 
ranging from .77 to .84. There are a variety of norms. 
Validity studies in several different settings are 
cited. Validity data are not quite as extensive as 
for the Profile, and the external validity of the 
Inventory does not seem as well established by the 
data available. Omission of empirical item selection 
in constructing the test may have limited its external 
validity. Most of the validity correlations do not 
rise above the .30fs (1, p. 228). 

Despite the modest reports on the external validity of the 

instrument, Dicken concludes that "the Inventory seems gener-

ally as satisfactory a measure of traits of this type as 

other self-report devices which are available" (1, p. 228). 
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Heilbrun generally corroborates Dicken with regard to 

the reliability evidence on the Inventory; but he is sharply 

critical of the validity evidence reported in the manual. He 

states that the reliability "reported in terms of split-half 

or internal consistency coefficients is reasonably good 

(around .80) for all scales" (1, p. 228), whereas he quite 

frankly criticizes the author of the test for assuming that 

"any significant relationship with a performance criterion 

represents scale validation" (1, p. 229). 

Summarily, Heilbrun remarks, 

The GPI falls somewhat short of the Profile with respect 
to what has been accomplished in its development. In 
many respects a solid beginning has been made in estab-
lishing its usefulness as a brief personality measure, 
but in other respects . . . questions remain which demand 
further empirical investigation before the test user 
should employ the instrument without more than the usual 
caution (1, p. 229). 

The Inventory was selected for this study for the same 

reasons as for the Profile, in addition to the fact that it 

is the companion instrument to the Profile. 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

There is really no standardized instrument for describing 

and measuring leader behavior. Most early studies of leader-

ship attempted to get at it in an indirect manner, i.e., by 

the measuring of other traits that were supposedly related to 

leadership. The problem here was that the traits were measured 
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by indirect means. In more recent studies, attempts to measure 

leadership have begun by describing the behavior of the leader 

in the act of leading. To date the most sophisticated instru-

ment developed for this purpose is the LBDQ. This instrument 

is the result of an interdepartmental effort over a period 

of ten years. No other instrument has been developed under 

comparable circumstances. This instrument was selected for 

this study because it fitted the purposes of the study ade-

quately, and it has been proved as a reliable instrument for 

describing leader behavior. 

The LBDQ was developed as one project of the Ohio State 

Leadership Studies. According to Halpin (13), it provides a 

technique for describing the leader behavior of the designated 

leader (appointed or elected) of a formal organization. The 

responses to the questionnaire are obtained from the members 

of the leader's work-group. Two dimensions of leader be-

havior --Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns)— 

are scored. Each item in the questionnaire describes a 

behavior which may be attributed to a leader. The respondent 

is asked to indicate how often he perceives the leader en-

gaging in the type of behavior indicated by the item. He 

responds by marking one of five adverbs: always, often, 

occasionally, seldom, never. A score in each of the two 

dimensions is obtained from several members of the leader's 
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work-group. These scores are then averaged to obtain an 

index of the leader's behavior in each of the dimensions. 

The Ideal Form, which was used in this study, is es-

sentially the same as the basic form described above. The 

items are identical. The respondent is asked to indicate by 

marking one of five adverbs (same as above) how often he 

thinks the leader should engage in the behavior described in 

the item. Both forms are scored identically. 

The original instrument consisting of 150 items was 

developed by Hemphill and Coons (19). In its initial form, 

the questionnaire was used to describe leader behavior in 

nine hypothesized dimensions. The items for the instrument 

were selected from 1,790 items submitted for the instrument 

by members of the Personnel Research Board of the Ohio State 

University and by members of two advanced university classes. 

The items submitted were to apply to one or more of the nine 

hypothesized dimensions of leadership. 

Each of the nine dimensions was assigned to one of the 

members of the research staff, and he was to select from the 

list of submitted items those which were applicable to that 

dimension for which he was responsible. These selections 

were then examined by the entire research staff. Those items 

which did not apply to the hypothesized dimensions or were 

applicable to more than one dimension were eliminated. The 
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questionnaire thus refined was administered to 357 individuals. 

Of these, 205 were members of various groups who described the 

behavior of their leaders; and 152 of the respondents were 

leaders of groups and described themselves as leaders. In 

all, twenty-nine different groups were identified from the 

357 respondents. 

The completed questionnaires were subjected to an item 

analysis. Tetrachoric correlation coefficients were computed 

to determine the relation between responses to the items of. 

the questionnaire and the over-all ratings of the leader's 

ability as a leader. In addition, an item analysis was used 

to determine internal consistency. Intercorrelation techniques 

identified dependent relationships between the several di-

mensions of leadership. This initial instrument contained 

many weaknesses, but it did prove to be a useful instrument 

for gathering data about the behavior of leaders. 

In reporting an adaptation of the instrument for Air 

Force officers, Halpin and Winer (14) identified two funda-

mental dimensions of leader behavior. These dimensions-

Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns)--resulted 

from a factor analysis of the responses of 300 B-29 crew 

members in describing the leader behavior of their commanders. 

Of four dimensions identified on the basis of the factor an-

alysis, Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) 
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accounted for 34 and 50 per cent, respectively, of the common 

variance. In another study (15) based on a sample of 249 

commanders, a correlation coefficient of .38 was found be-

tween the scores on the two dimensions. 

Halpin defined Initiating Structure (Str) as "the leader's 

behavior in delineating the relationship between himself and 

the members of his group, and in endeavoring to establish 

well-defined patterns of organization, channels of communication, 

and ways of getting the job done" (13, p. 1). "Consideration 

(Cns)" he says, "refers to behavior indicative of friendship, 

mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the relationship between 

the leader and members of the group" (13, pp. 1-2). 

As a result of Halpin and Winer's studies, the question-

naire was refined first to 80 items then to 40 items which 

measure leader behavior in the dimensions of Initiating Struc-

ture (Str) and Consideration (Cns). In the 40-item form of 

the questionnaire, fifteen items are scored for Initiating 

Structure (Str), and fifteen are scored for Consideration 

(Cns). Ten of the items are not scored. When corrected for 

attenuation, odd-even estimates of reliability are 0.86 for 

Initiating Structure (Str) and 0.93 for Consideration (Cns). 

A "between-vs.-within-group" analysis of variance has 

been employed in several studies (8, 9, 11,12) to check agree-

ment among respondents in describing their respective leaders. 
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The F ratios in each case were found to be significant at the 

.01 level. The findings of the several studies seem to cor-

roborate the notion that followers are generally in agreement 

in describing the same leader, whereas different leaders are 

generally described differently. 

The LBDQ has been used extensively to study leader be-

havior in industrial, military, and educational settings. 

In their studies of the leader behavior of factory foremen, 

Fleishman (4, 5, 6, 7) and Fleishman, Harris and Burtt (8) 

found the two dimensions of leader behavior to be useful in 

describing supervisory behavior in industry and in evaluating 

the results of supervisory training programs. Halpin (9, 10, 

11, 12) studied the leader behavior of both aircraft commanders 

and school superintendents. In one study (10), he found that 

the effectiveness of aircraft commanders was related to high 

ratings in both dimensions of leader behavior. In comparing 

the leader behavior and leadership ideologies of aircraft 

commanders and school superintendents, he found (11) that air-

craft commanders tended to rate higher in Initiating Structure 

(Str) while school superintendents rated high in Consideration 

(Cns). 

Other studies pertinent to the development and use of 

the LBDQ are listed in the bibliography for this chapter. 
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Procedures for Collecting Data 

The subjects for this study were chosen from ten state 

colleges and universities which prepare teachers. The 

participating schools represented the various geographic 

areas of Texas. These schools, listed in Table I, were chosen 

so as to obtain a proportional representative sample of student 

teachers in Texas. The instruments were administered to a 

proportionate number of student teachers in each school, 

according to the specifications in Table I. 

The subjects were each assigned a code number. This code 

number was entered instead of the subject's name on each ques-

tionnaire answer sheet, and all data was tabulated in numerical 

sequence according to code numbers. 

The LBDQ was used to ascertain the subjects' expectations 

of the principal's leadership behavior with respect to the 

dimensions of Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration 

(Cns). A score was obtained on each of these dimensions for 

each subject. s 

In addition, measures of eight personality traits were 

obtained for each subject from the Gordon Personal Profile 

and the Gordon Personal Inventory. 

The subjects were asked to respond to these question-

naires prior to going to their teaching assignments. This 

was to insure that their expectations of the principal's 
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leader behavior would not be influenced by first impressions 

formed upon meeting the principal in the school to which they 

were assigned, or by impressions formed as a result of chance 

conversation about the principal between the cooperating 

teacher and other teachers in the school. The subjects' re-

sponses to the GPP and the GPI were recorded on IBM Answer 

Sheet Editions of the inventories. Responses to the LBDQ 

were recorded in the test booklet, and all answer sheets were 

hand-scored. 

Accompanying the three instruments mentioned above'was 

a Personal Data Sheet, which each subject was asked to com-

plete. This form was used to ascertain the sex, race, and 

level of preparation of each subject. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

The data for each subject in this study were punched on 

IBM cards and statistical computations were made at the Com-

puter Center at North Texas State University. Each research 

hypothesis was restated in the null form for statistical 

testing. In each case the .05 level of confidence was accepted 

as the level of statistical significance. The following sta-

tistical procedures were carried out. 

1; To test Hypothesis 1, the product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed for both Initiating Structure and 



77 

Consideration and each of the eight selected personality traits. ) 

A table of r values was consulted to determine the signifi-

cance of the correlation. 

2. For Hypotheses 2-5, a mean and a standard deviation 

were computed for the group on each of the eight traits. The 

score distributions were then divided into three groups: 

(a) The high group (all scores falling more than 

one-half of one S. D. above the mean). 

(b) The middle group (all scores falling within 

one-half of one S. D. of the mean). 

(c) The low group (all scores falling more than 

one-half of one S. D. below the mean). 

Comparisons were then made between the means of the scores 

of the high and low groups on each of the eight traits and 

the means of their scores on each of the dimensions of Ini-

tiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns). In each 

case, the t test for large group means was employed to test 

the significance of the difference between the group means. 

3. Similarly for Hypotheses 6-9, group means and stan-

dard deviations were computed for the scores on each of the 

dimensions of Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration 

(Cns). The score distributions for each of the dimensions 

were grouped in the manner described above. Comparisons were 

then made between the means of the high and low groups on 
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each of the two dimensions and the means of their scores on 

each of the eight personality traits. The t_ for large group 

means was again employed to test for the significance of the 

difference between the means of the comparison groups. 

4. For Hypotheses 10 and 11, the subjects were grouped 

by race, sex, and level of preparation. An analysis of 

variance was computed, and F ratios were utilized to deter-

mine whether there were significant differences. Then t 

ratios were employed to determine wherein these differences 

lay. The results of this analysis of variance were used to 

compare the groups' scores on the dimensions of Initiating 

Structure and Consideration. 

5. For Hypothesis 12, the mean of the scores for the 

total sample on Initiating Structure were compared with the 

mean of the scores on Consideration. • The t_ test for large 

group means was used to test the significance of the 

difference. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The data for this study were analyzed to determine 

student teachers' expectations for the leader behavior of 

the principal. The findings of this analysis and the dis-

cussion of these findings are presented in this chapter. 

Each research hypothesis was restated in the null form, and 

the null hypothesis was tested. The .05 level of confidence 

was accepted as the level of statistical significance for 

rejecting the null hypothesis. 

Analysis of the Data for 
Testing Hypothesis 1 

It was stated in Hypothesis 1 that no significant cor-

relations would be found between the measured personality 

traits of student teachers and their expectations of the 

leader behavior of the principal. In order to test this 

hypothesis, each variable was correlated with every other 

variable, and product moment correlation coefficients were 

obtained. To test the hypothesis, it was necessary to cor-

relate each leadership variable with each of the personality 

variables. Intercorrelation of all variables, however, 

82 
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was computed; and the results of this intercorrelation are 

presented in Table II. 

TABLE II 

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG EIGHT MEASURED 
PERSONALITY VARIABLES AND TWO 

LEADERSHIP DIMENSIONS 
FOR 553 SUBJECTS 

Variables A R E S C 0 P V Str Cns 

A -.06 .10 .65 -.07 .44 .11 .33 -.02 .00 

R I • o
 

ON
 

.55 -.14 .50 .20 .33 .32 .11 -.02 

E .10 .55 -.23 .28 .13 .40 .14 .06 -.07 

S .65 -.14 -.23 -.17 .20 .05 .19 .07 

CM 
O
 • 

C -.07 .50 .28 -.17 .08 .49 .15 .04 -.06 

0 .44 .20 .13 .20 .08 .19 .41 -.04 -.08 

p .11 .33 .40 .05 .49 .19 .05 .07 -.07 

V .33 .32 .14 .19 .15 .41 .05 .05 -.03 

Str -.02 .11 .06 .07 .04 -.04 .07 .05 .21 

Cns .00 -.02 -.07 .02 -.06 -.08 1 
•
 o
 

-.03 .21 

For P to equal .05, r must equal .083; 
For P to equal .01, r must equal .109; 
For P to equal .001, r must equal .141. 

Table II includes intercorrelations for eight person-

ality traits and two leadership dimensions. These variables 
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are designated by symbols which will be used also in all sub-

sequent tables. Ascendancy is designated by the letter A, 

Responsibility by R, Emotional Stability by E, Sociability 

by S, Cautiousness by C, Original Thinking by 0, Personal 

Relations by P, Vigor by V, Initiating Structure by Str, and 

Consideration by Cns. The first eight variables are person-

ality traits; and the last two, Initiating Structure and 

Consideration, are dimensions of leadership. 

An analysis of Table II reveals no high correlation 

coefficients for any two variables. A few moderate coeffi-

cients are seen, however. For example, a coefficient of 

.65 was obtained for Ascendancy (A) and Sociability (S); a 

coefficient of .55 was obtained for Responsibility (R) and 

Emotional Stability (E); a coefficient of .50 was obtained 

for Responsibility (R) and Cautiousness (C); a coefficient 

of .49 was obtained for Cautiousness (C) and Personal Re-

lations (P); a coefficient of .44 was obtained for Ascendancy 

(A) and Original Thinking (0); and a coefficient of .40 was 

obtained for Emotional Stability (E) and Personal Relations 

(P). These are all highly significant coefficients, having 

reached much better than the .001 level of confidence. 

Though most of the obtained coefficients are low, many 

are significant. The following coefficients (in addition 

to those already mentioned above are significant at, or at better 
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than the .001 level of confidence: Ascendancy (A) and Vigor 

(V) with a coefficient of .33, Responsibility (R) and Original 

Thinking (0) with a coefficient of .20, Responsibility (R) 

and Personal Relations (P) with a coefficient of .33, Respon-

sibility (R) and Vigor (V) with a coefficient of .32, Emotional 

Stability (E) and Sociability (S) with a coefficient of -.23, 

Emotional Stability (E) and Cautiousness (C) with a coefficient 

of .28, Sociability (S) and Cautiousness (C) with a coefficient 

of -.17, Sociability (S) and Original Thinking (0) with a 

coefficient of .20, Sociability (S) and Vigor (V) with a co-

efficient of .19, Cautiousness (C) and Vigor (V) with a co-

efficient of .15, Original Thinking (0) and Personal Relations 

(P) with a coefficient of .19, and Original Thinking (0) and 

Vigor (V) with a coefficient of .41. 

The following coefficients reached the .01 level of 

confidence: Ascendancy (A) and Personal Relations (P) with 

a coefficient of .11, Responsibility (R) and Sociability (S) 

with a coefficient of -.14, Emotional Stability (E) and Or-

iginal Thinking (0) with a coefficient of .13, Emotional 

Stability (E) and Vigor (V) with a coefficient of .14. 

Ascendancy (A) and Emotional Stability (E) with a coefficient 

of .10 reached only the .05 level of confidence. 

With but one exception, Initiating Structure (Str) and 

Consideration (Cns) were not found to correlate significantly 
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with any of the measured personality traits. The one exception, 

Responsibility (R) was found to correlate significantly with 

Initiating Structure (Str). A coefficient of .11 was obtained, 

which was significant at better than the .01 level of con-

fidence. All the other obtained coefficients of correlation 

are quite low, ranging from .07 to -.08. A low but signifi-

cant correlation coefficient of .21 was obtained for Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns). This was found to 

be significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

Though the data do not provide any substantial results 

bearing upon the hypothesized condition, they do indicate at 

least one significant relationship—that Initiating Structure 

(Str) correlates significantly with Responsibility (R). The 

null hypothesis was rejected for Responsibility, but was 

accepted for the other seven traits. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 2 and 4 

It was stated in Hypothesis 2 that subjects whose scores 

on Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), 

and Vigor (V), respectively, are at least one-half standard 

deviation above the mean would have higher means on Initiating 

Structure (Str) than would subjects whose scores on these 

respective traits are at least one-half standard deviation 

below the mean. In Hypothesis 4, it was stated that subjects 
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whose scores on Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), 

and Personal Relations (P), respectively, are one-half 

standard deviation or more above the mean would have signifi-

cantly lower means on Initiating Structure (Str) than would 

subjects whose scores on these respective traits are one-half 

standard deviation or more below the mean. When restated 

in the null form, Hypotheses 2 and 4 were stated as one 

hypothesis. That is, high and low groups for respective 

personality traits would not have significantly different 

means for Initiating Structure (Str). The score distribution 

for each of the measured personality traits was divided into 

three groups. The high group consisted of those subjects whose 

scores on the given trait were one-half standard deviation 

or more above the mean of the distribution. The low group 

consisted of those subjects whose scores were one-half standard 

deviation or more below the mean. The middle group was not 

used in the comparison. Means and standard deviations for 

scores on Initiating Structure (Str) were computed for each 

group. The high and low groups for each trait were then com-

pared on the basis of their respective means for Initiating 

Structure (Str). Fisher's t_ was then employed to test the 

significance of the difference between the means. The results 

of these tests are presented in Table III. In addition, Table 

III contains the means for Initiating Structure (Str) of the 
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high and low groups for each of the eight personality traits. 

The number of subjects in each group is also reported in the 

table. For example, the high group for the first trait, 

Ascendancy (A), consisted of 170 subjects. The group had 

a mean for Initiating Structure (Str) of 45.56. The low 

group had a mean of 45.96. The t ratio obtained upon testing 

for significance was .72, which was not significant. 

TABLE III 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES 
ON INITIATING STRUCTURE BY HIGH AND 

LOW PERSONALITY GROUPS 

High Low 
t P iraics 

N M SD N M SD 

A 170 45.56 5.02 152 45.96 4.90 .72 NS 

R 163 46.71 4.83 172 45.55 4.98 -2.14 .05 

E 214 46.21 5.10 156 45.28 4.66 -1.79 NS 

S 178 46.06 4.79 143 45.58 5.22 -.85 NS 

C 194 46.27 5.04 148 46.09 5.01 -.32 NS 

0 187 45.78 5.26 163 46.30 4.84 .95 NS 

p 179 46.39 5.12 165 45.67 4.77 -1.34 NS 

V 173 46.24 5.17 161 45.54 5.11 1.24 NS 

Upon examining Table III, it is noted that only in the 

case of the high and low Responsibility (R) groups did they 

differ significantly on their means for Initiating Structure 

(Str). The difference between means was found to be 
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significant at better than the .05 level, with the high group 

having the higher mean. The high group had the higher mean 

also for Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Cautious-

ness (C), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V). The low 

group had the higher mean for Ascendancy (A) and Original 

Thinking (0). 

It is noted further from Table III that the high and 

low groups for Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), Original 

Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) do not differ significantly in 

their means for Initiating Structure (Str). Therefore, for 

Hypothesis 2, the null hypothesis was retained and the re-

search hypothesis rejected. 

In Hypothesis 4A, it was stated that the low Responsibility 

(R) group would have a significantly higher mean for Initiating 

Structure (Str) than would the high group. It was restated in 

the null form as follows: the high and low Responsibility (R) 

will not have significantly different means for Initiating 

Structure (Str). The results presented in Table III show that 

the high Responsibility (R) group had a significantly higher 

mean than the low group. The null hypothesis, therefore, was 

rejected. Because the direction of difference was the opposite 

of that hypothesized, the research hypothesis was also rejected. 

Since the high and low groups for Emotional Stability (E) 

and Personal Relations (P) did not differ significantly in 



90 

their means for Initiating Structure (Str), the null hypothesis 

for parts B and C of Hypothesis 4 was retained, and the re-

search hypothesis was rejected. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 3 and 5 

It was stated in Hypothesis 3 that subjects whose scores 

for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), Sociability 

(S), Original Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) are respectively 

one-half standard deviation or more above the mean would 

obtain higher means for Consideration (Cns) than would subjects 

whose respective scores for these traits are one-half standard 

deviation or more below the mean. This hypothesis was re-

stated in the null form as follows: high and low groups for 

Ascendancy (A) and Cautiousness (C) will not have significantly 

different means for Consideration (Cns). 

Means and standard deviation for Consideration (Cns) 

scores were computed for both the high group and the low 

group on personality traits. To test the null hypothesis 

of no difference between the high and low group means, t_ 

ratios were obtained, the results of which are found in 

Table IV. 

An examination of Table IV shows no significant differ 

ences between the means of the high group and the low 
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR 
SCORES ON CONSIDERATION BY HIGH AND 

LOW PERSONALITY GROUPS 
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Traits 
High Low 

t P. Traits 
N M SD N M SD 

t P. 

A 170 48.36 4.26 152 48.11 4.16 -.54 NS 

R 163 48.53 3.89 172 48.50 4.21 -.08 NS 

E 214 48.04 4.13 156 48.57 4.01 1.24 NS 

S 178 48.19 4.15 143 47.85 4.17 -.71 NS 

C 194 48.14 3.85 148 48.73 4.24 1.34 NS 

0 187 47.79 3.91 163 48.61 4.20" 1.90 NS 

P 179 47.81 4.18 165 48.56 4.02 1.68 NS 

V 173 48.14 4.20 161 48.35 4.17 -.47 NS 

group for any of the personality traits. The difference be-

tween the means of the high and low group on Original Thinking 

(0) approaches significance at the .05 level but does not reach 

it. It was noted, however, that the low group had noticeably 

higher means for Emotional Stability (E), Cautiousness (C), 

Original Thinking (0), and Personal Relations (P). The dif-

ferences between the means of the high and low groups on 

Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), Sociability (S) and 

Vigor (V) are quite small. On the strength of the results 
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presented in Table IV, the null hypothesis for Hypotheses 

3 and 5 was retained, and the research hypothesis was 

rejected. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 6 and 7 

Hypothesis 6 stated that subjects whose scores for 

Initiating Structure (Str) are one-half standard deviation 

or more above the mean would have significantly higher mean 

scores on each of the traits, Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness 

(C), and Vigor (V), than would subjects whose scores for 

Initiating Structure (Str) are one-half standard deviation 

or more below the mean. In the null hypothesis form this 

was restated thus: the high group and the low group on 

Initiating Structure (Str) will not have significantly dif-

ferent means for Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), or Vigor 

(V). Hypothesis 7 asserted that subjects whose scores for 

Initiating Structure (Str) are one-half standard deviation 

or more above the mean would have significantly lower mean 

scores respectively for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability 

(E), Sociability (S), Original Thinking (0), and Personal 

Relations (P) than would subjects whose scores for Initiating 

Structure (Str) are one-half standard deviation or more be-

low the mean. The null form of the hypothesis stated that 

the high group and the low group for Initiating Structure 
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(Str) will not have significantly different means for Re-

sponsibility (R) , Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), 

Original Thinking (0), or Personal Relations (P). The high 

and the low groups were compared on the basis of their re-

spective means on each of the traits. To test the null 

hypothesis of no significant difference, Fisher's t was 

employed. The results of this analysis are presented in 

Table V. 

TABLE V 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES 
ON PERSONALITY TRAITS BY HIGH AND LOW 

INITIATING STRUCTURE GROUPS 

Traits 

High Str 

N = 178 

Low Str 

N = 170 t P Traits 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 22.21 5.56 22.49 5.81 .46 NS 

R 26.17 5.10 25.07 5.26 -1.97 .05 

E 24.58 5.76 23.66 6.17 -1.43 NS 

S 22.96 5.58 22.22 5.94 -1.20 NS 

c 26.07 7.00 25.63 6.33 -.62 NS 

0 24.63 5.93 25.01 5.97 .58 NS 

P 25.85 5.85 24.93 6.33 -1.41 NS 

V 24.53 6.26 24.15 6.11 -.56 NS 
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An examination of Table V reveals only one significant 

difference. The high group for Initiating Structure (Str) 

has a higher mean for Responsibility (R) than does the low 

group. The difference between the means of these groups on 

Responsibility (R) is significant at just better than the 

.05 level of confidence. In none of the other cases are the 

differences significant. It was noted, however, that the high 

group had noticeably higher means for Emotional Stability (E), 

Sociability (S), and Personal Relations (P) than did the low 

group. On Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking 

(0), and Vigor (V), the differences between the high group and 

the low group are quite small. 

For Hypothesis 6, the results presented in Table V are 

not sufficient to warrant rejection of the null hypothesis. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted, and the research 

hypothesis was rejected. It was stated in Hypothesis 7A that 

the group high on Initiating Structure (Str) would have a sig-

nificantly lower mean for Responsibility (R) than would the 

group low on Initiating Structure (Str). Stated in the null 

form: high and low groups on Initiating Structure (Str) 

will not have significantly different means for Responsi-

bility (R). Since a significant difference was found, 

the null hypothesis was rejected. The direction of the 

difference, however, was opposite to that hypothesized; 
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thus the research hypothesis was also rejected. In parts B, 

C, D, and E of Hypothesis 7, no significant differences were 

found. In each of these cases, therefore, the null hypothesis 

was accepted and the research hypothesis was rejected. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 8 and 9 

It was stated in Hypothesis 8 that subjects whose scores 

for Consideration (Cns) are one-half standard deviation or 

more above the mean would have significantly higher means 

respectively for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), 

Sociability (S), Original Thinking (0), and Personal Relations 

(P) than would subjects whose scores for Consideration (Cns) 

are one-half standard deviation or more below the mean. This 

was stated in the null form as thus: high and low groups on 

Consideration (Cns) will not have significantly different means 

for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), Sociability 

(S), Original Thinking (0), or Personal Relations (P). 

Hypothesis 9 asserted that subjects whose scores for Con-

sideration (Cns) are one-half standard deviation or more 

above the mean would have significantly lower means respect-

ively for Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), and Vigor (V) 

than would subjects whose scores for Consideration (Cns) are 

one-half standard deviation or more below the mean. In the 
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null form, it was stated that high and low groups for 

Consideration (Cns) will not have significantly different 

means for Ascendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), or Vigor (V). 

The group high on Consideration (Cns) was compared with 

the group low on Consideration on the basis of their respective 

means for each of the eight personality traits. Fisher's t 

was then employed to test the null hypothesis of no difference 

between the mean of the high group and the mean of the low 

group. The results of these analyses and tests are presented 

in Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES 
ON PERSONALITY TRAITS BY HIGH AND LOW 

CONSIDERATION GROUPS 

Traits 

High Cns 
N = 169 

Low 
N = 

' Cns 
: 182 

t P Traits 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 22.38 5.87 22.45 5.98 .10 NS 
R 25.27 5.60 25.70 4.63 .79 NS 
E 23.40 6.46 24.58 5.50 1.84 NS 
S 22.98 5.96 22.60 5.71 -.61 NS 
C 25.08 7.02 26.29 6.26 1.70 NS 
0 24.26 6.09 25.37 5.82 1.74 NS 
p 24.99 6.26 25.69 5.65 1.10 NS 
V 24.32 5.85 24.75 5.78 .70 NS 
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Upon examining Table VI, it is noted that no significant 

differences were obtained. For Emotional Stability (E), 

Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), and Personal Re-

lations (P), the low group has noticeably higher means than 

does the high group. The differences, however, are not 

significant. For Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), Sociability 

(S), and Vigor (V), the differences between the means of the 

high groups and the means of the low groups are small. 

For both Hypotheses 8 and 9, the data presented in Table 

VI warranted the acceptance of the null hypothesis and the 

rejection of the research hypothesis. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 10A and 11A 

For Hypotheses 10 and 12, all 877 subjects were used. 

It was stated in Hypothesis 10A that male subjects would have 

significantly higher scores for Initiating Structure (Str) 

than would female subjects. This was restated in the null 

hypothesis form as thus: there will be no significant differences 

in the mean scores for Initiating Structure (Str) attained 

by male and female student teachers. Hypothesis 11A stated 

that females would have higher scores for Consideration (Cns) 

than would male subjects. Restated in the null form, there 

will be no significant differences in the mean scores on 

Consideration (Cns) attained by male and female subjects. 



98 

Both hypotheses were tested concurrently. Means and standard 

deviations for scores on Initiating Structure (Str) and Con-

sideration (Cns) were obtained for male and female groups. 

Fisher's t was employed to test the null hypothesis of no 

difference. The results of these computations are presented 

in Table VII. 

TABLE VII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES ON 
ALL VARIABLES BY MALE AND FEMALE GROUPS 

Variables 

Male 

N = 1 6 1 

Female 

N = 716 
t P 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 2 3 . 5 4 5 . 4 7 2 2 . 2 2 5 . 4 5 2 . 7 8 . 0 1 

R 2 5 . 0 7 4 . 9 0 2 5 . 7 7 4 . 9 6 - 1 . 6 2 NS 

E 2 5 . 2 5 5 . 5 1 2 3 . 7 1 5 . 7 0 3 . 1 2 . 0 1 

S 2 1 . 9 9 5 . 7 9 2 2 . 8 9 5 . 5 6 - 1 . 8 2 NS 

c 2 5 . 5 8 6 . 4 4 2 5 . 7 9 6 . 5 0 - . 3 7 NS 

0 2 5 . 5 7 5 . 1 0 2 4 . 6 5 5 . 9 9 1 . 8 1 NS 

p 2 5 . 8 0 5 . 6 6 2 5 . 7 8 5 . 7 8 . 0 4 NS 

V 2 5 . 1 8 5 . 6 9 2 4 . 4 3 5 . 9 0 1 . 4 6 NS 

Str 4 5 . 4 7 5 . 6 6 4 6 . 2 3 4 . 7 4 - 1 . 7 5 NS 

Cns 4 7 . 4 5 4 . 2 1 4 7 . 9 5 4 . 2 5 - 1 . 3 4 NS 
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An analysis of Table VII revealed that female subjects 

had higher means for both Initiating Structure (Str) and 

Consideration (Cns) than did male subjects. In neither case, 

however, was the difference between the means significant. 

On the strength of these findings, the null hypothesis was 

accepted, and the research hypothesis was rejected. 

A further examination of the table revealed some findings 

that did not bear upon the hypotheses. Generally, male and 

female subjects did not differ in their mean scores on person-

ality traits. In only two cases did men differ significantly 

from women. These were in Ascendancy (A) and Emotional Sta-

bility (E). Men had significantly higher means for both traits, 

the difference being in both cases significant at better than 

the .01 level of confidence. Men also had noticeably higher 

means for Original Thinking (0) and Vigor (V), while women 

had noticeably higher means for Responsibility (R) and 

Sociability (S). For Cautiousness (C) and Personal Re-

lations (P), the difference was small. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing 
Hypotheses 10B and 11B 

Hypothesis 1GB stated that secondary subjects will have 

significantly higher scores on Initiating Structure (Str) 

than will elementary subjects. This was stated in the null 

hypothesis form as: there will be no significant differences 
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in the mean scores on Initiating Structure (Str) attained 

by elementary and secondary student teachers. Hypothesis-

11B stated that elementary subjects would have significantly 

higher scores for Consideration (Cns) than would secondary 

subjects. It was restated in the null form as: elementary 

and secondary subjects would not have significantly different 

scores for Consideration (Cns). Results of the data are pre-

sented in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES ON 
ALL VARIABLES BY SECONDARY AND ELEMENTARY GROUPS 

Variables 

Elementary 

N = 389 

Secondary 

N = 488 
t P Variables 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 21.89 5.25 22.91 5.61 -2.76 .01 
R 25.99 4.83 25.37 5.03 1.83 NS 
E 24.09 5.68 23.91 5.70 .46 NS 
S 22.74 5.70 22.71 5.54 .08 NS 
C 26.15 6.37 25.43 6.57 1.62 NS 
0 23.85 5.90 25.59 5.69 -4.42 .001 
P 26.47 5.59 25.24 5.83 3.18 .01 
V 24.17 5.78 24.89 5.91 -1.82 NS 
Str 46.26 4.83 45.95 5.01 .92 NS 
Cns 48.31 4.29 47.50 4.18 2.84 .01 

By examining Table VIII, it was noted that the elementary 

group had a significantly higher mean for Consideration (Cns) 
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than did the secondary group, the difference being significant 

at better than the .01 level of confidence. For Initiating 

Structure (Str), there was only a very small difference be-

tween the means of the two groups. For Hypothesis 10B, the 

data were not sufficient to warrant rejection of the null 

hypothesis. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted, 

and the research hypothesis was rejected. For Hypothesis 

11B, the data did warrant rejection of the null hypothesis. 

Therefore, the null was rejected, and the research hypothesis 

was accepted. 

Table VIII consisted also of the means of the elementary 

and secondary groups for each of the eight personality traits. 

The data in Table VIII indicated that the secondary group had 

significantly higher means for Ascendancy (A) and Original 

Thinking (0) than did the elementary group. The t ratio 

obtained for testing the null hypothesis of no difference for 

the two groups on Ascendancy (A) was -2.76, which was found 

to be significant at better than the .01 level. A t_ ratio 

of -4.42 was obtained when testing the null hypothesis of no 

difference for the two groups on Original Thinking (0). This 

was found to be significant at better than the .001 level of 

confidence. The data in Table VIII also Indicated that the 

elementary group had a significantly higher mean for Personal 

Relations (P) than did the secondary group. A jt ratio of 
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3.18 was obtained when testing the null hypothesis of no 

difference. This was found to be significant at better than 

the .01 level of confidence. 

No other differences were significant; however, the 

elementary group had noticeably higher means for Responsibility 

(R) and Cautiousness(C). For Emotional Stability (E) and 

Sociability (S), the differences between the means of the two 

groups were quite small. 

Analysis of the Data for Testing Hypotheses 
10C, 10D, 11C, and 11D 

Hypothesis 10C stated that Latin-American subjects will 

have higher scores for Initiating Structure (Str) than will 

either Negro or Anglo-American subjects. Hypothesis 10D 

stated that Negro subjects will have higher Initiating Struc-

ture (Str) scores than will Anglo-American subjects. When 

restated in the null hypothesis form, these two hypotheses 

were combined into one. The null hypothesis stated that there 

will be no significant differences in the mean scores on Ini-

ating Structure (Str) attained by Anglo-American, Negro, and 

Latin-American subjects. 

Hypothesis 11C stated that Anglo-American subjects will 

obtain higher scores for Consideration than will either Negro 

or Latin-American subjects. Hypothesis 11D stated that Negro 

subjects will have higher scores for Consideration (Cns) than 
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will Latin-American subjects. When restated in the null 

hypothesis form, both these hypotheses were combined into one. 

The null hypothesis stated that there will be no significant 

differences in the mean scores on Consideration (Cns) attained 

by Anglo-American, Negro, and Latin-American subjects. The 

results of comparing Negro and Latin-American groups are pre-

sented in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES ON 
ALL VARIABLES BY LATIN-AMERICAN AND NEGRO GROUPS 

Variables 

Negro 

N = 58 

Latin-American 

N = 48 
t P Variables 

M SD M SD 
t P 

A 23.34 4.34 22.25 4.39 1.02 NS 

R 26.84 3.83 25.54 4.98 1.35 NS 

E 25.86 4.34 24.10 5.59 1.59 NS 

S 22.86 4.80 22.83 5.35 .03 NS 

C 27.45 5.34 25.98 5.91 1.16 NS 

0 25.16 6.30 25.33 5.18 -.16 NS 

p 27.07 4.81 25.63 5.16 1.29 NS 

V 24.47 5.10 24.42 5.32 .04 NS 

Str 47.41 4.69 45.94 6.18 1.54 NS 

Cns 46.59 4.09 48.35 4.80 -2.14 .05 
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Table IX contains the results of comparing Latin-

American and Negro groups on all variables. From an exam-

ination of this table, it was found that Latin-American 

subjects had a significantly higher mean for Consideration 

(Cns) than did the Negro group. The it ratio obtained from 

testing the null hypothesis of no significant difference was 

-2.14, which indicated significance at better than the .05 

level of confidence. No other differences were significant, 

but a study of the table shows that Negro subjects had 

noticeably higher means for Ascendancy (A), Responsibility 

(R), Emotional Stability (E), Cautiousness (C), Personal 

Relations (P), and Initiating Structure (Str). None of 

these differences reached significance. 

Hypothesis 10C stated in part that Latin-American sub-

jects will have significantly higher scores for Initiating 

Structure (Str) than will Negro subjects. It was restated 

in the null form as: there will be no significant differ-

ences in the mean scores on Initiating Structure (Str) 

attained by Negro and Latin-American subjects. The results 

presented in Table IX supported the null hypothesis; there-

fore, it was accepted, and the research hypothesis was 

rejected. 

Hypothesis 11C stated in part that Negro subjects will 

have significantly higher scores for Consideration (Cns) than 
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will Latin-American subjects. This was restated as the null 

hypothesis of no difference. The data did not support the 

null hypothesis; therefore it was rejected. The direction 

of difference, however, was opposite to the hypothesized 

condition; therefore the research hypothesis was also re-

.jected. 

Comparisons between the Anglo-American group and the 

Latin-American group are shown in Table X. 

TABLE X 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES ON 
ALL VARIABLES BY ANGLO-AMERICAN AND 

LATIN-AMERICAN GROUPS 

Variables 

Ang1o-Amer ican 

N = 771 

Latin-American 

N = 48 
t P 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 22.41. 5.61 22.25 4.39 .19 NS 
R 25.56 5.01 25.54 4.98 .03 NS 
E 23.84 5.77 24.10 5.59 -.31 NS 
S 22.70 5.68 22.83 5.35 -.15 NS 
C 25.61 6.59 25.98 5.91 -.39 NS 
0 24.76 5.85 25.33 5.18 -. 66 NS 
p 25.70 5.85 25.63 5.16 .09 NS 
V 24.59 5.95 24.42 5.32 .20 NS 
Str 46.00 4.85 45.94 6.18 .08 NS 
Cns 47.92 4.20 48.35 4.80 -.68 NS 

An examination of Table X shows that no significant 

differences were found. For all variables, the differences 
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between the Anglo-American group and the Latin-American 

group were very small. The data did not warrant rejection 

of the null hypothesis; therefore, it was accepted. The 

research hypothesis was rejected. 

Table XI presents findings for Negroes and Anglo-

Americans . 

TABLE XI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR SCORES ON 
ALL VARIABLES BY ANGLO-AMERICAN AND NEGRO GROUPS 

Variables 

Ang1o-Amer i can 

N = 771 

Negro 

N = 58 
t P 

M SD M SD 
t P 

A 22.41 5.61 23.34 4.34 -1.26 NS 
R 25.56 5.01 26.84 3.83 -1.91 NS 
E 23.84 5.77 25.86 4.34 -2.61 .01 
S 22.70 5.68 22.86 4.80 -.21 NS 
C 25.61 6.59 27.45 5.34 -2.08 .05 
0 24.76 5.85 25.16 6.30 -.50 NS 
p 25.70 5.85 27.07 4.81 -1.75 NS 
V 24.59 5.95 24.47 5.10 .15 NS 
Str 46.00 4.85 47.41 4.69 -2.11 .05 
Cns 47.92 4.20 46.59 4.09 2.32 .05 

An analysis of Table XI shows that for Initiating 

Structure (Str) the Negro group had a significantly higher 

mean than did the Anglo-American group. A t_ ratio of -2.11 

was obtained, which was significant at better than the .05 

level of confidence. In addition, for Consideration (Cns), 
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the Anglo-American group had a significantly higher mean than 

did the Negro group. Hypothesis 10D stated that Negro sub-

jects will have significantly higher scores for Initiating 

Structure (Str) than will Anglo-American subjects. It was 

restated in the null form for the purpose of testing as: 

there will be no significant differences in the mean scores 

on Initiating Structure (Str) attained by Negro and Anglo-

American subjects. The data did not support the null 

hypothesis. It was, therefore, rejected; and the research 

hypothesis was accepted. 

Hypothesis 11C stated in part that Anglo-American sub-

jects will have significantly higher scores for Consideration 

(Cns) than will Negro subjects. This was restated in the 

null hypothesis form as: there will be no significant dif-

ferences in the mean scores on Consideration (Cns) attained 

by Negro and Anglo-American subjects. The data presented in 

Table XI did not support the null hypothesis, since the 

Anglo-American group did have a significantly higher mean. 

The null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected; and the re-

search hypothesis was accepted. 

Analysis of the Data for 
Testing Hypothesis 12 

Hypothesis 12 stated that the entire sample will have 

a significantly higher mean for Consideration (Cns) than for 
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Initiating Structure (Str). For the purpose of testing, this 

hypothesis was restated in the null form as: there will be 

no significant differences in the means scores on Consideration 

(Cns) and Initiating Structure (Str) attained by the entire 

sample. Tests were made for the means of the initial sample, 

consisting of 877 subjects, and for the means of the refined 

sample, consisting of 553 subjects. Fisher's t_ was employed 

to test the null hypothesis of no difference. The results 

of these computations are shown in Table XII. 

TABLE XII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR CONSIDERATION 
AND INITIATING STRUCTURE SCORES OF THE INITIAL 

AND THE REFINED SAMPLES 

Group N 
Cns Str 

t P Group 

M SD M SD 

Initial 877 47.86 4.25 46.09 4.93 11.80 .001 

Refined 553 48.17 4.15 45.96 4.98 11.02 .001 

An examination of Table XII shows that for both the 

initial and the refined samples the means for Consideration 

(Cns) were significantly higher than the means for Initiating 

Structure (Str). The t_ ratio obtained for the initial sample 
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is 11.80, and for the refined sample is 11.02. In each 

case, the level of significance is much better than the .001 

level. 

It is noted that compared with the standardization 

groups (1) the means for both dimensions are quite high. A 

sample of 251 B-29 and B-50 aircraft commanders was rated 

on Initiating Structure (Str) with an obtained mean of 41.6 

and a standard deviation of 4.5. A sample of 144 RB-47 air-

craft commanders had an obtained mean of 40.3 and a standard 

deviation of 6.1. A sample of 64 educational administrators 

had an obtained mean of 37.9 and a standard deviation of 4.4. 

For Consideration (Cns), the B-29 and B-50 commanders had a 

mean of 41.4; the RB-47 commanders had a mean of 44.8; and 

the educational administrators had a mean of 44.7. 

The data presented in Table XII is sufficient to war-

rant the rejection of the null hypothesis. The research 

hypothesis was accepted. 

Additional Findings 

In addition to the findings which are pertinent to this 

study, there are other findings which were noted. These 

findings are incidental to the major results obtained in 

this study. 
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When the high and low groups for Ascendancy (A) were 

compared on the basis of their means for each of the other 

personality traits, the following results (presented in 

Table XIII) were noted: 

TABLE XIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW ASCENDANCY GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 170 
Low 

N - 152 
t P 

M SD M SD 
t P 

R 23.73 2.20 25.61 5.71 3.37 .001 

E 23.62 5.21 23.07 6.93 -.80 NS 

S 26.22 3.95 17.49 5.20 -17.01 .001 

C 24.18 6.27 26.11 7.12 2.57 .05 

0 27.21 5.50 20.78 5.67 -10.28 .001 

p 25.53 5.95 24.34 6.22 -1.75 NS 

V 25.89 5.66 21.48 5.82 -6.87 .001 

1. The low Ascendancy (A) group had a significantly 

higher mean score for Responsibility (R) than did the high 

Ascendancy (A) group. The level of significance exceeded the 

.001 level of confidence. 
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2. The high Ascendancy (A) group has a significantly 

higher mean for Sociability (S) than does the low group. The 

difference in their group means greatly exceed the .001 

confidence level. 

3. The low Ascendancy (A) group has a significantly 

higher mean for Cautiousness (C) than does the high group. 

The difference in their means is significant at better than 

the .05 level of confidence. 

4. For Original Thinking (0), the high Ascendancy (A) 

group has a significantly higher mean than does the low group. 

The level of significance reached is much greater than the 

.001 level. 

5. The high Ascendancy (A) group has a significantly 

higher mean for Vigor (V) than does the low group. The dif-

ference in their means is significant at better than the 

.001 confidence level. 

6. For Emotional Stability (E) and Personal Relations 

(P), the high Ascendancy (A) group has higher means than does 

the low group; but the difference between their means does 

not reach statistical significance. 

The group high on Responsibility (R) is compared with 

the group low on Responsibility (R) on the basis of their 

respective scores for each of the other traits. The results 

are presented in Table XIV. 
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TABLE XIV 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW RESPONSIBILITY GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 1 6 3 

Low 

N = 172 
t P Traits 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 2 1 . 0 8 3 . 8 7 2 2 . 4 5 7 . 4 1 2 . 0 9 . 0 5 

E 2 6 . 8 4 4 . 2 7 1 9 . 5 2 5 . 9 7 - 1 2 . 7 9 . 0 0 1 

S 2 1 . 2 7 4 . 3 1 2 3 . 5 6 7 . 1 4 3 . 5 2 . 0 0 1 

c 2 9 . 5 0 5 . 4 0 2 1 . 7 6 6 . 5 3 - 1 1 . 7 6 . 0 0 1 

0 2 5 . 7 4 5 . 6 0 2 3 . 1 0 6 . 3 2 - 4 . 0 2 . 0 0 1 

p 2 7 . 2 9 4 . 9 0 2 2 . 4 5 6 . 3 2 - 7 . 7 9 . 0 0 1 

V 2 5 . 8 2 5 . 1 4 2 2 . 5 1 6 . 2 1 - 5 . 2 7 . 0 0 1 

An examination of Table XIV reveals the following results: 

1. For Ascendancy (A), the group low for Responsibility 

(R) had a higher mean than did the group high for Responsi-

bility (R). The difference in their means surpassed the .05 

confidence level. 

2. The group high on Responsibility (R) had a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Emotional Stability (E) than did the 

group scoring low. The difference in their means was signi-

ficant at better than the .001 level. 
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3. The group low on Responsibility (R) has a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Sociability (S) than does the group 

scoring high. The difference in their means is found to 

be significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

4. For Cautiousness (C), the group scoring high on 

Responsibility (R) has a significantly higher mean than does 

the group scoring low. The difference in their means is 

significant at much better than the .001 level of confidence. 

5. The group high on Responsibility (R) has a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Original Thinking (0) than does the 

group scoring low. The difference in their means is signifi-

cant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

6. For Personal Relations (P), the group scoring high 

on Responsibility (R) has a significantly higher mean than 

does the group scoring low. The difference in their means 

is significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

7. The group high on Responsibility (R) has a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Vigor (V) than does the group scoring 

low. The difference in their means reaches much better than 

the .001 level of statistical significance. 

The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Emotional Stability (E) are compared on the basis of their 

respective means for each of the other personality traits. 

The results of these comparisons are presented in Table XV. 



114 

TABLE XV 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW EMOTIONAL STABILITY GROUPS 

Traits 

High 
N = 214 

Low 
N = 156 

t P Traits 
M SD M SD 

t P 

A 22.41 4.61 21.41 6.99 -1.65 NS 

R 27.72 3.75 21.48 5.25 -13.31 .001 

S 21.08 4.36 24.31 6.82 5.54 .001 

C 27.35 6.41 23.21 7.04 -5.86 .001 

0 25.03 5.78 23.58 6.08 -2.33 .05 

P 27.26 5.39 22.11 5.98 -8.64 .001 

V 24.90 5.53 23.19 6.53 -2.70 .01 

Upon examining Table XV, the following results were 

noted: 

1. The group high on Emotional Stability (E) had a 

higher mean for Ascendancy (A) than did the group scoring 

low. The difference in their means did not, however, reach 

the accepted level of significance. 

2. For Responsibility (R), the group scoring high on 

Emotional Stability (E) had a significantly higher mean than 

did the group scoring low. The level of significance reached 

was considerably better than the .001 level. 
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3. The group scoring low on Emotional Stability (E) 

has a significantly higher mean for Sociability (S) than does 

the group scoring high. The difference in their means exceeds 

the .001 level of significance. 

4. The group scoring high on Emotional Stability (E) 

has a significantly higher mean for Cautiousness (C) than 

does the group scoring low. The difference in their means 

is significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

5. The group scoring high on Emotional Stability (E) 

has a significantly higher mean for Original Thinking (0) 

than does the group scoring low. The difference in their 

means is significant at better than the .001 level of con-

fidence . 

6. For Personal Relations (P), the group scoring high 

on Emotional Stability (E) has a significantly higher mean 

than does the group scoring low. The level of significance 

reached is considerably better than the .001 level. 

7. For Vigor (V), the group scoring high on Emotional 

Stability (E) has a significantly higher mean than does the 

group scoring low. The difference in their means is signifi-

cant at slightly better than the .01 level of statistical 

confidence. 

The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Sociability (S) are compared on the basis of their respective 
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means for each of the other personality traits. The results 

of these comparisons are presented in Table XVI. 

TABLE XVI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW SOCIABILITY GROUPS 

Traits 

High 
N = 178 

Low 
N = 143 

t P Traits 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 25.76 3.82 16.80 5.44 -17.26 .001 

R 23.86 4.73 25.80 5.52 3.37 .001 

E 20.97 4.89 24.59 6.26 5.80 .001 

C 23.83 6.58 26.90 6.35 4.21 .001 

0 25.06 5.89 22.05 6.18 -4.44 .001 

P 24.73 6.10 24.27 5.79 -.69 NS 

V 25.11 5.76 22.71 6.02 -3.63 .001 

An examination of Table XVI reveals the following results: 

1. The group scoring high on Sociability (S) had a 

significantly higher mean for Ascendancy (A) than did the 

group scoring low. The difference in their means was sig-

nificant at considerably better than the .001 level of 

confidence. 
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2. The group scoring low on Sociability (S) has a sig-

nificantly higher mean for Responsibility (R) than does the 

group scoring high. The difference in their means is sig-

nificant at just slightly better than the .001 level of 

confidence. 

3. The group low on Sociability (S) has a significantly 

higher mean for Emotional Stability (E) than does the high 

group. The difference in their means exceeds the .001 level 

of confidence. 

4. For Cautiousness (C), the group low on Sociability 

(S) has a significantly higher mean than does the group scoring 

high. The difference in their means is significant at better 

than the .001 level. 

5. For Original Thinking (0), the group high on Socia-

bility (S) has a significantly higher mean than does the low 

group. The difference in their means is significant at 

better than the .001 level. 

6. The group high on Sociability (S) has a higher mean 

for Personal Relations (P) than does the low group, but the 

difference does not reach statistical significance. 

7. For Vigor (V), the group high on Sociability (S) 

has a significantly higher mean than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to be significant at 

better than the .001 level of confidence. 
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The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Cautiousness (C) were compared on the basis of their re-

spective means for each of the other personality traits. 

The results are presented in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW CAUTIOUSNESS GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 194 

Low 

N = 148 
t P Traits 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 21.79 4.77 22.84 6.25 1.77 NS 

R 28.26 3.98 22.14 5.23 -12.24 .001 

E 25.82 3.98 21.79 6.71 -6.27 .001 

S 21.57 4.81 24.24 6.17 4.47 .001 

0 24.58 4.73 23.62 6.89 -1.52 NS 

P 28.00 4.67 21.06 6.04 -11.95 .001 

V 24.42 5.13 22.61 6.54 -2.87 .01 

An analysis of Table XVII reveals the following results: 

1. The group low on Cautiousness (C) had a higher mean 

for Ascendancy (A) than did the high group, but the difference 

did not reach the accepted level of statistical significance. 
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2. The group high on Cautiousness (C) has a significantly 

higher mean for Responsibility (R) than does the low group. 

The difference between their means is found to exceed greatly 

the .001 level of significance. 

3. For Emotional Stability (E), the group high on 

Cautiousness (C) has a significantly higher mean than does 

the low group. The difference between their means is found 

to exceed the .001 level of confidence. 

4. The group low on Cautiousness (C) has a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Sociability (S) than does the high 

group. The difference between their means is found to be 

significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. 

5. For Original Thinking (0), the group high on 

Cautiousness (C) has a higher mean than does the low group; 

but the difference is not significant. 

6. For Personal Relations (P), the group high on 

Cautiousness(C) has a significantly higher mean than does 

the low group. The difference between their means is found 

to be significant at much better than the .001 level. 

7. The group high on Cautiousness (C) has a higher mean 

for Vigor (V) than does the low group. The difference between 

their means is found to be significant at better than the 

.01 level. 



120 

The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Original Thinking (0) were compared on the basis of their 

respective means for each of the other personality traits. 

The results of these comparisons are presented in Table XVIII, 

TABLE XVIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW ORIGINAL THINKING GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 187 

Low 

N = 163 
t P 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 24.97 4.38 19.59 6.19 -9.45 .001 

R 26.58 4.72 24.01 4.94 -4.97 .001 

E 24.67 5.19 22.98 6.27 -2.74 .01 

S 23.82 4.70 21.54 6.59 -3.76 .001 

C 25.89 5.45 24.33 7.42 -2.26 .05 

P 26.07 5.10 23.35 6.08 -4.54 .001 

V 26.59 4.72 21.29 5.70 -9.48 .001 

An analysis of Table XVIII reveals the following results; 

1. The group high on Original Thinking (0) had a signifi-

cantly higher mean for Ascendancy (A) than did the low group. 

The difference in their means was significant at much better 

than the .001 level. 
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2. The group high on Original Thinking (0) has a higher 

mean for Responsibility (R) than does the low group. The dif-

ference between their means is found to be significant at 

better than the .001 level. 

3. The group high on Original Thinking (0) has a higher 

mean for Emotional Stability (E) than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to exceed the .01 

level of statistical significance. 

4. The group high on Original Thinking (0) has a higher 

mean for Sociability (S) than does the low group. The differ-

ence between their means is found to be significant at better 

than the .001 level. 

5. For Cautiousness (C), the group high on Original 

Thinking (0) has a higher mean than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to exceed the .05 

level of statistical significance. 

6. For Personal Relations (P), the group high on Original 

Thinking (0) has a higher mean than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to be significant at 

better than the .001 level. 

7. The group scoring high on Original Thinking (0) has 

a higher mean for Vigor (V) than does the low group. The dif-

ference between their means is found to exceed greatly the 

.001 level of statistical significance. 
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The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Personal Relations were compared on the basis of their re-

spective means on each of the other personality traits. The 

results are presented in Table XIX. 

TABLE XIX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW PERSONAL RELATIONS GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 179 

Low 

N = 165 
t P 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 23.16 4.86 21.37 6.19 -2.98 .01 

R 27.17 4.14 23.53 5.41 -7.04 .001 

E 26.30 4.82 21.16 6.41 -8.42 .001 

S 22.97 4.53 21.98 6.72 -1.62 NS 

C 28.79 4.87 21.55 6.88 -11.30 .001 

0 25.75 4.80 22.65 6.90 -4.85 .001 

V 24.03 4.76 23.39 6.35 -1.06 NS 

An analysis of Table XIX revealed the following results: 

1. The group high on Personal Relations (P) had a higher 

mean for Ascendancy (A) than did the low group. The difference 

between their means was found to exceed the .01 level of 

confidence. 
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2. The group high on Personal Relations (P) has a 

higher mean for Responsibility (R) than does the low group. 

The difference between their means exceeds the .001 level. 

3. The group high on Personal Relations (P) has a 

higher mean for Emotional Stability (E) than does the low 

group. The difference between their means is significant 

at better than the .001 level. 

4. The group high on Personal Relations (P) has a 

higher mean for Sociability (S) than does the low group, but 

the difference is not significant. 

5. For Cautiousness (C), the group high on Personal 

Relations (P) has a higher mean than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to exceed the .001 

level of significance greatly. 

6. The group high on Personal Relations (P) has a 

higher mean for Original Thinking (0) than does the low group. 

The difference between their means exceeds the .001 level. 

7. The group high on Personal Relations (P) has a higher 

mean for Vigor (V) than does the group scoring low. The dif-

ference between their means, however, does not reach the 

accepted level of statistical significance. 

The group scoring high and the group scoring low on 

Vigor (V) are compared statistically on the basis of their 
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respective means for each of the other personality traits. 

The findings for these statistical comparisons are presented 

in Table XX. 

TABLE XX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t RATIOS FOR TRAIT SCORES 
OF HIGH AND LOW VIGOR GROUPS 

Traits 

High 

N = 173 

Low 

N = 161 
t P 

M SD M SD 

t P 

A 24.31 4.75 19.86 6.39 7.23 .001 

R 26.95 4.51 23.19 5.56 6.79 .001 

E 24.69 5.31 22.45 6.59 3.42 .001 

S 23.62 5.23 21.31 6.17 3.69 .001 

C 26.10 5.37 24.43 7.42 2.36 .05 

0 27.04 5.08 21.08 6.14 9.66 .001 

p 25.05 5.10 24.65 6.22 .65 ' NS 

Upon examining Table XX, the following results were noted: 

1. The group high on Vigor (V) had a higher mean for 

Ascendancy (A) than did the low group. The difference be-

tween their means was found to be significant at just better 

than the .001 level. 
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2. The group high on Vigor (V) has a higher mean for 

Responsibility (R) than does the low group. The difference 

between their means is found to exceed the .001 level of 

significance. 

3. For Emotional Stability (E), the group high on 

Vigor (V) has a higher mean than does the low group. The 

difference between their means is found to be significant 

at just better than the .001 level. 

4. The group high on Vigor (V) has a higher mean for 

Sociability (S) than does the group scoring low. The dif-

ference between their means is found to be significant at 

just better than the .001 level. 

5. The group high on Vigor (V) has a higher mean for 

Cautiousness (C) than does the low group. The difference be-

tween their means is found to be significant at better than 

the .05 level. 

6. The group high on Vigor (V) has a higher mean for 

Original Thinking (0) than does the group scoring low. The 

difference between their means greatly exceeds the .001 

level of significance. 

7. The group scoring high on Vigor (V) has a higher 

mean for Personal Relations (P) than does the low group. 

The difference between their means does not, however, reach 

the accepted level of significance. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The discussion in this chapter is divided into five 

general sections. In the first section the purpose and the 

procedures of the study are summarized. The second section 

is composed of the findings of the study. In the third 

section, conclusions are drawn from the findings of the study. 

Fourth, implications are drawn (to applicable practical sit-

uations) from the findings and conclusions. Finally, recom-

mendations for further study are suggested. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine the nature 

of student teacher expectations with respect to the leader-

ship role of the principal, and to determine what relation-

ships existed between these expectations and the student 

teachers' sex, race, level of preparation (elementary 

or secondary) and scores on eight personality traits. Their 

expectations of leadership were measured in two dimensions 

by the Ohio State Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(Ideal); these two dimensions were Initiating Structure (Str) 
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and Consideration (Cns). The eight personality traits were 

measured by two instruments. Ascendancy (A), Responsibility 

(R), Emotional Stability (E), and Sociability (S) were 

measured by the Gordon Personal Profile. Cautiousness (C), 

Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) 

were measured by the Gordon Personal Inventory. Sex, race, 

and level of preparation were ascertained from students' 

responses on a Personal Data Sheet. 

In order to achieve the purpose of the study the following 

twelve hypotheses were tested: 

1. No significant correlations will be found between 

student teacher expectations on the two measured dimensions 

of leadership and their measured personality traits. 

2. Those subjects whose scores for Ascendancy (A), 

Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) are 

high will have a significantly higher mean for Initiating 

Structure (Str) than will subjects whose scores are low on 

these traits. 

3. Those subjects whose scores for Responsibility (R), 

Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Original Thinking 

(0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) are high will have 

a significantly higher mean for Consideration (Cns) than will 

the subjects whose scores are low. 
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4. Those subjects whose scores for Responsibility (R), 

Emotional Stability (E), and Personal Relations (P) are high 

will have a significantly lower mean for Initiating Structure 

(Str) than will subjects whose scores on these traits are low. 

5. Those subjects whose scores for Ascendancy (A), and 

Cautiousness (C) are high will have a significantly lower mean 

for Consideration (Cns) than will subjects whose scores for 

these traits are low. 

6. Those subjects whose scores for Initiating Structure 

(Str) are high will have significantly higher means for As-

cendancy (A), Cautiousness (C), and Vigor (V) than will 

subjects whose scores for Initiating Structure (Str) are low. 

7. Those subjects whose scores for Initiating Structure 

(Str) are high will have significantly higher means for Re-

sponsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), 

Original Thinking (0) and Personal Relations (P) than will 

subjects whose scores for Initiating Structure (Str) are low. 

8. Those subjects whose scores for Consideration (Cns) 

are high will have significantly higher means for Responsibility 

(R), Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Original 

Thinking (0), and Personal Relations (P) than will subjects 

whose scores for Consideration (Cns) are low. 

9. Those subjects whose scores for Consideration (Cns) 

are high will have significantly lower means for Ascendancy (A), 
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Cautiousness (C), and Vigor (V) than will subjects whose scores 

for Consideration (Cns) are low. 

10. Significantly higher scores for Initiating Struc-

ture (Str) will be made by (1) males than by females, (2) 

secondary subjects than by elementary subjects, (3) Latin-

American subjects than by either Negro or Anglo-American sub-

jects, (4) Negro subjects than by Anglo-American subjects. 

11. Significantly higher scores for Consideration (Cns) 

will be made by (1) female subjects than by male subjects, 

(2) elementary subjects than by secondary subjects (3) Anglo-

American subjects than by either Negro or Latin-American 

subjects, (4) Negro subjects than by Latin-American subjects. 

12. The entire sample will have a significantly higher 

mean for Consideration (Cns) than for Initiating Structure (Str) 

A total of 877 subjects from ten state colleges and 

universities throughout the state of Texas participated in 

this study. All of the subjects were either enrolled in 

student teaching during the spring semester of the 1966-67 

school year or would be enrolled in student teaching during 

the fall semester of the 1967-68 school year. Each of the 

subjects responded to the LBDQ, the GPP, the GPI, and a 

Personal Data Sheet. Their scores for each variable were 

tabulated and punched into IBM cards at the Computer Center 
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at North Texas State University. Statistical computations 

were made at the Center, and the data were analyzed and re-

ported. 

For the purpose of testing Hypotheses 1-9, the sample 

was randomly reduced to 553 subjects in order that the re-

maining subjects from each institution represented proportion-

ally the number of teacher education graduates from each school 

for the year of 1965-66. The entire sample was employed for 

testing Hypotheses 10-12. 

Data were collected and treated for analysis in the 

following manner: 

1. Analysis of the data for testing Hypothesis 1 con-

sisted of obtaining correlation coefficients between the 

subjects' scores for each of the dimensions of leadership 

and their scores for each of the eight measured personality 

traits. 

2. Analysis of the data for testing Hypotheses 2-5 

consisted of obtaining a mean and standard deviation from 

the scores for each of the eight measured personality traits. 

The subjects were then divided into three groups--high, middle, 

and low--for each of the traits. The high group consisted of 

those whose scores were one-half of one standard deviation or 

more above the mean. The low group consisted of those whose 

scores were one-half of one standard deviation or more belpw 
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the mean. The high and low groups were then compared on the 

basis of their respective means for Initiating Structure (Str) 

and Consideration (Cns). The significance of the difference 

between the means was tested by employing Fisher's t_. 

3. Analysis of the data for testing Hypotheses 6-9 con-

sisted of obtaining a mean and standard deviation from the 

scores for each of the leadership dimensions—Initiating Struc-

ture (Str) and Consideration (Cns). The subjects were then 

divided into high, middle, and low groups, the high group con-

sisting of those whose scores were one-half of one standard 

deviation or more above the mean and the low group consisting 

of those whose scores were one-half of one standard deviation 

or more below the mean. The high and low groups were then 

compared on the basis of their respective means for each of 

the eight measured personality traits. The significance of 

the difference between their means was tested by the use of 

Fisher's t_. 

4. Analysis of the data for testing Hypotheses 10 and 

11 consisted of dividing the subjects into groups based on 

sex, race, and level of preparation. Means and standard 

deviations for each of the groups' scores on Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) were then obtained. 

The following comparisons of scores for both Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) were made: (1) the 
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mean for the male subjects was compared with the mean for the 

female subjects; (2) the mean for the secondary subjects was 

compared with the mean of the elementary subjects; (3) the 

mean of the Anglo-American subjects was compared with the mean 

of the Negro subjects; (4) the mean of the Anglo-American sub-

jects was compared with the mean of the Latin-American subjects; 

(5) the mean of the Negro subjects was compared with the mean 

of the Latin-American subjects. Fisher's t was employed to 

test the significance of the difference between means. 

5. Analysis of the data for testing Hypothesis 12 con-

sisted of obtaining for the total sample a mean and standard 

deviation for each of the leadership dimensions. The mean 

of the scores for Initiating Structure (Str) was compared with 

the mean of the scores for Consideration (Cns). The significance 

of the difference between the means was then tested by employing 

Fisher's it. 

Findings 

This study yielded the following findings: 

1. Ascendancy (A) was found to correlate significantly 

with Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Original 

Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V). Moderate 

positive correlation coefficients of .65, .44, and .33 were 

found for Sociability (S), Original Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) 
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respectively, while low, but significant, correlation co-

efficients of .10 and .11 were found for Emotional Stability 

(E) and Personal Relations (P) respectively. Ascendancy (A) 

was found to correlate negatively with Responsibility (R), 

Cautiousness (C), and Initiating Structure (Str). None of 

these were significant, however. 

2. Responsibility (R) was found to correlate signifi-

cantly with Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Orig-

inal Thinking (0), Cautiousness (C), Personal Relations (P), 

Vigor (V), and Initiating Structure (Str). Moderate to low 

positive correlation coefficients of .55, .50, .33, and .32 

were found for Emotional Stability (E), Cautiousness (C), 

Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V), respectively. A low 

positive, but significant, correlation coefficient of .11 was 

found for Responsibility (R) and Initiating Structure (Str). 

Responsibility (R) was found to correlate negatively with 

Sociability (S) and Consideration (Cns). Only Sociability (S) 

was found to correlate significantly with a coefficient of 

•. 14. 

3. Emotional Stability E) was found to correlate sig-

nificantly with Sociability (S), Cautiousness (C), Original 

Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) with 

respective coefficients of -.23, .28, .13, .40 and .14. 

Initiating Structure (Str) was found to correlate positively 
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while Consideration (Cns) was found to correlate negatively. 

Neither, however,was significant. 

4. Sociability (S) was found to correlate significantly 

with Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0) and Vigor (V) 

with coefficients of -.17, .20 and .19 respectively. Socia-

bility (S) correlated positively with Initiating Structure 

(Str) and Consideration (Cns), but neither was significant. 

5. Cautiousness (C) correlated significantly with 

Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P) and Vigor (V) 

with coefficients of .08, .49 and .15 respectively. Cautious-

ness (C) correlated with Initiating Structure (Str) positively, 

and with Consideration (Cns) negatively. Neither, however, 

was significant. 

6. Original Thinking (0) correlated significantly with 

Personal Relations (P) and Vigor (V) with coefficients of .19 

and .41 respectively. Original Thinking (0) correlated nega-

tively with both Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration 

(Cns). The coefficient for Consideration (Cns) was .08 which 

was significant to the .05 level. 

7. Vigor (V) correlated positively with initiating 

Structure (Str) but negatively with Consideration (Cns). 

Neither was significant. 

8. A significant positive correlation coefficient was 

found for Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns). 
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Few moderate correlation coefficients were found, but most 

were low. The fact that they reached significance was due 

primarily to the size of the sample, which was quite large. 

9. The group scoring high on Ascendancy (A) had a 

higher mean for Consideration (Cns) than did the group scoring 

low, whereas the group scoring low on Ascendancy (A) had a 

higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str). In neither case, 

however, was the difference significant. 

10. The group scoring high on Responsibility (R) had a 

higher mean for both Initiating Structure (Str) and Consider-

ation (Cns) than did the group scoring low. For Initiating 

Structure (Str), the difference reached better than the .05 

level of significance, while in the case of Consideration (Cns), 

the difference was almost negligible. 

11. The group scoring high on Emotional Stability (E) 

had a higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str) than did 

the group scoring low, whereas the group scoring low had the 

higher mean for Consideration (Cns). In neither case, however, 

was the difference significant. 

12. The group scoring high on Sociability (S) had higher 

means for both Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration 

(Cns) than did the group scoring low. In neither case, how-

ever, was the difference significant. 
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13. The group scoring high on Cautiousness (C) had a 

higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str), while the group 

scoring low had a higher mean for Consideration (Cns). In 

neither case was the difference significant. 

14. The group scoring high on Original Thinking (0) had 

lower means for both Initiating Structure (Str) and Consider-

ation (Cns) than did the group scoring low. In neither case 

was the difference significant. 

15. The group scoring high on Personal Relations (P) 

had a higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str), whereas the 

group scoring low had a higher mean for Consideration (Cns). 

In neither case was the difference significant. 

16. The group scoring high on Vigor (V) had a higher mean 

for Initiating Structure (Str) while the group scoring low 

had a higher mean for Consideration (Cns). In neither case 

was the difference significant. 

17. The group scoring high on Initiating Structure (Str) 

had higher means for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability 

(E), Sociability (S), Cautiousness (C), Personal Relations (P), 

and Vigor (V) than did the group scoring low. Only in the case 

of Responsibility (R) did the difference between the means 

reach significance, and this was significant at slightly 

better than the .05 level of confidence. The group scoring 

high also had a higher mean for Consideration (Cns). The 
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difference was significant at better than the .001 level. The 

group scoring low on Initiating Structure (Str) had higher 

means for Ascendancy (A) and Original Thinking (0) than did 

the group scoring high. The difference in neither case 

reached the point of significance. 

18. The group scoring high on Consideration (Cns) had 

a higher mean for Sociability (S), but the group scoring low 

had higher means for Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), 

Emotional Stability (E), Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking 

(0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V). In no case, how-

ever, was the difference significant. The high group also 

had a higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str). The differ-

ence was significant at better than the .001 level. 

19. Female subjects had higher means for both Initiating 

Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) than did male subjects. 

The difference in neither case, however, was significant. 

20. The elementary group had higher means for both 

Initiating Structure (Str) and Consideration (Cns) than did 

the secondary group. In the case of Consideration (Cns), the 

difference between the means reached better than the .01 level 

of significance. In the case of Initiating Structure (Str), 

however, the difference did not reach significance. 

21. The Anglo-American group had a higher mean for Ini-

tiating Structure (Str) than did the Latin-American group, 
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whereas the Latin-American group had a higher mean for Con-

sideration (Cns). In neither case, however, was the differ-

ence significant. 

22. The Anglo-American group had a higher mean for Con-

sideration (Cns) than did the Negro group, but the Negro group 

had a higher mean for Initiating Structure (Str). In both 

cases, the difference between the means was significant at 

better than the .05 level of confidence. 

23. Negro subjects had a higher mean for Initiating 

Structure (Str) than did the Latin-American subjects, whereas 

the Latin-American subjects had a higher mean for Consideration 

(Cns). Only in the case of Consideration (Cns) did the dif-

ference reach significance, and this difference was significant 

at better than the .05 level of confidence. 

24. When compared with standardization groups, the total 

group had high means for both Initiating Structure (Str) and 

Consideration (Cns). The group had a significantly higher 

mean for Consideration (Cns) than for Initiating Structure (Str), 

the difference being significant at better than the .001 level 

of confidence. 

25. The group scoring high for Ascendancy (A) had higher 

means for Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Original 

Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) than did 

the group scoring low. In the cases of Emotional Stability (E) 
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and Personal Relations (P), the differences did not reach 

significance. In the cases of Sociability (S), Original 

Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) the differences in means were 

significant at better than the .001 level of confidence. The 

group scoring low on Ascendancy (A) had higher means for 

Responsibility (R) and Cautiousness (C) than did the group 

scoring high. For Responsibility (R) the difference in means 

was significant at better than the .001 level of confidence, 

whereas for Cautiousness (C) the difference in means was 

significant at the .05 level. 

26. The group scoring high on Responsibility (R) had 

higher means for Emotional Stability (E), Cautiousness (C), 

Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) 

than did the group scoring low. In each case, the difference 

in means was significant at better than the .001 level of 

confidence. The group scoring low on Responsibility (R) had 

higher means for Ascendancy (A) and Sociability- (S) than did 

the group scoring high. In the case of Ascendancy (A), the 

difference in means was significant at better than the .05 

level, whereas in the case of Sociability (S) the difference 

in means was significant at the .001 level. 

27. The group scoring high on Emotional Stability (E) 

had higher means for Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), 

Cautiousness (C), Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations 
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(P), and Vigor (V). For Ascendancy (A), the difference in 

means was not significant. In the case of Original Thinking 

(0), the difference in means was significant at better than 

the.05 level of confidence. For Vigor (V), the difference 

in means was significant at better than the .01 level, whereas 

for Responsibility (R), Cautiousness (C), and Personal Relations 

(P), the differences in means were significant at better than 

the .001 level. For Sociability (S), the group scoring low 

on Emotional Stability (E) had a higher mean than did the group 

scoring high, and the difference in means was significant at 

better than the .001 level. 

28. The group scoring high on Sociability (S) had higher 

means for Ascendancy (A), Original Thinking (0), Personal Re-

lations (P), and Vigor (V) than did the group scoring low. 

For Personal Relations (P), the difference in means was not 

significant. In each of the other cases, the difference in 

means was significant at better than the .001 level of con-

fidence. The group scoring low on Sociability (S) had higher 

means for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), and 

Cautiousness (C) than did the group scoring high. In each 

case, the difference in means was significant at better than 

the .001 level of confidence. 

29. The group scoring high on Cautiousness (C) had higher 

means for Responsibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), 
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Original Thinking (0), Personal Relations (P), and Vigor (V) 

than did the group scoring high. For Original Thinking (0), 

the difference in means was not significant. For Vigor (V), 

the difference in means was significant at better than the 

.01 level of confidence. In the cases of Responsibility (R), 

Emotional Stability (E), and Personal Relations (P), the 

differences in means were significant at better than the .001 

level. The group scoring low on Cautiousness (C) had higher 

means for Ascendancy (A) and Sociability (S) than did the 

group scoring high. For Ascendancy (A), the difference was 

not significant; but for Sociability (S), the difference in 

means was significant at better than the .001 level of con-

fidence . 

30. The group scoring high on Original Thinking (0) had 

higher means on all the other personality traits than did the 

group scoring low. For Cautiousness (C), the difference in 

means was significant at better than the .05 level of confidence, 

For Emotional Stability (E), the difference in means was sig-

nificant at better than the .01 level. In the cases of 

Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R), Sociability (S), Personal 

Relations (P), and Vigor (V), the differences in means were 

significant at better than the .001 level. 

31. The group scoring high on Personal Relations (P) had 

higher means for all the other personality traits than did 
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the group scoring low. For Sociability (S) and Vigor (V), the 

differences in means were not significant. For Ascendancy (A), 

the difference in means was significant at better than the .01 

level of confidence. For Responsibility (R), Emotional Sta-

bility (E), Cautiousness(C)} and Original Thinking (0), the 

differences in means were significant at better than the .001 

level. 

32. The group scoring high on Vigor (V) had higher means 

for all the other personality traits than did the group scoring 

low. For Personal Relations (P), the difference in means was 

not significant. For Cautiousness (C), the difference in means 

was significant at better than the .05 level of confidence. 

In each of the cases of Ascendancy (A), Responsibility (R)., 

Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), and Original Thinking 

(0), the difference in means was significant at better than 

the .001 level. 

33. The male group had higher means for Ascendancy (A), 

Emotional Stability (E), Original Thinking (0), Personal 

Relations (P), and Vigor (V) than did the female group. Only 

in the cases of Ascendancy (A) and Emotional Stability (E) 

were the differences in means significant. These were signifi-

cant at better than the .01 level of confidence. The female 

group had higher means for Responsibility (R), Sociability (S), 
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and Cautiousness (C) than did the male group. In no case, 

however, was the difference in means significant. 

34. The elementary group had higher means for Respon-

sibility (R), Emotional Stability (E), Sociability (S), 

Cautiousness (C), and Personal Relations (P). Only in the 

case of Personal Relations (P) was the difference in means 

significant. This was significant at better than the .01 

level of confidence. The secondary group had higher means 

for Ascendancy (A), Original Thinking (0), and Vigor (V) 

than did the elementary group. In the case of Vigor (V), 

the difference in means was significant at better than the 

.01 level of confidence. For Original Thinking (0), the 

difference in means was significant at better than the .001 

level. 

35. With the exception of Vigor (V), the Negro group 

had higher means for all measured personality traits than 

Anglo-Americans. For Vigor (V), the difference in means was 

not significant. Only in the cases of Emotional Stability 

(E) and Cautiousness (C) were the differences in means found 

to be significant. These were significant at better than the 

.05 level of confidence. 

36. The Anglo-American group had higher means for As-

cendancy (A), Responsibility (R), Personal Relations (P), and 

Vigor (V) than did the Latin-American group. On the other 
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hand, the Latin-American group had higher means for Emo-

tional Stability (E), Sociability (S), Cautiousness (C), 

and Original Thinking (0). In no case was the difference 

in means significant. In all the traits, the differences 

were very slight. 

37. With the exception of Original Thinking (0), the 

Negro group had higher means for all the measured personality 

traits than did the Latin-American group. In no case, how-

ever, was the difference in means significant. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings 

of this study: 

1. No apparent relationships exist between the person-

ality traits of student teachers and their expectations of 

the leadership role of the principal. 

2. Student teacher expectations of leadership are gener-

ally idealistic. The student teachers expect a great deal of 

warmth, friendliness, and personal consideration from the 

principal. Though their expectations for structuring behavior 

are not as high as their expectations for consideration behavior, 

they do have relatively high expectations of this kind. They 

expect him to take control of the situation, give directions, and, 

in general, organize and supervise the work of the group. 
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3. Male and female student teachers have generally the 

same expectations of leadership behavior on the part of the 

principal. 

4. Elementary student teachers expect more warmth, 

friendliness, and personal consideration from their prin-

cipal than do secondary teachers. Both groups expect about 

the same degree of structuring behavior. 

5. Anglo-Americans and Latin-Americans have about the 

same kinds of expectations. 

6. Anglo-American subjects and Latin-American subjects 

expect a greater degree of warmth, friendliness and personal 

consideration from their principals than do Negro subjects. 

On the other hand, Negro subjects expect more direction and 

supervision. 

7. All student teachers, without regard to their sex, 

race, or level of professional preparation, tend to expect 

a great deal of warmth and friendliness as well as a high 

degree of direction and supervision from their principals. 

Conclusions drawn from the peripheral findings are as 

follows: 

1. Highly ascendant subjects tend to be more sociable, 

to think more originally, and to be more vigorous than are 

subjects who are not ascendant in nature. One who is not 
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ascendant is, nevertheless, quite likely to be more re-

sponsible and cautious in his behavior than one who is 

ascendant. 

2. One who is highly responsible is likely to be more 

stable emotionally, to be more cautious, to think more 

originally, to be more successful in personal relations, and 

to be more vigorous than one who is not very responsible. 

One who is lacking in responsibility is likely to be highly 

ascendant and sociable. 

3. One who is highly stable emotionally is likely to 

be vigorous, responsible and cautious in his behavior, to be 

successful in his personal relations, and to think quite 

originally. One who is lacking in emotional stability is 

likely to be quite sociable. 

4. One* who is highly sociable is probably also quite 

ascendant, quite original in his thinking, and quite vigorous 

in his actions. One who is unsociable is likely to be quite 

responsible, stable emotionally, and cautious. 

5. A cautious person is probably responsible, emotion-

ally stable, successful in personal relations, and vigorous. 

A person lacking in cautiousness is likely to be sociable. 

6. One who is highly original in his thinking is quite 

likely to be high in all other traits. 
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7. One who is successful in his personal relations 

is likely to be ascendant, responsible, stable emotionally, 

cautious, and original in his thinking. 

8. A vigorous person is quite likely to be ascendant, 

responsible, emotionally stable, sociable, cautious, and 

original in his thinking. 

9. Male subjects are more ascendant and emotionally 

stable than female subjects, but differ little in other traits. 

10. Elementary student teachers are more successful in 

personal relations than secondary student teachers, but sec-

ondary student teachers are more ascendant and think more 

originally. In other traits they differ but little. 

11. Negro subjects are more emotionally stable and more 

cautious when compared to Anglo-Americans. However, in 

other traits they differ but little. 

12. Anglo-American and Latin-American subjects are quite 

similar in their personality patterns. 

13. Negro and Latin-American subjects differ little in 

their personality traits. However, the similarities, are not 

as apparent between these two groups as they are between 

Anglo-Americans and Latin-Americans. 
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Implications 

Three important implications were drawn from the findings 

and conclusions of this study. First, the findings of this 

study support much research in the past that suggested that 

beginning teachers are highly malleable. Beginning teachers 

generally start their careers in a state of idealism. They 

have grand ideas about the role of the teacher in the lives 

of young people, but they are confused about how the teacher 

should fill this role. An overly zealous new teacher may 

become disillusioned by the apparent inconsistency between 

what he was taught in college and what he actually perceives 

in the classroom, and may give up teaching after a year or 

so. Those who remain in teaching may either become extra-

ordinary teachers or become members of the faculty room 

fraternity. In most of these cases, the new teacher is left 

to rise or fall on his own and usually does so depending 

upon the chance influences which come his way; 

It is at this very beginning stage of the teacher's career 

that the "good" principal can use his professional experience 

and influence to undergird the training that the new teacher 

has already had. The findings of this study suggest that new 

teachers expect their principals to give them professional 

leadership in terms of personal consideration and directive 

supervision. Probably most of the negative attitudes and 
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expectations that are prevalent among older teachers are not 

the result of existing supervisory practices but are due to 

the lack of supervision. 

The expectations exhibited by the 877 subjects in this 

study were quite idealistic, but they were not unreasonable 

expectations. They expect more than what the average prin-

cipal gives in terms of leadership, but they do not expect 

more than what the good principal can give with very little 

more effort than he now extends. 

The good principal should give major consideration to 

the expectations of his group of teachers. These expectations 

should be the basis upon which he gauges his behavior in his 

interpersonal relations with his teachers. With knowledge 

of the expectations of beginning teachers he can develop a 

more meaningful orientation program for the new teacher. He 

can also make use of the knowledge for planning long range 

programs for the professional development of his faculty. 

A second implication was that the findings of this study 

also support past research that bears upon the individual 

differences of students. Though the expectations of student 

teachers regarding the leadership role of the principal are 

somewhat idealistic, they are, nevertheless, quite individual. 

No principal with any understanding of human differences 

should attempt to meet only one set of expectations. The 
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good principal would want to ascertain the individual ex-

pectations of his teachers. By doing this he is meeting one 

dimension of their expectations, that of personal consider-

ation. Differences in student teachers' expectations vary 

more widely within the sex group than between the sexes; 

therefore, gender is an undependable factor in- evaluating 

the expectations of teachers. There are, however, some 

very important differences between elementary and secondary 

student teachers. The elementary principal would have 

different expectations to consider than would the secondary 

principal. Race also was shown to be a factor in the ex-

pectations of student teachers. Though Anglo-American and 

Latin-American student teachers had very similar expectations, 

Negro student teachers had quite different expectations. With 

integrated faculties a reality, the principal must consider 

the expectations of teachers of different races. 

Perhaps the best way for a principal to ascertain and 

modify the expectations of his teachers would be to develop 

an atmosphere of freedom in which the teachers would feel 

free to express their desires and expectations. To do this, 

the principal must, in his own interaction with his teachers, 

permit a give and take of ideas. 

The third implication drawn from this study relates to 

the preparation of student teachers. The findings did not 



152 

bear this out conclusively, but it was suggested that these 

expectations stemmed to some extent from the education courses 

that the student teachers had taken. There are no formal 

courses in which students learned to expect certain kinds of 

behavior, but their expectations are probably indirectly re-

lated to the courses they have had. The implication, however, 

is that student teachers' expectations are quite varied, which 

indicates that the sources of their expectations are also 

quite varied. It is not suggested that uniformity of ex-

pectations is desirable; but if student teachers understood 

the differences in the expectations of their own group toward 

the leadership role of the principal, there might possibly 

be greater tolerance among teachers for the principal whose 

task it is to meet these varied expectations. 

In summary, it was concluded that generally student 

teachers expect their principals to be warm, friendly, and 

considerate. In addition, they expect him to give them 

concrete direction and supervision. A principal who can 

meet both these expectations will most likely be successful 

as an instructional leader. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made for further 

study: 
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1. There is a need for additional study of the 

relationships between the personality patterns of teachers 

and prospective teachers and their expectations of the leader-

ship role of principals. 

2. There is a need for the study of the consistency of 

these expectations perhaps after one or two years of teaching 

experience have been accrued. 

3. There is a need for the study of the effect of 

teacher expectations upon the leader behavior of the principal, 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO TEST ADMINISTRATORS 

On Selecting the Sample 

1. From your enrollment select secondary student 
teachers and elementary student teachers. Students 
who will do their student teaching at all levels should 
not be included in the test sample. 

2. Select your sample by first selecting, at random, from 
the coordinators on your staff a sufficient number of 
coordinators to obtain the requested sample. Use all 
of the student teachers assigned to the coordinators 
selected. 

On Administering the Questionnaires 

1. There are three questionnaires to be completed by the 
subjects. Accompanying these questionnaires is a 
PERSONAL DATA SHEET. The PERSONAL DATA SHEET must be 
completed in full, or the questionnaires for that sub-
ject cannot be used in the study. 

2. Follow the instructions for administration that ac-
company each instrument. It is not necessary for the ad-
ministrator to read the instructions aloud to the subjects, 
Be sure, however, that everyone understands the in-
structions. There are no time limits. An hour will 
probably be sufficient for all to finish the question-
naires. 

3. MAKE CERTAIN that all subjects use soft lead pencils 
(No. 2 pencils) for marking their answer sheets. 

Upon completion of the administration, collect the answer 
sheets and PERSONAL DATA SHEETS; place them in the mailing 
envelopes provided for your use; and mail them back to me. 
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET 

Code Number 

IMPORTANT: Write the above number on each answer sheet in the 
blank which is provided for your name. You DO NOT need to write 
your name on any answer sheet. This sheet will contain all your 
necessary personal data. Be certain your code number is on ALL 
your answer sheets. 

PLEASE, answer all items on this sheet. If you fail to complete 
this form, all your questionnaires must be discarded; for they 
cannot be used in this study. 

Note: The anonymity of your responses WILL be safe guarded. 

NAME ' 

(Last) (First)' (Middle) 

AGE SEX (Please check) Male Female 

Permanent Address ; 
(Street, Route, or P. 0. Box) 

Ccltyl (State) (Zip Code) 

National-Racial Origin (Please check appropriate blank) 

Anglo-American Negro-American 

Latin-American Other 
^Please Specify) 

College or University 

Major Field of Concentration 

First Minor Field 

Second Minor Field 

At what level will you do your student teaching? (Please check) 

Secondary Elementary 

What is your expected date of graduation? 

Would you participate in a follow-up study after you have taught 
a year or two? (Please check one of the following) 

Yes No Undecided now, but contact me 

when you do this follow-up study 
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APPENDED INSTRUCTIONS 

(To accompany the IDEAL LEADER BEHAVIOR Questionnaire) 

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

describe the behavior of your principal, as you think he should act. 

This is not a test of ability. It simply asks you to describe what 

an ideal principal ought to do in supervising his faculty. 

Since' you have not met the principal with whom you will even-

tually work, your responses to the items will be based upon what 

you think he should do in each situation. 

Note: The term "group" as employed in the following items, refers 

to the faculty which is supervised by the principal. 

The term "leader" refers to the principal whom you are des-

cribing. 

The term "member" refers to all the people in the faculty 

unit which is supervised by the principal. 

IMPORTANT: Please restrict your responses to the description of 

the ideal behavior of male principals. 

159 



IDEAL LEADER BEHAVIOR (What You Expect of Your Leader) 

Developed by staff members of 
The Ohio State Leadership Studies 

On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to 
describe the behavior of your supervisor, as you think he should act. 
This is not a test of ability. It simply asks you to describe what 
an ideal leader ought to do in supervising his group. 

Note: The term, "group," as employed in the following items, refers 
to a department, division, or other unit of organization which is su-
pervised by the leader. 

The term "member," refers to all the people in the unit of or-
ganization which is supervised by the leader. 

Published by 
Bureau of Business Research 

College of Commerce and Administration 
The Ohio State University 

Columbus, Ohio ̂ 3210 
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18. Refuse to explain his actions. A B C D E 

19. Keep the group informed. A B C 'D E 

20. Act without consulting the group. A B c p E 

21. Back up the members in their actions. A B c D E 

22. Emphasize the meeting of deadlines. A B c D E 

23- Treat all group members as his equals. A B c D E 

2k. Encourage the use of uniform procedures. A B c D E 

25. Get what he asks for from his superiors. A B c D E 

26. Be willing to make changes. A B c D E 

27. Make srure that his part in the organization is understood 
by group members. A B c D E 

28. Be friendly and approachable. A B c D E 

29. Ask that group members follow standard rules and 
regulations. A B c D E 

30 . Fail to take necessary action. A B c D E 

31. Make group members feel at ease when talking with them. A B ' c D E 

32. Let group members know what is expected of them. A B c D E 

33 . Speak as the representative of the group. A B c D E 

3^. Put suggestions made by the group into operation. A B c D E 

35 . See to it that group members are working up to capacity. A B c D E 

36. Let other people take away his leadership in the group. A B c D E 

37. Get his superiors to act for the welfare of the group 
members. A B c D E 

38. Got group approval in important matters before going 
ahead. A B c D V iij 

39- See to it that the work of group members is coordinated. A B c D E 

ho. Keep the group working together as a team. A B c D E 
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1 8 . Refuse to explain his actions. A B C D **? 

1 9 . Keep the group informed. A B C D E 

2 0 . Act without consulting the group. A B c D E 

2 1 . Back up the members in their actions. A B c D E 

2 2 . Emphasize the meeting of deadlines. A B G • D E 

2 3 . Treat all group members as his equals. A B C D E 

2b. Encourage the use of uniform procedures. A B C D E 

2 5 . Get what he asks for from his superiors. A B C D E 

2 6 . Be willing to make changes. A B C D E 

2 7 . Make sure that his part in the organization is understood 
by group members. A B C D E 

2 8 . Be friendly and approachable. A B C D E 

29. Ask that group members follow standard rules and 
regulations. A B C D 17» 

yj 

3 0 . Fail to take necessary action. A B C D E 

3 1 . Make group members feel at ease when talking with them. A 3 c D E 

3 2 . Let group members know what is expected of them. A B c ' D E 

3 3 . Speak as the representative of the group. A B c D E 

3 ^ . Put suggestions made by the group into operation. A B c D E 

3 5 . See to it that group members are working up to capacity. A B c 'D E 

3 6 . Let other people take away his leadership in the group. A B c D E 

37. Get his superiors to act for the welfare of the group 
members. A B c D E 

38. Cct group approval in important matters before going 
ahead. A B c D it i~j 

39- See to it that the work of group members is coordinated. A B c D E 

40. Keep the group working together as a team. A B c D E 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books 

Buros, Oscar K. (Ed.), The Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Sixth Edition, Highland Park, New Jersey, The Gryphon 
Press, 1965. 

Campbell, Donald T., Leadership and Its Effects Upon the 
Group, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1956. 

Carter, L., "Leadership and Small Group Behavior," in M. 
Sharif and M. 0. Wilson (Eds.), Group Relations at 
the Crossroads, New York, Harper, 1953. 

Cattell, R. B., "Determining Syntality Dimension as a Basis 
for Morale and Leadership Measurement," in Harold 
Guetzkow (Ed.), Groups, Leadership and Men: Research 
in Human Relations, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Carnegie 
Press, 1951, 16-27. 

Fleishman, E. A., Leadership Climate and Supervisory Be-
havior , Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1951. 

_, "A Leader Behavior Description for Industry," 
in Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (Eds.), 
Leader Behavior: Its Description and Measurement, 
Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1957. 

, Edwin F. Harris and Harold E. Burtt, Leader-
ship and Supervision in Industry, Columbus, The Ohio 
State University, 1955. 

Gibb, Cecil A., "Leadership," in Gardner Lindzey (Ed.), 
Handbook of Social Psychology, II, Reading, Massachu-
setts, Addison-Wesley, 1954. 

Gouldner, A. W., Studies in Leadership, New York, Harper, 
1950. 

Haiman, F. S., Group Leadership and Democratic Action, 
Boston, Houghton-Mifflin, 1950. 

163 



164 

Halpin, Andrew W., "The Leader Behavior and Effectiveness 
of Aircraft Commanders," in Ralph M. Stogdill and 
Alvin E. Coons (Eds.), Leader Behavior: Its Des-
cription and Measurement, Columbus, The Ohio State 
University, 1957. 

, The Leader Behavior of School Superinten-
dents , Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1956. 

Manual for the Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 
1957. 

and B. James Winer, "A Factorial Study of 
the Leader Behavior Descriptions," in Ralph M. 
Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (Ejds.), Leader Behavior: 
Its Description and Measurement, Columbus, The Ohio 
State University. 

, The Leadership Behavior 
of the Airplane Commander, Columbus, The Ohio State 
University, 1952. 

Hemphill, John K., Leader Behavior Description, Columbus, 
The Ohio State University, 1950. 

, Situational Factors in Leadership, Columbus, 
The Ohio State University, 1949. 

and Alvin E. Coons, "Development of the 
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire," in Ralph 
M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (Eds.), Leader Be-
havior : Its Description and Measurement, Columbus, 
The Ohio State University, 1957. 

Jennings, Helen H., Leadership and Isolation, New York, 
Longmans, Green and Company, 1950. 

Kahn, Robert L. and Daniel Katz, "Leadership Practices in 
Relation to Productivity and Morale," in Dorwin 
Cartwright arid Alvin F. Zander (Eds.), Group 
Dynamics: Research and Theory, second edition, 
Evanston, Illinois, Row, Peterson, 1960, 554-570. 

Katz, D., et al., Productivity Supervision and Morale in 
an Office Situation, Ann Arbor, Survey Research 
Center, University of Michigan, 1951. 



165 

, Productivity Supervision and Morale among 
Railroad Workers, Ann Arbor, Survey Research Center, 
University of Michigan, 1951. 

Manual for the Gordon Personal Inventory, 1963 Revision, New 
York, Harcourt, Brace & World, 1963. 

Manual for the Gordon Personal Profile, 1963 Revision, New 
York, Harcourt, Brace & World, 1963. 

Pigors, P., Leadership and Domination, Boston, Houghton-
Mifflin, 1935. 

Preston, H. 0., The Development of a Procedure for Evaluating 
Officers in the U. S. Air Force, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl-
vania, American Institute for Research, 1948. 

Rush, Jr., Carl H., "Leader Behavior and Group Character-
istics," in Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons, 
(Eds.), Leader Behavior: Its Description and 
Measurement, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 
1957. 

Sanford, F. H., "Research on Military Leadership," in J. C. 
Flanagan (Ed.), Psychology in the World Emergency, 
Pittsburgh, University of Pittsburgh Press, 1952, 
17-74. 

Scott, Ellis L., Leadership and Perceptions of Organization, 
Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1956. 

, Perceptions of Organization and Leadership 
Behavior, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1952. 

Seashore, Stanley E., Group Cohesiveness in the Industrial 
Work Group, Ann Arbor, University of Michigan, 1954. 

Seeman, Melvin, "A Comparison of General and Specific Leader 
Behavior Descriptions," in Ralph M. Stogdill and 
Alvin E. Coons (Eds.), Leader Behavior: Its Des-
cription and Measurement, Columbus, The Ohio State 
University, 1957. 

"Some Status Corrolates of Leadership," in 
A. G. Grace (Ed.), Leadership in American Education, 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1950, 40-50. 



166 

, A Status Factor Approach to Leadership: A 
Report on a Pilot Study of Four Ohio School Systems, 
Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1951. 

and R. T. Morris, A Status Factor Approach to 
Leadership, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1950. 

Shartle, Carroll L. and Ralph M. Stogdill, Studies in Naval 
Leadership, Columbus, The Ohio State University, 1952. 

Simon, Herbert A., Administrative Behavior, New York, MacMillan, 
1947. 

Stogdill, Ralph M., Individual Behavior and Group Achievement, 
New York, Oxford University Press, 1959. 

Stogdill, Ralph M. and K. Koehler, Measures of Leadership • 
Structure and Organization Change, Columbus, The Ohio 
State University, 1952. 

, Ellis L. Scott and William E. Jaynes, 
Leadership and Role Expectations, Columbus, The Ohio 
State University, 1956. 

and Carroll L. Shartle, Methods in the Study 
of Administrative Leadership, Columbus, The Ohio State 
University, 1955. 

Stouffer, Samuel A., et al., The American Soldier, Vol. I, 
Princeton, New Jersey, Princeton University Press, 
1949. 

Articles 

Berkowitz, L., "Group Standards, Cohesiveness, and Pro-
ductivity," Human Relations, VII (Winter, 1954), 
509-519. 

Bidwell, Charles E., "The Administrative Role and Satisfaction 
in Teaching," Journal of Educational Sociology, XXIX 
(September, 1955), 41-47. 

Campbell, R. F., "The Interdepartmental Seminar for School 
Administrators," Graduate School Record, The Ohio 
State University, VII (1954), 4-6. 



167 

Carter, J. H., "Military Leadership," Military Review, 
XXXII (1952), 14-18. 

Carter, L., W. Haythorn, Beatrice Shriver, and J. Lanzetta, 
"The Behavior of Leaders and Other Group Members," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLVI 
(October, 1951), 589-595. 

and Mary Nixon, "Ability, Perceptual, Personality, 
and Interest Factors Associated with Different Criteria 
of Leadership," Journal of Psychology, XXVII (April, 
1949), 377-388. 

Cattell, R. B., "Concepts and Methods in the Measurement of 
Group Syntality," Psychological Review, LV (January, 
1948), 48-63. 

, "New Concepts for Measuring Leadership in 
Terms of Group Syntality," Human Relations, IV 
(Summer, 1951), 161-184. 

, D. R. Saunders and G. F. Stice, "The Dimensions 
of Syntality in Small Groups," Human Relations, VI 
(Winter, 1953), 331-356. 

and L. G. Wispe, "The Dimensions of Syntality 
in Small Groups," Journal of Social Psychology, 
XXVIII (August, 1948), 57-78. 

Chase, Francis S., "How to Meet Teachers' Expectations of 
Leadership," Administrator^ Notebook, I (April, 1953). 

"Professional Leadership and Teacher Morale," 
Administrator's Notebook, I (March, 1953). 

Chowdry, Kamla and Theodore M. Newcomb, "The Relative 
Abilities of Leaders and Non-Leaders to Estimate 
Opinions of Their Own Groups," Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, XLVII (January, 1952), 51-57. 

Christner, Charlotte A. and John K. Hemphill, "Leader Behavior 
of B-29 Commanders and Changes in Crew Members' 
Attitudes Toward the Crew," Sociometry, XVIII (February, 
1955), 82-87. 

Cowley, W. H., "Three Distinctions in the Study of Leaders," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XXIII (July, 
1928), 144-157. 



168 

Evenson, Warren L., "Leadership Behavior of High School 
PrincipalsNational Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin, XLII (September, 1959), 96-101. 

Fleishman, E. A., "The Description of Supervisory Behavior," 
Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXVII (February, 1953), 
1-6. 

"The Measurement of Leadership Attitudes in 
Industry," Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXVII (June, 
1953), 153-158. 

Gibb, Cecil A., "The Principles and Traits of Leadership," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLII (July, 
1947), 267-284. 

'The Sociometry of Leadership in Temporary 
Groups," Sociometry, XIII (August, 1950), 226-243. 

Hall, Robert L., "Social Influence on the Aircraft Com-
mander's Role," American Sociological Review, XX 
(June, 1955), 292-299. 

Halpin, Andrew W., "The Leader Behavior and Combat Perfor-
mance of Airplane Commanders," Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, XLIX (January, 1954), 19-22. 

_, "The Leader Behavior and Leadership Ideology 
of Educational Administrators and Aircraft Commanders," 
Harvard Educational Review, XXVIII (November, 1955), 
18-32. 

Hemphill, John K., "Leadership Behavior Associated with 
Administrative Reputation of College Departments," 
Journal of Educational Psychology, XLVI (November, 
1955), 385-401. 

, "Relations Between the Size of the Group 
and the Behavior of Superior Leaders," Journal of 
Social Psychology, XXXII (August, 1950, 11-22. 

Hemphill, J. K. and Charles M. Westie, "The Measurement of 
Group Dimensions," Journal of Psychology, XXIX 
(1950), 325-342. 



169 

Jacobs, Jon Wayne, "Leader Behavior of the Secondary School 
Principal,"National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin, XLIX (October, 1965), 13-17. 

Maas, H. S., "Personal and Group Factors in Leaders' Social 
Perception," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 
XLV (January, 1950), 54-63. 

Morris, Richard T. and Melvin Seeman, "The Problem of 
Leadership: An Interdisciplinary Approach," American 
Journal of Sociology, LVI (September, 1950), 149-155. 

Peltz, D. C., "Leadership Within a Hierarchical Organization," 
Journal of Social Issues, VII (Autumn, 1951), 49-55. 

Redl, F., "Group Emotion and Leadership," Psychiatry, V 
(November, 1942), 573-596. 

Roff, M. E., "A Study of Combat Leadership in the Air Force 
by Means of a Rating Scale," Journal of Psychology, 
XXX (July, 1950), 229-239. 

Ross, Ian C. and Alvin Zander, "Need Satisfaction and 
Employee Turnover," Personnel Psychology, X (Autumn, 
1957), 327-338. 

Seeman, Melvin, "Role Conflict and Ambivalence in Leadership," 
American Sociological Review, XVIII (August, 1953), 
373-380. 

Shartle, Carroll L., "Leadership Aspects of Administrative 
Behavior," Advanced Management, XV (November, 1950), 
12-15. 

"Leadership and Executive Performance," 
Personnel, XXV (March, 1949), 370-380. 

Stogdill, Ralph M., "Leadership, Membership and Organization," 
Psychological Bulletin, XLVII (January, 1950), 1-14. 

, "Personal Factors Associated with Leader-
ship: A Survey of the Literature," Journal of 
Psychology, XXV (November, 1948), 35-71. 

Vroom, Victor H., "The Effects of Attitudes on Perception of 
Organizational Goals," Human Relations, XII (August, 
1960), 229-240. 



170 

Willower, Donald J., "Education Students Perceptions of 
School Administrators," School Review, LXX (Autumn, 
1962), 332-344. 

Unpublished Materials 

Conrad, Richard, "The Administrative Role: A Sociological 
Study of Leadership in a Public School System," unpub-
lished doctor's dissertation, Stanford University, 1951. 

Evenson, Warren L., "The Leadership Behavior of High School 
Principals: Perceptions and Expectations of Superin-
tendents, Principals and Staff Members," unpublished 
doctor's dissertation, University of Chicago, 1958. 

Hastings, Robert E., "Leadership in University Research 
Teams," unpublished doctor's dissertation, The Ohio 
State University, 1963. 

Haythorn, W., "The Influence of the Individual Group 
Members in the Behavior of Coworkers and on the Char-
acteristics of the Group," unpublished doctor's 
dissertation, University of Rochester, 1952. 

Hemphill, John K., Ann Seigel, and Charles W. Westie, 
"An Exploratory Study of Relations Between Perceptions 
of Leader Behavior, Group Characteristics, and Expec-
tation Concerning the Behavior of the Ideal Leader," 
unpublished staff report, The Ohio State University, 
Personnel Research Board, 1952. 

Luckie, William R., "Leader Behavior of Directors of 
Instruction," unpublished doctor's dissertation, 
University of Southern Mississippi, 1963. 

Morgan, Stanley R., "The Public School Principalship: Role 
Expectations by Relevant Groups," unpublished doctor's 
dissertation, University of Utha, 1965. 

Watson, Betty J., "A Study of the Relationships among 
Selected Aspects of Administrative Behavior and Teacher 
Group Cohesiveness in the Elementary School," unpublished 
doctor's dissertation, University of Rochester, 1965. 


